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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

Over the past 20 years, Southern Nevada was among the fastest growing regions in the nation.
New residents have been attracted by the area’s unique attributes, which include the climate,
combination of urban and rural amenities, 24-hour lifestyle, relative affordability, ethnic diversity,
and a strong entrepreneurial spirit. However, the region also faces serious challenges that
impact prosperity and quality of life throughout the community. In response, a broad effort was
undertaken to engage the public, collaborate across the region and develop a vision for future
development. This effort is the Southern Nevada Strong (SNS) Regional Plan.

The purpose of the SNS Regional Plan is to develop regional support for long-term economic
success and stronger communities by integrating reliable transportation, quality housing for all
income levels, and job opportunities throughout Southern Nevada. Funding to develop the
Regional Plan was provided by the HUD Sustainable Communities Initiative. As part of the
project’'s workplan, Southern Nevada was required to complete its first Regional Analysis of
Impediments (RAI) to Fair Housing Choice along with the SNS Regional Plan. The purpose of
the RAl is to identify both private and public sector barriers to fair housing choice that may exist
and recommend actions to pursue a housing market that is free of racial, ethnic, familial status,
or disability status discrimination.

In the past, Southern Nevada jurisdictions have completed their own individual Analysis of
Impediments (Als) in order to comply with the fair housing rules associated with Community
Development Block Grant (CDBG) funding. By completing the Al process regionally, the
partners that currently receive CDBG funding, including Clark County, Las Vegas, North Las
Vegas, City of Henderson and Boulder City, have utilized a comprehensive approach to address
issues that cross jurisdictional boundaries. Participation in this process brings the entities into
compliance for the next five years.

A stakeholder group was made up of staff from the partner jurisdictions, US Department of
Housing and Urban Development (HUD), Southern Nevada Regional Housing Authority
(SNRHA), Silver State Fair Housing Council, UNLV, and housing related non-profits. This group
provided subject matter expertise, background information, overall direction and recommended
action items.

The RAI examines the demographics and current policies that provide the backdrop for fair
housing issues in Southern Nevada. Data was collected from many sources, including the US
Census Bureau, housing and market analyses, academic research, HUD and local fair housing
complaint registers, national crime reports, the Kirwan Institute, and stakeholder and focus
group interviews. Additionally, since the RAI was developed at the same time as the Regional
Policy Plan, SNS Regional Plan data and public outreach results were available and utilized to
inform the report.

Additionally, the current housing market is examined to gain perspective on where residents are
living and why they chose were they live. The region is evaluated on a neighborhood basis to
identify community assets and discrepancies in high opportunity areas versus low opportunity
areas. Fair housing compliance, infrastructure and enforcement are assessed, along with
mortgage lending rates and reported hate crimes. Public policy is considered within
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jurisdictional land-use codes, zoning codes and affordable housing policies. Finally, along with
community feedback gained from the Regional Plan effort, separate focus groups with
representatives of the HUD protected classes were held in order to gain more personal insight
into the discrimination problems facing people at an individual level. The results of these focus
groups were used to inform the Regional Plan and RAI and provide a more qualitative, personal
approach to pair with the quantitative data. This approach is encouraged by HUD to gain a
more full understanding of the range of fair housing issues in a region.

The key recommendations identified in the RAI are regional in nature and are summarized
below from the 42 action items identified in Chapter 9. The final RAI does not have one single
owner but rather should be used by the partner jurisdictions as a foundation to inform their
individual planning documents (comprehensive plans and zoning codes) and Consolidated
Plans as required by HUD.

The action items were developed based on Stakeholder Group suggestions, findings from the
focus groups with members of the protected classes, national best practices, and the Southern
Nevada Strong Regional Plan analysis, outreach findings and strategies.
* Increase knowledge and research in all areas related to fair housing in Southern
Nevada by increasing training and expanding the role of non-profits and academic
institutions in testing and research.

+ Strengthen fair housing enforcement to support localities and housing non-profits as
well as statewide efforts.

* Increase awareness and understanding of social equity and policies that affect
inequality and commit to public outreach techniques that include vulnerable populations.

* Provide more housing choice throughout Southern Nevada and especially in higher
opportunity areas with a range of price, income, density, ownership and building types.

« Develop additional educational choices in lower opportunity areas and ensure that a
wider range of housing options are available near high performing schools.

+ Expand diversity in leadership positions at all levels of government.
» Provide convenient, safe and reliable transportation choices to low-income areas.

* Encourage regional collaboration on housing issues and prioritize public
reinvestment in lower-income areas.

« Ensure jurisdictional regulations do not unintentionally limit fair housing choice

including limiting community residences for the disabled and wide ranges in choice for
housing densities.

Regional Analysis of Impediments 2
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1. INTRODUCTION

Purpose of the Regional Analysis of Impediments to Fair Housing

Like all jurisdictions that receive community development block grant funds from the U.S.
Department of Housing and Urban Development, the jurisdictions that comprise Southern
Nevada Strong — unincorporated Clark County, Boulder City, Henderson, Las Vegas, and
North Las Vegas—are obligated to affirmatively further fair housing. To fulfill this long—standing
obligation to foster a genuinely free market in housing that is not distorted by housing
discrimination, Southern Nevada Strong has identified, analyzed, and devised solutions to both
private and public sector barriers to fair housing choice that may exist within its borders. As is
the case throughout the nation, the impediments to fair housing choice are both local and
regional in nature—and the approaches to mitigate them necessarily have local and regional
components.

In addition to the five jurisdictions noted above, the collaborative regional planning effort that is
Southern Nevada Strong includes the Southern Nevada Regional Planning Coalition; Southern
Nevada Regional Housing Authority; Regional Transportation Commission; Clark County School
District; Southern Nevada Water Authority; Southern Nevada Health District; Conservation
District of Southern Nevada; and University of Nevada, Las Vegas.

The Southern Nevada Strong Regional Analysis of Impediments to Fair Housing Choice is the
first regional analysis completed in Southern Nevada. This Analysis is being produced along
with the Regional Policy Plan under a Sustainable Communities Planning Grant from the U.S.
Department of Housing and Urban Development. One of just 29 regions to receive this grant,
Southern Nevada Strong is conducting the in—depth research and community engagement
needed to analyze the planning issues that face Clark County and the four cities as well as the
other entities in Southern Nevada Strong. A key focus of the Southern Nevada Strong regional
planning effort is to build a foundation for long—term economic prosperity and community
livelihood by better integrating transportation, housing, and job opportunities throughout
Southern Nevada. A genuinely free market in housing undistorted by discrimination is essential
to achieving this goal and reducing living costs for all Southern Nevada households.

The Vision for Southern Nevada Strong

The Southern Nevada Strong Regional Plan is the culmination of unprecedented regional
collaboration, expert input, and community engagement. Using a wide range of methods for
gathering community input, Southern Nevada Strong developed the following regional vision for
the future:

In 2035, the Southern Nevada region has a strong entrepreneurial spirit sustaining its
high quality of life. This vibrant, unique region is characterized by a resilient economy,
excellent educational opportunities, urban and natural amenities, and integrated
transportation networks.

Regional Analysis of Impediments Chapter 1 3
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The vision shows a possible future for Southern Nevada in which:

New growth occurs in existing neighborhoods and vacant and underused sites are
redeveloped.

Multiple modes of transportation—including walking, biking and transit—are available,
safe and convenient.

More people can live close to work because jobs, services and schools are located
within easy reach of a variety of housing types for all budgets and preferences.

Underutilized retail and industrial land along key corridors is repurposed and attracts
small businesses and companies in targeted economic industries.

Redevelopment occurs along future transit corridors, including North 5™ Street,
Maryland Parkway, Flamingo Road and Boulder Highway.

The region’s downtowns provide a variety of jobs and services for local residents;
dense housing combined with vibrant commercial spaces; and new employment and
workforce development opportunities.

Through regional collaboration, schools are located in walkable and bikable
communities.

The Southern Nevada Strong Regional Plan identifies four main challenges facing the Southern
Nevada region in realizing this vision:

Uncoordinated Growth and Disconnected Land Uses;

Economic Volatility and Over-Reliance on Gaming, Tourism and

Construction;

Social Disparities and Vulnerable Communities; and

Continued Growth and Changing Demographics.

It is vital that the region has a clear understanding of the status of fair housing in Southern
Nevada in order to make the changes necessary to achieve our vision. This report will identify
where the region has challenges to fair housing and will make recommendations for change.

Regional Analysis of Impediments Chapter 1 4
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2. DEMOGRAPHIC SUMMARY

This Regional Analysis of Impediments to Fair Housing includes unincorporated Clark County
and four incorporated jurisdictions: Las Vegas, Henderson, North Las Vegas, and Boulder City
as seen in the map below.

Figure 1 Regional jurisdictions: Clark County, Las Vegas, Henderson, North Las Vegas, and Boulder City
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Population and Demographics

Over the past 20 years, Southern Nevada was among the fastest growing regions in the nation.
This rapid rate of development brought prosperity and opportunity to many, but it also created
challenges. Much of the growth came from retirees and international migration. Since 2000,
Clark County’s population became slightly older, but is younger than the nation overall. The
County has also become more diverse with an increasing share of Hispanics and minority
populations. Incomes have not grown much in nominal dollars and poverty levels have
increased to be above the national average. Since the recession, homeownership has
decreased.

Population Growth

Table 1 shows that Clark County has grown rapidly over the last 20 years. Between 1990 and
2013, the average annual growth rate of the population for Clark County was 4.5%.
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¢ North Las Vegas and Henderson grew much faster than the county over the same period.

e Population growth in the county has slowed since 2010 with an annual average growth

rate of 1.3%.

Table 1 Population change, U.S., Nevada, Clark County, and select cities, 1990 to 2012/13

Change 1990 to 2012/13
Area 1990 2000 2010 2011 2012 2013 Number Percent AAGR
us. 248,709,873 281,421,906 308,754,538 311,587,816 313,873,685 316,128,839 67,418,966 27% 1.0%
Nevada 1,201,833 1,998,257 2,700,551 2,720,028 2,754,354  2,790,136| 1,588,303 132%  3.7%
Clark County 741,459 1,375,765 1,951,269 1,969,975 1,997,659 2,027,868 1,286,409 173%  4.5%
Las Vegas 258,295 478,434 583,756 589,317 596,424 N/A 338,129 131%  3.9%
North Las Vegas 47,707 115,488 216,961 219,020 223,491 N/A 175,784 368% 7.3%
Henderson 64,942 175,381 257,729 260,068 265,679 N/A 200,737 309%  6.6%
Boulder City 12,567 14,966 15,023 15,166 15,168 N/A 2,601 21%  0.9%
Mesquite 1,871 9,389 15,276 15,423 16,062 N/A 14,191 758% 10.3%

Source: U.S. Census 1990 “General Population Characteristics: Nevada,” U.S. Census 2000 SF 1 DP-1, U.S. Census 2010 DP-1,

U.S. Census Bureau State and County QuickFacts.

Note: AAGR is average annual growth rate.

Components of Growth
Population in Clark County is projected to increase at an average annual rate of 1.3% between
2013 and 2030. This population increase is much slower than the area experienced over the
last 20 years. This is due to two major factors, shown below: (1) slowing in-migration (such as
for economic purposes and retirement); and (2) decreasing rate of natural changes due to fewer

births to deaths among the existing population.

In-migration

o Clark County is expected to realize overall decreasing rates of in-migration as seen in
Table 2, largely due to much lower existing and future rates of economic migration.

¢ Retired and international migrant growth is expected to increase at an annual rate of
2.8% and 2.6% in Clark County between 2013 and 2030, respectively.

e Economic migration decreased precipitously between 2000 and 2013 to the point there
was net out-migration of people within this category in 2013.
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Table 2 In-migration population change, Clark County 2000-2030

Total Change 2000-2013 Total Change 2013-2030
Variable 2000 2013 2030 Number AAGR Number AAGR
Starting population 1,242,570 | 1,991,520 | 2,473,880 748,950 3.7% 482,360 1.3%
Economic Migrants 43,580 (3,460) 1,410 (47,040) 4,870
Retired Migrants 3,770 4,370 7,040 600 1.1% 2,670 2.8%
International Migrants 3,420 8,240 12,650 4,820 7.0% 4,410 2.6%
Total Migrants 50,590 7,600 21,080 (42,990) -13.6% 13,480 6.2%

Source: “Population Forecasts: Long-Term Projections for Clark County, Nevada 2013-2050.” Center for Business and Economic
Research, UNLV. Table A9: Demographics, in addition to the projections for 2010-2050 and 1999-2035.

Note: Total migrants also includes a small “special” migration category, not shown.

Note: Starting population figures differ from Table A-1 population counts due to mid-year counts.

Note: AAGR is average annual growth rate.

Natural Change

o Clark County’s population is expected to increase but natural population, as seen in
Table 3 is projected to grow at a decreasing rate

¢ Births outpace deaths but the number of deaths is expected to continue to increase faster
than the annual average rate of births in Clark County between 2000 and 2030.

Table 3 Natural population change, Clark County, 2000-2030

Total Change 2000-2013 | Total Change 2013-2030
Variable 2000 2013 2030 Number AAGR Number AAGR
Starting population 1,242,570 | 1,991,520 | 2,473,880 748,950 3.7% 482,360 1.3%
Births 19,850 27,870 31,520 8,020 2.6% 3,650 0.7%
Deaths 9,970 13,800 23,580 3,830 2.5% 9,780 3.2%
Net Natural growth 9,880 14,070 7,940 4,190 2.8% (6,130) -3.3%

Source: “Population Forecasts: Long-Term Projections for Clark County, Nevada 2013-2050.” Center for Business and Economic
Research, UNLV. Table A9: Demographics in addition to the projections for 2010-2050 and 1999-2035.

Note: Starting population figures differ from Table A-1 population counts due to mid-year counts.

Note: AAGR is average annual growth rate.
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Demographic trends

Age

Table 4 indicates that overall, Clark County’s population is slightly aging, but it is younger than
that nation overall. The median age increased only slightly from 34.4 years in 2000 to 36.0 in
2012. North Las Vegas is considerably younger than the county overall, and Henderson is
considerably older. Boulder City is not included in the table below, but has a median age of 50,
according to U.S. Census ACS 2012 data.

Table 4 Median age, Nation, Clark County, and select cities, 2000-2012

Area 2000 2010 2012
Nation 35.3 37.2 374
Clark Co 34.4 355 36.0
Las Vegas 345 35.9 371
North Las Vegas 28.8 30.6 29.5
Henderson 35.9 39.6 41.4

Source: U.S. Census 2000 SF1 DP-1, U.S. Census 2010 SF1 DP-1,
U.S. Census ACS 2012 Table B01002.

Figure 2, below, shows us the population distribution by age for Clark County compared to
Nevada as a whole in 2012. Population is distributed relatively evenly among the different age
groups; no one group composes more than 14% of the total population.

¢ In 2012, residents aged 65 and older made up 12% of the total population.

o The population group between 25 and 64 years is forecast to grow by 280,000, which
represents a smaller growth rate than other age categories. As a result, the share of
population in this age category is forecast to decrease from 53% to 48% of the population
from 2012 to 2035.

Regional Analysis of Impediments Chapter 2 8



Figure 2 Population by age, Nevada and Clark County, 2012
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Like America as a whole, Southern Nevada has become more racially diverse over the previous
decade. Table 5, below, shows the racial composition of Clark County, Las Vegas, North Las
Vegas, Henderson, and Boulder City for 2012 compared with 2000. The increases in minority
populations have resulted in the percentage but not the number of Caucasians decreasing.
Simply put, the number of minority individuals in Clark County has been rising more quickly than

the county’s white population.

Table 5 Population by race in 2000 and 2012, Nevada, Clark County, and select cities

2000 2012*
African All Other African All Other
Area Caucasian American Asian Races Caucasian  American Asian Races
Clark Co 71.6% 9.1% 5.3% 14.0% 64.5% 10.7% 9.0% 15.8%
Las Vegas 69.9% 10.4% 4.8% 14.9% 67.2% 10.4% 6.1% 16.3%
North Las Vegas 55.9% 19.0% 3.2% 21.9% 47.9% 20.5% 6.0% 25.6%
Henderson 84.5% 3.8% 4.0% 7.7% 80.1% 5.5% 7.4% 7.0%
Boulder City 94.5% 0.7% 0.7% 4.1% 93.9% 0.4% 3.1% 2.6%

Source: U.S. Census 2000 SF1 Table DP-1, U.S. Census ACS 2012 Table DP05, and U.S. Census ACS 2008-2012 Table DP05.
*2012 data for Clark County, Las Vegas, North Las Vegas and Henderson is from the ACS 1-year estimates while data for Boulder

City reflects ACS 5 year estimates (2008-2012)
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Figure 3 Minority Population per Acre
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Figure 3 indicates the areas of heavier minority population for all of Clark County. It is similar in
concentration to Figure 8, seen under the Income section, which pinpoints the areas of
population which live under the poverty level. Figure 3 indicates the proportion of the population
that all minorities constitute for all of Clark County. While Clark County’s urban core, which is
centered around Las Vegas, is quite racially and ethnically diverse, Figure 3 shows that some
severe concentrations exist and that racial and ethnic diversity is not uniform throughout the
county’s urban core. As of 2010, minorities as a whole lived in the vast majority of the county’s
urban core.

Figure 3 also shows some substantial concentrations of minorities in the southern and eastern
neighborhoods of North Las Vegas as well as in the eastern part of Las Vegas and in
unincorporated Clark County east of North Las Vegas and south of Las Vegas. Many of these
concentrations have become more intense and more widespread since 2000.
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Table 6 Racial and Hispanic Composition of Clark County: 1990-2010

African All Other Multiple Hispanic
Year White American Asian ReRF;cé:atsed Races oézﬁzr;y
1990 81.3% 9.5% 3.5% 5.9% N/A 10.9%
2000 71.6% 9.1% 5.3% 9.9% 4.2% 22.0%
2010 60.9% 10.5% 8.7% 14.9% 5.1% 29.1%

The percentages for racial groups in a row do not add up to 100 percent due to rounding.

Sources: 1990, 2000 and 2010: U.S. Census. 1990: 1990 Census of Population Social and Economic Characteristics,
Nevada, Tables 6 and 7. 2000: Profiles of General Demographic Characteristics, Nevada, Table DP-1, 2010: 2010
Census of Population and Housing, Nevada 2010, Tables 4. https://www.census.gov/prod/www/decennial.html|

Table 6 shows us that Clark County has become dramatically more diverse over the past twenty
years. While the percentage of the population that is Caucasian has decreased almost by 20%,
all other races and Hispanics of any race have increased. The African American percentage
has only increased a small amount, but the Asian and all other races categories have more than
doubled, while the Hispanic category has almost tripled.

Las Vegas, as seen in Table 7, continues to be one of the two most racially and ethnically

diverse cities in Clark County, although the City is divided into several separate and unequal
racial, ethnic and economic neighborhoods as seen in the map in Figure 3.

Table 7 Racial and Hispanic Composition of Las Vegas: 1990-2010

Year White African Asian All Other | Multiple [Hispanic of
American Reported Races Any Race
Races
1990 78.4% 11.4% 3.6% 6.5% N/A 12.1%
2000 69.9% 10.4% 4.8% 10.8% 4.1% 23.6%
2010 62.1% 11.1% 6.1% 15.8% 4.9% 31.5%

The percentages for racial groups in a row do not add up to 100 percent due to rounding.

Sources: 1990, 2000 and 2010: U.S. Census. 1990: 1990 Census of Population Social and Economic Characteristics,
Nevada, Tables 6 and 7. 2000: Profiles of General Demographic Characteristics, Nevada, Table DP-1, 2010: 2010
Census of Population and Housing, Nevada 2010, Tables 4. https://www.census.gov/prod/www/decennial.html

Henderson, as seen in Table 8, is becoming more racially and ethnically diverse, however there
are no intense concentrations of minority residents in Henderson as seen in the map. Overall,
the proportions of African American, Asian, and Hispanic households are a bit less than would
be expected in a genuinely free housing market where income is the predominant determinant
of who lives in a city.
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Table 8 Racial and Hispanic Composition of Henderson: 1990 —2010

SOUTHERN

African All Other Multiole Hispanic
Year White : Asian Reported b of Any
American Races
Races Race
1990 91.5% 2.7% 21% 3.8% N/A 7.9%
2000 84.5% 3.8% 4.0% 4.3% 3.5% 10.7%
2010 76.9% 5.1% 7.2% 6.0% 4.8% 14.9%

The percentages for racial groups in a row do not add up to 100 percent due to rounding.
Sources: 1990, 2000 and 2010: U.S. Census. 1990: 1990 Census of Population Social and Economic Characteristics,
Nevada, Tables 6 and 7. 2000: Profiles of General Demographic Characteristics, Nevada, Table DP-1, 2010: 2010
Census of Population and Housing, Nevada 2010, Tables 4. https://www.census.gov/prod/www/decennial.html

North Las Vegas’s minority composition is broken down in table 9. The in-migration of

Caucasians, Asians and Hispanics accounts for the huge population growth North Las Vegas
has experienced since 1990. The actual number of African Americans did not fall during the

decade but the proportion declined due to the population growth of the other groups.

Table 9 Racial and Hispanic Composition of North Las Vegas: 1990-2010

African All Other Multiole Hispanic
Year White A : Asian Reported P of Any
merican Races
Races Race
1990 45.1% 37.4% 2.3% 15.2% N/A 21.7%
2000 55.9% 19.0% 3.2% 17.1% 4.7% 37.6%
2010 47.4% 19.9% 6.3% 20.6% 5.8% 38.8%

The percentages for racial groups in a row do not add up to 100 percent due to rounding.
Sources: 1990, 2000 and 2010: U.S. Census. 1990: 1990 Census of Population Social and Economic Characteristics,
Nevada, Tables 6 and 7. 2000: Profiles of General Demographic Characteristics, Nevada, Table DP-1, 2010: 2010
Census of Population and Housing, Nevada 2010, Tables 4. https://www.census.gov/prod/www/decennial.html

STRONG

Boulder City is not as diverse as Clark County, North Las Vegas, Las Vegas, or Henderson, as
seen in Table 10. As of 2010, Boulder City remained a virtually all-Caucasian community with a
small Hispanic population and very few residents who are African American, Asian, multi-racial,

or of any other race. Boulder City was created as an all-Caucasian community over 80 years
ago, a legacy that can be overcome only through deliberate public and private sector policies

and practices to affirmatively further fair housing choice.

Regional Analysis of Impediments Chapter 2
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Table 10 Racial and Hispanic Composition of Boulder City: 1990-2010

African All Other Multiole Hispanic
Year White ; Asian Reported P of Any
American RAces Races Race
1990 97.0% 0.4% 1.2% 1.4% N/A 3.7%
2000 94.5% 0.7% 0.7% 2.2% 1.9% 4.3%
2010 92.3% 0.9% 1.1% 2.7% 0.3% 7.1%

The percentages for racial groups in a row do not add up to 100 percent due to rounding.
Sources: 1990, 2000 and 2010: U.S. Census. 1990: 1990 Census of Population Social and Economic Characteristics,
Nevada, Tables 6 and 7. 2000: Profiles of General Demographic Characteristics, Nevada, Table DP-1, 2010: 2010
Census of Population and Housing, Nevada 2010, Tables 4. https://www.census.gov/prod/www/decennial.html

Figure 4 Minority African American Population per acre.
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As Figure 4 shows, the region’s African American population is heavily concentrated in North
Las Vegas east of Rancho and south of Cheyenne. The heavy concentration continues south
of North Las Vegas in adjacent Las Vegas neighborhoods. The African American population is
not spread throughout most of Clark County’s urban core. The levels of concentration and
segregation in housing appear to be substantially more intense for African Americans in all

of Clark County than in other minorities. In addition, less than one percent of the
population of Boulder City was African American in 2000.

Ethnicity

Table 11, below, shows the ethnic composition for Clark County, Las Vegas, North Las Vegas,
Henderson, and Boulder City. Clark County has become increasingly diverse since 2000, with
Hispanics making up the largest minority ethnicity composing almost 30% of the total population
in 2012.

e Between 2000 and 2012 the number of Hispanics increased at an average annual growth
rate of 5.8%, faster than the County’s overall rate of 3.2% for the same period.

¢ North Las Vegas had a majority population composed of minority groups by 2012.

Table 11 Population by ethnicity in 2000 and 2012, Nevada, Clark County, and select cities

2000 2012*
Hispanic or Hispanic or
Latino of any Latino of any
Area White Alone  Ethnic Minority Race White Alone  Ethnic Minority Race

Clark Co 71.6% 28.4% 22.0% 64.5% 35.5% 29.8%
Las Vegas 69.9% 30.1% 23.6% 67.2% 32.8% 32.8%
North Las Vegas 55.9% 44.1% 37.6% 47.9% 52.1% 37.9%
Henderson 84.5% 15.5% 10.7% 80.1% 19.9% 14.7%
Boulder City 91.9% 8.1% 4.3% 89.9% 10.1% 5.9%

Source: U.S. Census 2000 SF3 Table DP-1, U.S. Census ACS 2012 Table DP05, and U.S. Census ACS 2008-2012 Table DP05.
*2012 data for Clark County, Las Vegas, North Las Vegas and Henderson is from the ACS 1-year estimates while data for Boulder
City reflects ACS 5 year estimates (2008-2012)

Regional Analysis of Impediments Chapter 2 14
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Figure 5 Minority Hispanic Population per acre.
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Within the county’s urban core the geographic distribution of minority groups is not uniform.
Figure 5 reveals that while the county’s Hispanic population is spread out, there are some
substantial concentrations in the eastern portion of North Las Vegas and adjacent Las Vegas
and adjacent unincorporated Clark County. Hispanic residents live largely on the east side of
the urban core.

The minority population maps show rather serious concentrations of minorities in the east end of Las
Vegas and south end of North Las Vegas, as well as the adjacent areas of unincorporated Clark
County, However, all of these are not necessarily racially— or ethnically—segregated
neighborhoods. As can be seen in the Free Market Analysis™ in Chapter 4, some of these tracts
have a racial and/or Hispanic composition that would be expected in a free market that is not
distorted by housing discrimination. Some though, may be due to private and/or public sector
practices that distort the free housing market.

Regional Analysis of Impediments Chapter 2 15
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The foreign born population composes almost 22% of Clark County’s population, as seen in
Table 12, below.

e The foreign born population has steadily increased between 2000 and 2012 with an
average annual growth rate of 4.8%.

o Henderson realized the highest rate of growth in foreign born population, but has the
lowest proportion of foreign born residents to total population.

Table 12 Population by place of birth 2000 and 2012, Nevada, Clark County

and select cities

Foreign Born Change
2000 2012* 2000-2012*
Foreign % Foreign Foreign % Foreign
Area Pop Born Born Pop Born Born Number AAGR
Nevada 1,998,257 316,593 15.8%| 2,754,354 530,590 19.3% 213,997 4.4%
Clark Co 1,375,765 247,751 18.0%( 1,997,659 436,037 21.8% 188,286 4.8%
Las Vegas 478,434 90,656 18.9% 596,424 125,075 21.0% 34,419 2.7%
North Las Vegas 115,488 28,948 25.1% 223,491 51,251 22.9% 22,303 4.9%
Henderson 175,381 14,678 8.4% 265,679 32,696 12.3% 18,018 6.9%
Boulder City 14,966 478 3.2% 15,194 467 3.1% -11 -0.2%

Source: U.S. Census 2000 SF3 Table DP-2, U.S. Census ACS 2012 Table DP02, and U.S. Census ACS 2008-2012 Table DP02.
*2012 data for Clark County, Las Vegas, North Las Vegas and Henderson is from the ACS 1-year estimates while data for Boulder
City reflects ACS 5 year estimates (2008-2012)

Regional Analysis of Impediments Chapter 2

16



SOUTHERN STRONG

QUR VAILFY. OUR VISION. OUR FUTURF.

Disability Status

Table 13 shows the number of residents with disability status for Clark County, Las Vegas,
North Las Vegas, Henderson, and Boulder City, compared with the state of Nevada in 2012.
For all jurisdictions other than North Las Vegas, the percentage has increased since 2000.

Table 13 Disability status for the civilian non-institutionalized population 5 years and over, 2000 and 2012,

Nevada, Clark County, and selected cities

2000 2012*

Disability status, Disability status,

. cn./llla.n no.n- % with a . c|y|||a.1n no'n- % with a

institutionalized - institutionalized -

) disability . disability
population 5 years population 5 years
Area and older and older

Nevada 375,910 10.3% 328,715 12.9%
Clark Co 264,470 10.5% 232,068 12.6%
Las Vegas 96,564 11.1% 75,587 13.8%
North Las Vegas 21,330 10.5% 20,450 10.2%
Henderson 26,262 8.1% 27,796 11.1%
Boulder City 2,761 9.7% 2,147 14.9%

Source: U.S. Census 2000 SF4 Table QT-P21, U.S. Census 2012 Table S1810, and U.S. Census 2008-2012 Table S1810. *2012
data for Clark County, Las Vegas, North Las Vegas and Henderson is from the ACS 1-year estimates while data for Boulder City
reflects ACS 5 year estimates (2008-2012)

Regional Analysis of Impediments Chapter 2
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Figure 6 shows that people with disability status live throughout Southern Nevada. As our
population ages, Southern Nevada can only expect for the number of disabled residents to
increase. As these numbers increase, it will be increasingly important to examine the housing
opportunities, transportation options, and improvement plans for physical access for those with
disabilities and to ensure that efforts are made to address fair housing.

The locations in Figure 6 show several different scenarios for location choice for disabled
residents in Southern Nevada. Some of the darker red areas (areas with over 15% disability
status rates) are in areas popular with large concentrations of senior residents, including the
Anthem area of Henderson (with several age restricted communities) and the Summerlin area of
Las Vegas (also with an age restricted community). A second area of red surrounds the Las
Vegas medical district, a large medical community of West Las Vegas, bounded by Charleston
Blvd and Alta Drive, west of I-15. This area serves a large medical community of hospitals,
medical clinics, and ancillary services, and would naturally welcome a large community in need
of medical services. The third area of dark red mirrors the low-income urban core area of
Southern Nevada. This area has the lowest income rental units and housing accommodations
as well as the most accessible transit and for that reason may be a reason more disabled
residents, especially those with a fixed income, locate in this area.

Figure 6 Locations of residents with disability status

3
H
SR o

7 z
d’ B %
ﬂ e 7

& @
/

//"’ Boulder City.

L'_Souirce: U.S. Census Bureau American Community Survey 2008 - 2012

Regional Analysis of Impediments Chapter 2

H i
! i
i R -
= o4
S = ; SOUTHERN STRONG
i § | N,
2 i \\ g R ‘(
| S < = Al e
/ @ 1 N\, 1 £ ‘v—-l 1
,/ i North Las Vegas ] / Southern Nevada
i /
4 y / i =] ( Disability Status
; A ! § ) Clark \ U.S Census Bureau
3 < cRA Ra American Community Survey
P e Y { g £ # - Comty ! J 008 - 2012
e |7 2 H & Project Area ]
/ o CHEvENNE e A y \’,*‘
7N — %, A
B et 2 are
/gt ?..éi ; Las Vegas o / Disability Status
e < 4 T st I I under 5% With a Disability
8 o ,\ | I 5% - 10% With a Disability
y v 'y ° 10% - 15% With a Disability
1
] I Over 15% With a Disability
2 At
1
% | Loke Mead
&
i
' i
| i
4 L

18



SOUTHERN STRONG

Income and Poverty

Median income in Clark County has not kept up with national trends. In 2000 the median income
for all of Clark County was above the national median, but by 2012, the median income had
fallen below the national median. Table 14 shows the median income and percent of individuals
below the poverty level for 2000 and 2012. Figure 7 shows how the income levels are
distributed across the Southern Nevada region.

e The percent of the population in poverty has also increased in Clark County and its major
cities, and (at 16.4%) is higher than the national average.

e Las Vegas has the lowest median incomes, and North Las Vegas has the highest levels
of poverty.

e The median income for Caucasian workers was roughly 40% higher than African
American and Hispanic workers for Clark County in 2011.

¢ In Clark County for 2011, the median income for a Caucasian employee was
$53,768 compared to $39,096 for Hispanics and $37,107 for African Americans.

Table 14 Median income for households and percent of individuals below poverty level 2000 and 2012,
Nevada, Clark County as a whole and select cities

Median Income Change
2000 2012* 2000-2012*

Area Ihr/: sgrlig % Poverty m sg::lg % Poverty Number AAGR
Nation $ 41,994 12.4%| $ 51,371 15.9%| | $ 9,377 1.7%
Clark Co $ 44,616 10.8%| $ 49,546 16.4%|| $ 4,930 0.9%
Las Vegas $ 44,069 119%| $ 47,415 17.6%( | $ 3,346 0.6%
North Las Vegas | $ 46,057 14.8%| $ 49,586 19.7%| | $ 3,529 0.6%
Henderson $ 55,949 56%| $ 61,404 88%|| $ 5,455 0.8%
Boulder City $ 50,523 6.7%| $ 59,842 9.7%| | $ 9,319 1.4%

Source: U.S. Census 2000 SF3 Table DP-3, U.S. Census ACS 2012 Table DP03, and U.S. Census ACS 2008-2012 Table
DP03.¥2012 data for Clark County, Las Vegas, North Las Vegas and Henderson is from the ACS 1-year estimates while data for
Boulder City reflects ACS 5 year estimates (2008-2012)

Regional Analysis of Impediments Chapter 2 19
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Figure 7 Median Household Income
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Figure 8 shows where the residents of Clark County who fall under the 150% below poverty line
live. Itis important to note that it is similar to Figure 3, which shows where the largest minority
populations live. The largely Hispanic eastern neighborhoods as well as the large African
American communities surrounding the intersection of US-95 and I-15 are disproportionately
affected with poverty.
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Figure 8 Residents Living under the Poverty Level in Southern Nevada
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Figure 9 Household income in 2011, Nevada, Clark County, and select cities
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Figure 9 shows the distribution of income throughout Clark County for 2011. The graph
indicates that a wider proportion of higher level incomes are for residents of Henderson, while
Clark County, North Las Vegas, and Las Vegas share a larger proportion of the lower income

residents.

Forecasts for regional changes in income

Tables 15 and 16 show the forecast for income and expenditures and change in per capita
income for Clark County over the next twenty years. Based on those forecasts, the following

conclusions have been made:

¢ Growth in personal income will result in increases in disposable income and more
money available for housing expenditures. During the 1990s and early 2000s,
housing costs outpaced income growth. By 2011, income growth and change in
housing cost over the last decade had evened out, with income keeping pace with

housing cost.

¢ |tis unclear whether housing prices will grow at a similar rate as personal income
over the next two decades or whether, similar to the pattern that created the housing
bubble, housing prices will outpace change in personal income.

e Younger households and Hispanic households generally have lower incomes than
older, white households. These households may struggle to afford ownership costs,
unless their incomes increase to closer to the County averages.

Table 15 Forecast of income and expenditures, 2005 dollars, Clark County, 2012 and 2035

Change 2012 to 2035
Income and Expenditures 2012 2035 Number Percent AAGR
Personal Income (Billions USD) $77.76 $288.10 $210.33 270% 5.86%
Taxes $6.45 $28.53 $22.08 342% 6.68%
Disposable Personal Income $71.31 $259.57 $188.26 264% 5.78%
Real Personal Income (Billions USD) $66.36 $138.06 $71.70 108% 3.24%
with housing price $69.08 $142.00 $72.91 106% 3.18%
PCE Price Index $117.19 $208.68 $91.49 78% 2.54%
with housing price $112.57 $202.89 $90.32 80% 2.59%
Real Disposable Personal Income (Billions USD) $60.85 $124.39 $63.54 104% 3.16%
with housing price $63.35 $127.94 $64.59 102% 3.10%

Source: Population Forecast: Long-term Projections for Clark County, Nevada 2012-2050; Calculations by ECONorthwest

Table 16 Forecast of change in per capita income, 2005 dollars, Clark County, 2012 and 2035

Change 2012 to 2035
Per Capita Income 2012 2035 Number Percent AAGR
Real Personal Income (Billions USD) $66.36 $138.06 $71.70 108% 3.24%
Population 1,982,000 2,848,000 866,000 44% 1.59%
Real Income Per Capita (USD) $33,479 $48,474 $14,995 45% 1.62%

Source: Population Forecast: Long-term Projections for Clark County, Nevada 2012-2050; Per Capita calculation by ECONorthwest

Regional Analysis of Impediments Chapter 2
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Median income and poverty status by protected class and jurisdiction

Table 17 below, shows the median income and poverty status for Caucasians, African
Americans, Asians, other races, Hispanics, residents with disability status and households with
female heads of household. Asians and Caucasians have the largest median income and
lowest percentage below poverty level and disabled residents and households with female
heads of households have the lowest median income. The households with a female head of
household are by far the largest percentage living in poverty.

Table 17 Median income and poverty status for Clark County in total

Protected Class Designation Median Income | Percent Below Poverty Level

White Alone *not a protected class $ 56,577 13%
Black Alone $ 40,959 22%
Asian Alone $ 62,207 9%
Other Race $ 48,619 19%
Hispanic or Latino $ 44,719 21%
With Disability $ 31,136 18%
Households With Female Head of Household $ 32,976 27%
Total $ 54,218 14%

Source: United States Census Bureau American Community Survey, 2008-2012

This pattern is also seen in the individual jurisdictions, Tables 18 — 20, of Las Vegas, North Las
Vegas and Henderson. In all of these jurisdictions, the African American category has the
lowest median income and highest percentage below the poverty level of all the races. The
disabled category shares a low median income with female head of households, however, does
not have as high a percentage below poverty level, probably due to public financial assistance
for the disability. Henderson is the only one of these jurisdictions to not have female heads of
households as the largest percentage below poverty (African American holds this designation in
Henderson).

Table 18 Median income and poverty status for Las Vegas

Protected Class Designation Median Income | Percent Below Poverty Level

White Alone *not a protected class $ 55,793 14.2%
Black Alone $ 36,807 24.2%
Asian Alone $ 58,331 10.2%
Other Race $ 44,145 23.1%
Hispanic or Latino $ 42,711 24.0%
With Disability $ 24,887 19.5%
Households With Female Head of Household $ 32,077 28.5%
Total $ 52,601 16.2%

Source: United States Census Bureau American Community Survey, 2008-2012
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Table 19 Median income and poverty status for North Las Vegas

Protected Class Designation Median Income | Percent Below Poverty Level

White Alone *not a protected class $ 58,735 15.3%
Black Alone $ 45,942 17.4%
Asian Alone $ 72,045 8.3%
Other Race $ 54,353 16.0%
Hispanic or Latino $ 47,483 23.1%
With Disability $ 26,017 20.2%
Households With Female Head of Household $ 35,144 27.3%
Total $ 55,466 15.4%

Source: United States Census Bureau American Community Survey, 2008-2012

Table 20 Median income and poverty status for Henderson

Protected Class Designation Median Income | Percent Below Poverty Level

White Alone *not a protected class $ 67,878 7.7%
Black Alone $ 50,674 22.6%
Asian Alone $ 64,968 8.6%
Other Race $ 59,786 10.2%
Hispanic or Latino $ 57,108 11.8%
With Disability $ 26,458 12.5%
Households With Female Head of Household $ 41,292 16.1%
Total $ 66,141 8.9%

Source: United States Census Bureau American Community Survey, 2008-2012

In Boulder City, the data is more difficult to decipher due to the small numbers of actual
residents who fit into some of the categories. The Caucasians have a remarkably higher
median income than any other category, but they also make up the majority of the city. Thirty
percent of the Hispanics in Boulder City are below the poverty level and regardless of race,
households with female heads of household have a much smaller median income.

Table 21 Median income and poverty status for Boulder City

Protected Class Designation Median Income | Percent Below Poverty Level

White Alone *not a protected class $ 60,815 9.5%
Black Alone ** 100.0%
Asian Alone $ 29,583 0.0%
Other Race > 6.7%
Hispanic or Latino $ 27,500 30.3%
With Disability > >
Households With Female Head of Household $ 37,352 **
Total $ 59,842 9.7%

Source: United States Census Bureau American Community Survey,

Regional Analysis of Impediments Chapter 2
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Comparison to other jurisdictions

The Southern Nevada region boasts an increasingly diverse population with about 31 percent of
its population in 2012 as foreign-born. Between 2000 and 2012, the share of foreign born
residents in Clark County more than doubled, from 13 percent of the total population in 2000 to
31 percent of the county population in 2012. No other region in the Intermountain West had
such a large growth in the share of foreign-born residents. This certainly contributes to the
diversity found in Southern Nevada, especially as compared to other areas in the state.

The majority of Nevada is rural and unpopulated with two exceptions, the Las Vegas Valley in
the very southern part of the state and the Reno-Washoe County area in the very northern
section of the state. This stark contrast between metropolitan area and uninhabited desert
make it unique compared with most other states around the Country. Reno-Washoe County is
not nearly as large in population as Southern Nevada which makes it difficult to use as a
demographic comparison, however, it is the only other area with any concentration of population
within the state.

The following section looks at the two areas, Southern Nevada and Reno-Washoe County, for
comparisons noting those limitations, and also analyzes the greater Phoenix area, since it is
also located in Southwest section of the country and although larger than Las Vegas, has
similar demographics in race and ethnicity.

Table 22 Population by race and ethnicity for Southern Nevada, Reno-Washoe County and the greater
Phoenix metropolitan area

Las Vegas- Reno-Washoe Phoenix
Paradise MSA MSA MSA

Total Estimated Population, 2013 2,027,868 433,612 4,329,534
Population, percent change,
April 1, 2010 to July 1, 2013 3.9% 1.9% 3.3%
White alone, percent, 2010 60.9% 77.0% 73.0%
Black or African American alone,
percent, 2010 10.5% 2.3% 5.0%
Asian alone, percent, 2010 8.7% 5.1% 3.3%
Other Race, percent, 2010 19.9% 15.6% 18.7%
Hispanic or Latino, percent, 2010 29.1% 22.1% 29.5%
Not Hispanic or Latino, percent, 2010 70.9% 77.9% 70.5%
Median Age, 2010 35.5 37.2 34.8

Source: U.S. Census Bureau
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Table 22 indicates that along with having higher populations, Las Vegas and Phoenix have also
had the largest population increase from 2010 — 2013. Las Vegas has the lowest percentage of
Caucasians at almost 61% compared to 77% for Reno and 73% for Phoenix. Las Vegas has the
highest African American percentage at 10.5% compared to 2.3% for Reno and 5.0% for
Phoenix. Las Vegas also has the highest percentage of Asian population and Other Race. For
ethnicities, Las Vegas and Phoenix both have 29% of their population as Hispanic or Latino,
while Reno has a 22% Hispanic population. Las Vegas’ median age is between Phoenix’s 34.8
and Reno’s 37.2. The US median age for that year was 37.2.

Figure 10 Las Vegas Valley Poverty Index with Race and Ethnicit
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Figure 10 shows the poverty index (lighter colors correspond to more poverty) for the Southern
Nevada region, along with the race and ethnicity population. There are more yellow dots,
corresponding to Hispanic residents in the northeast section of the region and more blue dots
corresponding to Caucasian residents in the southern areas and northwest areas. This is
discussed further in this document, but it is also worth noting that the green and red dots African
American and Asian residents, are somewhat distributed more evenly throughout the Valley,
although there is a noticeable concentration in the north central areas for the African American
population.
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Figure 11 Southern Washoe County-Reno MSA Poverty Index with Race and Ethnicity
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Figure 11 shows the poverty index along with the race and ethnic populations for southern
Washoe County and the greater Reno area. The concentration of the Caucasian population is
spread somewhat evenly throughout the region, however, the Hispanic and African American
population seem to be concentrated in the core areas of Reno. The Asian seems to be fairly
evenly spread throughout.
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Figure 12 Phoenix-Mesa-Glendale Poverty Index with Race and Ethnicity
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Figure 12 shows the poverty index with race and ethnic populations for the greater Phoenix
area. Although the population is greater, it seems more ethnically concentrated than the
Southern Nevada area. The Hispanic population is very heavily concentrated in the Phoenix
urban core as well as the Mesa urban core. The Caucasian population begins at the fringes of
each and continues outward (notably to the north of greater Phoenix and the south and east of
Mesa). The African American and Asian populations do not seem as concentrated and are
more evenly spread out than the Hispanic residents.
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Table 23 Population by race and ethnicity, Washoe County and Clark County, 2013

Washoe County | Clark County
Total Estimated Population, 2013 433,731 2,027,868
Population, percent change, April 1, 2010 to July 1,
2013 2.9% 3.9%
White alone, percent, 2010 85.7% 72.7%
Black or African American alone, percent, 2010 2.6% 11.5%
Asian alone, percent, 2010 5.7% 9.6%
Other Race, percent, 2010 6.0% 6.2%
Hispanic or Latino, percent, 2010 23.3% 30.0%
Not Hispanic or Latino, percent, 2010 76.7% 70.0%
Median Age, 2010 37.0 35.5

Source: U.S. Census Bureau

Table 23 compares the two counties of Washoe County in northern Nevada with all of Clark
County. The demographics are comparable to what we saw in the MSA’s. Clark County is a
larger and more diverse population with more African Americans, Asians, and Hispanics.

Table 24 Population by race and ethnicity for Phoenix, Reno, and Southern Nevada cities, 2013

North
Boulder Las Las

Phoenix Reno City Henderson | Vegas Vegas
Total Estimated Population,
2013 1,513,367 | 233,294 | 15,189 270,811 603,488 | 226,877
Population, percent change,
April 1, 2010 to July 1, 2013 4.5% 3.2% 1.1% 5.2% 3.3% 4.7%
White alone, percent, 2010 65.9% 74.2% 92.3% 76.9% 62.1% 47.4%
Black or African American
alone, percent, 2010 6.5% 2.9% 0.9% 5.1% 11.1% 19.9%
Asian alone, percent, 2010 3.2% 6.3% 1.1% 7.2% 6.1% 6.3%
Other Race, percent, 2010 24.4% 16.6% 5.7% 10.8% 20.7% 26.4%
Hispanic or Latino, percent,
2010 40.8% | 24.3% 7.1% 14.9% 31.5% 38.8%
Not Hispanic or Latino, percent,
2010 59.2% 75.7% 92.9% 85.1% 68.5% 61.2%
Median Age, 2010 32.2 34.3 50.0 40.4 36.0 30.4

Source: U.S. Census Bureau
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Table 24 compares the cities of Phoenix and Reno to the cities of Boulder City, Henderson, Las
Vegas and North Las Vegas. Reno, Henderson and North Las Vegas have similar population
numbers but differ significantly in minority populations. North Las Vegas has the highest
percentage population in African American, Other Race and Hispanic, while Henderson has the
largest Caucasian and Asian population and the lowest Hispanic population. North Las Vegas
has the lowest median age at 30.4 and Henderson the highest at 40.4.

Las Vegas has a smaller population than Phoenix, but has some similarities in demographics.
Las Vegas has a smaller Caucasian population and a larger African American. Phoenix
however has a larger Hispanic population and a lower median age of 32.3 compared to 36 for
Las Vegas.

Boulder City has such a smaller population than any of the cities in the comparison. It has a
much larger Caucasian population and a much higher median age of 50.0.

Household Compaosition

Table 25 shows the average household size for Clark County in 2010 and shows that household
size was similar for owner occupants and renters.

e The average household size was 2.7 for both the County and the state in 2010.
Owner-occupied households had 2.7 people on average, while renters had 2.5.

e The average household size in North Las Vegas in 2010 was higher than the County
average, at 3.2 persons per household for owner-occupied units, and 3.4 for renter-
occupied units.

Table 25 Average household size of occupied housing units by tenure in 2010, Clark County and select
cities

Clark North Las
County Las Vegas Vegas Henderson
Average household size 2.7 2.7 3.2 2.5
Owner-occupied units 2.7 2.7 3.2 2.6
Renter-occupied units 2.5 2.7 3.4 2.5

Source: U.S. Census 2010 SF1 H12.
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Tables 26 and 27 show the household compositions for Clark County and select cities. North
Las Vegas had a higher concentration of families with children than the other jurisdictions and
Boulder City had fewer. In 2010, households in the County were almost evenly distributed
between families with children (35%), families with no children (31%) and non-family
households (34%).

Table 26 Household composition in 2010, Clark County and select cities

Clark County Las Vegas North Las Vegas Henderson
Household Type Number Percent | Number Percent | Number Percent | Number Percent
Households with children 249,397 35%| 75,313 36%| 32,111 48%| 31,505 31%
Married-couple family 153,650 21%| 45,700 22%| 20,238 30%| 20,995 21%
Female householder, no husband present 64,188 9% | 19,945 9% 8,210 12% 6,931 7%
Male householder, no wife present 31,559 4% 9,668 5% 3,663 6% 3,579 4%
Family households without children 221,802 31%| 64,359 30%| 18,924 28%| 37,084 37%
Married-couple family 168,067 23%| 48,238 23%| 14,095 21%| 30,486 30%
Female householder, no husband present 33,306 5%| 10,233 5% 3,085 5% 4,274 4%
Male householder, no wife present 20,429 3% 5,888 3% 1,744 3% 2,324 2%
Nonfamily households 244,166 34%| 72,017 34%| 15,464 23%| 32,725 32%
Total Households 715,365 100%| 211,689 100%| 66,499 100%| 101,314 100%

Source: U.S. Census 2010 SF1 P20.

Table 27 Households with own children under 18 years, 2000 and 2012, Nevada, Clark County, and
selected cities

2000 2012*
Total Number of Households with % Households | Total Number Households with % Households
Area Households Children with Children | of Households Children with Children

Nevada 751,165 238,846 31.8% 1,006,605 298,464 29.7%
Clark Co 512,253 162,295 31.7% 715,837 219,269 30.6%
Las Vegas 176,750 56,363 31.9% 216,779 63,184 29.1%
North Las Vega 34,018 16,246 47.8% 67,526 29,763 44.1%
Henderson 66,331 21,893 33.0% 100,083 28,139 28.1%
Boulder City 6,385 1,507 23.6% 6,378 1,227 19.2%

Source: U.S. Census 2000 SF1 Table DP-1, U.S. Census ACS 2012 Table DP02, and U.S. Census ACS 2008-2012 Table DP02.
*2012 data for Clark County, Las Vegas, North Las Vegas and Henderson is from the ACS 1-year estimates while data for

Boulder City reflects ACS 5 year estimates (2008-2012)
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Figure 13 shows where the female headed households with children are living, which are
concentrated in the northeast section of the Valley. The very north area is one of the newest
areas of the Valley, with a suburban lifestyle and high rated schools. This area faced some of
the biggest housing price drops after the recession and homes are lower in price than in
comparable suburban areas of Henderson and Summerlin. This lifestyle may attract female
heads of households with children while still being financially attainable for a single earner.
Some of the other areas are still north and begin to mirror the lower income areas of the urban
core and may be the only areas affordable for some single earners or those with no income.

Figure 13 Female head of households with children

!
T , i

SOUTHERNNEVADASTRONG
North LaspVegas) umRnEr B s TR
RAI Map:
% Female Head of
Household with Children

(Census Tract)

i S N

fr Las Veglas B : 1F) e \

County
summpaca )
| i
1 {7
4

% Female Head of
Household with Children

0.0-4.0%
4.1% -7.0%

Project Area

|

e,
%

\‘ ] Y [ 71%-9.9%
! i AL SN i
: 7 ] o o
Aedrack % L J ing v I | i W o91%-14.1%
250 1l | /3 T M 14.2% - 29.3%
L8 i
! — i
i
- !
r i
R P e | S
¥ ClarkLCqun\t\y
- 3 I
= ¥, “‘] 5 i
1 /’/ & P ! o 5 10
£ #1 | \ )
j f % 3 A€ Boulder City Wi
: J ! &8 City of Henderson
A on behalf of SNRPC
E 240 Water Street N
\ : SNRPC P.0. Box 95050
2 Source: 2012 U.S. Census Henderson, NV 89009-5050
ACS 5-year estimates Tel. (702) 267-1539 A

Regional Analysis of Impediments Chapter 2 32



SOUTHERN

STRONG

QUR VAILFY. OUR VISION. OUR FUTURF.

Figure 14 Households by tenure and age of householder in 2011, Clark County and Nevada
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Figure 14 shows the relationship between age of householder and whether they own or rent
their residence for all of Clark County versus Nevada. In both cases, it is apparent that we
follow the national trend that those over 55 are more likely to be home owners, and that for

Percent of Households

100%
90% -
80%
70%
60% -
50%
40% -
30%
20%
10%

0% -

Nevada

151024 25t034 35t044 45t0 54 55t0 64 65to 74 75and

B QOwner-occupied

Age of Householder

those under 65 the older you are, the more likely you are to own your home.

Figure 15 Tenure by household size and age of householder in 2011, Clark County and Nevada.
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Figure 15 shows the relationship between household size and age and whether the home is
owned or rented. This again shows the younger are more likely to have more people in the

household and more likely to be rented.

Regional Analysis of Impediments Chapter 2

Percent of Population

100%
90%
80%
70%
60%
50%
40%
30%
20%
10%

0%

Nevada

ORenter-occupied

over

15 to 54 55 to 64 65 to 74 75 and over

Age of Householder

B 1 Person HH, renter-occupied
31 Person HH, owner-occupied
B2 or More Person HH, renter-occupied
B2 or More Person HH, owner-occupied

33



SOUTHERN

STRONG

Table 28 shows the homeownership rates for Clark County which have declined from 59% in

2000 to 53% in 2012. This change is also consistent with the national trend in declining

homeownership rates.

o Homeownership rates declined in Las Vegas (59% in 2000 to 53% in 2012), North
Las Vegas (70% in 2000 to 55% in 2012), and Henderson (71% in 2000 to 61% in

2012).

o While homeownership rates in Clark County declined 6% between 2000 and 2012,
percentage declines were over twice as large in North Las Vegas (15%) and nearly
double in Henderson (10%).

¢ Much of the homeownership decline in Nevada, Clark County, and select cities was
observed between 2007 and 2012.

o Boulder City experienced the smallest decline from 76.1% to 74.1%.

Table 28 Homeownership rates 2000, 2007, and 2012, Nevada, Clark County, and select cities

2000 2007 2012*
Owner Renter Owner Renter Owner Renter
Area Occupied Occupied Occupied Occupied Occupied Occupied
Nevada 60.9% 39.1% 60.4% 39.6% 54.9% 45.1%
Clark Co 59.1% 40.9% 58.6% 41.4% 52.5% 47.5%
Las Vegas 59.1% 40.9% 57.8% 42.2% 53.4% 46.6%
North Las Vegas 70.1% 29.9% 62.4% 37.6% 55.3% 44.7%
Henderson 70.5% 29.5% 67.8% 32.2% 60.5% 39.5%
Boulder City 76.1% 25.9% 75.0% 25.0% 74.1% 25.9%

Source: U.S. Census 2000 SF1 Table H004, U.S. Census ACS 2007 Table B25003, U.S. Census ACS 2007-2011 Table B25003,
U.S. Census ACS 2012 Table B25003, and U.S. Census ACS 2008-2012 Table B25003.
*2012 data for Clark County, Las Vegas, North Las Vegas and Henderson is from the ACS 1-year estimates while data for Boulder
City reflects ACS 5 year estimates (2008-2012)
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Table 29, below, shows the homeownership rates for the protected classes and Caucasians
throughout Clark County for the five year period between 2008 — 2012. They are slightly
different totals than in Table 28 because they are based on five year estimates which are
different than the one year estimate used for Table 28. The Caucasians and Asians have the
largest percentage at 59% and 63% respectively. The lowest percentage is seen with the
African Americans and Households with Female Head of Households at 34% and 40%
respectively. This mirrors the same classes that had the highest and lowest median incomes
and percent below poverty level. Data for homeownership rates for residents with disability
status was not able to be found for any of the jurisdictions and is noted in the tables below with
an UK.

Table 29 Homeowner status by protected class for Clark County in total

Protected Class Designation Percent Homeowners
White Alone *not a protected class 59%
Black Alone 34%
Asian Alone 63%
Other Race 47%
Hispanic or Latino 44%
With Disability UK
Households With Female Head of Household 40%
Total 56%

Source: United States Census Bureau American Community Survey, 2008-2012

Las Vegas homeownership rates are very similar to the overall county numbers, as seen in
Table 30, however, North Las Vegas had even more discrepancies between their high and low
percentages. The Asians, as seen in Table 31, have a homeownership rate of 78% and
Caucasians of almost 65% which is significantly larger than in the County and Las Vegas. The
other races and Hispanic ethnicity are lower, but still higher numbers than in Clark County and
Las Vegas. The households with female head of households is about the same at 40%.

Table 30 Homeowner status by protected class for Las Vegas

Protected Class Designation Percent Homeowners
White Alone *not a protected class 59.2%
Black Alone 32.8%
Asian Alone 59.7%
Other Race 44.6%
Hispanic or Latino 42.7%
With Disability UK
Households With Female Head of Household 39.2%
Total 54.8%

Source: United States Census Bureau American Community Survey, 2008-2012
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Protected Class Designation Percent Homeowners
White Alone *not a protected class 64.9%
Black Alone 44.1%
Asian Alone 78.1%
Other Race 54.0%
Hispanic or Latino 51.4%
With Disability UK
Households With Female Head of Household 40.1%
Total 59.6%

Source: United States Census Bureau American Community Survey, 2008-2012

Henderson, in Table 32, also has high homeownership percentages for Caucasian and Asian
residents, with other race and Hispanic about 10 percentage points behind. Households with

female head of household follows at 47% and African- Americans are lowest at 38.7%, which is
lower than North Las Vegas, but higher than Clark County or Las Vegas.

Table 32 Homeowner status by protected class for Henderson

Protected Class Designation Percent Homeowners
White Alone *not a protected class 67.5%
Black Alone 38.7%
Asian Alone 69.1%
Other Race 56.1%
Hispanic or Latino 56.2%
With Disability UK
Households With Female Head of Household 46.9%
Total 65.4%

Source: United States Census Bureau American Community Survey, 2008-2012
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Table 33 shows the homeownership rates for Boulder City and again we have data issues due
to the small raw numbers for African American and other race residents. The Caucasians have
a large number of 75% homeownership, with Hispanic trailing at 40%. Asians are surprisingly
low compared to the other jurisdictions at 17%, but this could be due to the low numbers of total
Asian residents as well. The households with female head of household are slightly higher than

in the other jurisdictions at 50%.

Table 33 Homeownership status by protected class for Boulder City

Protected Class Designation Percent Homeowner
White Alone *not a protected class 75.4%
Black Alone >
Asian Alone 17.0%
Other Race **
Hispanic or Latino 40.0%
With Disability UK
Households With Female Head of Household 50.8%
Total 74.1%

Source: United States Census Bureau American Community Survey, 2008-2012
** Raw numbers too small to be considered reliable data
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3. HOUSING STATUS

Current Housing Characteristics
Housing Vacancy Rates

Recent housing vacancy rates were higher than usual in Clark County. Vacancy rates generally
cycle between 4% to 8% in urban areas in a healthy housing market. Vacancy rates in multi-
family housing are generally higher than in single-family housing in a healthy housing market.
Clark County’s vacancy rates appear to be high relative to vacancy rates during the last decade,
consistent with vacancy rates in Nevada and the U.S.

e Overall vacancy rates in Clark County in 2010 were about 15%, compared with 11%
in 2005 and 8.5% in 2000.

e Vacancy rates in the U.S. in 2010 were 11.4% and 14.3% for Nevada. In
comparison, vacancy rates in 2000 were 9% for the U.S. and 9.2% for Nevada.

Multi-family homes had the highest vacancy rate outside of the City of Las Vegas.

¢ In 2011, Clark County had a larger percentage (14.9%) of vacant housing units
compared to the Las Vegas average of 13.1%.

e |n 2011, 13% of multi-family homes and 10.5% of single-family homes in Clark
County were vacant.

Table 34 Vacancy rates, 2010, Clark County and select cities

North Las
Clark County Las Vegas Vegas Henderson
Total housing units 840,343 243,701 76,073 113,586
Total occupied 715,365 211,689 66,499 101,314
Total vacant 124,978 32,012 9,674 12,272
Vacancy rate 14.9% 13.1% 12.6% 10.8%

Source: U.S. Census 2010 SF1 H3.
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Table 35 Vacancy rates by type of housing, 2000 to 2011, Clark County

Single Mobile Multi-
Year Family Home family
2000 2.0% 6.4% 6.5%
2001 2.6% 7.3% 6.2%
2002 2.6% 7.3% 6.2%
2003 2.6% 8.0% 7.2%
2004 3.6% 4.5% 5.6%
2005 2.8% 6.6% 6.4%
2006 3.8% 5.5% 6.9%
2007 4.3% 3.1% 6.9%
2008 6.4% 8.4% 6.8%
2009 5.2% 7.1% 11.4%
2010 5.8% 8.0% 11.5%
2011 10.5% 11.6% 13.1%

Source: U.S. Census 2010 SF1 H3.

Homeownership Rates

Homeownership rates declined through 2011 and this decline is related to an increase in
foreclosure activity and the continued market problems related to the Great Recession, such as
unemployment and underemployment.

o Homeownership rates in Clark County declined from 59% in 2000 to 54% in 2011.
This change is consistent with the statewide decline in homeownership from 61% to
56% in 2011. This change is also consistent with the national trend in declining
homeownership rates.

o Homeownership rates declined in Las Vegas (59% in 2000 to 52% in 2011), North
Las Vegas (70% in 2000 to 58% in 2011), and Henderson (71% in 2000 to 64% in
2011).

North Las Vegas had a greater drop in homeownership rates than Clark County from 2000 to
2011

¢ Homeownership rates decreased in North Las Vegas from 70% in 2000 to 58% in
2011. In comparison, homeownership rates decreased in Clark County from 59% in
2000 to 52% in 2011.

e Homeownership rates for one-person households in North Las Vegas increased by
2% from 2000-2011. This increase was offset by the 15% reduction in owner
occupied households with two or more people.
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Foreclosure activity

Foreclosure activity has decreased over the last year; the trend, however, appears to be
reversing based on the most recent data

¢ Notice of foreclosure sales were down 39% year over year from February 2012.
However, notices of default were up 102% during the same period. Notices of default
are the leading indicator for notice of sales, so it is likely that this number will
increase in 2013.

o Preforeclosures increased 11% in from January to February 2013. This is indicative
of the trend of increasing notice of sales. There were 0.8 foreclosure cancellations
for every sale (3rd party or back to the bank). Since February 2012 the ratio has
dropped by 13% to 0.67 cancellations per sale.

o The combination of fewer cancellations and increasing preforeclosures will likely lead
to an increase in the number of foreclosures in 2013.

e Bank owned properties (REO) decreased 50% in the past year. As the numbers of
REO decrease, the market will stabilize as the supply of low priced inventory
decreases.

Figure 16 Foreclosure filings in Clark County
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Figure 17 Foreclosure outcomes in Clark County
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Figure 18 Foreclosure inventories in Clark County
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Figure 19 Foreclosure filings by year built, Clark County
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Figure 20 Foreclosure filings by estimated market value, Clark County
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Clark County’s housing market had a larger-price bubble than the national housing market and it
is taking longer for the Clark County housing market to recover from the dramatic increase and
decrease in prices between 2003 and 2013. The rapid price changes put many households who
purchased homes during the housing bubble (mostly between 2003 and 2007) in a position
where they owe more on their mortgage than their home is worth. This contributed to the spike
in foreclosure activity.

In the short term, increased foreclosures have caused housing prices to drop and have
increased the supply of houses listed for sale. The spike in foreclosures caused by the bursting
of the housing bubble will likely not have a significant impact on the long-term demand for
housing.

The most significant impact the foreclosure crisis will have on future housing demand is through
the decrease in the percentage and number of homeowners. Previous homeowners who are
now renting will look to re-enter the housing market in the future as credit restrictions decrease
and individual credit scores recover. Housing affordability, specifically for renters, is a problem
despite recent decreases in rental rates. Approximately half of Clark County’s renter households
are cost-burdened; rents would have to drop significantly to be affordable for most renter
households.

Figure 21 Foreclosures in Southern Nevada 2008 — 2013
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Figure 21 shows us the locations for foreclosures throughout the Valley for 2008 — 2013. Many
of these foreclosures are clustered in the newer built neighborhoods, which is echoed in the
numbers we see in Figure 19. They do not appear any more prevalent in the high minority
neighborhoods, but are spread out throughout the Southern Nevada region. The foreclosure
problem was so widespread for Southern Nevada, it does not appear to be especially a problem
for any one protected class, but rather a huge problem for the entire Valley. Chapter 6 analyzes
the lending rates by minority class.
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Housing Type

Single-family detached housing accounts for the majority of housing in Clark County. In 2011,
the majority (61%) of the owner-occupied housing stock in Clark County was single-family
detached homes. 85% of owner occupied homes were single family, with 64% of this group
made up of two or three bedroom structures. The share of single-family detached housing
increased from 59% to 64% between 2000 and 2011. The share of attached housing decreased
by 4% over the same period.

North Las Vegas had a higher percentage of single-family detached rental units than the rest of
Clark County in 2011. Single-family detached renter occupied units were the largest share of
the rental market in North Las Vegas (50%), compared to 33% in all of Clark County for 2011.

In 2011, about two-thirds of renters lived in attached housing and one-third in single-family
detached housing. Since 2000, rental of single-family housing increased, from 19% to 35% of
rental units in 2011.

Figure 22 Housing type by tenure, occupied housing units, 2000 and 2011, Clark County
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Figure 23 Tenure, Nevada, Clark County, and selected cities, 2000 and 2011
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Figure 24 Housing type, occupied housing units, 2011, Clark County and select cities
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Table 36 Tenure by units in structure, year built, bedrooms, and total rooms, 2011, total Clark County and
select cities

Clark County Las Vegas North Las Vegas Henderson
occl::;i ed 0wn<.er Rentfer occﬁgie d Own(_er Rentfer occﬁgie d 0wn.er Rent.er occﬁgie d me_er Rentfer

e occupied occupied - occupied occupied - occupied occupied - occupied occupied
Units in Structure
Single-family detached 61% 85% 33% 61% 88% 32% 75% 93% 50% 72% 91% 38%
Single-family attached and 2-4 units 13% 8% 19% 14% 7% 21% 10% 4% 18% 12% 6% 22%
Structure with 5+ units 23% 3% A47% 24% 3% 46% 14% 1% 31% 15% 2% 39%
Mobile and manufactured 3% 4% 2% 1% 2% 1% 1% 2% 1% 1% 1% 1%
Year Built
2000 or later 35% 37% 32% 25% 24% 26% 56% 57% 56% 37% 40% 33%
1990 to 1999 29% 32% 27% 35% 38% 31% 25% 29% 19% 40% 40% 41%
1989 or earlier 36% 31% 42% 41% 38% 43% 19% 14% 25% 22% 20% 26%
Bedrooms
No bedroom 2% 0% 4% 3% 0% 5% 1% 0% 2% 0% 0% 0%
1 bedroorm 10% 1% 21% 11% 1% 22% 7% 0% 15% 7% 1% 18%
2 or 3 bedrooms 64% 64% 64% 65% 66% 64% 60% 57% 64% 66% 66% 68%
4 or more bedrooms 23% 34% 11% 21% 33% 9% 32% 42% 19% 27% 34% 14%
Total Rooms
1 room 2% 0% 3% 3% 0% 5% 1% 0% 2% 0% 0% 0%
2 or 3 rooms 13% 3% 25% 14% 2% 26% 8% 1% 18% 8% 1% 20%
4 or 5 rooms 41% 35% 48% 39% 32% 47% 41% 37% 46% 40% 35% 49%
6 or more rooms 44% 62% 23% 44% 65% 22% 50% 61% 34% 52% 64% 31%

Source: American Community Survey 2011 B25032, B25036, B25042, and B25020.
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The number of residential building permits issued decreased rapidly after 2005. Between 2000
and 2011, more than 284,000 residential building permits were issued, averaging 25,800
permits issued annually. The number of permits issued peaked from 2003 to 2005, with more
than 35,000 permits issued in each of these years. Between 2009 and 2010, about 5,000
permits were issued each year, substantially lower than the average number of permits issued
annually over the past 11 years.

Table 37 shows us that nearly three-quarters of permits issued were for single-family units, with
about one-quarter issued for multi-family units. About half of the permits for all housing were
issued in Las Vegas, North Las Vegas, and Henderson, while unincorporated Clark County
accounted for most of the other half. More than half of the permits for multi-family housing were

issued in Las Vegas.

Table 37 Residential building permits issued, 2000 to 2011, Clark County and selected cities

Clark County Las Vegas North Las Vegas Henderson
Year SF MF SF MF SF MF SF MF
2000 21,282 4,942 4,750 1,134 2,505 519 5,507 379
2001 21,871 7,836 4,295 880 2,665 365 4,109 1,430
2002 22,148 7,008 4,454 1,110 2,735 555 3,980 684
2003 27,354 9,378 6,861 2,322 4,599 497 4,267 602
2004 31,741 4,654 6,200 1,720 6,105 813 4,595 106
2005 30,479 8,758 4,271 2,287 7,007 1,057 4,923 236
2006 21,590 12,138 2,998 2,204 4,262 1,469 4,249 716
2007 13,310 10,779 2,356 547 2,365 391 2,224 377
2008 5,840 6,697 1,085 1,613 834 1,614 1,063 415
2009 3,777 1,911 744 381 498 - 491 786
2010 4,623 851 926 362 648 20 700 68
2011 3,817 1,330 814 114 510 136 752 368
Total 207,832 76,282 39,754 14,674 34,733 7,436 36,860 6,167
% Total 73% 27% 73% 27% 82% 18% 86% 14%
Average 17,319 6,357 3,313 1,223 2,894 620 3,072 514

Source: U.S. Census
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Figure 25 Residential building permits issued, 2000 to 2011, Clark County
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Figure 26 Housing Stock Constructed Prior to 1960.
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Figure 26 shows the neighborhoods that have a concentration of housing stock constructed
prior to 1960. These areas are found in the urban core where the urban areas began and very
much mirror the low income and minority concentration areas. These areas are more prone to
urban decay due to the older age of the housing stock and it is important to make sure code
enforcement standards are being adhered to and that safety and blight do not become further

issues in these areas.
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Housing costs

Housing prices in Clark County changed rapidly between 2003 and 2009. Figure 27 shows
that Clark County’s housing prices increased gradually between 1987 and 2003. Between

2003 and late 2006, housing prices more than doubled. This change in price is consistent
with other large urban housing markets in the U.S.

Starting in 2006, Clark County’s housing prices decreased by more than half. Prices peaked
in April 2006, and then dropped to the price level of approximately 1996, when the market

bottomed out in January 2012. The price decrease in Clark County was substantially larger
than in other large urban housing markets in the U.S.

Housing prices stabilized in 2010, then decreased in 2011 before bottoming out in early

2012. Prices have been consistently increasing (seasonally adjusted) starting in February
2012.

Figure 27 Case-Shiller Home Price Index, Las Vegas, 1987 to 2013
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Table 38 Median sales price, single-family detached housing, Clark County, April 2003,
April 2007, and February 2013

Median Sales
Year Price
2003 $187,250
2007 $300,000
2013 $150,000
Change 2001 to 2011
Dollar -$37,250
Percent Change -20%
Change 2007 to 2011
Dollar -$150,000
Percent Change -50%

Source: National Association of Realtors,
Greater Las Vegas Association of Realtors

Figure 28 Median sales price, single-family detached housing, Las Vegas, North Las Vegas, and
Henderson, selected months in 2011, 2012, and 2013
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Table 38 and Figure 28 show that median sales prices peaked in 2007 and appear to be
stabilizing in 2013 for all of Clark County and major cities.

¢ |n 2007, median sales prices for single-family detached housing peaked at about
$300,000 in all of Clark County and by early 2013, had decreased to about
$150,000, a 50% decrease.

e Median sales prices for all housing prices decreased to less than $150,000 in mid-
2009 and appeared to stabilize at about $150,000 by early 2013.

¢ Median sales prices for single-family detached housing in Las Vegas, North Las
Vegas, and Henderson followed the same pattern as the County as a whole, with the
highest median prices in Henderson.

Figure 29 Median Sales Price and Number of Sales, Las Vegas, January 2000 to January 2013
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Table 39 Median value of owner-occupied housing units, Nevada, Clark County, and select cities, 2000

and 2011
Change 2000 to 2011
2000 2011 Amount Percent

Nevada $142,000 $158,000 $16,000 11%
Clark County $139,500 $153,800 $14,300 10%
Las Vegas $137,300 $153,200 $15,900 12%
North Las Vegas $156,000 $124,200 -$31,800 -20%
Henderson $123,000 $192,900 $69,900 57%

Source: American Community Survey 2011 B25075.

Figure 30 Value of owner-occupied housing units, Nevada, Clark County, and select cities, 2000
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Figure 31 Value of owner-occupied housing units, Nevada, Clark County, and select cities, 2011
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Table 40 shows that median contract rent has decreased in Clark County since 2008.

Median contract rent in Clark County increased 27% from 2000 to 2011, from $648
to $818. The peak in contract rent was in 2008, with a median contract rent for Clark
County of $899.

For the same period in North Las Vegas, rents increased 55%.

In 2000, median nominal rent was lower in North Las Vegas ($556) compared to
Clark County ($648). By 2011, rent was higher in North Las Vegas ($864) than the
median rent in Clark County ($818).

Table 40 Median contract rent, Nevada, Clark County, and select cities, 2000 through 2011

Clark North Las
Year Nevada County Las Vegas Vegas Henderson
2000 $630 $648 $632 $556 $779
2005 $747 $772 $765 $769 $876
2006 $786 $822 $784 $825 $952
2007 $842 $874 $821 $935 $1,012
2008 $866 $899 $861 $933 $1,071
2009 $849 $883 $858 $959 $1,034
2010 $811 $842 $819 $867 $916
2011 $800 $818 $803 $864 $943
Change 2000 to 2011
Amount $170 $170 $171 $308 $164
Percent 27% 26% 27% 55% 21%

Source: U.S. Census 2000 SF3 H56 and American Community Survey 2011 B25058.

Renter households are the most likely to be cost-burdened.

About 53% of all Clark County households are cost-burdened (i.e., pay more than
30% of their gross income for housing costs). 54% of renter-households and 38% of
owner-households are cost-burdened.

In comparison, 43% of all households in Nevada are cost burdened, with 52% of
renter-households and 35% of owner-households being cost-burdened.

Figure 32 shows cost burden for Nevada and all of Clark County. Cost burden is a
measure of housing affordability, based the HUD standard that says that housing is
affordable if it costs no more than 30% of a household’s gross income.
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Figure 32 Housing Costs as a percent of monthly household income by tenure in 2011, Nevada and all of

Clark County
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Figure 33 Median Contract Rent in Southern Nevada
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Figure 33 shows the median contract rent throughout the Vegas Valley. The lowest rent areas
are typically in the urban core area to serve the same lower income areas. These are the same
neighborhoods that contain a higher number of racial and ethnic minorities (as seen back in
Figure 3) as well as a higher number of female headed households (as seen in Figure 13). The
minority and female headed household residents would be disproportionately impacted by
significant increases in median rent because they have a lower median income (Tables 17 — 21)
in every jurisdiction. They would not only be disproportionately impacted by increases in rent
costs, but also unable to afford the higher rent costs usually found in the suburban higher
opportunity areas on the outer edges of the Valley, regardless of jurisdiction. The higher rent
areas are in areas with higher opportunity levels (seen in Chapter 4) and those higher costs
would present a barrier to those wishing to move to those higher opportunity areas.

Looking back at Figure 6, we note that some disabled residents are also clustered in this urban
core area where the contract rents are lowest. These disabled residents may be tied to the area
due to a fixed income level which blocks their ability to seek out higher rent locations. There are
some disabled residents clustered in other areas, however, as previously noted, that is probably
due to the proximity of health care or age-restricted communities. These disabled residents are
most likely those not as constrained by income constraints or savings levels.

Table 41 Median household income, owner-occupied housing value, and gross rent in 1999 and 2011, all
of Clark County and Nevada

Clark County Nevada
Change Change

Indicator 1999 2007 2011 1999-2011 1999 2007 2011 1999-2011
Median HH Income $44,616  $55,996 $48,215 8% $44,581  $55,062 $48,927 10%
Median Owner Value $139,500 $315,300 $153,800 10%| $142,000 $311,300 $158,000 11%
Median Gross Rent $716 $1,017 $957 34% $699 $980 $936 34%
Ratio of Housing Value to Income

Median HH Income 3.1 5.6 3.2 3.2 5.7 3.2

Source: U.S. Census 2000 SF3 P53, H76, and H63; American Community Survey 2007 P53, H76, and H63; American Community
Survey 2011 P53, H76, and H63.
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Table 41 shows a rough estimate of housing affordability in all of Clark County by income level
in 2012. This table is based on American Community Survey data about income, value of owner
units, and cost of rent. This table uses HUD standards for housing affordability, which say that
housing is affordable if it costs no more than 30% of a household’s gross income. The table also
uses HUD'’s estimates for fair market rents in Clark County.

Clark County has a deficit of housing affordable to lower-income households. More than one-
fifth of Clark County’s households are unable to afford the cost of renting a studio apartment
($691). About one-third of Clark County’s households are unable to afford the cost of a one-
bedroom unit ($864). These findings are consistent with the fact that more than half of Clark
County’s renters are cost-burdened.

Clark County has a surplus of housing affordable to households with income between $75,000

and $150,000. This suggests that some households are living in housing that costs less than
they could afford, according to HUD standards.

Table 42 Rough estimate of housing affordability, 2012, all of Clark County

Est.

Crude Estimate of Est. Number Number of HUD Fair Market
Number Affordable Monthly Affordable Purchase of Owner Renter Surplus Rent (FMR) in
Income Level of HH Percent Housing Cost Owner-Occupied Unit Units Units (Deficit) 2008
Less than $10,000 42,600 7% $0 to $250 $0 to $25,000 10,496 3,608 (28,496)
$10,000 to $14,999 30,353 5% $250 to $375 $25,000 to $37,000 5,434 3,015 (21,904)
$15,000 to $24,999 68,211 11% $375 to $625 $37,500 to $62,500 18,525 30,532 (19,154)

Studio: $691
$25,000 to $34,999 77,270 12% $625 to $875 $62,500 to $87,500 33,075 80,612 36,417 1 bdrm: $864
$35,000 to $49,999 102,706 16%  $875t0 $1,250 $87,500 to $125,000 62,226 103,332 62,852 2 bdrm: $1,064

3 bdrm: $1,568
$50,000 to $74,999 132,808 21% $1,250t0 $1,875  $125,000 to $187,500 87,492 52,616 7,301 4 bdrm: $1,861

Las Vegas-Paradise MSA MFI: $71,400 $1,785 $178,500
$75,000 to $99,999 80,565 13% $1,8751t0 $2,450  $187,500 to $245,000 44,469 17,346 (18,750)
$100,000 to $149,999 71,292 11% $2,450t0 $3,750  $245,000 to $375,000 48,226 3,637 (19,428)
$150,000 or more 31,935 5% More than $3,750 More than $375,000 31,884 1,212 1,162
Total 637,740 100% 341,829 295,911 0

Source: American Community Survey 2011 B19001, B25075, and B25063
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Figure 34 Median Housing Value
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Figure 34 shows the median housing value for the region. The light colors are the lowest values
and are concentrated in the northeast section of the Valley and the urban core, with a few
higher priced areas near the Las Vegas strip. We have previously seen this area has a higher
percentage of racial and ethnic minorities (figures 3, 4, 5) and a higher percentage of female
headed households (figure 13). The west and southwest sections of the Valley have a higher
concentration of higher priced home values. These areas have a lower percentage of racial and
ethnic minorities (figures 3, 4, 5) and also have a larger Caucasian population with higher
median income levels (figure 7). These values contribute to higher opportunity levels for those
areas with the higher median housing values.
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Public Housing Status

The Southern Nevada Regional Housing Authority (SNRHA) is the public housing and voucher
agency for Clark County, Las Vegas, Henderson, North Las Vegas and Boulder City. SNRHA
was created in 2010 as a consolidation of several different housing authorities within the Las
Vegas Valley. They were created into one with the hopes of better serving the residents and of
benefiting from a single management and funding system.

The SNRHA has an annual budget of $137 million and has received approximately $20 million
in ARRA (American Recovery and Reinvestment Act) funds.

The SNRHA has a housing inventory which includes 19 conventional public housing
developments as mapped in Figure 35. These units are owned and managed by the SNRHA.
Of the 19 developments, 5 are designated senior developments, 5 are designated as
elderly/disabled developments and 9 are designated as family developments. The SNRHA
currently provides 2870 public housing units to 7606 residents under the conventional public
housing program.

Figure 35 Location of SNRHA Public Housing Developments
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The majority of the SNRHA public housing developments are located in census tracts with some
minority population, but not the highest minority neighborhoods. Most are located in the middle
range of minority population per acre as seen in Figure 35 or the second lowest, which would
indicate some minority population but not heavy minority populations. They are however,
almost exclusively located in census tracts with low or very low opportunity indexes, as will be
analyzed in the next Chapter. Many of the residents may come from these lower opportunity
neighborhoods so it may make sense for the developments to be located in these
neighborhoods, but this makes it difficult for the residents to relocate to higher opportunity
areas. As the SNRHA plans for new site locations, it would make sense to locate some

developments within higher opportunity neighborhoods.

Table 43 SNRHA Public Housing residents by race

RACE Public Housing Residents Percentage
American Indian 18 0.7%
Asian 89 3.3%
Black 1,376 51.6%
Native Hawaiian 30 1.1%
White 1,115 41.8%
Multiple 41 1.5%
Total 2,669 100%
Source: SNRHA data as of 2/18/2015 based on Head of Households.
Table 44 SNRHA Public Housing residents by ethnicity
ETHNICITY Public Housing Residents Percentage
Hispanic 539 20%
Non-Hispanic 2,130 80%
Total 2,669
Source: SNRHA data as of 2/18/2015 based on Head of Households.
Table 45 SNRHA Public Housing residents by disability status
DISABLILITY Public Housing Residents Percentage
STATUS
Disabled 1,025 38%
Non-disabled 1,644 62%
Total 2,669

Source: SNRHA data as of 2/18/2015 based on Head of Households.

Regional Analysis of Impediments Chapter 3

60



SOUTHERN STRONG

Table 43 shows the breakdown by race of the residents in the public housing developments.
The largest percentage of residents by race category is African American at 51.6% with
Caucasians as the next highest race at 41.8%. These two races make up the majority of the
public housing residents. The 2012 African American population for Clark County is 10.7% as
seen in Table 5. This is a large discrepancy between the overall population and the percent in
public housing specifically for African American residents. At this point it is unknown why the
number of African Americans in public housing is so high. The legacy of a history of
segregation most certainly influences this, as well as the lower median income for African
Americans in Clark County still today ($40, 959 for African Americans in 2012 versus $54,218
for the County as a whole, as referenced in Table 17, Chapter 2). This is in line with national
trends and presents a larger social issue than is under the scope of this document. This does,
however, present a prime opportunity to recommend that the SNRHA continue to promote their
self-sufficiency programs especially within the African American community.

Table 44 indicates that 20% of the public housing residents are Hispanic, while 80% are non-
hispanic. The 2012 Hispanic population for Clark County was 29.8%, as shown in table 11,
meaning that a lower percentage of Hispanics live in public housing than are in the county as a
whole.

Table 45 displays the disability status for public housing residents. 38% of public housing
residents are disabled, compared with the disability status for the general population, which was
12.6% in 2012, as seen in figure 6 in chapter 2. Although a higher percent live in public housing
than in the general population alone, this makes sense when coupled with the harder time these
residents face in earning a living wage and finding homes which will accommodate them.

The SNRHA maintains waiting lists for those applicants who have been accepted into the
program but have not yet secured housing. For some public housing units, the waiting lists are
site-based, while others are maintained under one main database. This process makes utilizing
the data for protected class analysis somewhat difficult as the race percentages are not always
correct. For that reason, that data is not being displayed completely here. Upon analyzing the
data, given the discrepancies, it still appears the waiting list families are similar in race and
ethnicity to those who have gained housing and there doesn’t appear to be any issues of
preferences to any race or ethnicity. It would be recommended that the SNRHA maintain a
more usable database and that local agencies associated with housing, including the SNRHA,
research ways to increase their information sharing capabilities for both practical and research
applications.

The SNRHA also administers 10,094 Housing Choice Vouchers (also formerly known as
Section 8) that allow families to rent in the private market and receive a subsidy towards their
rent. This is a Federal program for assisting low and very low-income families, the elderly, and
the disabled to afford decent, safe and sanitary housing in the private market. With this
assistance, residents are able to pay approximately 30-40 percent of their annual adjusted
income toward rent, while the SNRHA pays the remainder. The SNRHA helps provide housing
to approximately 38,000 people under this program.
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Figure 36 Locations of Housing Choice by Hispanic Residents with Housing Choice Vouchers, 2014

i °
!
Lor =] \. [ :
L oo
o/ E 2 b b @2 P _{— w/
//’ i °, s o T\ By SOUTHERN STRONG
. § — o % o X% L 2 E
,‘ 2 - ;; -\‘ -P."::.I.Vgl.jth les V-egas’ < L ‘
/i V. . | ; ) ) C
¢ i / RAI Map:
4 Hispanic or Latino
Population Per Acre
Clark | (BlockGroup)
€= ,,,(,C,:Zf;y,m } Hispanic Housing Vouchers
[ €
7 mptmt e t® o @ o 300ole Cgeo g e Hispanic Housing Voucher
- LY/ | oo | £ ¢ . . .
= 5 T'. = ":_-. T ".s"':".\ mooS | | Clark county L Hispanic or Latino per Acre
| \V 4§ N e 2 'J‘. P o™ \A Clo % : VR 55
RSSEsFano @ S T 7
W e st N, T At 29-78
H o) ° ol 0., AR R i 3 5
L_". o |1 |'e x' - _\", 1 b b 78-16
Voo T
\ e e L s = s A :' B 16.1-32.1
i e L. . SN
e o SR 7 sl R iy 1\ Po-an I [ 322-74.23
— i of e 1 HraN S| | G .
e Sl el
o/ ° ta} ] i
ted B /. T @ sHenderson N[ N\¢T] .
, Clark Co%nmty e } i & i
fie i = ® ST ST -
Y. § L..,. - > - AN
7 i g y ‘ £ / ! H i
] z ) ; T . }: / Boulder City Ties
¥ 'f ‘ } Sty & / City of Henderson
\ = r/ & { [ SNRPG 240 ater strect 5
et £ f ‘ NRPC 20 viter St
Ll | -
4 &y Source: 2010 U.S. Census & SNRHA Tel. (702) 267-1539

Figure 36 highlights the areas of Hispanic residents with housing vouchers. The locations are
fairly spread out throughout the County, with a slightly heavier concentration in the eastern parts
of town that already have a higher percentage of Hispanic population. There is an absence of
voucher holders living in the southern parts of Henderson (below the 1-215) and Summerlin
areas, which are areas of high opportunity. It is unknown if this is because the Hispanic
population is not choosing to live in these areas or if housing vouchers are less accepted in
these areas This would provide an excellent opportunity for future review to see if landlords and
rental complexes in these higher opportunity areas are not accepting Housing Choice Vouchers.
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Figure 37 Locations of Housing Choice by African American Residents with Housing Choice Vouchers,
2014

i
s

w

SOUTHERN STRONG

RAI Map:

Black or African American
Population Per Acre
(BlockGroups)

African American Housing Vouchers

County
Project Area } \

African American Housing Voucher

s i
| . 2| %e// ' & | i Clark County " Black or African American per Acre
\ a3

i
;' S 0-08
! P
i o " 081-2
i & AL H Lake Mead
Loy tepss | i //«' 7 21-37
. | 1 ] Bl 373-67
N\ L i ‘ I 6.76 - 20.1
L i % i
i <" {e
o
= ;
AN}
e
, A
Y. N
/ ] 5 10
/ L L J

/ Boulder City Wiies

City of Henderson
on behalf of SNRPC

P8
SNRPC 270 Water street N
| === P.0. Box 95050
| Henderson, NV 89009-5050 A
/ Source; 2010 U.S. Census & SNRHA Tel. (702) 267-1539

Figure 37 highlights the areas African American residents with Housing Choice Vouchers are
residing. The northern part of the valley is heavily concentrated among these residents. There
are some scattered African American voucher households throughout the southern half of the
Valley, but the majority are located in the northern neighborhoods. They also heavily mirror the
areas with an already high percentage of African American residents and low opportunity areas.
The southern section of Henderson (south of 1-215) is again sparsely populated by African
American residents with Housing Choice Vouchers.

It is unknown if these voucher choices are being made by residents wanting to live in these
areas, but more than likely, as voiced by Focus Group participants, there are other factors
contributing to these residents living in these lower opportunity areas. Many residents voiced
concerns of not finding Housing Choice Voucher eligible units in the higher opportunity areas as
well as problems relating to the amounts of rental assistance provided, transportation issues,
and the application and credit process necessary for rental units in higher opportunity areas.

SNRHA could assist by providing counseling services to help people find housing in high
opportunity areas and conduct outreach to landlords and rental complexes in these areas.
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Table 46 Voucher holders by jurisdiction and race

Vougzﬁ;dHi%It(i:ig;s 53 Vc;rl:)ct:ﬁler Caucasian Higlg;r_l'ic A'?‘r:reirciggn Asian Hcl)?&ann;c
Households Caucasian Race

Unincorporated Clark

County 2977 1071 718 1808 34 395
Las Vegas 2423 718 512 1628 31 220
North Las Vegas 1441 192 108 1232 5 94
Henderson 537 289 231 224 12 66
Boulder City 13 12 12 1 0 0
Total 7391 2282 1581 4893 82 775
Total as a percentage 30.9% 21.4% 66.2% 1.1% 10.5%

Source: SNRHA, April 2014

Table 47 Voucher holders by ethnicity

ETHNICITY Housing Choice Voucher Residents Percentage
Hispanic 1,039 10%
Non-Hispanic 9,134 90%
Total 10,173 100%

Table 48 Voucher holders by disability status

DISABILITY Housing Choice Voucher Residents Percentage
STATUS

Disabled 3,986 39%
Non-disabled 6,187 61%
Total 10,173 100%

Table 46 shows the total number of Housing Choice Voucher holders for each jurisdiction and is
also broken down by race. Clark County and Las Vegas have the most total voucher holders,
which would not be unexpected by their larger land areas than the other jurisdictions.
Henderson seems to be low in the numbers, which was also shown in the maps on previous
pages. As a jurisdiction with more high opportunity areas, it would be ideal to find higher
participation rates in this area. As noted in the previous paragraph, this could be related to the
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amount of rental assistance being provided is simply not enough for participants to be able to
afford to live in the higher priced areas.

Table 46 also breaks down the residents by race, and similar to the public housing sites, a
disproportionate number of Housing Choice Voucher residents are African American (66.2%
compared to 10.7% of total population). As noted above in the public housing section, there are
most likely many contributing factors to this. The Southern Nevada Strong Regional Plan
provides land use recommendations that would affect many of the social issues that may
influence this trend, such as better school siting, improved economic opportunity, and increased
transportation choices. However, as noted before this is a larger social trend that needs to be
addressed on many fronts. For the purposes of this report, a recommendation would be made
to the SNRHA to continue to promote their self-sufficiency programs, especially within the
African American community.

Table 47 indicates that the percentage of residents using Housing Choice vouchers are 10%
Hispanic, which is lower than the 29.8% of total population that is Hispanic, and also lower than
the 20% that are residents of the public housing units. This population may be affected by a
language barrier for any LEP residents who are less familiar with the Housing Choice program
than the public housing options. More SNRHA instruction for LEP residents, as well as more
advertising in other languages, especially Spanish may help promote the Housing Choice
Voucher program to more Hispanic residents.

Table 48 displays the percentage of disabled residents who participate in the Housing Choice
Voucher program. Approximately 39% of the voucher residents claim disability status,
compared with about 12.6% of total county residents, as seen earlier in figure 6. This is
comparable to the 38% of public housing residents claiming disability status, probably for much
of the same reasons (ie. lack of incomes and necessary housing accommodations).

As noted in the public housing section, the waiting lists for the Housing Choice Voucher
applicants was provided by the SNRHA but leaves analysis on the list as very difficult. It again
appears to be representative of the residents who are accepted into the program and become
voucher residents, however the data as presented is not conducive to a true analysis and
therefore, should be better organized for future analysis. As with the public housing waiting
lists, it would be recommended that the SNRHA maintain a more usable database and that local
agencies associated with housing, including the SNRHA, research ways to increase their
information sharing capabilities for both practical and research applications.

The SNRHA maintains another 1024 Affordable Housing units shown in figure 38, which
includes a multitude of scattered site properties under the Neighborhood Stabilization Program.
The affordable housing program was developed by HUD to provide residents struggling with the
current economy with an affordable home in which to reside. The rents are a flat fee and set by
the individual community, and do not fluctuate based on income. The rents are typically
between 30-40% below market. Affordable Housing is available to all residents who qualify, and
each individual community has different qualifying criteria. In addition, the SNRHA owns a 60-
unit public housing tax credit development called Otto Merida Desert Villas.
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Figure 38 Location of SNRHA Affordable Housing Units
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The majority of the affordable housing units owned by the SNRHA are in the zip codes 89101,
89110, 89115, and 89122. These zip codes are located in the eastern section of the valley and
are concentrated in areas designated as low and very low opportunity index sites. Itis a
positive program for the SNRHA to be able to utilize these sites in order to provide more
affordable housing options for southern Nevada residents, however, SNRHA should attempt to
provide more sites in higher opportunity areas. It is obviously a balancing act for SNRHA to
weigh the costs of properties versus the amount of families they can help, which very likely
contributes to more residences being purchased in these lower priced communities. However,
the SNRHA should look for any opportunity to find some lower priced properties in the higher
opportunity areas.

There are other affordable housing units available through non-profit and for-profit groups
throughout the region. In total (including the SNRHA sites) there are 79 projects for families, 71
for seniors, 11 for residents with disabilities, 1 for mental illnesses, and 2 for veterans for a total
of 21,733 units.
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Accessible Units

On January 26, 2015, the online database, www.gosection8.com, listed 115 out of 924
accessible units available for use by Housing Choice Voucher participants. This would more
than meet HUD’s requirement of 5%. Random samples during the month of January and
February 2015 produced similar results.

SNRHA defines ACCESSIBLE DWELLING UNITS as:

“When used with respect to the design, construction or alteration of an individual
dwelling unit, means that the unit is located on an accessible route, and when designed,
constructed, or altered, can be approached, entered, and used by individuals with physical
handicaps. A unit that is on an accessible route and is adaptable and otherwise in compliance
with the standards set forth in 24 CFR 8.32 & 40, (the Uniform Federal Accessibility Standards)
is "accessible" within the meaning of this paragraph. “

SNRHA has no HUD-approved disabled-only designated developments.

Offer of accessible units

The SNRHA has units designed for persons with mobility, sight and hearing impairments,
referred to as accessible units. No non-mobility-impaired families will be offered these units
until all eligible mobility impaired applicants have been considered. Before offering a vacant
accessible unit to a non-disabled applicant, the SNRHA will offer such units:

First, to a current occupant of another unit of the same development, or other public
housing developments under the SNRHA control who has a disability that requires the
special features of the vacant unit.

Second, to an eligible qualified applicant on the waiting list having a disability that
requires the special features of the vacant unit.

When offering an accessible/adaptable unit to a non-disabled applicant, the SNRHA will require
the applicant to agree to move to an available non-accessible unit within 30 days when either a

current resident or an applicant needs the features of the unit and there is another unit available
for the applicant. This requirement will be a provision of the lease agreement.

The Authority will make modifications to the unit in keeping with the Section 504 Transition Plan
as the need arises and until the agency determines that an adequate number of units have been
rehabilitated in numbers sufficient to evidence compliance with the Plan.

Units designated for the elderly

In accordance with the 1996 Housing Act, a Head or Spouse of at least 62 years of age will be
selected for admission to such units or buildings covered by a HUD-approved Allocation Plan,
except for the units which are accessible, which may be offered to persons with disabilities. In

the event that there are insufficient elderly families who wish to reside in a unit designated for
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the elderly, near-elderly families (head or spouse ages 50-61) will be selected for this type of
unit.

Limited English Proficiency Plan

The SNRHA has an LEP Plan which covers documents, outreach efforts, language services for
residents and training for employees. Most of the SNRHA'’s vital documents are covered and
SNRHA will provide free translation/interpretation from bilingual staff as necessary. SNRHA
shall provide bilingual staff in all areas that have direct contact with clients. Additionally, these
staff shall have specialized knowledge of the area of service or programs that the LEP person is
applying or participating in. Staff shall be trained to ensure they understand and adhere to their
role as interpreters without deviating into a role as counselor, legal advisor, or other roles.

The Plan states that SNRHA shall maintain a contract with a professional interpreting service
provider to ensure all clients with LEP needs receive equal access to all programs and services.
Staff shall be informed of this service and advised how to request said service and schedule
appointments. SNRHA shall ensure its main telephone line have information translated in
Spanish. This information shall inform clients of the free translation services available.

SNRHA shall conduct outreach in a method that is clearly inclusive of LEP persons identified
through its annual analysis. Community partnerships have been developed to further assist in
the enhancement of this Plan. All notices posted in printed media shall also be posted in the
City’s Spanish Newspapers and other minority publications. This plan will be coordinated with
SNRHA'’s Affirmative Marketing Plan and shall include direct marketing strategies to promote
Home ownership options directly related to SNRHA’s Scattered-Site Homeownership/Housing
Choice Voucher and all other programs. Such outreach may include, but not be limited to,
special briefings for LEP residents and participants to ensure they understand this program
option as well as participating in community-wide homeownership events sponsored by
agencies with direct contract with disabled and/or LEP persons. SNRHA shall provide telephone
menus in the most common languages encountered on its main switchboards. Additionally,
SNRHA shall include notices in local newspapers in languages other than English and provide
notices in non-English language radio and television stations about the availability of language
assistance services. SNRHA staff will make presentations through community organizations to
target LEP persons.

SNRHA shall ensure all staff receives a copy of its LEP Plan and training. This training shall
address:

(a) The types of services available to assist clients and how to access these services.

b) How to respond to LEP callers.

¢) How to respond to written communications for LEP.

d) How to respond to a LEP person who has in-person contact with SNRHA staff.

e) How to ensure competency of interpreters and translation services.

(f) How to remain in the role of an interpreter verse a counselor, adviser, etc.

This training shall be conducted for all new employees as part of their orientation and for all
current employees to ensure full compliance

(
(
(
(
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Residency Preferences

SNRHA gives local preference points for waiting list applicants, however they are not based on

current residential location within Clark County. Extra points are given for the following

categories:

Victims of Federally Declared Disasters: 55 points

Working preference: 30 points

Veteran preference: 6 points

Residency preference for head, co-head or spouse who live, work, or enrolled full
time in Clark County school: 5 points

e Disabled veteran: 5 points

o Family of deceased veteran: 4 points

Additionally, the SNRHA has an income targeting policy, whereby monitoring of its admissions
is done to ensure that 40% of families admitted to public housing in each fiscal year shall have
incomes that do not exceed 30% of area median income of the SNRHA jurisdiction.

The SNRHA also has a de-concentration of poverty and income-mixing policy designed to bring
higher income tenants into lower income projects and lower income tenants into higher income
projects. The SNRHA does not set specific quotas, but rather strives to achieve de-
concentration and income mixing in its development. This policy is not restrictive and would not
have a negative effect on segregation, but rather could be beneficial in attempting to attract
lower incomes into higher opportunity areas and vice versa higher incomes to currently lower
opportunity areas, which could benefit those areas and reverse the trend downward.

The SNRHA has a transfer policy for residents who wish to move within the Las Vegas/

Clark County area, as well as outside of the region. Those who wish to move within the area
must have completed their lease and must comply with certain regulations. Those wishing to
move outside the Clark County area must have been in the program for over a year. These
policies do not seem to restrict housing choice based on policy alone. The high numbers of
need and availability of vouchers is probably the more limiting factor. The SNRHA should make
every effort to provide more choice and access to higher opportunity areas around the Las
Vegas Valley through a housing opportunity escort program, a housing placement program,
and/or more work with local landlords to educate them on the program so more landlords will
rent to Housing Choice Voucher holders.
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4. FREE MARKET ANALYSIS

The Free Market Analysis™ that follows identifies whether the racial and Hispanic composition of
a city and the census tracts within the city is likely due to differences in household income or to
discriminatory private and/or public sector practices that distort the free housing market.

Methodology

By taking household income into account, the analysis that follows more accurately identifies
possible racial and Hispanic segregation than simply reporting the proportions of each racial or
ethnic group within a city or census tract. There is a common misconception that housing is
segregated largely because, as a whole, minority households earn less than Caucasian
households. As Figure 39 below shows, the median annual household income varies
substantially by race and Hispanic ethnicity with Asians having the highest income. The lower
annual median incomes of the county’s African American and Hispanic residents certainly
contribute to the patterns shown on the minority population maps in Chapter 2. However, the
analysis that follows controls for these income differences by explicitly taking into account
household income to approximate the racial and ethnic composition of a city and its census
tracts if racial and ethnic discrimination were absent and household income was the primary
determinant of where a household lives.

Figure 39 Clark County Median Annual Household Income by Race and Ethnicity: 2012
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Source: 2012 American Community Survey, 1-Year Estimates, Tables B19013A, B19013B, B19013D, B19013H, and B19013I.
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This approach requires thinking about housing discrimination and segregation a little differently
than usual. Discrimination is the likely cause of an area’s racial and ethnic composition when
the actual racial and ethnic composition differs significantly from what the composition would be
in a free housing market devoid of discrimination. It is very likely that discrimination against
racial minorities is the primary cause of a census tract being 90 percent Caucasian if the tract
would be expected to be 75 percent Caucasian when taking household income into account.

The approach used here compares the actual racial and Hispanic composition of a census tract
or a city with what the approximate racial and Hispanic composition would likely be in a free
housing market not distorted by practices such as racial steering, mortgage lending
discrimination, discriminatory advertising, discriminatory rental policies, mortgage and insurance
redlining, or discriminatory appraisals."

Racial and ethnic or national origin discrimination badly warps the free market in housing by
artificially reducing demand for housing in some neighborhoods and artificially increasing
demand in others.

Racial and ethnic or national origin discrimination in housing also distort property values. When
African Americans or Hispanics, for example, move to African American or Hispanic enclaves,
they pay a substantial price in lost housing value. It is well documented that the value and
appreciation of homes in segregated minority neighborhoods is generally less than in stable
integrated areas and predominantly Caucasian areas. Segregated minority neighborhoods also
often lack jobs and business investment opportunities, making them economically unhealthy
compared to stable integrated and predominantly Caucasian areas.?

For the African American middle and upper classes which had grown so much prior to the Great
Recession, living in segregated minority neighborhoods denies them the full economic and
educational benefits of middle— and upper—class status enjoyed in stable integrated and in
predominantly Caucasian neighborhoods.

For both 2000 and 2008-2012, the tables, listed as the Free Market Analysis in Appendix B,
show the actual racial and Hispanic composition of households and the approximate racial
composition if household income were the predominant determinant of residency and housing
were a genuine free market without the distortions caused by discriminatory housing practices.
By using both sets of years, the tables show whether the past decade has resulted in movement
toward or away from stable racial and Hispanic integration. When the actual proportions of
minorities are significantly less than the proportions that would exist in a free housing market, it
is very likely that factors other than income, social class, or personal choice are influencing who
lives in the community.

Researchers have concluded “that race and ethnicity (not just social class) remain major factors
in steering minority families away from some communities and toward others.”
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Understanding the Free Market Analysis™

The tables that constitute this Free Market Analysis™ provide the following information for each
city and each census tract within each city for 2008—2012 and 2000:*

o HHs Actual proportions = Actual proportion of households of each race and Hispanic
ethnicity

e HHs Free Market = Approximate proportion of households of each race and Hispanic
ethnicity when income is the primary determinant of residency in a free market not
distorted by housing discrimination.

o HHs Difference = For each race and Hispanics of any race, the difference between the
actual proportion of households and the proportion in a free market not distorted by
housing discrimination.

An HHs Difference that is close to ten percentage points is a “substantial” or “significant”
enough a gap that it likely reflects the current or past presence of housing discrimination. The
greater the difference is, the greater the likelihood that housing discrimination has been, and still
is, at play. While other researchers have concluded that differences of just five percentage
points indicate that discrimination is distorting the housing market,® we set the threshold at eight
to ten percentage points as more likely to be indicative of possible discrimination by factoring in
those minority households that deliberately choose to live in a predominantly minority
neighborhood. We are also taking into account that the proportions in a free market are
approximations especially for 2008—2012 since the household income data is based on five—
year estimates from the American Community Survey.

The proportions of households in each category in a free market are based on the same
household incomes as actual residents had in the years reported and on the same actual cost of
rental and ownership housing as it was in the years examined.

We may be allowing for a higher proportion of minority households that prefer to live in a
homogeneous minority neighborhood than actually exists. According to the U.S. Census
Bureau, the primary reasons households move were for better housing or less expensive
housing, for a new job or transfer, to live closer to work and for an easier commute, change in
marital status, and to live in a better neighborhood or one with less crime. Living in a
homogeneous neighborhood did not even register in the Census Bureau’s most recent survey.®
Over half of the African American households moved for housing—related reasons, a higher
percentage than any other group.’

Differences that suggest distortions of the free housing market possibly caused by racial
discrimination are highlighted in two shades of cautionary yellow. The darker yellow highlights
differences of ten or more percentage points while the lighter shade of yellow points to
differences of eight to fewer than ten percentage points.®

A seemingly high proportion of a racial group or Hispanic households in a census tract is not
necessarily a concentration. For example, if a census tract’s actual proportion of Hispanic
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households is 40 percent, that is not a concentration when the proportion expected in a free
housing market is 47 percent. Allowing for the factors discussed above, differences between
actual and expected proportions of households that are less than eight percent are close to
what would be expected if household income were the predominant determinant of where
households live in a free market without housing discrimination. Consequently, this report does
not flag such census tracts as having a concentration of a race or ethnicity.

Free Market Analysis™- The Broad Picture in Each Jurisdiction

The full regional housing market consists of Clark County’s urban core. Las Vegas and North
Las Vegas are the most racially and ethnically diverse cities in Clark County. Table 49, that
follows, shows the actual proportions of Caucasians, African Americans, Asians, and Hispanics
of any race city- wide in Las Vegas have been what would have been expected. However, as
the analysis of Las Vegas by census tract shows, there is growing segregation and
resegregation within the city’s borders.

The proportion of Caucasian households in Henderson has hovered close to ten percentage
points more than would be expected in a free housing market not distorted by discrimination.
The gap between the actual proportion of Hispanic households and the proportion expected in a
free market has increased slightly. As the analysis of Henderson shows below, the actual
proportion of Hispanic households is generally significantly lower than would be expected in
most of the city’s census tracts. Overall, the actual proportions of African Americans and Asians
are close to what would be expected.

The progress that North Las Vegas was making in the 1990s toward lesser concentrations of
minorities and greater racial integration has stalled in the current decade. The difference
between the actual proportions of Caucasians and the proportion expected in a discrimination—
free market has remained substantially the same with fewer Caucasian households than
expected. On the flip side, differences between the actual proportion of African American
households and the proportion expected has remained significantly large. Concentrations of
Hispanic households have intensified and spread, although the citywide difference between the
actual proportion of Hispanic households and the expected proportion declined. The actual
proportion of Asian households has continued to be what would be expected.

Boulder City continues to exhibit very substantial levels of segregation city-wide except for its
Asian population. Its actual proportion of African American and Hispanic households continue to
grow incrementally but remains significantly less throughout the city than what would be
expected in a free market not distorted by current and/or past housing discrimination.
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Table 49 Clark County Cities Racial and Ethnic Household Composition: 2000—2012

Clark County Cities Racial and Hispanic Household Composition: 2000-2012

2008-2012 2000

Area Hispanic,

Hispanic,
Black Asian White Black Asian Spane

Any Race Any Race
Las Vegas

HHs Actual proportions 73.7% 5.9% 4.1% 15.5%
HHs Free market 72.7% 7.7% 4.5% 14.8%
HHs Difference 1.1% -1.9% -0.4% 0.7%
Henderson

HHs Actual proportions 82.7% 6.2% 4.1% 3.0% 7.7%
HHs Free market 73.7% 8.1% 8.0% 4.6% 14.0%
HHs Difference 9.1% -1.9% -4.0%| -1.5% -6.3%
North Las Vegas
HHs Actual proportions 58.1% 5.9% 20.6% 2.9% 27.7%
HHs Free market 72.8% 7.8% 8.9% 4.5% 15.0%

HHs Difference -1.9% 5.0% 1.6%
Boulder City

HHs Actual proportions 0.0% 0.8% 0.3% 0.8% 2.3%

HHs Free market 10.5% 7.9% 8.6% 4.5% 14.3%
HHs Difference 24.1% 10.59 5% -8.3% -3.7%

Access to Opportunity

The concentrations of “minorities” in parts of Las Vegas, North Las Vegas, and unincorporated
Clark County carries with it significant consequences because where you live determines the
kinds of life opportunities you can access — one of the reasons that it is so important to end
housing discrimination and achieve economic, racial, and ethnic diversity.

To identify the degree to which residents within the Clark County urban core have access to
these life opportunities, the researchers at The Kirwan Institute for the Study of Race and
Ethnicity engaged in “opportunity mapping” to generate an “overall opportunity index” rank for
each Clark County census tract based on 19 variables in three broad subject—area categories:

o Educational opportunity (eight variables measured)
o Health and environmental opportunity (six variables measured)
o Social and economic opportunity (five variables measured)o
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The Kirwan Institute describes “opportunity mapping” as a ...process of collecting, analyzing,
and interpreting geographically referenced data to show neighborhood—level areas with more or
less access to the infrastructure and services that people need to have healthy and productive
lives. The Kirwan Institute pioneered the use of opportunity maps to empower communities, to
connect residents to opportunity, and to build opportunity in communities where it is lacking.

The Overall Opportunity Index combines into a single metric data on several factors, each of
which has been shown in the literature to influence one’s ability to succeed in life. The chief
assumption under- lying this approach is that multiple neighborhood factors have a combined
influence on neighborhood residents. Some characteristics of one’s neighborhood have
detrimental effects — for example, poverty, high crime, and the lack of healthy food choices —
while others provide advantages — for example, access to transit and recreation, good schools,
and quality early childhood education. The Opportunity Index represents the balance of these
positive and negative effects across a community, a city, or an entire MSA [Metropolitan
Statistical Area].1o

The Kirwan Institute combined the scores from the three subareas into a single “overall
opportunity index” that shows the relative degree of access to opportunity across the county.
They sorted the overall opportunity index for the county’s census tracts into quintiles and
assigned five overall opportunity rankings: very low, low, moderate, high, and very high."
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The map below, Figure 40, shows the distribution of the five levels of opportunity throughout
Clark County’s urban core. The concentration of low and very low opportunity census tracts is
nearly identical to the concentrations of minorities shown in Chapter 2.

Figure 40 Overall Opportunity Index by Census Tract in Clark County Urban Core
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Tables 50 and 51 reveal the uneven distribution of opportunity levels among the four cities in
Clark County’s urban core.

Table 50 Distribution of Overall Opportunity Index within each Clark County City
Distribution of Overall Opportunity Index Within Each Clark County City

Overall Las Vegas Henderson  North Las Vegas Boulder City
Opportunity CensusTracts  CensusTracts CensusTracts  Census Tracts

Index Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent

Table 50 shows that Las Vegas has the most balanced distribution of overall opportunity
rankings among its census tracts, while nearly three—fourths of Henderson'’s tracts are ranked
very high or high. About one—fifth of the tracts in North Las Vegas are ranked very high or high
while 56.2 percent of them are low or very low. All of Boulder City is high or very high.

Table 51 Proportion of Each Overall Opportunity Index in each Clark County City

Proportion of Each Overall Opportunity Index in Each Clark County City

Overall Opportunity Las Vegas Census Henderson North Las Vegas Boulder City
Index Tracts Census Tracts Census Tracts Census Tracts

VO —

Very Low

Percentage of all Clark
County Tracks
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As is clear from the map on the previous page and the above table, the lower opportunity areas
are concentrated in North Las Vegas, Las Vegas, and tracts in unincorporated Clark County
adjacent to the lower opportunity tracts in these two cities. As discussed in the remainder of this
chapter, these lower opportunity tracts tend to coincide with tracts that have significant Hispanic
and African American populations with lower median household incomes.

Nearly three—fourths of the four cities’ high and very high tracts are concentrated in Henderson,
which consists of 24 percent of the tracts in the four cities. Additionally, the higher opportunity
tracts in Las Vegas are concentrated in the western part of the city.

To affirmatively further fair housing, minority households of modest incomes need access to the
higher opportunities in these higher opportunity tracts if they are to attain upward mobility.
Henderson and Las Vegas need to proactively foster practices which promote housing
affordable to these households with modest incomes in the tracts where these concentrations of
high and very high opportunity are located.

Adding housing affordable to households with modest incomes to areas with high and very high
overall opportunity index rankings does not reduce those rankings. The factors on which the
rankings are based are not changed by the introduction of affordable housing and households
with modest incomes — as long as these units are not clustered together. They need to be
scattered throughout a development and throughout a neighborhood.

These cities need to look for tools for implementing policies that help affirmatively further fair
housing and enable access to higher opportunities for households of modest incomes.

Opportunity Areas for Unincorporated Clark County

Unincorporated Clark County, within the Las Vegas Valley inner core, consists of Spring Valley,
South Summerlin and the Enterprise neighborhoods in the southern and western sections of the
Valley, stretches though the south portion of the Las Vegas strip, and then curves north up the
most eastern portions of the Valley up to Nellis Air Force Base.

The neighborhoods of Spring Valley, South Summerlin and Enterprise make up the southern
and western sections of the Valley and, for the most part are moderate to very high opportunity
areas. The Spring Valley neighborhoods have some minority concentrations, as seen in
Figures 3, 4 and 5 in Chapter 2, as well as some pockets of very low income; however, they
have maintained positive opportunity levels. Spring Valley has an area known as China Town,
which is a series of commercial establishments and strip malls, made up of Chinese and Asian
restaurants, retail establishments and services. This neighborhood has traditionally had a
higher than would be expected Asian residential population due to the availability of traditional
Asian goods and services.

The South Summerlin and Enterprise neighborhoods have higher home values and rents;
however, the Spring Valley neighborhood does have areas and pockets of lower priced homes
and rentals. South Summerlin and Enterprise also have much lower percentages of minority
populations.
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There is an additional area of high and very high opportunity in the unincorporated areas to the
east of the Clark County airport and to the west of Boulder Highway. This area has few minority
residents, higher home prices and rents, and higher income levels. It continues south to meet
City of Henderson’s similar higher opportunity areas.

As you move to the east side of the Las Vegas strip, the opportunity levels fall into the low and
very low levels in several neighborhoods. This can also be seen adjacent to Boulder Highway,
and continues into the City of Henderson’s adjacent neighborhoods. These areas have higher
numbers of poverty, lower school ratings and lower home and rent prices. These areas do not
have high levels of minority residents.

The most concentrated areas of very low opportunity for unincorporated Clark County are
located along Las Vegas Blvd in the northeast, just west of Nellis Air Force Base. While this
area does have a moderate number of Hispanic residents, it does not appear to be as heavily
concentrated as neighboring areas in the cities of Las Vegas and North Las Vegas.

Analysis by City

For each census tract, this analysis of impediments identifies the actual proportions of
households of Caucasian, African American, Asian, and Hispanic of any race, comparing the
data from 2000 with the data from 2010, and the approximate proportions that would be
expected in a genuinely free housing market that is not distorted by racial or ethnic
discrimination.’® The full table and breakdown by Census tract is available in the Appendix B.
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Figure 41 Las Vegas census block map
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While the racial and Hispanic composition of the entire city of Las Vegas has been what would
be expected in a housing market free of discrimination, a closer look by census tract reveals
that while Las Vegas is very diverse, the city is becoming more segregated by race and
Hispanic ethnicity during the twenty—first century. At the turn of the century, the actual racial and
Hispanic composition of 50 of the city’s census tracts — 45 percent of 110 tracts — was close to
the composition that would have been expected in a free market not distorted by housing
discrimination. But by 2012, the actual proportions were as expected in just 27 of the city’s 149
census tracts.

Some extremely intense African Americans and Hispanic enclaves have developed east of
Rancho Drive and near the intersection of I-15 and US 95 (known locally as the Spaghetti
Bowl). The African American enclaves begin east of Rancho with census tracts 34.30, 34.31,
35.00, 3.02, 2.01, and 2.03 with 3.01, 4.01, and 6.00 at the east end. The actual proportion of
African American households is also significantly greater than expected in several additional
tracts (4.03, 5.20, 5.23, 5.13, 5.25, and 5.28) that are within an intense enclave of tracts where
the actual proportion of Hispanic households is substantially greater than would be expected in

Regional Analysis of Impediments Chapter 4 80



SOUTHERN STRONG

a discrimination—free housing market (tracts 4.02, 5.10, 5.26, 5.27, 5.13 through 5.24, 13.00,
14.01, 14.02).

Many of these tracts are located in the area of Las Vegas that historically known as the
“‘westside”. As a result of property deeds, non-white owned or customer oriented businesses
were confined to clubs on the "west side" of the railroad tracks in downtown Las Vegas. This
also was enforced in many of the work positions, thus African Americans, except those who
provided the labor for low-paying menial positions or entertainment, were limited in employment
occupations at the white owned clubs. Additionally segregation of residential properties was
occurring so that many of the African Americans who worked in this area also lived there.

The concentration of African Americans in the enclaves with the most intense concentrations in
2000 has decreased, which indicates a step in the direction of affirmatively furthering fair
housing choice. However, the areas where the African American concentrations were not as
intense in 2000 have generally become more intense during the decade that followed. There
are additional Hispanic enclaves already in place and continuing to develop. The concentration
that currently exists is immediately east of Rancho (tracts 34.31, 2.01) and west of Ranchero
(tracts 1.01, 1.04, 1.06, and 1.08). Just a single tract separates that concentration from
enclaves in tracts 34.20, 31.02, 31.03, 31.04, 30.01, 1.03, and 10.03.

Tract 33.17 is the only tract far from the Hispanic enclaves where the actual proportion of
Hispanics is significantly greater than the expected proportion. However, the actual proportion of
Hispanic households in nearly every tract around 33.17 was less than expected in 2012: tracts
33.15, 33.18, 32.35, 32.36, 32.04 through 32.09, 34.10, 32,11, 33.18, 32.20, and 32.21.

The actual proportion of Hispanic households in most of the tracts in the southwest corner of
Las Vegas (south of Alexander and west of Rainbow) is substantially less than would be
expected in a discrimination—free housing market. A lower median income among Hispanic
households does not explain these differences between actual and expected proportions of
Hispanic households.

Generally the difference between actual and expected proportions of Hispanic households has
widened since 2000 except in the tracts in and around The Strip. In both tracts 7.00 and 9.00,
the actual proportions of Hispanic households were slightly less the expected proportions in
2000. By 2012, those differences had become significant.

By 2012, a growing number of tracts had become majority Hispanic or close to it, although in a
discrimination—free housing market the proportion of Hispanic households would be
substantially less: 1.03, 1.05, 1.08, 4.02, 5.10 through 5.22, 5.25 through 5.28, 13.00, 14.02,
22.03, 22.04, and 34.31. The proportion of actual Hispanic households was more than ten
percentage points greater than expected in a free housing market. The cluster of tracts in the
southeast end of Las Vegas are immediately south of a cluster of tracts with similar
characteristics in North Las Vegas, creating a large Hispanic area at the east end of both cities.

Likely contributing to these concentrations is the common phenomenon throughout the nation of
first generation immigrants moving into neighborhoods with a concentration of other Hispanic
households. Over time, subsequent generations would be expected to move out of these ethnic
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neighborhoods as they become upwardly mobile and are assimilated into the American
mainstream. These areas also contain a number of grocery stores and professional services
that cater to a Hispanic population and advertise in Spanish.

Away from these African American and Hispanic enclaves are three scattered tracts where the
actual proportion of African American households is significantly greater than expected: 33.08
and 32.35 in the city’s northwest section; and 34.18 bounded by Smoke Ranch, Lake Mead,
Buffalo, and Rainbow. The actual proportion of African American households is much less than
expected in the two tracts immediately north of 32.49, tracts 32.62 and 32.10, in tract 32.11
northeast of 32.49, and in tract 58.24, southwest of tract 32.49 in the Summerlin neighborhood.

The actual proportion of African American households is also lower than would be expected in
tracts 32.31 along the city’s west border and 32.61 at Charleston and Rampart amid an
abundance of tracts where the actual proportion of Hispanics is significantly less than expected
in a free housing market. While the actual proportion of African American households is close to
what would be expected in all but six of the census tracts west of Rancho, the actual proportion
of Hispanic households is significantly less that what would be expected in more than 40 of the
tracts west of Ranchero.

Opportunity Areas in Las Vegas
Broadly speaking, there appears to be two Las Vegas’s, separate and with unequal opportunity:

High Opportunity Las Vegas: A primarily non—Hispanic Caucasian Las Vegas west of
Rainbow and north of Lake Mead and;

Low Opportunity Las Vegas: A primarily minority Las Vegas east of Rainbow and south
of Lake Mead

Nearly all of the census tracts in the Low Opportunity Las Vegas offer “very low” and “low”
overall opportunity levels while the vast majority of the tracts in High Opportunity Las Vegas
enjoy “very high,” “high,” and “moderate” overall opportunity levels.

As the map in Figure 40 shows, census tracts with “very low” and “low” opportunity index
rankings dominate Clark County’s northeast quadrant, encompassing the first area in Las Vegas
noted above and North Las Vegas. Moving west of US 95 in Las Vegas, is a mix of tracts in all
five rankings. “High” and “very high” opportunity tracts dominate the southwest corner of the

city. Most of the census tracts in the west section of Las Vegas offer “medium” and higher
overall opportunities, with just three tracts of “low” opportunity and none with “very low”
opportunity in the city’s northwest corner.

The tracts where the actual proportion of African American and/or Hispanic households is
approximately ten or more percentage points greater than would be expected in a
discrimination—free housing market overwhelmingly have “low” and “very low” overall
opportunity rankings. These tracts tend to be the ones identified earlier as African American or
Hispanic enclaves. However, a handful of tracts with this gap that are located outside these
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enclaves have “moderate” (1.01, 30.01, 34.18), “high” (10.03), and “very high” (32.49, 33.08)
opportunity ranks.

As noted earlier, it is likely that the concentrations of Hispanic households reflect the common
phenomenon throughout the nation of first generation immigrants moving to identifiable Hispanic
neighborhoods. Over time, subsequent generations would be expected to move out of these
concentrations as they become upwardly mobile and are assimilated into the American
mainstream. However, these enclaves tend to be located in “very low” and “low” opportunity
areas where access to community resources such as high quality education and good—paying
jobs that facilitate upward mobility are very few as seen in Chapter 3.

Las Vegas census tracts show these “minority” concentrations are not due just to the lower
median incomes of African American and Hispanic households. The African American enclave
west of The Strip, mentioned earlier as “The Westside” is both intensely segregated by race and
by opportunity. The opportunity levels of these tracts are nearly all “very low” and “low.”

In addition to the actual proportions of African Americans in these tracts being substantially
more than ten percentage points greater than what would be expected in a housing market
absent discrimination, the actual proportion of Caucasians runs much less than would be
expected. For example, see tracts 2.01, 3.01, 3.02, 34.30, 34.31, and 35.00 where the actual
proportions of white households are, respectfully, 23.3, 45.8, 53.3, 31.0, 22.7, and 52.7
percentage points less than what would be expected in a discrimination—free housing market.

Concurrently, the actual proportions of African American households living in those tracts are,
respectively, 23.6, 51.9, 57.2, 37.2, 18.7, and 57.2 percentage points higher than the levels
expected in a free housing market.

These intense levels of racial concentration combine with a lack of access to higher opportunity
to make upward mobility very difficult, foster development of a permanent underclass, and pose
a serious barrier to affirmatively furthering fair housing choice.™ In addition to implementing the
recommendations to expand housing choices, Las Vegas needs to foster the growth of
affordable housing to households of modest incomes in the High Opportunity Las Vegas to
assure that these affordable dwelling units are affirmatively marketed to households in the racial
and ethnic groups whose actual proportions are significantly lower than the proportions
expected in a discrimination—free housing market.
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Henderson

From 2000 to 2012, the actual proportions of Henderson households that are African American
or Asian are roughly what would be expected in a free market absent any housing
discrimination. During this time, the actual proportion of Henderson’s households that are
Hispanic has been about half of what would be expected in a discrimination—free housing
market.

The proportion of the city’s households that are African American has hovered around four
percentage points less than the expected proportion of African American households. Overall,
the percentage of Asian households in Henderson is pretty much what would be expected in a
discrimination—free housing market. While the percentage of Henderson households that are
Hispanic has grown slightly from 2000 to 2012, the difference between what was expected in a
free market without discrimination and the actual proportion of Hispanic households widened
slightly. Meanwhile, the percentage of households that are Caucasian decreased by about 5
percentage points, leaving the city with a Caucasian population that is nearly ten percentage
points greater than would be expected in a free housing market without discrimination.

No Henderson census tracts have a concentration of African American households. The actual
proportion of African American households was less than expected in a free market absent
housing discrimination in all but six of the city’s 62 census tracts— 90 percent of the city’s tracts.
The actual proportion in the other six tracts was roughly what would be expected. In a number
of those census tracts where the actual proportion of African American households was less
than expected in 2000, the gap increased by a few percentage points in 2008—2012. At the
same time, this difference declined in a similar number of census tracts.

There are no concentrations of Hispanic households in Henderson that significantly exceed the
proportion of Hispanic households that would be expected in a discrimination—free housing
market.

Overall, the actual proportion of Hispanic households in Henderson continues to hover just
under ten percentage points less than what would be expected in a free market devoid of
housing discrimination. In most Henderson census tracts, the actual proportion of Hispanic
households continued to be less than would be expected in a free market. This difference,
however, declined in a good many other Henderson tracts. Generally speaking, the changes
were a handful of percentage points which, given that these data are approximations, may not
be significant. But it is clear that from tract 57.13 at Henderson’s southwest end up to 54.37 at
the city’s northeast corner, the percentage of Hispanics living in Henderson is less than would
be expected in a discrimination—free housing market.

The proportion of actual Hispanic households is roughly what would be expected in a free
market in just three of the city’s 61 census tracts — 51.02 (by 2.5 percentage points), 54.22 (by
3 percentage points), and 54.39 (by 1.7 percentage points). The actual proportion of Hispanic
households was significantly less than the proportion expected in the absence of discrimination
in 32 census tracts, just over half of the city’s tracts. The actual proportion of Hispanic
households was 15 or more percentage points lower than the expected proportion in just two
tracts:
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53.15 (17.5 percentage points less than expected) and 53.57 (16.9 percentage points less than
expected).

The three tracts with significant Hispanic populations reflect what would be expected in a
discrimination—free market. While nearly one—fourth of the households in tract 54.39 are
Hispanic, that is roughly what would be expected in a free market absent discrimination.
Additionally, while 14 percent of the households in adjacent tract 54.38 are Hispanic, that
proportion is less than the nearly 23 percent that would be expected in a free housing market.
While more than 18 percent of the households in nearby tract 54.34 are Hispanic, that is about
what would be expected in a free housing market.

The question remains, however, why the proportion of Hispanic households in Henderson
remains about nine percentage points less than would be expected in a discrimination—free
housing market. Testing may be warranted to see if any steering is taking place.

There is a possibility that concentrations of Asians are developing in adjacent tracts 57.12 and
57.16 in the southwest corner of Henderson. The proportion of Asian households in census tract
57.12 doubled from 2000 to 2012 and is nhow more than ten percentage points greater than
would be expected in a free housing market.

The proportion of Asian residents in tract 57.16 was nearly five times greater in 2008—2012 than
in 2000. It is now twice what would be expected in a free housing market absent discrimination.
Meanwhile the proportion of Hispanic households declined from 3.7 percent in 2000 to 0.9
percent in 2008-2012 and is about 18 percentage point less than would be expected in a free
housing market. These figures suggest “testing” should be conducted to determine if Hispanics
are facing discrimination and Asians are being steered to this tract.

Overall, Henderson is well positioned to engage in the practices and programs recommended to
expand housing choices, especially those of Hispanics, so that they will consider Henderson
and its higher opportunity areas as a place to live. If Henderson is proactive, it has an excellent
opportunity to prevent high levels of racial and ethnic segregation from developing.

Opportunity Areas in Henderson

Henderson is a mainstay of high opportunity among the three large cities in Clark County.
Nearly three—quarters of Henderson’s 62 census tracts in 2012 have “high” or “very high” overall
opportunity levels. Slightly fewer than ten percent are ranked as “medium” while just six percent
are “low” and just under ten percent are “very low.” Even though just 23 percent of the census
tracts in the four cities are in Henderson, 44 percent of the “very high” opportunity tracts and 30
percent of the “high” opportunity tracts are there. The lowest percentages of “moderate,” “low,”
and “very low” tracts are in Henderson.

As noted earlier, the actual proportions of African American households living throughout
Henderson are about what would be expected in a free market without housing discrimination —
a difference of 4.5 percentage points between actual and expected in 2012 and a nearly
identical four percentage points in 2000. In 2012, “very low” opportunity census tract 52.00 was
the only Henderson tract where the actual proportion of African American households was
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substantially less than what would be expected — 11.2 percentage points, the same gap as for
Hispanic residents in the tract.

It is a different picture for Henderson’s Hispanic population however. Citywide, the actual
proportion of Hispanic households is more than nine percentage points less than expected in a
free market, a small increase from the 6.3 percentage point gap in 2000.The actual proportion of
Hispanic households is significantly less than what would be expected in 35 of the city’s 62
census tracts — 56 percent of the tracts. In 2000, actual proportions were substantially less in
just 14 census tracts.

So while it appears that African American households that can afford to live in Henderson are
living throughout the city with no concentrations, it appears Hispanic households that can afford
to live in Henderson may be encountering obstacles that discourage them from living in
Henderson.

Extensive testing in Henderson is needed to help reveal what these obstacles may be. It is also
possible that the proportion of Hispanic households is depressed by first generation immigrants
seeking homes in established Hispanic enclaves as did their predecessors from other immigrant
groups.

To advance fair housing, Henderson needs to fully participate in the programs which would
expand housing choices so that more Hispanics will add Henderson — where access to high
opportunities is the greatest among the large cities in Clark County — to where they look for
housing.
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North Las Vegas

Figure 43 North Las Vegas census block map
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During the 1990’s, North Las Vegas appeared to have made substantial progress toward
overcoming discriminatory practices that had created very large differences in 1990 between the
city’s actual racial composition and what would have been expected in a free market absent
housing discrimination.” These trends appear to have stalled during the first decade of the new
century.

In 1990, the proportion of white households was just 51.6 percent, 31.7 percent less that the
proportion expected in a free housing market. By 2000, the actual percentage had risen to 60.6
and the difference between actual and expected had dropped to 16 percentage points — a very
healthy movement toward affirmatively furthering fair housing.™

During the 1990s, the number of minorities living in North Las Vegas did not decline. The
increase in the proportion of Caucasians was due to a substantial in-migration of whites to North
Las Vegas during a population boom and surge in residential building. As reported below, the
proportion of African Americans declined due to this increase in the number of white residents
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as well as significant increases in the number of Asians, multi-racial individuals, and people of
all other races."®

In 2012, the proportion of Caucasians was 58.1 percent and the difference between the actual
and expected proportion of Caucasian households was 14.7 percent — both pretty close to the
2000 proportions. But there is no indication of further movement toward overcoming
suppression of the proportion of Caucasians living in North Las Vegas and increased the actual
proportions of African American and Hispanic households.

The population of North Las Vegas boomed again during the 2000s, growing from 115,488
individuals in 2000 to 216,961 in 2012. Of the additional 101,473 residents, 63.7 percent were
Caucasian; 20 percent were African American; 9.7 percent were Asian; 10 percent were two or
more races; and 40 percent were Hispanic of any race."” Note that these proportions of
individuals naturally differ a bit from the racial and Hispanic composition of households used in
this free market analysis.

In 1990, the proportion of African American households was 34.3 percent, 25 percentage points
higher than would have been expected in a free housing market not distorted by discrimination,
where African American households would have constituted less than ten percent of the city. By
the end of the decade, the proportion of African American households had declined by more
than a third to 20.6 percent. The difference between actual and expected had been reduced to
16 percentage points.

In 2012, the proportion of African American households held fairly steady at 22 percent and the
difference remained nearly unchanged at 11.6 percentage points.

Between 1990 and 2000, the higher percentage of Caucasian households and lower percentage
of African American households, however, were due almost entirely to an influx of Caucasian
residents, not a reduction in the number of African American or Asian residents.®

Within North Las Vegas, the actual proportion of African Americans in 22 of the city’s 48 census
tracts (46 percent) was close to the proportion expected in a discrimination—free housing
market. That was the case in just ten of 26 of the city’s census tracts in 2000 (38 percent).'
During the 2000s, concentrations of African American households declined in more tracts than
the grew.

In 2000, census tract 36.03 was huge and largely undeveloped (northern most developable
area). Since the housing boom of the 2000’s, tract 36.03 exploded with development and
significant racial and Hispanic diversification. In 2000, the tract was 100 percent Caucasian,
23.9 percent more than would have been expected in a free market. The population of tract
36.03 grew so much during the past decade that it was divided into eight tracts and parts of
three others for the 2010 census (tracts 36.18 through 36.28). In 2012, the actual proportion of
African American households was significantly greater than what would be expected in six of the
11 tracts; the proportion of Asians was higher only in tract 36.22; the proportion of Hispanics
was higher only in tract 36.21.
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In 2012, the actual proportion of white households in eight of the 11 tracts carved out of tract
36.03 was significantly less than would be expected in a free market devoid of housing
discrimination. Most of the tracts carved out of 36.03 circle around the north and east borders of
North Las Vegas’ center where the actual proportion of African Americans is significantly greater
than would be expected in a discrimination—free housing market. These tracts experienced a
large residential building boom along with the completion of the 1-215 northern beltway, and
have a large concentration of newer homes.

Concentrations of African American households appear to be developing in adjacent tracts
36.24 and 36.25. These tracts are adjacent to 36.15 where the actual proportion of African
Americans has been more than 12 percent higher than would be expected since 2000 (the tract
did not exist in 1990). This could indicate a movement of the African American population
northward towards the newer areas of North Las Vegas, and away from the more traditionally
“African American neighborhoods”.

These tracts are within a larger group in the center of North Las Vegas where the disparity
between actual and expected proportions is greater, as high as 37.3 percent in tract 36.17 and
36.4 percent in tract 36.16. However in both tracts, this gap declined from 54.3 percent in 2000.
The disparity between actual and expected proportions of African American households in tract
36.44 more than doubled from 18.6 percent in 2000 to 39.5 percent in 2012. However, in
adjacent tract 37.00 the difference declined from 73 percent in 2000 to 58.2 percent in 2012.

Over the 22 years studied, the difference between the actual and expected proportions of Asian
households living in North Las Vegas has remained under two percentage points which
suggests that Asian households generally include North Las Vegas among their housing
choices and that Asians probably do not encounter widespread housing discrimination when
seeking a residence in North Las Vegas. The actual proportion of Asian households in North
Las Vegas rose from 1.6 percent in 1990, to 4.1 percent in 2000, and to 5.9 percent in 2012.
The actual proportions have been very close to the proportions of Asian households anticipated
in a discrimination—free market: 2.6 percent in 1990, 4.5 percent in 2000, and 7.8 percent in
2012.%° This steady, but incremental growth of the city’s Asian population represents a healthy
pace of diversification in North Las Vegas.

North Las Vegas’ Hispanic households are intensely concentrated along the city’s northeast
end,?" just north of the cluster of Las Vegas census tracts with similar concentrations.
Concentrations are not as intense in tracts 36.10, 36.13, and 36.16 in the city’s southwest
corner.

The Clark County’s 2011 Analysis of Impediments cautioned that “conditions appear to be ripe
for expansion of minority concentrations.”*? “Initial 2010 Census data show that all 15 tracts are
being consolidated into these Hispanic enclaves.”®

This is exactly what has happened. These neighborhoods have been consolidated into the
existing Hispanic enclaves, generating extreme concentrations of Hispanic residents that rival
the levels of segregation of African Americans in the nation’s most segregated cities. In North
Las Vegas, the actual proportion of Hispanic households in this cluster of tracts ranges from
53.4 percent in tract 38.00 (which is 29.4 percentage points greater than would be expected in
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discrimination—free housing market) to 86.4 percent in tract 43.02 (which is 62.1 percentage
points more) and 80 percent in tract 43.01 (which is 55.6 percentage points more).?*

These concentrations are far greater than the concentrations of African Americans in North Las
Vegas. The intensity of concentration among the city’s most concentrated African American
census tracts was 70.7 percent in 2010 tract 37.00 (58.2 percentage points greater than
expected, but less concentrated than in 2000 when it was actually 83.3 percent African
American, 73 percentage points greater than expected ) and 51 percent in tract 36.44 (39.5
percentage points greater than expected and more concentrated than in 2000 when it was 26.6
percent African American, eight percentage points more than expected).

The tracts with the next greatest concentrations of African American households were 36.16
(7.9 percent actual; 11.5 percent expected) and 36.17 (49.2 percent actual; 11.9 percent
expected), both of which were not as concentrated as in 2000.

Between 2000 and 2012, the proportion of Hispanic households increased in every North Las
Vegas census tract except 36.41 where it remained steady at roughly 13 percent and 36.36
where it declined by about 1.4 percentage points, not necessarily a significant amount.
However, in both tracts, the difference between the actual proportion of Hispanic households
and the proportion expected in a discrimination—free housing market widened, especially in tract
36.36 where the lower proportion of Hispanic households increased from an insignificant 5.5
percent to a more significant 11.4 percent.

Throughout this nation’s history, it has not been unusual for first generation immigrants to
initially live in ethnic enclaves. It is extremely likely that the in—migration of Hispanic households
to Clark County is contributing to the expanding concentrations of census tracts where the
actual proportion of Hispanic households is substantially greater than what would be expected
in a free market without housing discrimination.

However, the intensity of these concentrations runs counter to the principle of affirmatively
furthering fair housing. As explained below, these concentrations place a huge proportion of the
county’s — and North Las Vegas’ — Hispanic population in “low” and “very low” opportunity
areas, denying them access to the resources needed to achieve upward mobility.

While it is possible that over time subsequent generations will have the financial resources and
inclination to move from these enclaves to higher opportunity neighborhoods, there is the strong
possibility that these increasingly ethnically segregated neighborhoods will continue to be
segregated unless steps are taken to expand the housing choices of their residents. The longer
the jurisdictions in Clark County wait to implement these recommendations, the longer it will
take to reduce these intense concentrations of Hispanic residents and enable them to fully
participate in seeking to achieve the American Dream.

Opportunity Areas in North Las Vegas
Access to living in the higher opportunity areas of North Las Vegas appears to be limited largely
to the city’s wealthier households of any race or Hispanic ethnicity. However, in those tracts

where the actual proportion of a “minority” was significantly greater than would have been
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expected in a free market devoid of housing discrimination, access to higher opportunity
neighborhoods varies considerably.

The census tracts where the actual proportion of African American households in 2012 was
significantly greater than what would have been expected in a discrimination—free housing
market ran the full spectrum when it came to their overall opportunity indices. Two of the tracts
were “very high opportunity” and four were “high” opportunity. Seven tracts each were ranked as
“moderate” or “low” opportunity with six tracts identified as “very low” opportunity.

In all the other tracts where the actual proportion of African American households were not out
of line with the proportion expected in a free market, African American households lived in
neighborhoods with the full range of opportunity levels.

At $60,482 in 2012, Clark County’s Asian households had a significantly higher annual median
income than any other race or Hispanics of any race. The median income of Caucasian
households was $51,183; African Americans was $37,520; and Hispanics was $41,482.29.%
Consequently, it is no surprise that Asian households living in North Las Vegas tend to live in
higher opportunity neighborhoods.

Within North Las Vegas, the actual proportion of Asian households significantly exceeded the
expected proportion in four census tracts:

e Very high opportunity tracts 36.19 and 36.22 towards the northwest end of the city; and
o Adjacent tracts 36.26 (moderate opportunity) and 36.27 (low opportunity) on the city’s
east end.

It appears that Asian households are moving into the two very high opportunity tracts 36.19 and
36.22 more than the other very high and high opportunity tracts. There is a possibility that
concentrations could be developing in these two tracts. The concentration could be developing
due to well-off recent immigrants choosing to live in neighborhoods where a substantial number
of other Asians already live, a behavior common to first generation immigrants in this country. It
would benefit the city to conduct testing in the very high and high opportunity tracts to determine
whether Asian households are being steered to these two tracts and/or away from other higher
opportunity tracts.

In most of the moderate, low, and very low opportunity census tracts, the actual proportion of
Asian households is smaller than the proportion that would be expected in a discrimination—free
housing market. The proportion actually living in the very low opportunity tracks hovers around
six percentage points lower than would be expected which falls within the range of a free
housing market.

In the census tracts where the actual proportion of Hispanic households was not out of line with
the proportion expected in a free market without housing discrimination, Hispanic households
lived in neighborhoods with the full range of opportunity levels. In 2012, there were just two
census tracts in North Las Vegas where the proportion of Hispanic households was more than
ten percentage points lower than expected in a free market: 36.21 (actual proportion 2.1
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percent; expected 21.1 percent) and 36.36 (actual 6.4 percent; expected 17.2 percent). Tract
36.21 has a “moderate” overall opportunity index while tract 36.36 is ranked “very high.”

Not one of the census tracts where the actual proportion of Hispanic households of any race in
2012 was significantly greater than what would have been expected in a discrimination—free
housing market was ranked “very high” or “high” opportunity. Just one tract had “moderate”
opportunity. Two were ranked as “low opportunity” while 11 were considered “very low”
opportunity. Residents of these tracts lack access to housing in higher opportunity tracts where
the resources exist to achieve upward mobility.

Boulder City

To place Boulder City’s racial and Hispanic composition in context, it is important to review the
city’s origins. Two years after Congress authorized construction of the Hoover Dam, Six
Companies, Inc. hired 4,000 men to work on the Dam in 1930. None was African American.
Construction began in 1931. The first housing was occupied in the fall of that year. In 1932, the
federal government created and managed Boulder City. African Americans were not allowed to
live in Boulder City.26 Responding to pressure from federal officials, Six Companies, Inc. hired
the first ten African American workers for the Hoover Dam project. Just 44 of the 20,000
workers employed during the construction period were African American.?’

Given this legacy and the city’s distance from the center of Clark County’s urban core, it is not
surprising that Boulder City’s demographics would be less than diverse. It is a legacy that will
require concerted efforts to overcome and reverse.

Since 1990, Boulder City has become less racially and ethnically diverse. The number of African
American residents has been so low — hovering between 107 in 2000 and 130 in 2010 — that
African American households barely register in the random samples that the American
Community Survey uses for identifying household income — the source of data used in this
analysis. That’s why the percentage of African American households in every Boulder City
census tracts is reported as 0.0 percent in the table even though the 2010 census reports a
small number of African American individuals living in each Boulder City tract.

In a free housing market devoid of racial discrimination, Boulder City would have been about
85.5 percent Caucasian in 1990, not 98.3 percent. Its Hispanic population would have been
more than six times greater than it was. Five times as many Asian households would have lived
in Boulder City. About 395 African American households (7.7 percent of all households) would
have lived there — as noted earlier, the actual number of African American households was so
small that it did not register in the American Community Survey’s random sample. Even in 2000,
the number of African American households in a free housing market would have been more
than 29 times greater than the number that was estimated to actually live in Boulder City.?®

In 2000, the proportion of Caucasians in every census tract was 18.2 to 20.3 percentage points

greater than would be expected in a free housing market. In 1990, the difference was between
12 to 13.6 percent.”
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In three out of four census tracts, the proportion of Hispanics was more than ten percentage
points less than what would be expected in a free housing market— the difference was 9.3
percent in the fourth tract. In one tract, less than one—half of one percent of the residents were
Hispanic while in a free market absent discrimination the percentage would have been about 14
percent. In the other tracts, the actual proportion of Hispanics ranged from one—sixth to one—
third of what would be expected if income determined who lived there. The proportion of
Hispanics actually declined during the 1990s. In 1990, Boulder City’s Hispanic population was
about one-third of what would be expected absent discrimination. In 2000, it had declined to
one-sixth.*

Far fewer Asians lived in Boulder City in 2000 than would be expected in a housing market not
distorted by discrimination. The percentage of Asian households grew from 0.5 percent in 1990
to 0.8 in 2000. However, in 2000 approximately 4.5 percent of the population would have been
Asian in a discrimination—free housing market — five and a half times more than the actual
population. In 1990, the difference was five times.*'

Both as a whole and in the individual census tracts, the difference between the actual racial and
Hispanic composition and what would be expected in a free market without discrimination
generally widened between 2000 and 2010. In a free market, proportion of the population of the
city and each of its census tracts would be less than three—quarters Caucasian, about 10
percent African American, roughly 8 percent Asian, and approximately 20 percent Hispanic.
Instead, the city and each census tract are nearly all Caucasian, nearly without any African
American or Asian residents, and with far fewer Hispanic residents than would be expected in
the absence of housing discrimination.

Since all of Boulder City’s census tracts present a high or very high overall opportunity index, it
is clear that minority households that can afford the housing in Boulder City and not living there
are not accessing these higher opportunity areas.

Despite the passage of more than 80 years since segregation was literally forced upon Boulder
City in the 1930s, given all the different reasons why households choose to live where they live,
and given relatively low actual mobility rates, especially among homeowners, there is no reason
to expect today’s Boulder City to exhibit the same levels of diversity present in Las Vegas or
North Las Vegas. However, in a genuine free housing market not distorted by discrimination, it
would be reasonable to expect the city to be moving in the direction of greater racial and ethnic
diversity rather than less.

The data continue to suggest the likelihood that several classic segregative phenomena are at
work in Boulder City. It is possible that few African Americans, Hispanics, and Asians even
consider moving to Boulder City because most, rightly or wrongly, feel they would not be
welcome there. It is also possible that African Americans, Hispanics, and Asians who seek to
move to Boulder City have been steered away from Boulder City or encountered housing
discrimination. The only way to know for certain is to conduct extensive “testing” of real estate
and rental agents in Boulder City and in nearby portions of Clark County.

Boulder City needs to implement recommendations for mitigating this racial and Hispanic
segregation if the city is to affirmatively further fair housing.
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Opportunity Areas in Boulder City

Boulder City residents all live in at least “high” opportunity neighborhoods. Three of the city’s
four census tracts rank as “high” on the overall opportunity index. The fourth tract rates “very
high.” These higher opportunity neighborhoods however, appear to be unavailable to members
of minority groups who can afford to live there. As noted above, far fewer African Americans,
Asians, or Hispanics actually live in Boulder City than would be expected absent the city’s
founding legacy of housing discrimination and possible ongoing housing discrimination.
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Figure 44 Boulder City Census Tract Map
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! Determining the approximate racial and ethnic composition of a geographic area like a census tract, neighborhood
cluster, or entire city is a fairly straightforward, albeit lengthy, process. Here is the step—by—step procedure using a
census tract as an example. First we obtain from the U.S. Census the number of households for the census tract that
are in each of 16 income ranges starting with “Less than

$10,000” and “$10,000 to $14,999” and ending with “$150,000 to $199,999” and “$200,000 or more.” Within each
income range, the census specifies the number of Caucasian, African American, Asian, and Hispanic households.
We obtain the same data for the entire housing market within which the census tract is located. The housing market
here consists of all of Clark County, Nevada.

We then multiply the number of Caucasian households in an income category in that census tract by the percentage
of white households in that income bracket for the full housing market. This gives us a good approximation of the
number of white households in this income bracket that would live in this census tract if income determined who lived
there. We calculate these figures in all 16 income brackets for whites, Blacks, Asians, and Hispanics of any race. This
procedure assures that the census tract income of residents in a free market without discrimination is the same as the
income of actual residents. We then add up the number of households in each racial or ethnic group to get the
approximate racial and ethnic composition of the census tract if income were the prime determinant of who lives
there. From this we calculate the percentages of the census tract that each group comprises. These percentages are
then com- pared to the actual proportion of each racial or ethnic group within the census tract to identify the
gifference between actual census numbers and a free housing market without discrimination.

D. Coleman, M. Leachman, P. Nyden, and B. Peterman, Black, White and Shades of Brown: Fair Housing and
Economic Opportunity in the Chicago Region (Chicago: Leadership Council for Metropolitan Open Communities,
February 1998), 28-29. See chapter 5, note 1.

% Ibid., v. The methodology, first developed by Harvard economist John Kain, is explained in detail beginning on page
17 of the study. A PDF file of the entire study (28.1 megabytes) can be downloaded at http://www.luc.edu/curl/pubs.

* The household incomes for 2000 are from the 2000 U.S. Census. Because the 2010 U.S. Census did not ask for
household income, we used household income from the American Community Survey 2012. Five—Year Estimates for
2008—2012 Due to the larger sample size, these were more reliable than one—year and three—year estimates.

See Black, White and Shades of Brown: Fair Housing and Economic Opportunity in the Chicago Region

® David Ihrke, Reason for Moving: 2012 to 2013 Population Charactertistics (Washington, DC: United States Census
Bureau, June 2014).

" Ibid. 4.

8 In this analysis, we will sometimes refer to the composition of Boulder City and Henderson in 1990. That data are
available in Planning/Communications, Clark County, Nevada Analysis of Impediments to Fair Housing Choice 2011
(River Forest, IL: April 2011) 26-35. Because Las Vegas and Henderson were not part of that analysis of
impediments, 1990 Free Market Analysis™ data are not available for their census tracts..

For a detailed explanation of these variables and methodology, see The Kirwan Institute for the Study of Race and
Ethnicity, Technical Documentation: Calculating the Diversity Data Kids Overall Child Opportunity Index — Methods
and Indicators (Columbus, OH, Ohio State University) April 2014. This paper is available from Southern Nevada
Strong.

Data sources were: U.S. Census Bureau: Decennial Census 2010, American Community Survey 2007-2011, Zip
Business Patterns 2009; State Department of Education 2010-2011; National Center for Education Statistics,
Common Core of Data 2010—2011; diversitydatakids.org Early Childhood Database (State Early Childhood Care and
Education Licensing Database 2012 and 2013, National Center for Education Statistics, Common Core of Data 2009—
2010, National Association for the Education of Young Children Accredited Program Database, 2012 and 2013); ESRI
Business Analyst 2011; Department of Housing and Urban Development, Neighborhood Stabilization Program 2010;
!Envwonmental Protection Agency, Toxic Release Inventory Program 2010.

Ibid. 1.
" Ibid. 2.
"2 The number of households in other ethnic groups and racial classifications (“some other race,” “two or more races”)
are so relatively small that data based on their samples are not reliable enough to include in the tables that follow.
Note also that a substantial proportion of Hispanics report themselves as being “some other race” which explains why,
in some neighborhood clusters and census tracts with high proportions of Hispanics, the proportions of whites,
Blacks, and Asians do not equal 100 percent.

For a detailed explanation of this phenomenon, see Douglas Massey and Nancy Denton, American Apartheid:
Segregatlon and the Making of the Underclass (Cambridge, MA: Harvard University Press, 1993).

Plannlng/Communlcatlons Clark County, Nevada Analysis of Impediments to Fair Housing Choice 2011 (River
Forest IL: April 2011) 26-30.

® Ibid.
"° Ibid.
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7 U.S. Census Bureau, Table QT-P3 “Race and Hispanic or Hispanic Origin: 2010” and Table DP-1, “Profile of
%eneral Demographic Characteristics:2000.”
Ibid.
"% Planning/Communications, Clark County, Nevada Analysis of Impediments to Fair Housing Choice 2011
SRiver Forest, IL: April 2011) 30
% Ibid. 27.
% North Las Vegas 2010 census tracts 38.00, 40.00, 41.00, 42.00, 43.01,43.02,44.01,44.02,45.00, 46.01, and 46.02
= Planning/Communications, Clark County, Nevada Analysis of Impediments to Fair Housing Choice 2011 (River
Forest, IL: April 2011) 29.
% |bid. 31.
 These two 2010 census tracts replaced the 2000 tract 43.00 which was 79.3 percent Hispanic, 62.8 percentage
E)oints more than would be expected in a discrimination-free housing market. Ibid, 29, 30.
® 2012 American Community Survey, 1-Year Estimates, Tables B19013A, B19013B, B19013D, and B19013I.
%6 Rachel J. Anderson, “Timeline of African—American Legal History in Nevada (1861-2011)" (2012) Scholarly Works.
|237aper 689. http://scholars.law.unlv.edu/facpub/689. Published in Nevada Lawyer (Feb. 2012) 10.
Ibid.
8 planning/Communications, Clark County, Nevada Analysis of Impediments to Fair Housing Choice 2011
gRiver Forest, IL: April 2011) 33.
° Ibid.
%% Ibid.
*" Ibid.
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5. ACCESS TO COMMUNITY ASSETS

Factors Affecting Housing Markets and Housing Choice

Residential choice means the choice of both a housing location and a housing type. Factors
relating to location include affordability of the neighborhood (housing stock plus cost of living),
travel times (to work, shopping, recreation, education), neighborhood characteristics, quality of
public services (especially, for many families, schools), and tax rates. Housing type comprises
many attributes, the most important of which are structure type (e.g., single-family, multi-family)
and size, lot size, quality and age, price, and tenure (own/rent).

Because it is impossible to maximize all these services and simultaneously minimize costs,
households must, and do, make tradeoffs. What they can get for their money is influenced by
both economic forces and government policy. Different households will value what they can get
differently. They will have different preferences, which in turn are a function of many factors like
income, age of the head of the household, number of people and children in the household,
number of workers and job locations, number of automobiles, and so on.

It is important to analyze different kinds of community assets and whether neighborhoods
across the Southern Nevada region have equal access to those assets as well as an equal
quality of assets.

The following Social Indicator Map, Figure 45, shows the compilation of four social indicators as
described by 2010 Census figures for Southern Nevada: percentage of minority population,
percentage of population with no vehicle, percentage of population below the poverty level, and
percentage of population with a high school degree or less. These social indicators are used by
the San Diego Association of Governments, or SANDAG, in their Healthy Communities Atlas.
The purpose of the Healthy Communities Atlas is to compile, visualize and analyze conditions
related to health and wellness in the San Diego region.** This methodology is used here as
indicators of community asset levels. The areas in Figure 45 in blue and red would be the areas
of greatest social and economic vulnerability in the Southern Nevada region.
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Figure 45 Social Indicator Map of Southern Nevada
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Schools and Educational Attainment

Many Southern Nevadans express concern regarding the low quality of education at all levels in
the Region. These opinions ran on a spectrum from “atrocious” to “we need to do a better job.”
Clark County’s high school graduation rates are much lower than the national average, at 62
percent in 2014, compared with 80 percent nationally.>® Students score low in national reading
and math assessments. Many neighborhoods lack basic connectivity for children to safely
access schools and social services and for residents to access services and jobs without a car.
At the same time, college dropout rates also are high and the region has low educational
attainment.

About a quarter of children live in households with annual household incomes that fall below the
federal poverty line.* In a 2013 profile of children’s well-being by the Annie E. Casey
Foundation, Nevada ranked 48" out of 50. At this point, research documents a variety of
symptoms of low socioeconomic standards that are relevant for children’s subsequent
educational outcomes. These include, for example, poor health, limited access to home
environments with rich language and experiences, low birth weight, limited access to high-
quality preschool opportunities, less participation in many activities in the summer and after
school that middle class families take for granted, and more movement in and out of schools
because of the way the housing market operates for low-income families.*®* The 2013 Kids
Count Profile for Nevada (Figure 46) shows that Nevada has higher rates of children whose
parents lack secure employment, households living with a high cost burden, teens not in school
and not working, and children living in families where the household head lacks a high school
diploma.

Figure 46. 2013 Kids Count Profile for Nevada

Nevada United States
Children in poverty 22% 23%
Children whose parents lack secure 34% 32%
employment
Children living in households with a high 44% 40%
cost burden
Teens not in school and not working 13% 8%
Children living in high-poverty areas 9% 12%
Children living in families where the 23% 15%
household head lacks a high school
diploma

Source: The Annie E. Casey Foundation. http://kidscount.unlv.edu/newsletters/2013KC_state_profile_NV.pdf
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Figure 47, below, shows the neighborhoods in the Region where those with less than a high
school degree live. The neighborhoods with the highest percentage are the northwest section of
the Valley, especially those east of I-15 and north of US-95 in the most eastern sections of Las
Vegas and the southeastern sections of North Las Vegas. These neighborhoods have a heavy
concentration of Hispanic residents, female headed households, and residents with very low
median incomes. Access, choice, and opportunities in primary and secondary education
provide the basis for success. Educational institutions help our children learn communication
and social skills to build their personal confidence and ability to contribute to our community,
culture and civil society.

Figure 47 Percentage of Population with less than a high school degree.
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Figure 48, below, shows the star ratings for Clark County public schools in the Las Vegas
valley. The green stars are the highest rated schools and are mostly located around the outer
edge of the Valley, including the northwest neighborhoods of Centennial Hills and Summerlin,
the southwest unincorporated areas and Henderson neighborhoods. We have previously noted
that these are the neighborhoods with low levels of minority residents, higher median income
levels, and higher median housing values. The red and orange schools are the lowest
performing schools and are almost exclusively found in