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I.  Executive Summary  
 
      
The Napa/Sonoma County Regional Fair Housing Plan was a planning process for local governments 
and public housing agencies (PHAs) to help jurisdictions meet their fair housing requirements in a 
meaningful way and take actions necessary to overcome historic and current patterns of segregation, 
promote fair housing choice, and foster more inclusive communities. The regional approach 
undertaken also helps to ensure that the goals are applied consistently and collaboratively across the 
region and fosters a more inclusive community for everyone that calls the region home. 
 
The Regional Fair Housing Plan follows the template for the Assessment of Fair Housing that was 
created by the US Department of Housing and Urban Development’s (HUD’s) 2015 Affirmatively 
Furthering Fair Housing rule. While following the HUD template was not required at the time this report 
was written, the Project Team chose to follow this approach to reflect their commitment to 
collaborative, regional approaches to identifying and addressing the regional impediments to fair 
housing. 
 
This regional fair housing document includes objectives, goals, and concrete actions to be taken at 
the jurisdictional and regional level to increase access to neighborhoods of opportunity and reverse 
patterns of segregation. Once approved by each participating local government, the final regional plan 
will be provided to the U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development. 
 
This plan represents a commitment by all participating jurisdictions to a set of strategies to 
affirmatively further fair housing across the entirety of the region. It is designed to both increase access 
to opportunity to high opportunity areas by members of protected classes as well as increase 
investment and resources to communities that have suffered disinvestment.  
 
Sonoma County’s most recent data shows that approximately 63% of residents are white (non-
Hispanic), 27% are Hispanic or Latino, 4% of residents are Asian Americans or Pacific Islanders, 1.5% 
of residents were non-Hispanic Black, and 0.5% of residents were non-Hispanic Native Americans. 
Over time, the County has become somewhat more diverse, but white residents still make up the clear 
majority of residents in the County. There have been slight increases in the population of Hispanic and 
Asian American residents since the last fair housing analysis was completed in 2012. Seniors (aged 
65 years or more) makes up 19% of the County population and they are likely to become a larger part 
of the population in coming years. Overall, Sonoma County experiences low levels of segregation 
across all racial and ethnic categories, although segregation has increased over the past ten years. 
 
In consultation with numerous stakeholders, research, and data analysis, the County has identified 
the following contributing factors to segregation, lack of access to opportunities, and lack of fair 
housing: 
 

• Access to proficient schools by students with disabilities; 
• Access to financial services; 
• Access to publicly supporting housing by persons with disabilities; 
• Access to transportation systems for persons with disabilities; 
• Admissions and occupancy policies and procedures, including preferences in publicly 

supported housing; 
• Availability of affordable, accessible housing units in a range of sizes; 
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• Availability, type, frequency, and reliability of public transportation; 
• Community opposition to housing projects for lower income households; 
• Deteriorated and abandoned properties; 
• Displacement of and or lack of housing support for victims of domestic violence, dating 

violence, stalking, and sexual assault; 
• Displacement of residents due to economic factors; 
• Impediments to housing mobility; 
• Inaccessible government facilities or services; 
• Inaccessible public or private infrastructure; 
• Lack of access to opportunity due to high housing costs; 
• Lack of affordable in-home or community-based supportive services; 
• Lack of affordable, integrated housing for people who need supportive services; 
• Lack of assistance for housing accessibility modifications; 
• Lack of assistance for transitioning from institutional settings to integrated housing; 
• Lack of community revitalization strategies; 
• Lack of local private fair housing outreach and enforcement; 
• Lack of local public fair housing outreach and enforcement; 
• Lack of meaningful language access for individuals with limited English proficiency; 
• Lack of private investment in specific neighborhoods;  
• Lack of public investment in specific neighborhoods; 
• Lack of regional and local cooperation; 
• Lack of resources for fair housing agencies and organizations; 
• Lack of state or local fair housing laws; 
• Land use and zoning laws; 
• Lending discrimination; 
• Location and type of affordable housing; 
• Location of accessible housing; 
• Location of employers; 
• Location of environmental hazards; 
• Location of proficient schools and school assignment policies; 
• Loss of affordable housing; 
• Occupancy codes and restrictions; 
• Private discrimination; 
• Quality of affordable housing information programs; 
• Regulatory barriers to providing housing and supportive services for persons with disabilities; 
• Siting, selection policies, practices, and decisions for publicly supported housing, including 

discretionary aspects of Qualified Allocation Plans and other programs; 
• Source of income discrimination; 
• State or local laws, policies or practices that discourage individuals with disabilities from 

living in apartments, family homes, supportive housing, and other integrated settings; and 
• Unresolved violations of fair housing or civil rights laws in apartments, family homes, 

supportive housing, and other integrated settings. 
 
To address the contributing factors listed above, this assessment of fair housing plan proposes the 
following goals and strategies, which are detailed in Section V of this report.  
 

1. Increase the supply of affordable housing in higher opportunity areas and areas with ongoing 
or threatened displacement. 
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a. Promote affordable housing bond issues at multiple levels of government. 
b. Create an maintain an inventory list of sites where housing development is allowed, 

including affordable housing in High Opportunity Areas, that will address RHNA 
requirements for all income levels with special focus on lower-income housing. 

c. Provide incentives to single-family homeowners and or grants to homeowners with 
household incomes of up to 100% AMI to develop accessory dwelling units (ADUs) with 
affordability restrictions on their property. 

d. Prioritize publicly-owned land and reduce permit fees for affordable housing 
 

2. Meet the housing and services needs of migrant and year-round farmworkers. 
a. Reform zoning and land use laws to permit safe farmworker housing in areas where 

agricultural uses predominate. 
b. Target through preferences or affirmative marketing farmworkers for affordable housing 

opportunities in towns and cities. 
c. Study means of increasing access to supportive services in rural parts of Napa and 

Sonoma Counties. 
 

3. Reduce zoning and land use barriers to the development of housing that is affordable to low-
income households, including low-income people of color and low-income persons with 
disabilities. 
a. Create affordable housing overlay districts and or rezone parcels to enable mix-income 

multifamily housing with a significant affordable component in higher opportunity areas. 
b. For qualifying jurisdictions, as per California SB10, adopt an ordinance to allow up to ten 

dwelling units on any parcel that is within transit-rich area or urban in-fill site. 
c. Update the zoning codes across the region to reflect recent changes to California laws 

that are designed to increase affordable housing. 
 

4. Increase access to opportunity for Housing Choice Voucher Families. 
a. Explore the feasibility of housing authorities to adopt small area fair market rents or 

exception payment standards for regional sub-markets. 
b. Engage municipal attorneys in enforcing prohibitions against source of income 

discrimination. 
 

5. Prevent displacement by preserving affordable housing and protecting tenant’s rights. 
a. Expand funding for tenants in landlord-tenant proceedings. 
b. Study the viability of rent stabilization for mobile home (manufactured) park 

developments. 
c. Track and collaborate to preserve affordable housing developments with expiring subsidy 

contracts countywide. 
d. Create a right of first refusal for manufactured home park residents to purchase their 

communities when owners seek to sell or redevelop their properties. 
 

6. Reduce homelessness by expanding the supply of permanent supportive housing. 
a. Prioritize HOME and CDBG funds for developments that include permanent supportive 

housing units. 
b. Advocate for public housing authorities to adopt preferences in their Housing Choice 

Voucher program for individuals with disabilities who are institutionalized or at risk of 
institutionalization. 

 
7. Increase support for fair housing enforcement, education, and outreach. 
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I I .   Community Partic ipation Process  

 The Community Development Commission staff worked with a community engagement consultant to 
develop a fair housing survey for residents in both English and Spanish. Bilingual canvassers were 
sent out in lower-opportunity and Limited English Proficient neighborhoods with gift cards, that were 
purchased with non-federal funds, to incentivize participation, and a link to an online version was 
made available on the Commission’s website and social media pages. In November and October of 
2019 staff advertised on the radio the solicitation of a community engagement consultant and 
discussed the purpose of the assessment of fair housing. 
 
Additionally, various stakeholder meetings were held in the planning process. Below is a list of 
meetings and the date they were held. 
 
Organization Date of Meeting 
Boys & Girls Club March 29, 2019 
Living Bridges June 11, 2019 
La Luz Latino Leadership Program June 19, 2019 
Los Cien June 21, 2019 
Legal Aid of Sonoma County June 25, 2019 
Multiple west county service providers August 21, 2019 
Roseland residents and service providers August 27, 2019 

 
Staff presented an overview of the assessment of fair housing process, efforts and objective for 
various committee bodies and City offices as listed below: 
 
Meeting Date 
Resident Engagement and Empowerment May 6 and 24, 2019 
Community Development Committee May 22, 2019 
Sonoma Intersections Coalition June 3, 2019 
Adult and Aging Housing Committee June 11, 2019 
Government Alliance on Regional Equity July 25, 2019 
Bay Area Health Inequities Initiative October 2019 

 
In collaboration with the cities of Santa Rosa and Petaluma, a community engagement report was 
produced by the Commission’s consultant, which can be found in Attachment 1. The report provides 
information on the approach taken to select areas throughout the county to solicit engagement, 
methods by which public engagement was sought, participation rate, analysis, and findings.  

I I I .   Assessment of Past Goals  and Actions  

 
The 2012 Analysis of Impediments to Fair Housing Choice identified the following impediments to fair 
housing and actions to address the findings: 
 
Impediments: 

• High levels of discrimination in Sonoma County of Sonoma; 
• Ethnically segregated areas in Sonoma County, which could be related to lack of affordable 

housing; 
• Shortage of transit opportunities and services for persons with disabilities; 
• Fair housing information not available on the County’s website. 
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Actions: 
• Strengthen the capacity of a local fair housing organization to reduce discriminatory 

activities; 
• Increase affordable, accessible housing in all areas of Sonoma County; 
• Improve transit options in Sonoma County; 
• Improve and make more uniform fair housing information on jurisdictional websites. 

 
 
1.a. Discuss what progress has been made toward the achievement of past goals. 
 
While many of the goals identified in the Analysis of Impediments to Fair Housing Choice were 
achieved, some continue to be a work-in-progress. To support the development of affordable housing 
throughout the County and help mitigate the effects of housing segregation, the City and County 
continue to financially support new affordable housing and/or rehab projects with federal, state, and 
local funds. Additionally, both the City and County funds fair housing services annually. These services 
are provided by non-profit organizations, who advocate for and provide education to the public of 
tenant’s rights, landlord rights, and also assist residents with disabilities attain/retain housing. 
  
To address discrimination in County operations and decision-making process, the County joined the 
Government Alliance on Race and Equity and participants from 12 county departments created 
Sonoma County Racial Equity Alliance and Leadership. Subsequently, county employees formed the 
County Latinx Employee Resource Network and the Board of Supervisors created the Office of Equity 
in the Summer of 2020. In January of 2021 the Board of Supervisors approved a five-year strategic 
plan supporting racial equity and promoting social justice. The goals contained in the strategic plan 
are to foster a county organizational culture that supports the commitment to achieving racial equity; 
implement strategies to make the County workforce reflect County demographic across all levels; 
ensure racial equity throughout all County policy decisions and service delivery; and engage community 
members and stakeholder groups to develop priorities and to advance racial equity. These efforts 
impact all county operations and decisions and help the County further fair housing choice by 
promoting balanced communities where people of all races, ethnicities, genders, age and persons with 
and without disabilities can live together. 
 
2.b. Discuss how you have been successful in achieving past goals, and/or how you have fallen short 

of achieving those goals (including potentially harmful unintended consequences). 
 
There are a number of factors that impeded additional progress to meeting the City and County’s goals. 
In the past five years alone the catastrophic 2017 Tubbs/Nuns Fire, the 2019 Kincade Fire, and 2020 
Glass Fire destroyed thousands of units of county housing stock and public infrastructure and took a 
toll on public services. These events were followed by a series of recovery and reconstruction efforts 
that continue today and will for many years to come. The outbreak of the Coronavirus in early 2020 
caused wide disruption in the delivery of public services, including fair housing services.  The City, 
County and other organizations temporarily suspended services and some transitioned to limited or 
remote only, with offices closed to the public, and many organizations experienced capacity issues 
such as staff shortages. 
 
One of many impacts caused by the Coronavirus pandemic to the construction industry was a supply 
chain disruption that created a substantial increase in the cost of materials and delay of material 
delivery. As a result of this disruption, completion of housing projects were delayed due to budget 
shortfalls and limited access to building materials. The country as a whole was economically burdened 
by high inflation, which has impacted many facets of City and County services, housing production, 
and housing costs. 
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3.c. Discuss any additional policies, actions, or steps that you could take to achieve past goals, or  

mitigate the problems you have experienced. 
 
In addition to having already deployed significant state and federal supplemental funds to mitigate the 
effects caused by the wildfire disasters and the pandemic, the County received $96 million of federal 
American Rescue Plan Act (ARPA) funds in March of 2021 geared to support COVID-19 response 
efforts; support local governments to provide vital public services, including job retention; support 
economic stabilization for households and businesses; and address systemic public health and 
economic challenges that have contributed to the unequal impact of the pandemic. The first allocation 
was $8 million to construct two new public health facilities and an additional $8 million allocation in 
essential worker pay for current County employees who worked during the pandemic and targeted 
investments designed to improve the County’s capacity for cultural responsiveness. In September of 
2022 the Board of Supervisors used $710,000 of ARPA funds to retain the services of two consultants 
in developing a language access plan, community engagement plan and policy recommendations for 
all county departments with an end to achieve equitable participation and access to County services 
and resources by underserved communities. 
 
Additionally, the County is a recipient of the HOME- Investment Partnership Program American Rescue 
Plan Program (HOME-ARP) grant, which is also a supplemental federal fund. The County was allocated 
$2.9 million. The use of these funds is restricted to specific low-income populations, including 
homeless populations. The County developed a HOME-ARP Allocation Plan in accordance with HUD 
requirements to allocate funds to eligible projects, which will intentionally target households at-risk of 
homelessness, the homeless, persons/households fleeing or experiencing domestic violence, 
stalking, and or human trafficking as well as other lower income vulnerable populations.  
  
A new program that the County supported in fiscal year 2022-23 is a public service provider who will 
provide financial and debt counseling services to expand the range of services other fair housing 
advocacy organizations are providing to Urban County residents. These services are geared to 
residents who are experiencing a financial hardship caused by the pandemic and other factors, which 
could jeopardize their housing situation. The goal of the program is to help residents remain in their 
home, or depending on the situation, acquire housing by assisting them to manage their debt and 
ease their economic hardship. In accordance with the County’s federal funding policies, the County 
will continue to financially support projects that create or preserve affordable housing, including 
infrastructure or public facilities projects that support affordable housing, and infrastructure or public 
facilities projects that support low- or moderate-income populations. 
  
In March of 2022 the County transitioned to a new website platform to make it easier for the public to 
locate information and enhance public engagement. The Community Development Commission (CDC) 
is the County agency that administers housing grant funds on behalf of the County and works closely 
with the two housing authorities in the region. CDC will add fair housing information to the website in 
a prominent location in English and Spanish. This information will be readily accessible to the public. 
  
The County will continue to collaborate with other transportation program providers and support 
changes to existing transit programs and or adopt new programs to improve the County’s transit 
system.  
 

 
4.d. Discuss how the experience of program participant(s) with past goals has influenced the selection 
of current goals. 
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The community engagement report prepared for this analysis identifies “high rents/cost of 
living/condition of housing” as the number one concern. This concern is followed by “community 
infrastructure”, “homelessness” and “safety”. These concerns are similar to those noted in the last 
assessment. The proposed current goals and respective actions reflect ways the County will work to 
address these concerns. The proposed goals show the County’s commitment to continue to financially 
support non-profit organizations that offer fair housing services to mitigate discrimination in housing, 
including housing for the disabled; continue to financially support infrastructure projects to comply 
with applicable ADA laws, support projects that create and or preserve affordable housing, including 
the housing needs of special populations such as seniors, farmworkers, and the homeless. 
 
 
IV .   Fair  Housing Analys is   
 
A .   Demographic  Summary 

 
This Demographic Summary provides an overview of data concerning race and ethnicity, sex, familial 
status, disability status, limited English proficiency, national origin, and age. The data included reflects 
the composition of the region. 

 
1. Describe demographic patterns in the jurisdiction and region, and descr ibe trends over  time 

(since 1990).  
 
Table 1:  Demographics ,  Sonoma County 
Race/Ethnic ity  Number Percent 
White,  Non-Hispanic .  316,022 63.2% 
Black,  Non-Hispanic  7,399 1.5% 
Hispanic  133,569 26.7% 
As ian/Pacific  Is land,  Non-
Hispanic  21,565 4.3% 
Native American, Non-Hispanic  2,343 0.5% 
#1 country of or igin  Mexico 46,768 10.0% 

#2 country of or igin 
China exc l.  
Taiwan 2,383 0.5% 

#3 country of or igin Philipp ines 2,361 0.5% 
#4 country of or igin El Salvador 2,295 0.5% 

#5 country of or igin 
Other South 
Eastern As ia 2,222 0.5% 

#6 country of or igin Canada 1,823 0.4% 

#7 country of or igin 
Other Central 
America 1,632 0.4% 

#8 country of or igin Germany 1,528 0.3% 
#9 country of or igin Eastern Africa 1,446 0.3% 
#10 country of or igin India 1,390 0.3% 
Limited English Proficiency (LEP) 
Language    
#1 LEP Language Spanish 42,419 9.1% 

#2 LEP Language 

Other Indo-
European 
Language 2,432 0.5% 
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#3 LEP Language 

Other Asian & 
Pacific  
Language 1,793 0.4% 

#4 LEP Language Chinese 1,628 0.4% 

#5 LEP Language 

Other & 
Unspecified 
Language 784 0.2% 

#6 LEP Language V ietnamese 766 0.2% 
#7 LEP Language Tagalog 667 0.1% 

#8 LEP Language 
Slavic  
Language 542 0.1% 

#9 LEP Language 

West 
Germanic  
Language 287 0.1% 

#10 LEP Language Korean 285 0.1% 
Disability Type   
Hear ing d ifficulty 18,277 3.7% 
Vis ion d ifficulty 9,268 1.9% 
Cognitive d ifficulty 21,725 4.6% 
Ambulatory d ifficulty 28,256 6.0% 
Self-care d ifficulty 11,921 2.5% 
Independent living d ifficulty 21,018 5.3% 
Sex   
Male 244,045 48.8% 
Female 255,727 51.2% 
Under 18 99,290 19.8% 
18-64 305,669 61.2% 
65+ 94,913 19.0% 
Family   
Families  with children 47,477 39.4% 

 
Race is defined by the Census Bureau as a person’s self-identification with one or more social groups. 
An individual can report as White, Black or African American, Asian, American Indian and Alaska Native, 
Native Hawaiian and Other Pacific Islander, or some other race. Survey respondents may report 
multiple races. 
 
Ethnicity is categorized based on whether a person is of Hispanic origin. For this reason, ethnicity is 
broken up into two categories, Hispanic or Latino and Not Hispanic or Latino. Hispanics may report as 
any race. 
 
In all of the tables used in this analysis, the Race groupings include only those who report that they 
are not of Hispanic origin. Those of Hispanic origin are reported under the Race groupings as Hispanic. 
Hispanic includes people of any of the races above. 
 
USonoma County 
 
Race and Ethnic ity 
The most recent data available is from the 2015-2019 American Community Survey 5-year. As of 
2019, 63.2% of residents were non-Hispanic white, 26.7% of residents were Hispanic or Latino, 4.3% 



Draft Napa/Sonoma Regional Fair Housing Plan 
Sonoma County 

 

11 
 

of residents were non-Hispanic Asian Americans or Pacific Islanders, 1.5% of residents were non-
Hispanic Black, and 0.5% of residents were non-Hispanic Native Americans.  
 
Over time, Sonoma County has become more diverse, but this in itself does not prove integration of 
the population. The overall proportion of the white population has consistently decreased, from 84.3% 
in 1990, to 74.5% in 2000, to 66.1% in 2010 and to 63.2% in current day. The other racial and ethnic 
groups, conversely, have seen consistently increasing levels of growth, with the population of Hispanic 
residents rising from 10.6% in 1990 to 26.7% in the most recent estimates.  
 
National Or igin 
The ten most common national origins in the County are, from most populous to least populous, 
Mexico, China (excluding Taiwan and Hong Kong), the Philippines, El Salvador, Other South Eastern 
Asia, Canada, Other Central America, Germany, Eastern Africa, and India. Foreign born individuals do 
not make up a significant proportion of residents, constituting approximately 17% all together. The 
most represented country, Mexico, has 46,768 residents in the County, making up 10.0% of the total 
population. The next most represented country, China, makes up only 0.5% of the total population. 
 
Limited English Profic iency  
The ten most commonly spoken first languages of individuals with Limited English Proficiency (LEP) in 
the County are, from most populous to least populous, Spanish, Other Indo-European, Other Asian & 
Pacific, Chinese, Other and Unspecified, Vietnamese, Tagalog, Slavic, West Germanic, and Korean. 
Spanish, with an estimated 42, 419 LEP speakers, is 17 times more likely to be spoken than the next 
most spoken language, Other Indo-European Languages. LEP individuals who speak Spanish make up 
9.1% of the population.  
 
Disability 
Ambulatory difficulties (6.0%) and independent living difficulties (5.3%) have the highest rates of 
incidence in the County. After ambulatory and independent living difficulties, cognitive difficulties 
(4.6%) were the most common, followed by hearing (3.7%), self-care (2.5%), and vision difficulties 
(1.9%). 
 
Sex 
In the County, 51.2% of residents are female while 48.8% are male. Countywide, this has produced a 
slight change with the female population marginally increasing its representation.  
 
Age 
Throughout the County, the population is distributed with working age adults as the clear majority 
(61.2%), followed by minors under 18 (19.8%) and seniors aged 65+ (19.0%). As is the case in Napa 
County, one notable change has been that the aging population has slightly increased from 13.5% of 
the population in 1990 to 19% of the current population. This trend can be seen throughout other 
counties and cities in the Napa Sonoma Area. 
 
Familial Status  
Countywide, 39.4% of families are families with children under 18. Within the County, the cities of 
Petaluma and Santa Rosa have appreciably higher rates of families with children than Sonoma County 
does.  
 
Table 2:  Demographic  Trends,  Sonoma County 
 1990 Trend 2000 Trend 2010  Trend 2020 Trend 

Race/Ethnicity  Number  Percent Number  Percent Number  Percent Number  Percent 
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White,  Non-
Hispanic  327,378 84.3% 341,671 74.5% 320,027 66.1% 316,022 63.2% 
Black,  Non-
Hispanic   5,218 1.3% 8,396 1.8% 9,979 2.1% 7,399 1.5% 

Hispanic  41,176 10.6% 79,496 17.3% 120,430 24.9% 133,569 26.7% 
As ian or  
Pacific  
Is lander, Non-
Hispanic  10,185 2.6% 18,892 4.1% 24,762 5.1% 21,568 4.3% 
Native 
American,  
Non-Hispanic  3,613 0.9% 7,147 1.6% 7,434 1.5% 2,343 0.5% 
National Origin                 

Foreign-born 35,420 9.1% 65,726 
14.33

% 78,608 16.3% 82,200 17.0% 
LEP                  
Limited 
English 
Profic iency 19,983 5.2% 41,579 9.1% 50,236 10.4% 51,807 10.7% 
Sex                 
Male 190,290 49.0% 225,797 49.2% 237,902 49.2% 244.045 48.8% 
Female 197,930 51.0% 232,817 50.7% 245,976 50.8% 255,727 51.2% 
Age                 
Under 18 95,447 24.6% 114,808 25.0% 106,471 22.0% 99,290 19.8% 
18-64 240,425 61.9% 286,288 62.4% 310,043 64.1% 305,669 61.2% 
65+ 52,348 13.5% 57,518 12.5% 67,364 13.9% 94,913 19.0% 
Family Type                 
Families  with 
children 48,764 48.4% 46,805 48.7% 52,266 44.6% 

    
47,477 39.4% 

Source: American 
Community 
Survey, 2015-
2019         

 
Although the white population continues to be in the majority throughout Sonoma County, the Hispanic 
and Asian American population have grown considerably as well. The Hispanic population in Santa 
Rosa now makes up one-third of total residents and over one-quarter of the population in Sonoma 
County. Asian American residents have also increased but not to the extent of Hispanic residents. 
While the Black population has increased in size, their total number continues to be statistically 
insignificant. By contrast, Native Americans residents have declined in Santa Rosa and Sonoma 
County. Nevertheless, the demographics for 2020 indicate that these jurisdictions are shifting from a 
white majority jurisdiction to a white plurality with increased representation of Hispanic and Asian 
American residents.  

 
Since 1990, there has been a steady increase in the population of foreign-born residents in Santa 
Rosa and Sonoma County. Santa Rosa has experienced the highest increase of foreign-born residents 
who now make up twenty percent of the city’s population, and seventeen percent in Sonoma County. 
Santa Rosa and Sonoma County have experienced growth in the population of residents with limited 
English proficiency, tripling to almost fifteen percent in Santa Rosa and doubling to almost eleven 
percent in Sonoma County,  
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While the demographics for sex remain constant, there have been population shifts in age and in 
families with children. The female and male population trends have remained constant with the female 
population having a slight majority in most jurisdictions. In case of families with children, the proportion 
of families with children has declined in these jurisdictions. The age of the population also has seen 
changes that correlate with this downward trend. The proportion of seniors has risen to at least 
seventeen percent in Santa Rosa and fourteen percent in Sonoma County while the population of 
children below the age of 18 has declined. The inverted growth trends for these two populations 
indicates that the population is aging in Sonoma County.  
 
B .   General Issues  

 
i.     Segregation/Integration  

 
1.a. Describe and compare segregation levels in the jurisdiction and region. Identify the racial/ethnic 

groups that exper ience the h ighest levels of segregation.  
 
1.b  Exp la in how these segregation levels have changed over time (since 1990).  
 
  Value Level of Segregation 
Dissimilarity Index Value 
(0-100) 

0-40 Low Segregation 

 41-54 Moderate Segregation 
 55-100 High Segregation 

 
The Dissimilarity Index measures the percentage of a certain group’s population that would have to 
move to a different census tract in order to be evenly distributed within a city or metropolitan area in 
relation to another group. The higher the Dissimilarity Index, the higher the extent of the segregation.  
 
 
 
Table 1:  Diss imilar ity Index Values by Race and Ethnic ity 

Racial/Ethnic Dissimilar ity Index     

Sonoma County 1990 Trend 2000 Trend 2010 Trend Current 

Non-White/White 18.57 26.17 27.32 32.60 

B lack/White 33.75 29.48 27.88 36.81 

Hispanic/White  24.35 33.42 32.70 36.12 

As ian or Pacific  Is lander/White 26.00 28.18 26.45 31.13 

Source: American Community Survey 
(ACS), 2015-2019.     

 
Overall, Sonoma County experiences low levels of segregation across all racial and ethnic categories. 
Asian/white populations experience the lowest levels of segregation in the County. However, the 
Dissimilarity Index values across all racial and ethnic categories have increased since 2010. The 
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highest increase being among Black/white populations. Thus, while Sonoma County still experiences 
low levels of segregation, it has increased over the past 10 years.  
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The Isolation Index measures the extent to which minority members are exposed only to one another 
and is computed as the minority-weighted average of the minority proportion in each area. 
 
 
Table 2:  Isolation Index Values by Race and Ethnic ity,  Sonoma County 
Isolation Index 1990 2000 2010 2020 
White/White 85 77 70.2 63.3 
B lack/Black 2.2 2.7 2.7 2.9 
Hispanic/Hispanic  13.9 25.7 34 37.5 
As ian/As ian 3.4 5.3 6.3 8.8 
Source: Diversity and Disparities, Spatial 
Structures in the Social Sciences, Brown 
University 

    

 
The Exposure Index measures a given group's exposure to all racial groups, including itself, in the form 
a weighted average depicting the racial composition of the neighborhood of the average person of a 
given race. 
 
Table 3:  Exposure Index Values,  Sonoma County  
Exposure Index 1990 2000 2010 2020 
Black/White 80.7 68.7 60.9 54.1 
Hispanic/White 80.5 65.3 56.4 49.7 
As ian/White 82.4 72.4 63.9 55.6 
White/Black 1.3 1.7 1.9 2.2 
Hispanic/Black 1.6 2.2 2.4 2.5 
As ian/Black 1.8 2.2 2.4 2.7 
White/Hispanic  10.1 15.2 21.2 24.8 
B lack/Hispanic  12.3 21.1 28.5 31.6 
As ian/Hispanic  11.3 17.9 25.7 29.3 
White/As ian 2.8 4.1 5 6.4 
B lack/As ian 3.4 5.1 6 7.8 
Hispanic/As ian 2.8 4.3 5.4 6.8 
Source: Diversity and Disparities, Spatial 
Structures in the Social Sciences, Brown 
University. 

    

 
USonoma County 
Isolation Index values vary among racial and ethnic groups in Sonoma County. White residents 
experience high Isolation Index values. Hispanic residents experience moderate Isolation Index values. 
Black residents and Asian residents both experience very low Isolation Index values. Since 2010, 
Isolation Index values have decreased for white residents. The values have increased for Black, 
Hispanic, and Asian residents. 
 
1.c. Identify areas in the jurisdiction and region with relatively high segregation and integration by 

race/ethnicity, national origin, or LEP group, and indicate the predominant groups living in each 
area .  
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Map 1:  Sonoma County Predominant Population by Race 
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Map 2:  Sonoma County Neighborhood Segregation 
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Map 3:  Sonoma County National Or igin 

 
USonoma County 
In Sonoma County, a majority of the residents are white, with Hispanic residents being the next largest 
group. While most of the County is white, there are Hispanic majority tracts near and directly south of 
the city of Santa Rosa.  
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Map 4:  Sonoma County Limited English Profic iency 

 
 
USonoma County 
In Sonoma County, the top foreign languages spoken by those with limited English proficiency (LEP) 
are Spanish, followed by Other Indo-European Language. LEP residents are most prevalent near the 
more urban areas of the County. Specifically, there are large clusters of Spanish speaking residents 
near the cities of Santa Rosa and Petaluma. Comparatively, there are fewer residents with limited 
English proficiency in the northern, more rural part of the County. 
 
1.d. Consider and describe the location of owner and renter occupied housing in the jurisdiction and 

region in determining whether such housing is located in segregated or integrated areas, and 
descr ibe trends over  time.  

 
  



Draft Napa/Sonoma Regional Fair Housing Plan 
Sonoma County 

 

20 
 

Map 5:  Sonoma County Percent of Households  in  Renter -Occupied Housing Units  
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In Sonoma County, the location of renters largely correlates with aforementioned patterns of racial and 
ethnic segregation. The highest concentration of renters is near Santa Rosa and Petaluma. There are 
fewer renters in the northeast portion of the County.  
 
1.e.  Discuss how patterns of segregation have changed over time (since 1990).  
 
 Map 6:  Sonoma County Racial Demographics  in  1990 
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Map 7:  Sonoma County Racial Demographics  in  2000 

 
 
 
Map 8:  Sonoma County Racial Demographics  in  2010 
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USonoma County 
In Sonoma County, segregation is on the rise. Between 2000-2010 Dissimilarity Index values 
decreased among Black/white, Hispanic/white, and Asian/white populations. However, that trend has 
reversed, and since 2010 the Dissimilarity Index values have risen among those groups. The 
Dissimilarity Index values among those groups are at their highest point since 1990. The Exposure 
Index values across all ethnic groups in relation to white residents have decreased since 1990. 
Exposure Index values among groups of people of color have increased since 1990. These values 
taken together with the Dissimilarity Index values indicate that while populations of people of color are 
becoming more segregated from white populations, while integration among groups of people of color 
has increased. 

ii.    Rac ially or  Ethnically Concentrated Areas of Poverty (R/ECAPs) 
 

R/ECAPs are geographic areas with significant concentrations of poverty and populations of people of 
color. HUD has developed a census-tract based definition of R/ECAPs. In terms of racial or ethnic 
concentration, R/ECAPs are areas with a non- white population of fifty percent or more. With regards 
to poverty, R/ECAPs are census tracts in which forty percent or more of individuals are living at or 
below the poverty limit or that have a poverty rate three times the average poverty rate for the 
metropolitan area, whichever threshold is lower. In the region, which has a significantly lower rate of 
poverty than the nation as a whole, the latter of these to thresholds is used. 
 
Where one lives has a substantial effect on mental and physical health, education, exposure to crime, 
and economic opportunity. Urban areas that are more residentially segregated by race and income 
tend to have lower levels of upward economic mobility than other areas. Research has found that 
racial inequality is thus amplified by residential segregation. Concentrated poverty is also associated 
with higher crime rates and worse health outcomes. However, these areas may also offer some 
opportunities as well. Individuals may actively choose to settle in neighborhoods containing R/ECAPs 
due to proximity to job centers. Ethnic enclaves may help immigrants build a sense of community and 
adapt to life in the U.S. The businesses, social networks, and institutions in ethnic enclaves may help 
immigrants preserve their cultural identities while providing a variety of services that allow them to 
establish themselves in their new homes. Overall, identifying R/ECAPs facilitates understanding of 
entrenched patterns of segregation and poverty. 
 
Data note: Some of the tables and maps in this section are sourced from the HUD tool which used 
2011-2015 5-year ACS data. These maps and tables are accessible to all and can be used by anyone 
to numerically and spatially analyze their jurisdictions or communities of interest.  
 
1.a. Identify any R/ECAPs or groupings of R/ECAP tracts with in the jur isd iction and region.  
 
As defined, there are no R/ECAPs in Sonoma County.   



Draft Napa/Sonoma Regional Fair Housing Plan 
Sonoma County 

 

24 
 

Map 1:  Sonoma County R/ECAPs with Poverty Rates  
 
There are no R/ECAPs in  Sonoma County.
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Map 2:  Sonoma County R/ECAPs with Non-White Percentage of the Population 
 
There are no R/ECAPs in  Sonoma County.  
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Map 3:  Sonoma County Predominant Racial Group 
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In Sonoma County, poverty rates are primarily 20% or lower, with some areas having poverty rates of 
less than 10% and others having rates between 10% and 20%. One tract in Santa Rosa has a poverty 
rate between 20% and 30%.  Most of the County has a non-white population of under 20% or between 
20% and 40%, with some areas in the Santa Rosa, Healdsburg, Windsor, Rohnert Park, and areas 
along Sonoma Highway between Glen Ellen and El Verano having higher percentages of non-white 
residents. Though most of the County is majority white, a few tracts in the County – primarily in and 
around the City of Santa Rosa– are majority Hispanic by a sizable dominance.  
 
1.b.  Describe and identify the predominant protected classes residing in R/ECAPs in the jurisdiction 

and region. How do these demographics of the R/ECAPs compare with the demographics of the 
jur isd iction and region? 

 
Since there are no R/ECAPs in Sonoma County, there are no protected classes represented in the 
R/ECAPs. 
 
1.c. Describe how R/ECAPs have changed over time in the jurisdiction and region (since 1990).   
 
Map 4:  Sonoma County R/ECAPs Demographics  1990  
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Map 5:  Sonoma County R/ECAPs Demographics  2000 

 
 
Map 6:  Sonoma County R/ECAPs Demographics  2010 
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In Sonoma County, between 1990 and now, there have not been any R/ECAPs.  
iii.   Dispar ities  in  Access to Opportunity 
 
a.   Dispar ities  in  Access to Opportunity – Education 

 
i.  Describe any dispar ities in  access to profic ient schools in  the jur isd iction and region.  
 
Table 1:  School Profic iency Index for  Sonoma County 

 Sonoma County 

Total Population   

White,  Non-Hispanic  47.64 

B lack,  Non-Hispanic  40.88 

Hispanic  36.48 

As ian or  Pacific  Is lander,  Non-Hispanic  43.67 

Native American,  Non-Hispanic  42.10 

Population below federal poverty line  

White,  Non-Hispanic  42.55 

B lack,  Non-Hispanic  30.75 

Hispanic  35.89 

As ian or  Pacific  Is lander,  Non-Hispanic  40.03 

Native American,  Non-Hispanic  37.37 

 
There are significant disparities in access to proficient schools based on race and ethnicity throughout 
Sonoma County, with all racial groups having lower access when looking exclusively at the population 
living below the poverty line. White residents, by a substantial margin, have the highest access to 
proficient schools. Asian American and Native American residents, respectively, have the next highest 
levels of access. Black residents have slightly lower access, and Hispanic residents, by a substantial 
margin have the least access. This distribution holds when looking exclusively at the population living 
below the poverty line.   

 
ii.   Describe how the disparities in access to proficient schools relate to residential living patterns in 

the jur isd iction and region.  
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Map 1a:  Race/Ethnic ity and School Profic iency,  Sonoma County  
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Map 1b:  National Or igin and School Profic iency,  Sonoma County  
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Map 1c:  Family Status  and School Profic iency,  Sonoma County 

 
 

 
 
In Sonoma County, access to school proficiency tends to correlate with residential living patterns. For 
the most part, areas that have concentrated populations of Hispanic residents tend to have lower 
access to proficient schools. This includes parts of Healdsburg, the City of Sonoma, and Rohnert Park. 
There is also a large population of Hispanic residents in Windsor, which have more average levels of 
access to proficient schools when compared with the rest of the County. These areas also have larger 
immigrant populations. But even in these areas with more Hispanic residents, most tracts are 
predominantly white, as Sonoma County is disproportionately white when compared to Santa Rosa 
and Petaluma. There do not appear to be any meaningful disparities based on family status. 
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iii.  Informed by community participation, any consultation with other relevant government agencies, 
and the participant’s own local data and local knowledge, discuss programs, policies, or funding 
mechanisms that a ffect d ispar ities in  access to profic ient schools.  

 
USonoma County 
The Sonoma County Office of Education is a partner of the County’s 40 districts, but does not create 
or direct policy for the specific districts. It has published a report on “Building Equitable Schools,” 
which analyzes demographics of the County’s students, teachers, and outcomes. The report also 
highlights the importance of an inclusive curriculum, conversations centering race, and a diverse 
teacher workforce. This report does not direct the County’s 40 districts to make any tangible 
improvements, however, so it is unlikely to have an impact. This analysis does not look at each county’s 
individual approaches to equity, apart from those that comprise their own jurisdiction. 
 
b.  Dispar ities  in  Access to Opportunity – Employment 
 
Access to employment at a livable wage is an integral component of broader access to opportunity. 
Where one lives can affect one’s access and the quality of employment opportunities. This can happen 
both through proximity of residential areas to places with high concentrations (or low concentrations) 
of jobs and through barriers to residents of neighborhoods accessing jobs, even when they are close 
by. The analysis in this section is based on a review of two data indicators for each jurisdiction, the 
Labor Market Index and the Jobs Proximity Index. The Labor Market Index measures, by census tract 
in a jurisdiction, the level of engagement residents within that tract have in the labor force. Values 
range from 0 to 100. The higher the score, the higher the rates of employment in that particular area. 
The Jobs Proximity Index measures by census tract, the accessibility that tract’s residents have to 
employment opportunities. Values range from 0 to 100. The higher the score, the more access 
residents from that area have to employment opportunities. 

 
i.     Describe any disparities in access to jobs and labor markets by protected c lass groups in  the 

jur isd iction and region.  
 
Table 2:  Labor Market and Jobs Proximity Indices ,  Sonoma County 

Sonoma County Labor Market Index Jobs Proximity Index 

Total Population   

White,  Non-Hispanic  59.91 47.34 

B lack,  Non-Hispanic  51.20 51.27 

Hispanic  49.55 51.41 

As ian or  Pacific  Is lander,  Non-Hispanic  55.29 47.78 

Native American,  Non-Hispanic  51.40 52.82 

Population below federal poverty line   

White,  Non-Hispanics  59.91 50.02 

B lack,  Non-Hispanic  51.20 59.11 
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Hispanic  49.55 53.29 

As ian or  Pacific  Is lander,  Non-Hispanic  55.29 45.42 

Native American,  Non-Hispanic  51.40 63.53 

Sources: American Community Survey (ACS), 2011-
2015, Longitudinal Employer-Household Dynamics 
(LEHD), 2017.   

 
Hispanic residents enjoy the highest Jobs Proximity Index values in Santa Rosa. White residents 
experience the lowest Jobs Proximity Index value.  When compared to the Countywide values, Jobs 
Proximity Index values is lower across all racial and ethnic categories. When adjusted for income levels, 
Jobs Proximity Index values for residents below the federal poverty line, increases for white, Black, and 
Native American residents.  Asian or Pacific Islander residents.  The value decreases for Hispanic and 
Asian or Pacific Islander residents.  
 
USonoma County 
Overall, in Sonoma County, white residents enjoy the highest Labor Market Engagement Index value. 
Black, Asian or Pacific Islander, and Native American residents all experience similar Labor Market 
Engagement Index values. Hispanic residents experience the lowest Labor Market Engagement value 
in the County. When adjusted for income levels, Labor Market Index values for residents below the 
federal poverty line, remain the same across all racial and ethnic categories.   
 
Native American residents enjoy the highest Jobs Proximity Index values in the County. Black and 
Hispanic residents experience similar Jobs Proximity Index values. White and Asian or Pacific Islander 
residents also experience similar Jobs Proximity Index values which are the lowest in the County. When 
adjusted for income levels, Jobs Proximity Index values for residents below the federal poverty line, 
increases for white, Black, Hispanic, and Native American residents.  The value increases significantly 
for and Asian or Pacific Islander residents.  
 
ii.    For the protected class groups HUD has provided data, describe how dispar ities in  access to 

employment rela te to residentia l living patterns in  the jur isd iction and region.  
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Map 2a:  Demographics  and Job Proximity (Race/Ethnic ity),  Sonoma County 
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Map 2b:  Demographics  and Job Proximity (National Or igin),  Sonoma County 
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Map 2c:  Demographics  and Job Proximity (Family Status),  Sonoma County 
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Map 3:  Sonoma County Jobs Proximity Index 
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Map 4a:  Demographics  and Labor Market (Race/Ethnic ity),  Sonoma County 
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Map 4b:  Demographics  and Labor Market (National Or igin),  Sonoma County 
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Map 4c:  Demographics  and Labor Market (Family Status),  Sonoma County  

 
USonoma County 
In Sonoma County, Job Proximity Index values are highest in the southeastern portion of the County. 
There also clusters of high Job Proximity Index values surrounding the cities of Sonoma and Santa 
Rosa. The lowest Job Proximity Index values are in the northern portion of the County.  
 
Labor Market Engagement Index values are highest in the central and southern portions of the County 
near the cities of Santa Rosa, Petaluma, and Sonoma.  
 
Immigrant populations in Sonoma County are concentrated near the large urban areas. There are large 
clusters of Mexican immigrants near the cities of Petaluma and Sonoma. There is also a significant 
cluster of Filipino immigrants near Petaluma. Immigrant populations are most likely to live near areas 
of with high Job Proximity Index values and high Labor Market Engagement Index values. 
 
Families with children are most likely to live near the urban areas of Sonoma County. The largest 
cluster of families with children is near the city of Santa Rosa, which has a high Job Proximity Index 
value.  
 
Labor Market Engagement Index values are highest in the central and southern portions of the County 
near the cities of Santa Rosa, Petaluma, Sonoma.  
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Table 3:  Trans it and Low Transportation Cost Indices ,  Sonoma County 

Sonoma County 
Trans it Index 

Low Transportation 
Cost Index 

Total Population   

White,  Non-Hispanic  42.18 66.17 

B lack,  Non-Hispanic  51.27 71.40 

Hispanic  48.18 70.28 

As ian or  Pacific  Is lander,  Non-Hispanic  46.96 68.65 

Native American,  Non-Hispanic  47.88 68.93 

Population below federal poverty line   

White,  Non-Hispanic  46.59 69.09 

B lack,  Non-Hispanic  61.61 77.20 

Hispanic  50.04 72.06 

As ian or  Pacific  Is lander,  Non-Hispanic  49.84 70.79 

Native American,  Non-Hispanic  53.92 73.62 

Source: Location Affordability Index (LAI) data, 2012-
2016.   

 
USonoma County 
Sonoma County lacks adequate public transportation infrastructure. Of the three examined 
jurisdictions, Santa Rosa has the highest access to transportation. Despite being a more urbanized 
area, Petaluma’s residents use transit less than in Sonoma County, a mostly rural area. Transit trip 
index values for the County are middling at best spanning from 42 to 51. Most racial groups have 
transit trip index values slightly below the midpoint for the transit trip index range. Black residents 
have the highest transit trip index values, 51, with Hispanic residents slightly below this figure at 48. 
Conversely, white residents have the lowest transit trip index values of any group with a value of 42. 
This shows that Black and Hispanic residents are more likely to rely on public transportation than their 
white counterparts. The transit trip index value trends for low-income residents strongly correlates with 
the transit trips index trends for Santa Rosa and Petaluma with residents below the poverty line 
experiencing an increase in use of transit. This is especially so for Black residents who undergo a 10-
point uptick in their transit trip index value rising from 51 to 61. However, this upward trend does not 
impact racial groups in the same way and in fact leads to greater disparities for white residents below 
the poverty line who have a transit trip index value 15 points lower than the transit trip index value for 
Black residents.    
 
The County’s LTCI values strongly correspond with the trend for the individual jurisdictions in Sonoma 
ranging from 66 to 71. As is the case throughout, Black residents have slightly higher LTCI values, 71, 
than other groups while white residents have the lowest, 66. The index value trend for low-income 
residents also corresponds to the jurisdictional ones for LTCI values. All racial groups undergo slight 
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increases in LTCI values when economic status is considered and as these values increase, the racial 
disparity between white residents’ index values and Black residents’ index values widens.  
 
ii. For the protected class groups HUD has provided data, describe how dispar ities in  access to 

transporta tion rela ted to residentia l living patterns in  the jur isd iction and region.  
 
Map 5a:  Demographics  and Trans it Tr ips  (Race/Ethnic ity),  Sonoma County 
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Map 5b:  Demographics  and Trans it Tr ips  (National Or igin),  Sonoma County 
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Map 5c:  Demographics  and Trans it Tr ips  (Family Status),  Sonoma County  

 
 
 
USonoma County 
The transit trip index values in Sonoma County are highest in areas closest to urban centers like Santa 
Rosa and Petaluma. In these urban jurisdictions, there is a high concentration of white and Hispanic 
residents with a lower concentration of Asian American households presently. Racial and ethnic 
disparities are not present in the County. White residents in particular are highly represented in areas 
with higher transit trip index values, and like Hispanic residents, white residents are also distributed 
in the County’s more remote areas, i.e. parts of the County with significantly lower transit index values. 
The two most predominant immigrant populations in Sonoma are Mexican and Filipino residents and 
are most concentrated near Santa Rosa where index values are notably higher than for the rest of the 
County. Mexican residents are also dispersed in the northern part of the County residing in census 
tract 153801, but by contrast to the transit trip index value of Mexican residents near Santa Rosa, this 
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area’s transit trip index value of 26 is much lower. When family status is considered, no discernible 
pattern of disparities arises. The residential patterns based on LTCI values closely correspond to the 
transit trip index pattern. As is the case for transit trip index values, no racial or ethnic disparities exist 
in access to low-cost transportation, nor do ones based on family composition exist.  
 
Map 5d: Demographics  and Low Transportation Cost (Race/Ethnic ity),  Sonoma County 
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Map 5e: Demographics  and Low Transportation Cost (National Or igin),  Sonoma County 
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Map 5f:  Demographics  and Low Transportation Cost (Family Status),  Sonoma County 

 
 
USonoma County 
In Sonoma County, the northern part of the County has moderate LTCI values, roughly averaging 50; 
the same is true for the southern part of the County. No racial or ethnic disparity in proximity to low -
cost transportation exists in the County because Hispanic and white residents have similar residential 
patterns in relation to access to low-cost transportation. Low cost-transportation is primarily 
concentrated in urban areas including Santa Rosa and Petaluma. Hispanic, Asian American and white 
residents tend to cluster towards these areas with high LTCI values, however, there are some scattered 
clusters of white and Hispanic residents in areas with lower LTCI values. No racial or ethnic disparity 
in residential patterns and proximity to low-cost transportation is present. Mexican, Filipino, and 
German residents are the predominant immigrant populations in the County and mostly reside in areas 
with high LTCI values near urban centers. Mexican residents, and to a lesser extent, German and 
Canadian residents are also sparsely distributed in more rural areas with lower access to low-cost 
transportation. No residential pattern of disparity in transit use exists for families with children. 
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Table 4:  Low Poverty Index,  Sonoma County 

Sonoma County Low Poverty Index 

Total Population   

White,  Non-Hispanic  62.07 

B lack,  Non-Hispanic  54.57 

Hispanic  52.54 

As ian or  Pacific  Is lander,  Non-Hispanic  59.02 

Native American,  Non-Hispanic  55.79 

Population below federal poverty line  

White,  Non-Hispanic  55.14 

B lack,  Non-Hispanic  42.70 

Hispanic  50.03 

As ian or  Pacific  Is lander,  Non-Hispanic  51.83 

Native American,  Non-Hispanic  46.77 

Source: American Community Survey (ACS), 2011-2015.  

 
USonoma County 
The low poverty index value range for Sonoma County are also mid-range, hovering at a range of 52 to 
62 with notable racial and ethnic disparities in access to low poverty neighborhoods between white 
residents and residents of color, specifically Hispanic, Black, and Native American residents. White 
residents have a low poverty index value of 62 while Hispanic residents have a value of 52, Black 
residents have a value of 54, and Native American residents have a value of 55. When income is 
accounted for, racial and economic disparities in access to low poverty neighborhoods between white 
residents and Black and Native Americans continue at a slightly wider margin. 

ii.    For the protected c lass groups HUD has provided data, describe how disparities in access to low 
poverty neighborhoods relate to residential living patterns of those groups in the jurisdiction and 
region.   
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Map 6a: Demographics and Low Poverty Neighborhoods (Race/Ethnic ity),  Sonoma County 
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Map 6b: Demographics and Low Poverty Neighborhoods (National Or igin),  Sonoma County 

 
  


