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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 
 
INTRODUCTION 
 
Federal law requires each local jurisdiction or Consortium to describe its housing needs 
and market conditions, set out a Five-Year Strategy that establishes priorities and 
identifies resources anticipated to be available to address the priority needs, and 
establish a One-Year Action Plan that outlines the intended uses of the resources.  The 
Consolidated Plan incorporates the following federal programs: 
 

1. The Community Development Block Grant Program (CDBG). 

2. The HOME Investment Partnerships Act Program (HOME). 

3. The Emergency Shelter Grant Program (ESG). 

4. The Housing Opportunities for Persons with AIDS Program (HOPWA). 
 

The preparation of the Consolidated Plan provides an opportunity for local entitlement 
jurisdictions to undertake a joint planning process to assess the needs of the community 
across jurisdictional lines, and to formulate strategies that meet the needs of lower-
income persons in a comprehensive and coordinated manner.  Consortium members 
intend to use the Plan as a tool to allocate funds for projects and programs that carry 
out a variety of housing and community development activities.   
 

CITIZEN PARTICIPATION 
 

The Contra Costa Consortium Consolidated Plan was created through extensive citizen 
outreach and review of existing planning documents adopted by the Urban County, its 
constituent cities, and the four entitlement cities.  Consistent with the jurisdictions’ 
respective Citizen Participation Plans, the Consortium made significant efforts to reach 
all sectors of the community in order to gauge housing and non-housing community 
development needs affecting the broadest range of County residents.  These efforts 
included: 
 
1. Holding three open community meetings in West, East and Central Contra Costa County to hear 

from residents on Consolidated Planning-related issues of concern.   

2. Convening five targeted focus groups to hear from experts in the community on the following 
topics: affordable housing, economic development, youth, seniors and special needs (including 
disabled). 

3. Holding the required public hearing on the draft Plan before the Board of Supervisors, as well as 
hearings before several of the Consortium jurisdictions’ City Councils (Antioch, Concord, and 
Pittsburg). 

CDBG ENTITLEMENT COMMUNITIES/HOME CONSORTIUM 
 

All CDBG funded activities must meet at least one of three statutory objectives:   
 

1. Primarily benefit very low- and low-income persons; 

2. Eliminate or prevent slum or blight;  

3. Meet other urgent local community development needs.   
 

The cities of Antioch, Concord, Pittsburg, Richmond, Walnut Creek, and the Urban 
County (all other cities and unincorporated areas) are entitlement jurisdictions under the 
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CDBG program.  Each of the entitlement jurisdictions manages independent CDBG 
programs and allocates funds annually through a competitive application process to 
carry out eligible activities that include affordable housing, economic development, 
infrastructure/public facilities improvements, and public service programs.  The maps on 
the following pages show the jurisdictions relevant to this Consolidated Plan. 
 
 

HOUSING AND HOMELESS NEEDS ASSESSMENT  
 

Population and Housing Projections 
 

Over the preceding decade, the County as a whole experienced an estimated 17% 
increase in population, reaching just under 942,000 people by the year 2000.  Over the 
next five to ten years, the County’s population will increase to about 1,077,000, 
representing a growth rate of 14% between 2000 and 2010.  This growth rate for 
individual jurisdictions is described below. 
 

CHANGE IN POPULATION, 1990 – 2010 
 

 1990 2000 % Change 2010 % Change 
Consortium Total 717,713 847,400 18.07% 974,100 14.95%
Urban County 436,034 533,800 22.42% 624,600 17.01%
Antioch 62,195 83,600 34.42% 102,300 22.37%
Concord 111,308 115,200 3.50% 120,900 4.95%
Pittsburg 47,607 50,400 5.87% 59,300 17.66%
Walnut Creek 60,569 64,400 6.33% 67,000 4.04%

 
Income 
 

Statistics on mean income show how much income is expected to grow by jurisdiction 
over the next ten years.  The following table highlights the differences between each 
jurisdiction and the County as a whole (statistics are not available for the Urban County 
alone). 
 

JURISDICTION 1990 2000 
% 

CHANGE 2010 
% 

CHANGE 
Antioch $59,800 $63,200 5.69% $77,500 22.63% 
Concord $57,400 $65,100 13.41% $72,000 10.60% 
Pittsburg $48,600 $50,900 4.73% $58,800 15.52% 
Walnut Creek $70,500 $81,100 15.04% $89,400 10.23% 
Contra Costa County $67,800 $79,000 16.52% $89,400 13.16% 
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URBAN COUNTY 
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ENTITLEMENTS 
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ANTIOCH 
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CONCORD 
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PITTSBURG 
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WALNUT CREEK 
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Overall Affordable Housing Need 
 
The Association of Bay Area Governments’ (ABAG) Regional Housing Needs 
Determination (RHND) allocates a share of the anticipated regional housing need to 
local jurisdictions for inclusion in their Housing Elements.  The following table shows the 
preliminary need figures for Contra Costa County for the next seven-and-a-half-year 
planning period. 
 

 
Total 

Allocation 
VLI (0-50% 

AMI) 
LI (51-80% 

AMI) 
MOD (81-
120% AMI) 

Above MOD 
(120%+ AMI) 

Average 
Yearly Need 

ANTIOCH 5,698 1,180 670 1,465 2,383 760
   20.71% 11.76% 25.71% 41.82%  
BRENTWOOD 6,100 1,362 734 1,421 2,583 813
CLAYTON 768 95 60 143 470 102
CONCORD 1,608 315 195 417 681 214
   19.59% 12.13% 25.93% 42.35%  
DANVILLE 1,409 179 116 271 843 188
EL CERRITO 222 45 28 57 92 30
HERCULES 1,059 135 87 259 578 141
LAFAYETTE 243 38 22 52 131 32
MARTINEZ 982 182 105 248 447 131
MORAGA 246 36 21 52 137 33
OAKLEY 874 152 93 230 399 117
ORINDA 323 46 27 62 188 43
PINOLE 327 55 41 83 148 44
PITTSBURG 2,634 561 319 724 1,030 351
   21.30% 12.11% 27.49% 39.10%  
PLEASANT HILL 572 104 65 139 264 76
RICHMOND 1,599 415 198 408 578 213
SAN PABLO 266 79 38 66 83 35
SAN RAMON 4,254 576 371 932 2,375 567
WALNUT CREEK 1,256 220 152 315 569 167
   17.52% 12.10% 25.08% 45.30%  
        
URBAN COUNTY 27,728 5,132 3,034 6,592 12,970 3,698
   18.51% 10.94% 23.77% 46.78%  
        
CONSORTIUM TOTAL 38,924 7,408 4,370 9,513 17,633 5,190
   19.03% 11.23% 24.44% 45.30%  
       
COUNTY TOTAL 40,523 7,823 4,568 9,921 18,211 5,403
   19.31% 11.27% 24.48% 44.94%  

 

According to the Census, over 100,000 households in the Consortium area required 
housing assistance in 1990 to alleviate one or more housing problems, including 
overcrowding, a lack of affordability, and/or structural problems (e.g., lack of kitchen, 
bathroom).  The following table summarizes this information. 
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Homelessness 
 

Table 1A (Gaps Analysis) at the end of this report presents limited information on the 
number of homeless persons and provides estimates for special population groups.  At 
least 13,000 people experience an episode of homelessness each year, with 4,000 
people homeless on any given night.  More than 75% of them are members of a family, 
including almost 7,000 children.  On any given night, more than 3,600 people are 
homeless, living on the streets or in temporary accommodations, such as an emergency 
shelter or a friend’s couch.  In addition, many others are at risk of becoming homeless, 
including the nearly 17,000 extremely low-income households in the County who are 
paying more than 30% of their income for rent or mortgage and struggling to make ends 
meet. 
 

 
Special Needs 
 
There are significant numbers of people in Contra Costa County with a variety of special 
needs, including seniors, youth, and the disabled.  In addition to affordable housing, 
persons with special needs may require a broad range of service to assist them, such 
as transportation, job training, childcare, drug and alcohol treatment, and mental health 
assistance. 
 
HOUSING MARKET ANALYSIS 
 
Lead-Based Paint Hazards 
 

Units built before 1979 are considered to be at-risk for lead-based paint hazards 
because 1978 was the year lead-based paint was outlawed.  Based on this information, 
there are approximately 210,000 units constructed before 1980 in the Consortium.  Of 
this number, the following table estimates the number of units with lead hazards by 
jurisdiction. 
 

ESTIMATED NUMBER OF UNITS WITH LEAD HAZARDS 

 

JURISDICTION 

POTENTIAL 
UNITS WITH 

LEAD HAZARDS 
Antioch 10,700 
Concord 26,200 
Pittsburg 7,900 
Walnut Creek 17,900 
Urban County 87,900 
Consortium 150,700 

Contra Costa County Total 171,600 
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Changes in the Housing Stock 
 
The State of California’s Department of Finance publishes estimates of population and 
housing over a period of several years.  These statistics show that the population and 
number of households have continued to increase at a faster rate than the number of 
new units in the Consortium.  
 

CONSORTIUM HOUSING AND POPULATION ESTIMATES 
 

   HOUSING UNITS  MOBILE 
  POPULATION TOTAL DET’D ATT’D 2 T0 4 5 PLUS HOMES 

1999 822,590 313,933 207,456 25,901 18,661 54,429 7,486 
1990 717,713 282,268 182,877 23,820 18,207 50,009 7,355 

% change 14.61% 11.22% 13.44% 8.74% 2.49% 8.84% 1.78% 
 
Housing Cost 
 

Rental Housing  
 

According to the Real Estate Research Council of Northern California, average rents for 
apartments of all sizes have increased significantly since the third quarter of 1994. 
Although this increase has not been as great as for the Bay Area as a whole, average 
rents for Contra Costa County apartments increased more than 25% in just five years. 
 

Average Apartment Rents, Contra Costa County and Bay 
Area, 1994-1999
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Rising rents are particularly troublesome for lower-income households, who often 
cannot absorb any increase in rents.  The table below presents data on the rents that 
would be affordable to extremely low-income households (earning 30% or less of the 
area median income) if they were to pay 30% or less of gross income for gross housing 
costs.  Fair Market Rents (FMRs) are estimates of the rent plus utilities that would be 
required to rent privately owned, decent, safe, and sanitary rental housing of a modest 
nature with suitable amenities.  This information suggests that the discrepancy between 
FMRs and affordable rents increases with bedroom size, indicating that while 
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affordability for all extremely low-income renters is a problem, it is especially 
problematic for larger households. 
 

FAIR MARKET RENTS AND AFFORDABLE RENTS 

 
  

Applicable 
FMR 

Rent Affordable 
to ELI 

Household 

 
 

Rent Gap  

0BR $607 $355 -$252 
1BR $734 $405 -$329 
2BR $921 $508 -$414 
3BR $1,263 $588 -$676 
4BR $1,509 $669 -$840 

 

Owner-Occupied Housing 
 

The following table, which includes all housing types (condos and townhomes as well as 
single-family), shows the change in median home price between October of 1998 and 
1999 for Contra Costa jurisdictions. 

 

MEDIAN HOME PRICES IN CONTRA COSTA COUNTY, 1999 
 

Jurisdiction Oct.  1999 Oct.  1998 

% Change 
From Prior 

Year 
Contra Costa County $220,000 $197,000 11.70% 
Antioch $178,000 $155,000 14.80% 
Concord $190,000 $167,250 13.60% 
Pittsburg $160,000 $129,500 23.60% 
Walnut Creek $325,500 $250,000 30.20% 

 
 

Units At-Risk of Conversion to Market Rate  
 

There are several housing projects in Contra Costa County that are at-risk of conversion 
to market rate, either because their project-based Section 8 subsidies are about to 
expire, or because the owner has decided to prepay the federally-insured mortgage. 
 

Based on available information, the County has a medium to high risk of losing an 
estimated 766 units of affordable housing over the next decade.  Lower-income senior 
and disabled populations currently occupy about half of these units.  The following table 
shows these developments. 
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UNITS AT RISK OF CONVERSION: MEDIUM AND HIGH RISK 
 

 
PROJECT 

 
LOCATION 

 
RISK LEVEL 

AFFORDABLE 
UNITS 

TARGET 
POPULATION 

Lakeshore Apts. Antioch Medium/Low 54 Families 
Clayton Gardens Concord Medium 130 Seniors/disabled 
Clayton Villa Concord Medium 79  
Martinez Senior Apts. Martinez High 100 Seniors/disabled 
East Santa Fe Pittsburg Medium 19 Seniors/disabled 
Woods Manor Pittsburg High 77 Families 
Pleasant Hill Village Pleasant Hill Medium 101 Seniors 
St. Johns Apts. Richmond Medium 156 Families 
Cedar Point San Ramon Medium 50 Seniors 
  TOTAL 766  

 
 

Barriers to Affordable Housing 
 

Market factors tend to be the most significant constraints on the development of 
affordable housing in the Consortium area.  In addition, a variety of local government 
constraints can contribute to the high cost of housing construction.  These potential 
constraints include the countywide growth management program, local growth control 
initiatives, land use policies and controls, building codes and enforcement, fees and 
exactions, and processing and permit procedures. 
 
 
FIVE-YEAR STRATEGIC PLAN 
 

PRIORITY HOUSING AND HOMELESS NEEDS AND OBJECTIVES 
 

Based on available needs data, the Consortium has developed a list of housing 
priorities for funding during the 2000-2005 Plan period.  Table 2A at the end of this 
report shows the priority needs for housing for each jurisdiction.  In accordance with 
these figures, the Contra Costa Consortium Five-Year Strategy for 2000-2005 
establishes the following priorities for affordable housing programs and projects: 
 
H-1 Expand housing opportunities for lower-income households through an increase in the supply of 

decent, safe and affordable rental housing and rental assistance. 
 
H-2 Increase homeownership opportunities for lower-income households. 
 
H-3 Maintain and preserve the affordable housing stock. 
 
H-4 Improve the public housing stock. 
 
H-5 Adopt the Continuum of Care Plan as the overall approach to addressing homelessness in the 

Consortium. 
 
H-6 Assist the homeless and those at risk of becoming homeless by providing emergency, 

transitional, and permanent affordable housing with appropriate supportive services. 
 
H-7 Increase the supply of appropriate and supportive housing for special needs populations. 
 
H-8 Alleviate problems of housing discrimination. 
 
H-9 Remove constraints to affordable housing development. 
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Table 1C outlines those actions that a jurisdiction will take to address the needs of the 
homeless and special needs populations.  Each jurisdiction is required to describe in 
detail the actions it anticipates taking to address these priorities over the life of the Plan.  
Table 2C outlines these quantifiable objectives for each jurisdiction. 
 
Lead-based Paint Hazards 
 

Some of the strategies under consideration by the Consortium for the Plan period 
include: 
 
v Organize a Lead-Based Paint Task Force  
 
v Compile Information on the Impact and Applicability of Lead Paint Laws  
 
v Analyze Approaches and Programs Undertaken in Other Areas  
 
v Undertake Education and Outreach to Property Owners  
 
v Prepare a Lead-Based Paint Hazard Management Plan  

 
NONHOUSING COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT NEEDS AND STRATEGY 
 

Non-housing community development needs are those public service, infrastructure, 
economic development and other development needs in the community that have an 
important impact on the living conditions of County residents.  By providing access to 
services and projects to address these non-housing needs, a community can provide 
opportunities for self-sufficiency and empower those most in need.  
 

Economic Development: Jobs and Businesses 
 

The California Employment Development Department’s Labor Market Information 
Division (LMID) shows an anticipated growth of 62,400 jobs countywide between 1995 
and 2002.  Much of that job growth is expected to occur in highly skilled jobs, including 
executives, professional and technical positions, and computer programmers.  Within 
the top 20-growing job classes expected in Contra Costa are a large number of 
unskilled or low skilled, very low paying jobs, including laborers, light truck drivers, 
janitors and packagers.  Relatively low paying retail positions will also increase.  
 

A report by the California Budget Project (1999) showed that in order to support a 
modest standard of living, the yearly income for a Bay Area family of four needs to be at 
least $53,736 – and that was assuming the family could find an appropriately sized 
affordable apartment for less than $1,100.  Translated into an hourly wage, the parents 
would need to earn a total of about $26 per hour.  For a single parent, the amount is 
about $17.50 per hour. 
 

Unemployment has been dropping throughout the Bay Area, including Contra Costa 
County: 
 

UNEMPLOYMENT RATE, JANUARY 2000 
 

Jurisdiction Rate 

Contra Costa County 2.4% 
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Antioch 3.2% 
Concord 2.2% 
Pittsburg 3.4% 
Walnut Creek 1.6% 

 

Transportation 

 
For those at the lower incomes, efficient and affordable mass transit is critical to one’s 
ability to travel between work and home, and to access services.  A study prepared for 
the Contra Costa Transportation Alliance found that there are serious deficiencies in 
transportation services, which constitute a significant barrier to the ability of CalWORKS 
clients in accessing pre-employment and placement services.  In addition, the study 
found that these deficiencies significantly limited access to job sites.   
 

Fair Housing  
 

As defined by HUD, impediments to fair housing choice can include a broad range of 
issues, from outright discrimination by private landlords, to well-intentioned land use 
policies that have the effect of limiting housing choice.  Discrimination by landlords 
against families with children appears to be the most common complaint, followed by 
discrimination based on disability and racial/ethnic status.  Anecdotal information 
suggests that the problem of fair housing is increasing, especially as housing prices 
rise.   
 

Local jurisdictions are also required to assess their own practices, laws and operations 
to determine if such activities have the effect of limiting housing choices. While specific 
problems throughout the various jurisdictions tended to be minor, it is apparent that 
some jurisdictions are not fully aware of recent developments in fair housing law. 
 

Persons with Special Needs 
 

Youth 
 

A study by the State Department of Education shows that African American and Latino 
students had higher dropout rates (3.1% and 2.7%) than the average of 1.5% for all 
students.  The following table shows the average Statewide graduation rates of various 
ethnic groups for the study year: 
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CONTRA COSTA COUNTY GRADUATION RATES 

BY RACE/ETHNICITY, 1996-7 

 
 

Category 
 

Number 
 

Percentage 

Asian 824 93.2% 
Filipino 342 87.9% 
Pacific Islander 38 84.4% 
Native American 32 82.1% 
White 4,990 81.0% 
Latino 1,052 64.0% 
African American 835 52.7% 
TOTAL 8,113 75.5% 

 
 

Drug and alcohol abuse among children under the age of 18 is growing significantly.  A 
1998 report showed that Contra Costa high school students reported that 80% of their 
friends used alcohol and 76% used marijuana.  Heavy substance abusers were found to 
have started using at an earlier age, had poorer grades, and cut classes more often 
than youth who reported less frequent use. 
 

Seniors 
 

By 2010, the population of seniors over 55 years of age will have increased more than 
100%, while those over 85 years of age will have increased more than 200%.  The 
following table shows these figures compared with the Bay Area as a whole. 
 

PROJECTED CONTRA COSTA COUNTY SENIOR POPULATION, 1990-2010 

 
 

Age Group 
 

1990 
 

2000 
 

2010 
Contra Costa 

% Change 
% Bay Area 

Change 

55+ 153,38
8 

219,83
0 

312,55
6 

103.8% 77.2% 

85+ 7,249 15,759 24,446 237.2% 146.5% 
 

Approximately 108,000 Contra Costa seniors over 55 years of age – about 44% of all 
seniors – are estimated to be of very low-income.   
 

HIV/AIDS  
 
Almost 2,110 cases of AIDS have been reported since 1982, including 748 persons who 
are currently living with the disease.  At the present time, an estimated 4,900 County 
residents are living with HIV infection.  The vast majority have incomes of less than 
$900 per month (84.0%).  
 
Alcohol and Drug Abuse  
 
As tobacco use has declined since 1991, other forms of substance abuse have 
continued to increase in Contra Costa County.  For example, drug -related deaths have 
increased from 6.2 per 100,000 population in 1991, to 8.8 per 100,000 in 1995, the most 
recent year for which statistics are available.  Although deaths from alcohol declined 
during the same period, the number of alcohol-related discharges from hospitals 
increased from 100.2 per 100,000 in 1991 to 123 per 100,000 in 1995.  
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Childcare 
 
Affordable and available childcare is critical for all working parents.  The demand is 
growing as more people are employed and is greatest for single parents and lower-
income families.  There is a wide gap between the need for childcare and its availability 
in Contra Costa County: 
 

 
Location 

Eligible 
Children 

Population 
Served 

 
Shortfall 

East County 10,485 1,765 -8,720 
West County 13,274 2,970 -10,304 
North County 10,046 1,128 -8,918 
South County 1,557 1 -1,556 

TOTAL County 35,362 5,864 -29,498 
 

Child Abuse and Domestic Violence 
 
The number of reported incidents of child abuse and neglect in Contra Costa increased 
from about 17,300 in 1993 to about 20,400 in 1996, representing an increase of about 
5% to 7% each year.  The growth in abuse is most likely the result of several factors, 
including substance abuse, poverty status, and the parent’s inability to meet basic 
needs like childcare, housing and medical care. 
 

Although Contra Costa County statistics showed a drop in number of reported cases of 
domestic violence between 1995 and 1996, that figure has begun to rise again.  It is not 
known how many cases of domestic violence go unreported, but it is assumed that 
there are many.  
 
 

NON-HOUSING PRIORITY AND STRATEGY DEVELOPMENT 
 

The Consortium jurisdictions are committed to allocating funds that serve the needs of 
the lowest income and most disadvantaged residents.  Research on the current non-
housing community development needs highlights the interrelated nature of housing 
and non-housing community development.  The statistics provided above, in 
conjunction with the findings of the various community meetings and focus groups, 
confirm the ongoing need to provide CDBG funds to a host of non-housing community 
development activities.  Table 2B summarizes the non-housing needs for each 
jurisdiction.  The following discussion highlights the strategies intended to address these 
needs. 
 
CD-1 Economic Development: Reduce the number of persons below the poverty level, expand 

economic opportunities for very low- and low-income residents and increase the viability of 
neighborhood commercial areas. 

CD-2 Infrastructure/Public Facilities: Maintain quality recreational, public facilities, and adequate 
infrastructure and ensure access for the mobility impaired. 

CD-3 Accessibility Improvements: Continue to identify and address physical access barriers to public 
facilities and infrastructure as required through the Americans with Disabilities Act. 

CD-4 Homeless Services: Reduce incidence of homelessness and assist in alleviating the needs of the 
homeless. 
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CD-5 Special Needs -- Prevention: Ensure access to programs that promote prevention and early 
intervention related to a variety of social concerns such as domestic violence, HIV/AIDS, 
substance abuse, illiteracy, and other issues experienced by special needs populations. 

CD-6 Special Needs -- Services: Ensure that opportunities and services are provided to improve the 
quality of life and independence for persons with special needs such as frail elderly, disabled 
persons, migrant farm workers, abused children, those with substance abuse problems, illiterate 
adults, battered spouses and persons with HIV/AIDS. 

CD-7 Families: Promote and support programs that assist families to be safe, stable and nurturing. 

CD-8 Communities: Target resources to underserved areas of the County to ensure that communities 
are safe and provide a high quality of life. 

CD-9 Seniors: Enhance the quality of life of senior citizens and enable them to maintain independence. 

CD-10 Youth: Increase opportunities for children/youth to be healthy, succeed in school and prepare for 
productive adulthood. 

CD-11 Historic Preservation: Preserve and protect historic properties for use and enjoyment of citizens 
primarily of lower income, or to eliminate conditions of blight. 

CD-12 Fair Housing: Continue to promote fair housing activities and affirmatively further fair housing. 

CD-13 Administration/Planning: Support development of viable urban communities through extending 
and strengthening partnerships among all levels of government and the private sector, and 
administer federal grant programs in a fiscally prudent manner. 
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I. INTRODUCTION 
 

Federal law requires each local jurisdiction or Consortium to describe its housing needs 
and market conditions, set out a Five-Year Strategy that establishes priorities and 
identifies resources anticipated to be available to address the priority needs, and establish 
a One-Year Action Plan that outlines the intended uses of the resources.  The Consolidated 
Plan incorporates strategies and resources through the following federal programs: 
 

1. The Community Development Block Grant Program (CDBG). 

2. The HOME Investment Partnerships Act Program (HOME). 

3. The Emergency Shelter Grant Program (ESG). 

4. The Housing Opportunities for Persons with AIDS Program (HOPWA). 
 

The preparation of the Consolidated Plan provides an opportunity for local entitlement 
jurisdictions to undertake a joint planning process to assess the needs of the community 
across jurisdictional lines, and to formulate strategies that meet the needs of lower- and 
moderate-income persons in a comprehensive and coordinated manner.  Consortium 
members intend to use the Plan as a tool to allocate funds for projects and programs that 
carry out a variety of housing and community development activities.   
 

The Consortium’s Plan will help advise decision makers and other interested public and 
private organizations on goals, strategies and funding recommendations.  It is intended 
that the Plan will encourage other funders to enter into collaborative relationships that help 
foster the leveraging of funds and expand housing opportunities and services to very low- 
and low-income households.  The Plan will also be made available to potential project 
sponsors to assist them in understanding the needs of the County and developing 
programs to address those needs.  
 

The preparation of the Consolidated Plan is guided by the following three major 
commitments and priorities: 
 
• To provide decent housing by assisting the homeless in obtaining appropriate housing; by 

preserving the affordable housing stock; by increasing the availability of permanent housing that is 
affordable to lower-income households without discrimination; and by increasing the supply of 
supportive housing for those with special needs. 

 
• To provide a suitable living environment by improving the safety and livability of neighborhoods; by 

reducing the isolation of income groups within an area through deconcentration of housing 
opportunities and revitalization of deteriorating neighborhoods; by restoring and preserving properties 
of architectural, historic, or aesthetic value; and by conservation of energy resources. 

 
• To expand economic opportunities by creating jobs accessible to lower-income persons; by 

providing access for lower-income households to mortgage financing and credit for development 
activities that promote long-term community viability; and by empowering lower-income persons to 
achieve self-sufficiency to reduce poverty in federally-assisted and public housing.  

 

To meet these objectives, the Consolidated Plan must include the following six 
components: 
 
1. a housing and homeless needs assessment; 
 
2. a housing market analysis; 
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3. an analysis of the priority needs and strategies and objectives to meet those needs, including both 
housing and non-housing community development needs; 

 
4. an Action Plan, including a discussion of general priorities for the use of HOME, HOPWA, and ESG 

funds, and a list of the proposed projects to be funded under the CDBG program; 
 
5. certifications; and  
 
6. a monitoring plan. 

 

The Contra Costa Consortium has prepared a Consolidated Plan for the Consortium area 
for the five-year period represented in 2000-2005.1  The Consortium consists of Contra 
Costa County as the Urban County2 representative, and the Cities of Antioch, Concord, 
Pittsburg, and Walnut Creek.   
 

Every five years, the federal government requires that the entire document be updated.  
During the intervening years, the one-year plan must be submitted for approval, along with 
any substantial changes to the Five-Year Strategy.  This document establishes the new 
Five-Year Strategy period; however, because Census data required to be used in updating 
the needs section of this document have not yet been collected, HUD is allowing local 
jurisdictions to review their existing five-year Consolidated Plans and update them only to 
the extent that new information is readily available.   
 

Further, jurisdictions are not required to develop new priorities for assistance if no new 
data are available to support such changes.  The Consortium jurisdictions expect to revise 
this document as needed once new Census data are available.  In the interim, this report 
provides limited new data to help establish the current climate of community development, 
but no substantial changes to the overall approach of the 1995 document have been made. 
 Additionally, this document has been reorganized and edited to conform to HUD’s 
guidance on the preparation of this year’s document. 
 

In addition to the Housing and Community Development Needs Assessment and Housing 
and Community Development Five-Year Strategic Plan, each Consortium member is also 
required to prepare an annual Action Plan.  Annual Action Plans for FY 2001 are included 
as a separate document for each entitlement jurisdiction. 
 

                                                 
1The period covered by this Consolidated Plan is FY2000/01 – 2004/05.  For clarity, this period is represented in the document 

by “2000-2005.” 
2The Urban County is defined as the unincorporated areas of the County as well as the Cities of Brentwood, Clayton, Danville, 

El Cerrito, Hercules, Lafayette, Martinez, Moraga, Oakley, Orinda, Pinole, Pleasant Hill, San Pablo, and San Ramon.   



II. SUMMARY OF THE CONSOLIDATED PLAN DEVELOPMENT 
PROCESS 

 

The Contra Costa Consortium Plan has been prepared in accordance with 24 CFR Parts 
91 et seq.  As lead agency, Contra Costa County is responsible for ensuring that the 
document is completed in a timely fashion and that all aspects of the Plan preparation are 
managed in accordance with federal regulations.  However, the Consolidated Plan is the 
result of a collaborative effort among the Consortium member jurisdictions, and the cities 
and the County have shared equally in its preparation and implementation.   
 

CITIZEN PARTICIPATION  
 

The Contra Costa Consortium Consolidated Plan was created through extensive citizen 
outreach and review of existing planning documents adopted by the Urban County, its 
constituent cities, and the four entitlement cities.  Consistent with the jurisdictions’ 
respective Citizen Participation Plans, the Consortium made significant efforts to reach all 
sectors of the community in order to gauge housing and non-housing community 
development needs affecting the broadest range of County residents.  These efforts 
included: 
 

1. Holding three open community meetings in West, East and Central Contra Costa County to hear 
from residents on Consolidated Planning-related issues of concern.   

2. Convening five targeted focus groups to hear from experts in the community on the following topics: 
affordable housing, economic development, youth, seniors and special needs (including disabled). 

3. Holding the required public hearing on the draft Plan before the Board of Supervisors, as well as 
hearings before several of the Consortium jurisdictions’ City Councils (Antioch, Concord, and 
Pittsburg). 

As required in the Consolidated Plan regulations, the draft Consolidated Plan was made 
available for public review and comment at the County Community Development 
Department, at City agencies in each of the four member jurisdictions, and in every major 
public library branch in the Consortium.  Summaries of the various hearings and focus 
groups are included at the end of this report, along with comments from citizens and 
Consortium responses as part of the hearings on the draft Consolidated Plan.  By the time 
this document is submitted to HUD, a total of twelve hearings and meetings will have been 
held to discuss Consolidated Plan-related issues. 
 

CONSULTATIONS 
 

Federal regulations include the requirement to consult extensively with community service 
providers, other jurisdictions, and other entities with a potential interest in or with 
knowledge of Contra Costa County’s housing and non-housing community development 
issues as part of the Consolidated Plan development process.  The following table 
highlights the specific areas of consultation required, including a brief synopsis of the ways 
in which the Consortium has complied with these requirements. 
 

24 CFR CITE REQUIREMENT CONSORTIUM’S ACTION TO COMPLY 
91.100(a)(1) Housing Services/Affordable 

Housing 
Held community meetings in three areas 
Held five targeted focus groups  

 Social Services Held community meetings in three areas  
Held five targeted focus groups  

 Health Services Held community meetings in three areas  



Held five targeted focus groups  
 Homeless Services Held community meetings in three areas  

Held five targeted focus groups  
Consulted with County Health Services’ Homeless 

Program 
Consulted with Continuum of Care Board 

91.100(a)(2) Lead-Based Paint Conferred with the Contra Costa County Health 
Services Department’s Community Wellness and 
Prevention Program. 

91.100(a)(3) Adjacent Government Conducted, on an ongoing basis, collaboration 
among the Consortium member jurisdictions 

 State (Non-Housing) Requested information from the State on housing 
and non-housing community development 
concerns, and provided drafts of the Consolidated 
Plan for review 

 County (Metro City) Conducted, on an ongoing basis, collaboration 
among the Consortium member jurisdictions 

91.100(a)(4) Metro Planning Agencies Provided drafts of the Consolidated Plan to the 
Association of Bay Area Governments for review 

91.100(b) HOPWA Held community meetings in three areas  
Held five targeted focus groups 
Consulted with HIV/AIDS service providers 

91.100(c) PHA-Comp.  Grant Plan At HACCC’s initiation, provide annual input into its 
Comprehensive Grant Plan 

 

In addition, jurisdictions are required to consult with the local Housing Authority regarding 
the completion of its Agency Plan, a report with similarities to the Consolidated Plan.  This 
consultation was completed January 2000, through the focus groups on affordable housing 
and discussions with the Housing Authority of Contra Costa County (HACCC) concerning 
strategies and priorities identified in the Plan.  The Housing Authority contributed to several 
Consolidated Plan sections related to HACCC activity and reviewed the overall draft 
document.  In addition, the Community Development Department reviewed the HACCC’s 
Five-Year Public Agency Plan to ensure consistency. 
 

SOURCE OF DATA 
 

Much of the information contained in this Consolidated Plan is derived from 1990 Census 
data, the only such data available at this time.  Wherever possible, this report uses 
additional data to give a more complete picture of the economic and social conditions in 
Contra Costa County.  A complete resource list is included at the end of this report. 
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III. CONTRA COSTA COUNTY BACKGROUND 
 

PHYSICAL SETTING 
 

Contra Costa County is adjacent to Alameda, Marin, San Joaquin, Sacramento and 
Solano Counties in Northern California.  The County stretches approximately 40 miles from 
west to east and approximately 20 miles from north to south.  The County covers a total of 
805 square miles, of which approximately 732 square miles (468,500 acres) are land, with 
the remainder consisting of water areas.  The San Francisco and San Pablo bays form its 
western border, with Suisun Bay and the San Joaquin Delta to the north.   
 

The County is divided into three regions: west, central, and east and has 19 cities and over 
21 unincorporated areas.  The West County area includes the urbanized shoreline of the 
San Francisco and San Pablo Bays, and is separated from the rest of the County by the 
Briones Hills and the open space watershed lands.  West County was among the first 
areas of the County to develop with medium density suburbs and industry.  West County 
includes the cities of El Cerrito, Richmond, San Pablo, Pinole, and Hercules, as well as the 
unincorporated communities of Crockett, El Sobrante, Kensington, Montalvin Manor, North 
Richmond, Port Costa, Rodeo and Tara Hills.  
 

The Central County area is the largest of the three areas, including ten of the nineteen 
cities in Contra Costa and over half the population.  Central County is composed of mostly 
low-density bedroom communities that have developed in the flat valleys between the East 
Bay Hills and the Diablo Range to the east, extending north and south of Mt Diablo.  The 
cities and towns within this area include:  Clayton, Concord, Danville, Lafayette, Martinez, 
Moraga, Orinda, Pleasant Hill, San Ramon, and Walnut Creek.  Unincorporated 
communities include Alamo, Blackhawk, Canyon, Clyde, Dougherty Valley, Pacheco, 
Pleasant Hill BART, Saranap, Tassajara area, and Vine Hill.  
 

East County is the most rural, agrarian part of the County; it has the largest land area and 
includes much of the hilly terrain of the Diablo Range as well as the Tassajara area along 
the Alameda County border.  The eastern portion of the County also encompasses the 
southern shoreline of the Suisun Bay and Sacramento River and most of the California 
Delta islands.  East County includes the cities of Antioch, Brentwood, Oakley, and 
Pittsburg, as well as the unincorporated areas of Bay Point, Bethel Island, Byron, Discovery 
Bay, and Knightsen. 
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IV. HOUSING AND HOMELESS NEEDS ASSESSMENT 
 

CDBG ENTITLEMENT COMMUNITIES/HOME CONSORTIUM 
 

Cities with populations over 50,000 and counties with populations over 200,000 are 
eligible to receive annual entitlement grants under the CDBG program.  The amount of 
entitlement funds a state or local government receives is based on a dual formula that 
considers problems of growth and decline.  All CDBG funded activities must meet at least 
one of three statutory objectives:   
 

1. Primarily benefit very low- and low-income persons;3 

2. Eliminate or prevent slum or blight;  

3. Meet other urgent local community development needs.   
 

The cities of Antioch, Concord, Pittsburg, Richmond, Walnut Creek, and the Urban County 
(all other cities and unincorporated areas) are entitlement jurisdictions under the CDBG 
program.  Each of the entitlement jurisdictions manages independent CDBG programs 
and allocates funds annually through a competitive application process to carry out eligible 
activities that include affordable housing, economic development, infrastructure/public 
facilities improvements, and public service programs.  See the maps on the following 
pages. 
 

Funds provided through the HOME Investment Partnership Act Program are allocated on a 
needs-based formula to local jurisdictions to carry out affordable housing activities.  For 
purposes of participation in the HOME program, the cities of Antioch, Concord, Pittsburg, 
Walnut Creek and the County on behalf of the Urban County formed the HOME 
Consortium.  Contra Costa County manages the HOME program on behalf of the HOME 
Consortium and allocates funds annually through a competitive application process.4   
 

As required by federal regulations a HOME Consortium must submit a joint Consolidated 
Plan to identify housing needs and strategies for the Consortium area. This report 
addresses the four primary funding programs of HOME, CDBG, HOPWA and ESG.  The 
non-housing section of the Consolidated Plan addresses other activities that may only be 
undertaken with CDBG funds that include economic development, public 
facilities/infrastructure, and public services activities.  The needs and strategies for non-
housing activities may not be applicable to all entitlement jurisdictions, but provide an 
overview of needs identified within the Consortium area. 
 

 
URBAN COUNTY 

                                                 
3Unless otherwise noted, the following income definitions are used throughout this document: 
 

Income Category Percentage of Median 
Extremely low-income 0-30% 
Very low-income 0-50% 
Low-income 51-80% (or as adjusted by HUD) 
Moderate-income 80-120% 
Above moderate income 120%+ 

 
4 The City of Richmond receives HOME funds as a separate entitlement.  
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CITY OF ANTIOCH 
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CITY OF CONCORD 
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CITY OF PITTSBURG 
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CITY OF WALNUT CREEK 
 



DEMOGRAPHICS 
 
The following discussion on population is relevant to both the housing and non-housing 
sections of the Consolidated Plan.  For brevity, this information is provided in the housing 
and homeless needs section only.  Selected information on population has been mapped 
(see Appendix A). 
 
Population and Housing Projections 
 

Over the preceding decade, the County as a whole experienced an estimated 17% 
increase in population, reaching just under 942,000 people by the year 2000.  The 
Association of Bay Area Governments (ABAG) projects that over the next five to ten years, 
the County’s population will increase to about 1,077,000, representing a growth rate of 
14% between 2000 and 2010.   
 

The following table shows the percentage change in population from 1990 projected 
through 2010 for the Consortium as a whole and for the individual Consortium members.  
The most rapid rate of growth is expected to occur in Antioch, while the Urban County will 
produce the largest absolute increase. 
 

CHANGE IN POPULATION, 1990 – 2010 
 

 1990 2000 
% Change 
1990-2000 2010 

% Change 
2000-2010 

Consortium Total 717,713 847,400 18.07% 974,100 14.95%
Urban County 436,034 533,800 22.42% 624,600 17.01%
Antioch 62,195 83,600 34.42% 102,300 22.37%
Concord 111,308 115,200 3.50% 120,900 4.95%
Pittsburg 47,607 50,400 5.87% 59,300 17.66%
Walnut Creek 60,569 64,400 6.33% 67,000 4.04%

 

Although the Consortium’s population increased 18% between 1990 and 2000, the number 
of households increased only 14%, representing a trend toward larger households.  ABAG 
expects that the number of households will continue to increase over the next five to ten 
years, but less rapidly than the population by 2010.  The following table shows this 
expected growth.  Although Antioch shows the greatest percentage growth in households 
between 1990 and 2000, it is tied with Pittsburg for the greatest growth 2000-2010. 
 

CHANGE IN NUMBER OF HOUSEHOLDS, 1990 – 2010 

 

 1990 2000 % Change 2010 % Change 
Consortium Total 268,136 304,670 13.63% 345,970 13.56%

Urban County 160,816 187,360 16.51% 215,330 14.93%
Antioch 21,401 27,860 30.18% 34,100 22.40%
Concord 41,917 43,190 3.04% 45,040 4.28%
Pittsburg 15,654 16,900 7.96% 20,750 22.78%
Walnut Creek 28,348 29,360 3.57% 30,750 4.73%

 
 

Race/Ethnicity 
 



The Consortium area's racial/ethnic composition experienced considerable change during 
the 1980s, due primarily to the high growth rate among the ethnic population.  In 1980, 82% 
of the population was White, 8% was Hispanic, 7% was Asian/Pacific Islanders, 4% was 
Black, and less than 1% was Native-American.  In 1990, 74% was White, 11% was 
Hispanic, 9% was Asian/Pacific Islander, 5% was Black, and less than 1% was Native-
American. 
 

Although in absolute numbers the White, non-Hispanic population increased in size more 
than any other single racial/ethnic group by 1990 (growing by more than 56,394 persons), 
the rate of growth of this category was the least of any single group (12%). In contrast, the 
minority population as a whole experienced a rate of growth of 75% (from 104,709 in 1980 
to 182,918 by 1990).  The numeric increases in the Hispanic (30,485) and Asian & Pacific 
Islander (37,019) populations were the most significant. 
 

West County had the highest proportion of Blacks (25.6%) and Asians (16.2%).  A larger 
proportion of East County was Hispanic (almost 20%) compared to other sub-areas.  
Central County was predominately White (88.3%). 
 
 

 
POPULATION 

1980 Census 
Data 

1990 Census 
Data 

 
% Change 

White (non-Hispanic) 476,995 533,389 11.8% 
Black (non-Hispanic) 24,019 35,338 47.1% 
Hispanic (all races) 48,107 78,592 63.4% 
Native American (non-Hispanic) 1,442 4,004 177.7% 
Asian & Pacific Islanders (non-Hispanic) 26,921 63,940 137.5% 
Other (non-Hispanic) 4,220 1,044 -75.3% 

Total Population 581,704 716,307 23.1% 
Household Population 575,472 707,304 22.9% 
Non-household Population 6,232 9,003 44.5% 

 
Note: Some of the dramatic changes between races may in part be the result of changing definitions in the Census regarding 
“Hispanic” and “non-Hispanic.” 

 
 

Age 
 

In 1990, median age of the population in Contra Costa's cities and communities varied 
from a low of 25.5 years in North Richmond to a high of 46.7 years in Bethel Island.  The 
median for the County was 34.2 years.  Median age increased from 26.9 years in 1950 to 
a high of 34.2 years in 1990.  However, median age is predicted to increase to 39.5 years 
by the year 2010 as the baby boomers age.  In 1990, 21.4% of the population was under 
age 15 while 10.9% was 65 or older.  Over the twenty-year period from 1990 to 2010, 
demographic projections indicate the population will continue to age.  By 2010, 
approximately 15% of the County's population will be 65 or older and only 19% will be 
under 15. 
 

The 65 and older age group will almost double between 2000 and 2010 and by 2020 it is 
projected to comprise 19.5% of the population.  Since the under 15 age group will be 
about 19.6% of the population, the two groups will be of approximately equal size. 
 



CATEGORIES OF PERSONS AFFECTED 
 

Income 
 

In 1990, Contra Costa County ranked third in the State in per capita income ($20,423).  By 
1997, the State Department of Housing and Community Development reported that per 
capita income for Contra Costa County was one of the highest in the State, at $32,355.5 
 

Per Capita Income for Selected Counties, 1997
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While the countywide median household income was $45,087 in 1990, there was great 
variation in median income between cities and communities.  North Richmond had the 
lowest level of income ($8,763) and Blackhawk the highest ($129,135). 
 

ABAG projects mean household income for jurisdictions throughout the nine-county Bay 
Area.  These statistics show how much mean income is expected to grow by jurisdiction 
over the next ten years.  The following table highlights the differences between each 
jurisdiction and the County as a whole (statistics are not available for the Urban County 
alone). 
 

JURISDICTION 1990 2000 
% 

CHANGE 2010 
% 

CHANGE 
Antioch $59,800 $63,200 5.69% $77,500 22.63% 
Contra Costa County $67,800 $79,000 16.52% $89,400 13.16% 

Difference -$8,000 -$15,800  -$11,900  

JURISDICTION 1990 2000 
% 

CHANGE 2010 
% 

CHANGE 
Concord $57,400 $65,100 13.41% $72,000 10.60% 
Contra Costa County $67,800 $79,000 16.52% $89,400 13.16% 

Difference -$10,400 -$13,900  -$17,400  

                                                 
5The State of California’s Housing Markets 1990-1997. 



      
Pittsburg $48,600 $50,900 4.73% $58,800 15.52% 
Contra Costa County $67,800 $79,000 16.52% $89,400 13.16% 

Difference -$19,200 -$28,100  -$30,600  
      
Walnut Creek $70,500 $81,100 15.04% $89,400 10.23% 
Contra Costa County $67,800 $79,000 16.52% $89,400 13.16% 

Difference $2,700 $2,100  $0  
 

There is significant variation in household income across the racial/ethnic groups in the 
Consortium area.  As of 1990, approximately 75% of White and Asian households were 
classified as moderate-income or higher.  According to the 1990 Census, 68% of the 
White and Asian households earned in excess of 95% of the median area income of 
$52,400.  In contrast, almost one-third of all Black households and one-quarter of Hispanic 
households living in the Consortium area earned below 50% of the area median income, 
compared to 15% of the White and Asian households. 
 

Although the percentage of White, non-Hispanic households earning less than 50% of the 
area median income was much lower than that of the Hispanic or Black populations in 
1990, White households comprised the majority of households that were very low-income.  
There were a total of 32,318 White VLI households, compared to 3,651 VLI Black 
households and 5,320 VLI Hispanic households.  Therefore, although a higher proportion 
of Hispanic and Black households were VLI, a greater number of White households were 
very low-income. 
 
 

HOUSEHOLD INCOME TRENDS, 1990 
 

Households 
Total HHs 

1990 
% of Total 

HHs 

% Very 
Low 

Income 
% Low 
Income 

% 
Moderate 
Income6 

% Above 
Mod. 

White (non-Hispanic) 215,456 80% 15% 10% 7% 68% 
Black (non-Hispanic) 11,779 4% 31% 14% 9% 46% 
Hispanic (all races) 21,278 8% 25% 16% 9% 50% 
Native American (non-Hisp.) 1,464 1% 20% 13% 10% 57% 
Asian/Pacific Islanders (non-Hisp.) 18,066 7% 14% 9% 8% 69% 
All Households 268,289 100% 16% 11% 7% 66% 

 

The federal government annually adjusts the income limits for areas throughout the county 
that experience either unusually high or low median incomes.7  These income limits must 
be used in determining program eligibility for a wide range of housing and non-housing 
programs available to lower-income households.  They are provided here to give a 
concrete indication of the maximum amount a household can earn to be in one of the 
various income categories. 

 
 

                                                 
680 to 95% of median. 
7Normally, the definition of lower-income includes household incomes not exceeding 80% of median income.  However, 

because of the relatively high median income levels in Contra Costa County, HUD, in conjunction with the State, adjusts these 
figures to ensure that the upper dollar amount limit for low-income is the same throughout the United States.  For example, the 
national low-income limit of 80% of median is about $50,000 for a family of four.  In Contra Costa County, however, $50,000 
represents about 74% of median.  Therefore the income limit for low-income of $50,200 for Contra Costa County is 74%. 



PRELIMINARY INCOME LIMITS, EFFECTIVE MARCH 2000 

 
 Number of Persons in Family 

Income Category 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 

Extremely low-income (to 30% AMI) $14,200 $16,200 $18,250 $20,300 $21,900 $23,500 $25,150 $26,750
Very low-income (to 50% AMI) $23,650 $27,050 $30,400 $33,800 $36,500 $39,200 $41,900 $44,600
Low-income (to 74% AMI) $35,150 $40,150 $45,200 $50,200 $54,200 $58,250 $62,250 $66,250
Median income (100% AMI) $47,300 $54,100 $60,800 $67,600 $73,000 $78,400 $83,800 $89,200
Moderate-income (to 120% AMI) $56,760 $64,920 $72,960 $81,120 $87,600 $94,080 $100,560 $107,040

 
Source: US Department of Housing and Urban Development.  Note: Median Income (except for family of four) and Moderate-Income 

levels are preliminary pending final calculations from the State Department of Housing and Community Development. 
 

According to the Census, 7.3% of Contra Costa County residents lived below the federal 
poverty line in 1990, which for a family of four was about $16,000.  In 1993, the Census 
Bureau estimated the poverty rate at 9%.   
 



Overall Affordable Housing Need 
 

The Regional Housing Needs Determination (RHND) process is a State mandate, devised 
to address the need for and planning of housing across a range of affordability and in all 
communities throughout the State.  Each jurisdiction in the Bay Area (101 cities, 9 
counties) is allocated a share of the anticipated regional housing need.  The Bay Area's 
regional housing need is determined by the California State Department of Housing and 
Community Development (HCD) through negotiations with the Association of Bay Area 
Governments (ABAG).  The timeframe for this RHND process is January 1, 1999 through 
June 30, 2006 (a seven and a half year planning period). 
 

According to ABAG, the regional numbers supplied by HCD are "goal numbers" and are 
not meant to match anticipated growth in housing units.  In developing the RHND, a goal 
vacancy rate is set by HCD and then a housing unit need to meet that vacancy rate is 
derived by assessing potential growth rates (population, jobs, households) and loss of 
housing due to demolition.  The numbers produced by HCD are provided to ABAG in the 
form of a regional goal number, which is then broken into income categories.  ABAG is 
then mandated to distribute the numbers to Bay Area jurisdictions by income categories.   
 

ABAG produced a housing needs methodology based on its Projections 2000 that takes 
into account projected growth in households and jobs during the seven-and-a-half year 
period.8  The methodology is further used to distribute a share of housing to each 
jurisdiction by income category.  This portion of the methodology distributes the share of 
each jurisdiction's need by moving each jurisdictions income percentages 50% toward the 
regional average.  In essence, each allocation is based on what the anticipated growth is in 
a particular jurisdiction and what percentage of the expected regional growth this figure 
represents. 
 

The following table shows ABAG’s distribution of the regional need in Contra Costa 
County:9 

 

 
Total 

Allocation 
VLI (0-50% 

AMI) 
LI (51-80% 

AMI) 
MOD (81-
120% AMI) 

Above MOD 
(120%+ AMI) 

Average 
Yearly Need 

ANTIOCH 5,698 1,180 670 1,465 2,383 760
   20.71% 11.76% 25.71% 41.82%  
BRENTWOOD 6,100 1,362 734 1,421 2,583 813
CLAYTON 768 95 60 143 470 102
CONCORD 1,608 315 195 417 681 214
   19.59% 12.13% 25.93% 42.35%  
DANVILLE 1,409 179 116 271 843 188
EL CERRITO 222 45 28 57 92 30
HERCULES 1,059 135 87 259 578 141
LAFAYETTE 243 38 22 52 131 32
MARTINEZ 982 182 105 248 447 131
MORAGA 246 36 21 52 137 33
OAKLEY 874 152 93 230 399 117
ORINDA 323 46 27 62 188 43
PINOLE 327 55 41 83 148 44
PITTSBURG 2,634 561 319 724 1,030 351

                                                 
8This growth is weighted to 90% households and 10% jobs (Jobs/Housing Balance adjustment) to determine a regional 

allocation factor (the share of regional growth) to be applied to the regional allocation from HCD. 
9These figures are preliminary, pending revisions by ABAG in response to input received from local jurisdictions.  



   21.30% 12.11% 27.49% 39.10%  
PLEASANT HILL 572 104 65 139 264 76
RICHMOND 1,599 415 198 408 578 213
SAN PABLO 266 79 38 66 83 35
SAN RAMON 4,254 576 371 932 2,375 567
WALNUT CREEK 1,256 220 152 315 569 167
   17.52% 12.10% 25.08% 45.30%  
        
URBAN COUNTY 27,728 5,132 3,034 6,592 12,970 3,698
   18.51% 10.94% 23.77% 46.78%  
        
CONSORTIUM TOTAL 38,924 7,408 4,370 9,513 17,633 5,190
   19.03% 11.23% 24.44% 45.30%  
       
COUNTY TOTAL 40,523 7,823 4,568 9,921 18,211 5,403
   19.31% 11.27% 24.48% 44.94%  

 

According to the Census, over 100,000 households in the Consortium area required 
housing assistance in 1990 to alleviate one or more housing problems, including 
overcrowding, a lack of affordability, and/or structural problems (e.g., lack of kitchen, 
bathroom).  The purpose of this section is to discuss these needs in greater detail, 
including variations in need experienced by very-low, low- and moderate-income 
households, seniors, large related households, renters, and owner-occupants.   
 

According to the HUD data, households are defined as having a need for housing 
assistance if they are experiencing any of the following: 
 

v Overcrowding - the number of occupants in a residential unit exceeds the number of rooms. 
 
v Excessive cost burden - total housing costs (including utilities) exceed 30% of gross household 

income. 
 
v General housing need - household is experiencing one or more housing problems, including 

overcrowding, excessive cost burden, and/or structural problems. 
 

Among Consortium residents of all income levels, 38% or approximately 102,000 
households had at least one housing problem in 1990.  Renters had a higher incidence of 
housing problems than owners.  However, since there were more owners in the Consortium 
than renters, a higher number of owners had housing problems.  Forty-eight percent of all 
renters or 38,500 households had a housing problem, compared to 33% of all owners or 
approximately 62,000 households.  Both renter and owner households with problems were 
much more likely to be experiencing high cost burdens rather than overcrowding.  For 
example, 35% of all Consortium households had housing cost burdens in excess of 30 
percent, and 12% had housing cost burdens in excess of 50%.  However, only 8% of 
households were overcrowded.   
 

This pattern was the same for lower-income households earning less than 95% of median. 
 In 1990, of the 36,232 lower- and moderate income renters, 69% (25,178 households) had 
one or more housing problems, and 23,147 or 64% had housing cost burdens in excess of 
30%.  Among lower- and moderate-income owners (45,812 total households), about 50% 
(22,937) had housing problems.  A nearly equal number of households had housing cost 



burdens in excess of 30% (21,594).10 The table on the following page illustrates in detail 
the housing problems of overcrowding and housing cost burdens for renters and owners.   
 

Among renters, the following incidence of housing problems was identified in the 1990 
Census: 
 

♦ 86% of large renter households (4,354) had housing problems.  Of the renter households that were 
overcrowded, 57% were large renter households.   

♦ 42% or 12,517 elderly households had housing problems.   

♦ 71% or 13,720 small renter households had housing problems. 

Although a higher percentage of large households had housing problems in 1990, more 
small households had housing problems in absolute numbers. 
 

Among owners, non-elderly owners were more likely to have a housing problem than 
elderly owners.  Thirty-seven percent of non-elderly owners (53,850) had a problem 
compared to 20% (8,500) of all elderly owners.  Housing problems of owners were 
primarily explained by high housing cost burdens.   
 
Thirty-one percent of all owners (58,300) had a cost burden in excess of 30%, and 15,750 
or 8% of all owners paid more than 50% of their incomes for housing costs.  Non-elderly 
owners were much more likely to experience excessive cost burdens than were elderly 
owners, regardless of income. 
 

                                                 
10HUD provided information on overcrowding for all households and for those households at 80% or below area median 

income.  Information on over-crowding among households for moderate-income households was not available.  Therefore, this 
subsection does not present information on overcrowding among all low- and moderate-income households.   



HOUSING ASSISTANCE NEEDS OF LOWER-INCOME HOUSEHOLDS, 1990 CENSUS 
 

   Senior 1 & 
2 Member-

HHs 

 
Small (2-4 
Persons) 

 
Large (5+ 
Persons) 

 
All Other 

HHs 

 
Total 

Renters 

 
Seniors 

 
All Other 
Owners 

 
Total 

Owners 

 
 

Total HHs 
Very Low Income 6,156 9,852 2,749 6,532 25,289 10,843 7,885 18,728 44,017 

 Extremely Low Income (0-30%) 3,812 5,363 1,472 3,473 14,120 5,017 3,445 8,462 22,582 
  With Any Housing Problem  2,745 4,666 1,384 2,674 11,296 2,860 2,687 5,585 16,711 

  % 72% 87% 94% 77% 80% 57% 78% 66% 74% 
  Cost Burden >30% 2,707 4,559 1,266 2,639 11,155 2,860 2,584 5,416 16,711 
  % 71% 85% 86% 76% 79% 57% 75% 64% 74% 
  Cost Burden >50% 1,868 4,022 957 2,396 9,178 1,856 2,239 4,062 13,323 
  % 49% 75% 65% 69% 65% 37% 65% 48% 59% 
 Other Very Low-Income (31-50%) 2,344 4,489 1,277 3,059 1,169 5,826 4,440 10,266 21,435 
  With Any Housing Problem  1,922 3,861 1,213 2,814 1,029 1,748 3,374 4,928 14,790 
  % 82% 86% 95% 92% 88% 30% 76% 48% 69% 
  Cost Burden >30% 1,617 2,559 536 2,355 736 1,165 2,708 4,414 11,146 
  % 69% 57% 42% 77% 63% 20% 61% 43% 52% 
  Cost Burden >50% 398 359 38 336 105 350 1,243 1,951 3,001 
  % 17% 8% 3% 11% 9% 6% 28% 19% 14% 
 TOTAL Very Low Income 6,156 9,852 2,749 6,532 15,289 10,843 7,885 18,728 44,017 
  With Any Housing Problem  4,667 8,526 2,597 5,488 12,325 4,607 6,062 10,513 31,501 
  % 76% 87% 94% 84% 81% 42% 77% 56% 72% 
  Cost Burden >30% 4,324 7,117 1,802 4,995 11,891 4,025 5,292 9,830 27,857 
  % 70% 72% 66% 76% 78% 37% 67% 52% 63% 
  Cost Burden >50% 2,266 4,381 995 2,733 9,283 2,206 3,482 6,012 16,324 
  % 37% 44% 36% 42% 61% 20% 44% 32% 37% 

Low Income (51-80%) 1,518 5,985 1,520 4,165 13,188 6,710 8,561 15,271 28,459 
  With Any Housing Problem  1,047 3,771 1,307 3,249 9,363 1,342 5,479 6,872 16,222 
  % 69% 63% 86% 78% 71% 20% 64% 45% 57% 
  Cost Burden >30% 1,047 3,411 638 3,207 8,308 1,342 5,222 6,567 14,799 
  % 69% 57% 42% 77% 63% 20% 61% 43% 52% 
  Cost Burden >50% 258 479 46 458 1,187 403 2,397 2,901 3,984 
  % 17% 8% 3% 11% 9% 6% 28% 19% 14% 

Moderate Income (80-95%) 568 3,389 775 3,023 7,755 3,748 8,065 11,813 19,566 
  With Any Housing Problem  216 1,423 450 1,391 3,490 637 4,920 5,552 9,000 
  % 38% 42% 58% 46% 45% 17% 61% 47% 46% 
  Cost Burden >30% 216 1,220 194 1,330 2,947 637 4,516 5,198 8,218 
  % 38% 36% 25% 44% 38% 17% 56% 44% 42% 
  Cost Burden >50% 40 136 0 60 233 150 1,210 1,299 1,565 
  % 7% 4% 0% 2% 3% 4% 15% 11% 8% 

TOTAL Low-Mod Households  8,242 19,226 5,044 13,720 36,232 21,301 24,511 45,812 92,042 
  With Any Housing Problem  5,930 13,720 4,354 10,128 25,178 6,587 16,460 22,937 56,723 
  % 72% 71% 86% 74% 69% 31% 67% 50% 62% 
  Cost Burden >30% 5,587 11,749 2,634 9,532 23,147 6,004 15,031 21,594 50,873 
  % 68% 61% 52% 69% 64% 28% 61% 47% 55% 
  Cost Burden >50% 2,564 4,996 1,041 3,251 10,703 2,758 7,089 10,213 21,874 
  % 31% 26% 21% 24% 30% 13% 29% 22% 24% 



 



Extremely-Low Income Households 
 

Housing needs of extremely low-income households, or ELI (0-30% Area Median Income - 
AMI) were the highest in 1990.  It is not surprising that the major problem experienced by 
these households resulted from the excess cost-burden imposed by housing costs.  Just 
under three-fourths (16,711 households) of all ELI households paid more than 30% of their 
income for housing and 59% (13,323 households) paid more than 50%.  The problem was 
more severe for renters than owners, with small-related and large renter families 
experiencing the highest incidence of excess housing cost-burden. 

 

Very Low-Income Households 
 

In 1990, a substantial proportion of very low-income (VLI, 0-50% AMI) households 
experienced one or more housing problems: 31,501 households or 72% of all households 
with incomes at/below 50% AMI had housing needs resulting from overcrowding, excess 
cost burden, or structural problems.   
 

Renters:  Housing needs of VLI renters were significant and relate primarily to excess cost 
burdens: 78% or 11,891 households in this group paid more than 30% of their gross 
monthly income for rent and utilities and 61% (9,283households) paid more than half of 
their income for this purpose.  Large renter households experienced the highest incidence 
of housing problems (94% or 2,597 households), primarily due to overcrowding (61%).  
However, larger numbers of small-related households experienced housing problems 
(8,526 households or 87%). 
 

Owners:  VLI owner households also experienced substantial housing problems in 1990.  
Among VLI owners, 56% (10,513 households) had one or more housing problems.  Again, 
the major difficulty faced by these households resulted from an excess housing cost 
burden.  About 52% of VLI owners paid more than 30% of gross monthly income for 
housing costs (9,830 households) and 32% (6,012 households) paid more than 50%. 
 

Other Low-Income Households 
 

In 1990, other low-income households were defined as households earning from 51 to 80% 
of the AMI.  Over 16,000 LI households (57% of the total) in the Consortium area 
experienced one or more housing problems.  The incidence of problems experienced by 
this income group were similar to those exhibited by VLI households in that the percentage 
of renters experiencing housing needs was higher than that of owners. 
 

Renters: Overall, 71% or 9,363 LI renter households had a housing need.  Excessive cost 
burden was still the primary problem in that 63% of renter households (8,308 households) 
paid more than 30% of their income for housing.  However, there was a much lower 
percentage of households in this income group that were severely cost-burdened: only 9% 
of LI renters or 1,187 households paid more than 50% of their incomes for rent.   
  
Among other low-income renters, there were some significant differences in 1990: 
 

Ø Proportionately, large households were more likely to have problems than other renter households in 
this group; 86% or 1,307 large renter households had housing problems.  As the 1990 Census 
indicates, a much higher percentage of large households were overcrowded.   

 
Ø A higher percentage of elderly renters paid more than 50% of their incomes for rent; 17% of elderly 

renters in this income category were severely cost-burdened compared to 9% of renters overall.  



However, the elderly represented less than one-third of all low-income renters with excessive 
housing cost burdens. 

 
Ø Small households represented the largest group of LI households experiencing housing problems; 

3,771 small households had housing problems.  This represented 40% of other low-income 
households with housing problems. 

 

Owners: In 1990, 45% of all owners or 6,872 households had a housing problem.  As the 
table on page 19 indicates, housing problems were primarily cost burdens exceeding 
30%.  Among owners, there were some differences among household types: 
 

Ø The number and percentage of elderly owners with any housing problem was much lower (20% or 
1,342 households) than non-elderly households (64% or 5,479 households).   

 
Ø About 28% or 2,397 non-elderly owners paid housing costs that exceeded 50% of their gross 

incomes. 
 



Moderate-Income Housing Needs 
 

Moderate-income (MOD) households are defined as households with incomes from 80% 
to 95% or 120% AMI, depending on the statistics used.11  Households in this group 
demonstrated a lower incidence of housing problems than LI households in 1990.  
However, needs remained significant: 9,000 MOD households (46%) experienced one or 
more housing problems.  Unlike LI households, renter and owner MOD households had a 
similar incidence of housing need: 45% of all renter households had one or more housing 
problems compared to 47% of owner-occupants. 
 

Renters: Not surprisingly, MOD renters were less likely to experience a housing problem 
than lower-income households.  Forty-five percent of MOD renters (or 3,500 households) 
had at least one housing problem.  There was a low incidence (only 3%) of housing cost 
burdens in excess of 50%.   
 

• Large households were much more likely to have a problem than other groups (58% had problems), 
but the number of large households with problems (450) was smaller than other groups with housing 
problems.  For example, among small households 1,423 households had housing problems, and 
among "other" households 1,391 households had housing problems.   

 

• Thirty-eight percent of elderly renter households had housing problems, representing 216 
households. 

 

Owners: Again, moderate-income owners experienced fewer housing problems than owners at 
lower income levels in 1990.  Forty-seven percent or 5,552 moderate-income owners had a 
housing problem, primarily cost burdens that exceeded 30%.  Eleven percent of owners or 
1,299 households had cost burdens that exceed 50%.  (This was a higher rate than that for 
moderate-income renters.)  Significantly fewer elderly households in this income group had 
high cost burdens. 
 

Table 2A shows the number of units needed overall in the Consortium by income category 
(see Appendix B).   

                                                 
11Census information uses 95% of median as the upper limit of moderate-income; however, State programs typically use 120% 

of median as the upper limit.  For the purposes of this discussion, Census statistics showing 80-95% of median will be used.  
Elsewhere in this report, 80-120% of median will be used. 



Public Housing and Section 8 Waiting Lists 
 

Another indicator of housing need is the number of households that are waiting for public 
housing units or Section 8 Rental Assistance.  As the numbers below document, there is a 
sizeable housing need within the Consortium area. 
 

Housing Authority of Contra Costa County (HACCC)12 
 

The Housing Authority of Contra Costa County maintains two mutually exclusive countywide 
waiting lists – one for the Section 8 programs and the other for Conventional public 
housing.  The Section 8 waiting list has not been open since November 1996.  It will likely 
be opened in the year 2000 for a very brief period. There are 5,064 Section 8 certificates 
and vouchers presently utilized in the County, and 2,094 on the Section 8 waiting list for 
rental assistance.  There are 1,272 public housing units in the County and 5,300 on the 
waiting list for these units.  The Public Housing waiting list has always been open but will 
close in mid 2000.  Public Housing Preferences are given to eligible applicants in all 
programs who are terminally ill, in a witness protection program, victims of domestic 
violence, victims of hate crimes, who are local (in the County when applying), and who are 
veterans. 
 

Pittsburg Housing Authority 
 

The City of Pittsburg Housing Authority has a Section 8 waiting list of 642 applicants.  The 
Waiting list was last open May 1999.  The Housing Authority has a total of 747 Section 8 
voucher/certificate participants.  In October 1999, HUD merged the two programs into a 
new Housing Choice Voucher Program. 
 

                                                 
12The HACCC waiting list covers units located in the Urban County and the four Consortium cities.  The Section 8 Programs 

waiting list covers the Urban County and three Consortium cities (with the exception of Pittsburg's Section 8 Program, which is 
administered by the Pittsburg Housing Authority.)  
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Supportive Housing and Services for Non-Homeless Persons with Special Needs 
 

In the Consortium area, lower-income residents with special and supportive housing needs 
include: the elderly and frail elderly; large families; disabled persons, including those with 
physical, developmental, or mental disabilities; persons who have alcohol and/or drug 
addictions; persons with AIDS and related diseases; female-headed households; 
farmworkers; and domestic violence victims.  The specific housing needs of each group 
are summarized in the following.   

 

Elderly 
 

Elderly households accounted for 52,450 of the total 268,300 households in the 
Consortium area, or nearly 20% during 1990.  It is projected that there will be a higher rate 
of increase in the number of persons 65 years or older between 1990 and 2010 than the 
estimated rate of increase in the general population.   
 

Housing needs of the elderly stem in part from the fact that many elderly live on fixed 
incomes that do not keep pace with inflation.  For example, rents have increased 
substantially in the Bay Area over last ten years, with the result that a portion of the elderly 
are no longer able to maintain their existing residences.  Elderly homeowners faced with 
increased expenditures for medical care, food, utilities, transportation, and other basic 
needs may also find themselves ultimately unable to maintain their current home.   

 

Despite housing affordability problems, the elderly in the Consortium area have not 
experienced a higher rate of poverty than that experienced by the general population.  
Approximately 4.7% of persons 65 years and older in the Consortium area had incomes in 
1990 that were below the poverty line, in comparison with 5.5% of total households in the 
Consortium area.  Nevertheless, waiting list information available from the HACCC 
indicates that there has been a higher percentage of elderly households on the Section 8 
and Public Housing waiting lists than their percentage representation among all renter 
households within the Consortium area.  
 

In addition to housing affordability problems, housing needs of the elderly have also 
evolved with changes in household circumstances and health status.  As family members 
leave, elderly parents may find themselves in a residence too large for their needs with 
maintenance and financial requirements beyond their physical and financial capabilities.  
Reluctant to leave familiar surroundings and discouraged by often high costs of relocation, 
elderly homeowners may find themselves in an increasingly untenable situation.  Senior 
residents in such circumstances would benefit from the increased availability of 
independent, but small-scale affordable housing designed to meet the physical and social 
needs of the elderly.  Shared-housing and reverse-equity programs offer additional 
alternatives for this population. 
 

Finally, as individuals age, they may experience a gradual increase in health problems, 
decreasing their ability to maintain an independent living situation.  Depending on the 
nature and extent of health problems encountered, the housing needs of elderly populations 
in this group cover a broad range, including: independent multifamily housing units 
architecturally suitable for elderly populations; congregate care facilities with independent 
units, transportation, and central dining and social activities; life care facilities with 
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housekeeping, meal service and medical care; and nursing facilities for the physically and 
mentally disabled elderly. 
 

According to the 1990 Census, the number of persons in the Consortium age 65 years and 
older with a mobility or self-care limitation totaled 14,650 persons or 17% of all elderly, 
compared to 7% of the population aged 16 to 64 years.  Of the total population with 
mobility limitations, 56% (5,850 persons) were elderly; of those with self-care limitations, 
21% (3,050) were elderly, and of those with both mobility and self-care limitations, 55% 
(5,700) were elderly.  Again, the incidence of these problems increases with age: the 
highest percentage of the population with both mobility and self-care limitations is 75 years 
or older. 
 

Frail Elderly 
 

The frail elderly constitute a subgroup within the elderly population.  In general, a person is 
considered to be a frail, elderly person if he or she is at least 62 years old and has a health 
problem that creates a difficulty with one or more aspects of personal care or household 
management.  As previously stated, 14,650 persons aged 65 years or older had a mobility 
and/or self-care limitation in 1990.  The number of elderly persons with both a mobility and 
self-care limitation was 5,700, the majority of which (64%) were 75 years or older.   
 

The needs for housing and supportive services for frail elderly persons have been similar, 
but more intensive than those of elderly persons without significant health problems. The 
frail elderly often face additional needs for suitable facilities that are modified for use by 
persons with limited mobility, dexterity, or strength.  Frail elderly persons have increased 
needs for medical services, assistance with personal care and household management, 
transportation, and meals.   
 

Large Families 
 

There were 7,550 large renter families in the Consortium area in 1990, according to the 
Census (large families are defined as those with five or more related members).  Seventy 
(70)% of these experienced at least one type of housing problem.  In addition, there was a 
relatively low number of vacant units with 3 or more bedrooms that were available to rent or 
buy.  This limited housing stock for large families represents a problem for this population, 
especially those with low household income.   
 
Persons with Disabilities 
 

HUD defines a disabled family as a household composed of one or more persons at least 
one of whom is an adult (at least 18 years of age) who has a disability.  A person is 
considered to have a disability if the person has a physical, mental, cognitive, or emotional 
impairment that is expected to be of long-continued and indefinite duration, substantially 
impedes his or her ability to live independently, and is of such a nature that the ability to live 
independently could be improved by more suitable housing conditions.  The US Bureau of 
the Census produces data on “mobility impaired” and “self-care-limited” persons to help 
define those within the disabled population.  What little data that are available were 
provided in the 1990 Census, unless otherwise noted. 
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The Contra Costa County/United Way Hospital Council Collaborative Community 
Assessment of 1999 reported that about 10,000 Contra Costa residents suffer from either 
a mobility or self-care limitation.  In addition, according to the 1990 Census: 
 

ü 41,500 adults have a work disability, but no mobility or self-care limitation; and 
 

ü an additional 14,500 adults have a mobility or self-care limitation, but no work disability. 
 

Thus, an estimated 66,000 adults have some form of disability related to work, mobility, or 
self-care.  It is noteworthy that this data represents only adults with disabilities and does not 
include children under 16, thus understating the number of disabled residing in the County.   
 

The following table shows the breakdown by type of disability for those clients served by 
the State Department of Rehabilitation over two years. 
 

CHARACTERISTICS OF REHABILITATED CLIENTS FOR CONTRA COSTA 
COUNTY, FY 96-97 AND FY 97-98 

 

DISABLING CONDITION NUMBER PERCENT 
Blind 467 5.7% 
Other Visual 103 1.3% 
Deaf 217 2.6% 
Other Hearing 180 2.2% 
Physical 2,283 27.8% 
Psychological 1,408 17.2% 
Other Mental 167 2.0% 
Alcoholism 296 3.6% 
Drug Addiction 314 3.8% 
Mental Retardation 704 8.6% 
Learning Disabilities 1,877 22.9% 
Acquired Traumatic Brain Injury 188 2.3% 
No Disability 4 0.0% 

TOTAL 8,208  
 

The County's disabled populations generally share a need for affordable housing that is 
close to services and transportation.  The specific housing and non-housing needs of 
mentally, physically, and developmentally disabled populations as well as those suffering 
from alcohol and/or drug abuse are described in the following. 
 

Physically Disabled: The physically disabled generally require housing that is 
handicapped accessible and appropriately modified to facilitate independent living (e.g., 
barrier-free wheelchair access, special modifications for the blind and hearing impaired).  
Depending on the nature and extent of the disability, a portion of this population may also 
require ongoing supportive services, ranging from transportation and light housekeeping to 
full-time medical and personal care.  In addition, transitional housing with supportive 
services is beneficial for the recently handicapped, who may require short-term medical 
care, special training and other assistance before returning to an independent living 
environment. 
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Developmentally Disabled: The Regional Center of the East Bay estimates that there 
are more than 3,000 individuals in Contra Costa County with developmental disabilities.  
Persons who have developmental disabilities may have communication and learning 
disorders, as well as limited abilities to handle basic life skills.  Individuals that are 
developmentally disabled may have needs that range as follows:  
 

1. Independent living with support services;  
 
2. Group homes, which provide a supportive environment at the same time encouraging independence 

and social skills; and 
 
3. Housing facilities that provide a supervised living environment with extensive support services. 
 

Mentally Disabled: Estimates of the County's mentally disabled population range from 
8,000 to more than 17,000.  Approximately 7,200 mentally disabled adults (18 - 60 years 
old) are served through the County's mental health system each year.  As is the case with 
the physically handicapped, transitional housing with support services (mental health 
counseling, medical care, job training, substance abuse programs) is needed to facilitate 
the eventual return to society of the mentally disabled who are capable of living 
independently.  An additional segment of this population is capable of functioning in a 
semi-independent living environment, with some supervision and supportive services as 
required.  Individuals that are mentally disabled may have needs that include: 
 

1. Permanent affordable housing with support services, designed to enable households to live 
independently; 

 
2. Special-user housing including group Board and Care Homes which provide case management and 

medical supervision; 
 

3. Other housing related assistance such as locating and securing housing, dealing with landlords, 
neighbors, and roommates, and independent living skills training; and 

 
4. Provision for extended stays in public emergency shelters. 
 

Persons with Alcohol or Other Drug Addictions 
 

Recovering alcohol and drug abusers represent an additional component of the effectively 
disabled population.  According to the draft Drug and Alcohol Abuse Needs Assessment 
Study, as much as 10% of the general County population may be experiencing problems of 
alcohol abuse, while an additional 5% suffer from drug abuse.  Frequently, problems of 
substance abuse overlap with other social difficulties, (e.g., poverty, physical and mental 
disability, child and spouse abuse, and homelessness), greatly increasing the complexities 
of treatment for this group.  In addition to extensive treatment and support services 
generally required for individuals and families with this problem, a portion of this population 
would be assisted by a move to transitional or permanent supportive housing for substance 
abusers. 
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Persons with HIV/AIDS 
 

As of January 2000, Contra Costa County has the eleventh highest incidence of AIDS in 
the State.  Through January 31, 2000, there have been 2,109 cases of AIDS reported in 
Contra Costa, with approximately 720 people currently living with AIDS. It is estimated that 
over 4,900 people are estimated to be living with AIDS or HIV infection.  Within Contra 
Costa County, heterosexual intravenous drug users and their partners, women, Blacks and 
Latinos are being infected with the AIDS virus at higher rates than is the case for the 
general population. 
 
Over 80% of the people with HIV/AIDS have a monthly income of less than $900.  
Therefore, this group experiences many of the same housing issues as do other extremely 
low-income residents of the County.  In addition, those with substance abuse require 
housing in areas that do not pose a threat to maintaining their sobriety. 
 

The Contra Costa County HIV/AIDS Housing Plan additionally reports that: 
 

• Finding and keeping housing is a crisis for many people with HIV/AIDS. 

• Homelessness and HIV/AIDS are an overwhelming – and common – combination. 

• Many people living with the disease could lose their housing at any time because of poverty. 

• People with HIV/AIDS have complex health care needs and cannot always get the health and 
supportive services they need to stay independent. 

• Many people are struggling with substance abuse and mental illness in addition to HIV/AIDS. 

• Women and families with children affected by HIV/AIDS have unique social and support service 
needs that negatively impact their ability to maintain housing. 

• Poor rental and previous criminal histories make it hard for many people living with HIV/AIDS to find 
housing. 

• Some people living with HIV/AIDS feel they face discrimination when looking for and trying to keep 
housing in Contra Costa County. 

• People want to remain in their homes and live as independently as possible for as long as possible. 

The Plan calls for housing resources to be targeted to individuals who meet the following 
threshold characteristics: 
 

1. those disabled with HIV/AIDS; 

2. those of low income; and 

3. those who are either homeless or have unstable housing. 

According to the Contra Costa AIDS Program, of the 681 clients served between March 1, 
1999 and January 31, 2000: 
 

q 41% were homeless or in an unstable living situation 

q Over 80% had a monthly income of less than $900 

q 14% were homelessness on intake 

q 12% live with one or more children 

q 24% sought HIV/AIDS housing advocacy or assistance 
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Female-Headed Households 
 

As of 1990, 41,550 households or just under one-fourth of all households in the Urban 
County were headed by women, including 10,700 households with children.  Most of the 
special housing needs of this population stem from the relatively low income levels 
associated with female-headed households and from the presence of children.  
Households in this group have predominantly low incomes, pay a relatively high percentage 
of their incomes for housing, and experience high rates of overcrowding.  Women with 
children also experience discrimination in rental housing.  In addition to family housing 
affordable to very-low and low-income households, special assistance needs of this group 
include supportive childcare services and job training to facilitate access to higher paying 
employment opportunities. 
 

Farmworkers 
 

According to the California State Employment Development Department (EDD), there 
were 1,200 agricultural workers in Contra Costa County during 1991.  In general, the 
County's year-round farmworkers tend to have relatively low incomes and, consequently, 
suffer from housing problems associated with the general shortage of affordable housing in 
Contra Costa.  Further, although no specific data are available on Contra Costa, a study on 
migrant farmworker housing in California found seriously substandard housing conditions, 
including basic structural deficiencies, lack of utilities, contaminated water supplies, and 
other significant health hazards. 
 

Although there are many year-round workers, the number of agricultural workers rises 
during the peak season.  According to EDD, 800 seasonal migrant labor families worked 
in East County in 1991.  Some housing is provided in County farmworker camps, but there 
is an additional need for family housing in this area. 
 

Victims of Domestic Violence 
 

Although Contra Costa County statistics showed a drop in number of reported cases of 
domestic violence between 1995 and 1996, that figure has begun to rise again.  It is not 
known how many cases of domestic violence go unreported, but it is assumed that there 
are many.  Substance abuse figures significantly in domestic violence cases, as does child 
abuse (and, increasingly, animal abuse).  While high-income women are as likely to be 
abused as lower-income women, they are not as likely to seek public assistance and are 
therefore difficult to count.  Research additionally shows that the number of calls to Battered 
Women’s Alternatives crisis hotline far exceeds the calls to 911, therefore giving further 
credence to the notion that many if not most battered women do not seek law enforcement 
assistance.13 
 

In terms of the housing needs of domestic violence survivors, it is often the case that 
families become homeless once they leave the abusive household.  Battered Women's 
Alternatives provides emergency shelter with support services and works with the families 
to move them into transitional housing and ultimately into permanent housing.  Many of the 

                                                 
13Northern California Council for the Community, Contra Costa/United Way Hospital Council Collaborative Community 

Assessment: Volume I, Health, Social and Economic Indicators Report  (January 1999), page 107. 
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women seeking help also have problems of alcohol or drug abuse requiring special 
treatment and counseling programs.   
 

In addition to a secure living environment for themselves and their children, victims of 
domestic violence need education and job skills training in order to achieve economic 
independence, along with extensive support services, including healthcare, mental health 
counseling, alcohol and drug abuse programs, parenting classes, and childcare. 
 
 



DIFFERENCE IN HOUSING NEEDS AMONG CITIES 
 

The preceding discussion analyzed housing needs for the Consortium area as a whole.  
The purpose of this section is to describe significant housing needs of Consortium 
members, including the Urban County and the Cities of Antioch, Concord, Pittsburg, and 
Walnut Creek.   
 

Incidence of Housing Problems 
 

Renters:  In general, within the four entitlement cities and the Urban County, large renter 
households have a higher incidence of housing problems than either small or elderly 
households.  However, in absolute terms, there are typically more elderly or small 
households with housing problems.  According to the 1990 Census: 
 

Urban County - 82% or 10,800 very low-income renters had housing problems.  Of these, 3,950 were small 
households, 1,400 were large related households, and 2,500 were elderly households. 

 

Antioch - 85% or 2,600 VLI renters had housing problems.  Of these, 1,450 were small households, 316 
were large related households, and 500 were elderly households. 

 

Concord - 86% or 4,300 VLI renters had housing problems.  Of these, 1,900 were small households, 400 
were large related households, and 800 were elderly households. 

 

Pittsburg - 82% or 1,850 VLI renters had housing problems.  Of these, 800 were small households, 400 
were large related households, and 300 were elderly households. 

 

Walnut Creek - 90% or 1,650 VLI renters had housing problems.  Of these, 400 were small households, 99 
were large related households, and 600 were elderly households. 

 

Owners:  Within the four cities and the Urban County, large owner households were also 
more likely to have housing problems than either small or elderly households.  However, in 
general there were a larger number of elderly or small households with housing problems.  
The differences are as follows: 
 

Urban County - 54% or 5,900 very low-income owners had housing problems in 1990.  Of these, 1,700 were 
small households, 657 were large related households, and 2,500 were elderly households. 

 

Antioch - 52% or 850 VLI owners had housing problems.  Of these, 300 were small households, 150 were 
large related households, and 300 were elderly households. 

 

Concord - 59% or 1,600 VLI owners had housing problems.  Of these, 500 were small households, 50 were 
large related households, and 650 were elderly households. 

 

Pittsburg - 58% or 850 VLI owners had housing problems.  Of these, 296 were small households, 150 were 
large related households, and 300 were elderly households. 

 

Walnut Creek - 67% or 1,250 VLI owners had housing problems.  Of these, 150 were small households and 
850 were elderly households.14 

 
Incidence of Overcrowding 
 

Renters:  In 1990, the incidence of overcrowding among renters was highest in Pittsburg 
(16%) and lowest in Walnut Creek (4%).  Large related households had the highest 
incidence of overcrowding in all the jurisdictions.  The number of overcrowded renter 

                                                 
14According to the 1990 Census, there are no large very low-income owner households in Walnut Creek.  
 



households was as follows:  Urban County (3,057), Antioch (633), Concord (1,270), 
Pittsburg (923), and Walnut Creek (350). 
 

Owners: Although the pattern of overcrowding among owners has been similar to that for 
renters, the incidence and number of owners that were overcrowded in 1990 was generally 
lower.  In the Urban County, 2,924 households were overcrowded; 251 households in 
Antioch; 598 households in Concord; 807 households in Pittsburg, and 97 households in 
Walnut Creek. 
 

Assessment of Housing Need Experienced by Very Low-Income Minorities 
 

The following discussion summarizes differences in the incidence of housing problems for 
VLI minority populations in the Consortium as a whole and among member jurisdictions in 
1990.  
 

Renters:  In general, the incidence of housing problems among VLI minority populations 
renting homes in the Consortium area was essentially the same as for all VLI households.  
In 1990, there were 9,450 VLI minority/renter households in the Consortium, including 
7,100 experiencing one or more housing problems.  While more small households 
experienced problems (3,600 or 83%), the incidence of problems was highest among 
large renter households (95%, 1,700 households).  VLI elderly minority households had the 
lowest number and incidence of housing problems (650 renter households, 74%). 
 

With the following exceptions, Consortium members exhibited the same pattern with 
respect to the incidence of housing problems among VLI minority renter households and all 
VLI renter households: 
 

In Antioch, the incidence (59%) and number (20) of very low-income minority elderly households 
experiencing housing problems was less than the incidence for VLI households in general (71%, 486 
households).  

 

In Walnut Creek, VLI minority seniors had a lower incidence of problem than all VLI senior renters, while 
small and large-related households had a somewhat higher incidence of housing problem. 

 

Owners:  Minority owner-occupant households with very low incomes in the Consortium 
area have had a higher incidence of housing problem than VLI owners in general (67% 
compared to 56%), with the largest differences exhibited by large-related and small 
households.  Among VLI minority owner-occupants, large-related households had the 
highest incidence of problem in 1990 (93%, 550 households), while the largest number of 
households experiencing problems were in the small-related household category (850 
households, 79%).  Again, VLI elderly households demonstrated the lowest incidence of 
problem (42%, 550 households). 
 

Among Consortium members, the following differences existed in 1990: 
 

In the Urban County, the incidence of housing problems was higher among VLI minority owner-occupants 
than among all VLI owners (64% versus 54%).  Large-related and small households in this group 
showed a higher incidence of problem among minorities, while elderly minority households showed a 
somewhat lower incidence of problem than was the case for all VLI elderly owners. 

 

VLI minority households in the other jurisdictions also experienced a generally higher incidence of housing 
problem than was the case for all VLI owner-occupants.  In Antioch, Pittsburg and Walnut Creek, 
minority elderly households experienced a higher degree of housing problem than VLI elderly in general, 
while in Concord, small households experienced the highest incidence of problems. 

 



Assessment of Need by Racial Group 
 

Section 92.205(b)(2) of the Consolidated Plan regulations requires identification of 
disproportionate need among minority populations.  According to the regulations, 
disproportionate need exists when the percentage of minority persons experiencing 
housing problems exceeds the percentage of the total population experiencing problems 
by 10 percentage points or more.   
 

The following presents available data on housing problems experienced by lower income 
households in 1990.  Based on this data, extremely low and very low-income black renters 
experienced a disproportionate housing need compared to all extremely low and very low-
income households.  Among black households, disproportionate need was experienced by 
small renter households; among Hispanic households, disproportionate housing need was 
experienced by small and large renter households and large owner households.  
Disproportionately low housing need was experienced by Black and Hispanic elderly renter 
households and Hispanic owner households. 
 

ASSESSMENT OF NEED BY RACIAL/ETHNIC CATEGORY 
 

 All Households Black Households Hispanic Households 
 0-30% 31-50% 51-80% 0-30% 31-50% 51-80% 0-30% 31-50% 51-80% 

Renter HHs with Any Housing 
Problem 

11,383 9,810 9,376 1,651 686 751 1,708 1,555 1,344 

Percentage 29.4% 25.3% 24.2% 46.6% 41.6% 21.2% 30.4% 27.7% 23.9% 
Owner HHs with Any Housing 

Problem 
5,540 4,951 6,864 259 207 246 510 512 1,052 

Percentage 8.9% 8.0% 11.1% 13.2% 10.6% 12.5% 9.1% 9.1% 18.7% 
 Senior Small Large Senior Small Large Senior Small Large 

Renters with Incomes <51% AMI 
with Any Housing Problems 

4,651 8,511 2,613 224 1,279 354 227 1,730 913 

Percentage 21.9% 40.1% 12.3% 9.6% 54.9% 15.2% 6.9% 53.0% 28.0% 
Owners with Incomes <51% AMI 

with Any Housing Problems 
4,622 2,940 1,023 175 172 90 246 361 244 

Percentage 44.1% 28.1% 9.8% 37.1% 36.4% 19.1% 24.2% 35.5% 24.0% 
 

 



Nature and Extent of Homelessness 
 

Like the rest of the nation, homelessness is usually the result of several convergent factors 
in Contra Costa County.  The combination of a loss of employment, inability to find a job 
because of a lack of skills, and high housing costs lead some individuals and families to 
lose their housing.  For others, the loss of housing is the result of chronic health problems, 
physical disabilities, mental health disabilities or substance abuse problems along with an 
inability to access services and support needed to address these conditions.  While the 
specific nature of the factors causing homelessness vary from person to person, there are 
typically three root causes to every incidence of homelessness:15 
 

ü the lack of affordable housing 

ü the lack of access to affordable support services 

ü low household incomes 
 

The Contra Costa Continuum of Care Plan (1996-2001) indicates that at least 13,000 
people experience an episode of homelessness each year, with 4,000 people homeless 
on any given night.  More than 75% of them are members of a family, including almost 
7,000 children.  On any given night, more than 3,600 people are homeless, living on the 
streets or in temporary accommodations, such as an emergency shelter or a friend’s 
couch.  In addition, many others are at risk of becoming homeless, including the nearly 
17,000 extremely low-income households in the County who are paying more than 30% of 
their income for rent or mortgage and struggling to make ends meet. 
 

Although there is no exact information on the distribution of the homeless within the 
Consortium area, there are some cities, subareas, and unincorporated areas in which a 
larger proportion of homeless live.  These areas are North Richmond, Bay Point, Pittsburg, 
San Pablo and the Pacheco area near Concord.16   The County homeless shelters 
maintain data on city of origin for each client.  These figures demonstrate a distribution of 
homelessness across the County.17 
 

Finally, although there is no comprehensive information on the extent to which the incidence 
of homelessness varies in the Consortium area by racial and ethnic status, the 1990 
Census data provided by HUD suggests that non-White homeless individuals make up a 
disproportionate share of the homeless.  Of the total homeless reported in the 1990 
Census for the Consortium area, 42% or 268 individuals were members of a minority 
group.  In comparison, the minority population of the Consortium area is 26%. 
 

The following information from the Continuum of Care Plan summarizes the overall needs 
of the homeless: 
 

Overall Needs 
 

1. Accurate, updated information on where and how to get help, with effective linkages to support 
services. 

2. Early intervention: timely prevention and emergency services on demand. 

                                                 
15Contra Costa Continuum of Care Plan (1996-2001),  page vii. 
16This information was provided by the consultant to the Association of Homeless and Housing Service Providers.  
17For the last six months of 1998, the distribution by area of the County follows: Antioch (31); Bethel Island (1); Clayton (3); 

Concord (139); Crockett (2); Danville (2); El Cerrito (3); Lafayette (5); Martinez (30); Oakley (3); Orinda (3); Pinole (1): Pleasant Hill (7); 
Pittsburg (29); Richmond (208); Rodeo (4); San Pablo (10); Walnut Creek (7).  



3. Employment at a living wage. 

4. Transportation. 

5. Affordable counseling, life skills and support groups. 

6. Affordable housing. 

7. Post-program linkages and follow-up support. 

8. Community education, involvement and advocacy. 

 

Subpopulation Perspectives and Additional Needs 
 

Individuals Families 
A place to go, showers, laundry, telephone, 

message services and storage space with 
case management and other support 
services 

More emergency shelter beds and/or legal 
camps 

Transitional and permanent housing 

Emergency shelter with support services  

Transitional housing with support services 

Permanent housing with support services 

Affordable childcare 

 

 
People with Mental Health Disabilities People with Substance Abuse Problems 

More emergency shelter beds  

Supportive housing 

Expanded access to mental health 

Triage services (enhanced accessibility) 

More residential treatment programs on demand 

More detox programs 

Intensive case management and support 
services 

Transitional clean and sober housing with 
support services 

 
Youth and Young Adults People with HIV/AIDS 

Youth crisis residential programs 

Emergency services for runaway/throwaway 
youth 

Transitional and permanent housing with support 
services for youth leaving foster care 

Transitional shared housing for young adults 

Service-enriched emergency/transitional housing 

Supportive housing 

Education programs 

Seniors  
Assessment of needs of those seniors who are 

homeless or at risk of homelessness 

Accessible, affordable support services 

 

 

System Coordination Needs 
 

1. Capacity for system-wide data collection and analysis. 

2. Coordinated service delivery upon demand that is affordable and easily accessible. 

3. Coordinated planning, program and policy development. 
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Special Needs Subpopulations 
 

Homeless Families 
 

Table 1A (Gaps Analysis) presents limited information on the number of homeless persons 
and provides estimates for special population groups (see Appendix C).  The majority of 
known homeless persons in Contra Costa are one- or two-parent families with children.  
The fastest growing segment of the homeless population is women with children.  It is 
estimated that there are at least 1,900 homeless adults and children living in families.  
Additional and special assistance needs of this group include emergency and transitional 
housing suitable for families, basic education, job training and counseling, childcare, family 
counseling, drug and alcohol detox and recovery programs, mental health and medical 
services, and assistance in locating and obtaining affordable housing appropriate for 
families.   
 

Homeless Individuals 
 

The second largest group of homeless in the Consortium area consists of single men and 
women.  Based on a questionnaire distributed by Contra Costa County's Office of 
Homelessness and human service organizations in 1987 to 1,000 homeless persons, 18% 
of those responding were single men, 8% were single women, and 3% were childless 
couples.  The majority of this group is either unemployed or a member of the working poor 
whose resources are inadequate to obtain housing on a long-term basis.  Many homeless 
men and women also suffer from physical and/or mental health problems, as well as 
substance abuse problems.  Homeless women also face the problem of sexual assault.  
According to the Rape Crisis Center of Contra Costa County, 46 unsheltered, homeless 
women were assaulted in 1993.  In addition to emergency and transitional housing, 
assistance needs of this group include education and training programs to facilitate 
economic independence, medical care, mental health counseling, drug and alcohol 
recovery programs, and increased access to affordable housing.   
 

Physically Disabled 
 

Although there is no accurate count of the number of homeless who are physically disabled, 
a 1988 national survey of shelters for the homeless reported that 11% of the nation's 
shelter population had physical disabilities.  The special needs of this population include 
medical treatment and physical rehabilitation, as well as emergency and transitional 
housing which is accessible to the handicapped.  In addition, long-term subsidized housing 
with supportive services is required for that component of the physically disabled which, 
due to physical or earnings limitations, is unable to move into an independent living 
environment.   
 

Mentally Disabled 
 

The State Comprehensive Housing Assistance Plan (CHAP) estimates that 25 to 30% of 
the homeless population is mentally disabled.  Estimates of homeless Contra Costans with 
mental disabilities range from 2,000 to 5,000 per year.  Special needs of this population 
include provision of mental health services at homeless shelters, outreach to encourage 
participation in long-term mental health programs, and follow up to aid the homeless 
mentally ill to secure and maintain stable, supportive housing upon shelter discharge.  In 
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addition, permanent subsidized housing with supportive services is needed for that portion 
of the mentally disabled population that is unable to achieve an independent living status. 
 

Individuals with Alcohol and/or Substance Abuse Problems 
 

The County's Drug and Alcohol Abuse Needs Assessment estimates that 23 to 40% of the 
County's homeless population suffer from problems of drug and alcohol abuse.  Effective 
assistance for this population frequently requires special outreach programs including 
emergency, transitional, and long-term housing combined with substance abuse programs, 
education, job training and other services designed to assist individuals in achieving 
economic independence.   
 

Disabled Persons with Alcohol and/or Substance Abuse Problems 
 

A portion of the homeless suffer from a combination of disability and problems of 
alcohol/drug abuse.  For example, the National Institute on Alcohol Abuse and Alcoholism 
estimates that 10 to 20% of all homeless persons are mentally disabled with drug or 
alcohol abuse problems.  In addition to a stable living environment, efforts to meet the 
special needs of this population require a combination of support services including 
extensive mental and physical health treatment, substance abuse programs, education, job 
training, and benefits counseling. 

 

Victims of Domestic Violence 
 

The special needs of this homeless population are discussed in the section on Special and 
Supportive Housing Needs. 
 

Runaway/Abandoned Youth 
 

Runaway youth are estimated to be about 10% of the homeless population.18  They are 
particularly vulnerable to crime and problems of mental, physical, and sexual abuse.  In 
addition to the need for shelter and basic services, runaway youth frequently require 
extensive counseling, medical care, and emotional and social support.  For those who are 
without families or who come from dysfunctional households, long-term supportive housing 
may also be required. 
 

Persons with AIDS-Related Diseases 
 

The incidence of AIDS among the homeless population is largely unknown.  The National 
Commission on AIDS has estimated that 15% of the homeless are infected with AIDS.19  
Additionally, given the relationship between AIDS and drug abuse and the relatively high 
incidence of drug abuse within the homeless population, it is likely that a portion of the 
County's homeless population has AIDS.  Special needs for this segment of the homeless 
population include subsidized supportive living situations for those who can no longer 
remain independent, counseling, medical services, and hospice care. 
 

Veterans 
 

                                                 
18Framework for the Development of an Integrated Plan for Delivering Homeless Services in Contra Costa County, County 

Department of Public Health,  September 1994.   
19Lambert, B.  (1989) Study finds alarming AIDS rate in homeless shelter.  New York Times, June 5:B1. 
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Informal surveys conducted by the Contra Costa County Veterans Service Office indicate 
that 20 to 27% of shelter populations are veterans.  According to the State CHAP, as many 
as one-third of the Bay Area homeless are veterans.  As is the case with other subgroups 
of the homeless population, veterans often suffer from a combination of problems, including 
physical and mental disabilities and substance abuse, which inhibit or preclude gainful 
employment and economic independence.  In addition to the special needs of populations 
suffering these problems, homeless veterans frequently require assistance in identifying 
and securing veterans' benefits. 
 

Rural Homelessness 
 

The Consortium currently has no data on rural homelessness.  The County consulted with 
the Health Care for the Homeless Team and nonprofit organizations that currently serve the 
homeless population in Contra Costa County.  These groups are unable to identify 
quantitative data for this population. 
 

Assessment of Homeless Needs by Racial Group 
 

The Consortium's data on homeless need by racial group is limited to data that the 
County’s Health Services Department Homeless Program maintains on the ethnicity of 
those clients who receive services through either of the two County-funded homeless 
shelters located in Central County and North Richmond.  For the period from July 1998 
through June 1999, 54% of the clients served were Black, 38% were White, 5% were 
Hispanic, 2% were Asian-Pacific Islander, and 1% were Native American.20   
 

                                                 
20The County homeless shelters serve an average number of 111 persons per day. 



Needs of Persons Threatened with Homelessness 
 

The population that is at-risk of becoming homeless consists of a segment of the extremely 
low-income population that is subject to a variety of conditions that increase the possibility 
of becoming homeless.  These conditions are related to an individual's circumstances (for 
example, having very low incomes or special needs), and to an inadequate supply of 
affordable rental housing.  According to Census data, in the Consortium area there were 
600 households whose incomes were 30% or below area median income in 1990, yet only 
8% or 6,600 of the Consortium’s existing rental units and 2% (3,800) of the owner-
occupied housing units were affordable to this population.   
 

Further, a significant portion of this income group faces excessive housing cost burdens; 
13,250 extremely low-income households or 59% of all households in this group pay more 
than 50% of their incomes for housing costs.  The more a household pays for shelter costs, 
the fewer resources remain to pay for other expenses.  Coping with emergencies, such as 
illness or unemployment, can be catastrophic.  Consequently, extremely low-income 
households with excessive housing cost burdens are more at-risk for becoming homeless. 
 

Another at-risk group are families with children who receive welfare.  While grant amounts 
have generally remained stable, or in some cases, declined, rental costs have been rising. 
 Unless a CalWORKS recipient household occupies subsidized housing, it may be at-risk 
of becoming homeless.  According to the Contra Costa County Employment and Human 
Services Department, the total number of CalWORKS cases in the Consortium area was 
9,347 in March 2000.  An additional 533 adults received General Assistance, for a total of 
9,880 families and individuals living on public assistance, a portion of which are potentially 
at risk of becoming homeless.  In addition to supportive services designed to facilitate 
greater economic independence, the primary need of the at-risk population is the provision 
of housing that is affordable to households with less than 30% of the Area's Median 
Income.   



Lead-Based Paint Hazards 
 

The State Health Department has estimated that 560,000 children in California may be at 
risk of lead poisoning.  The results of lead poisoning include kidney and brain damage, 
behavioral and neurological problems, sleepiness, learning problems, and retardation.   
 

Although there is little data available on the extent of the problem in the Consortium area, 
the age of a housing unit is a useful indicator of whether a lead-based paint hazard could 
exist.  Units built in 1978 and before are considered to be at-risk for lead-based paint 
hazards because 1978 was the year lead-based paint was outlawed.  For the purposes of 
this analysis, HUD requires jurisdictions to provide information on the age of housing stock 
as the most readily available indicator of potential lead hazards in the community. 
 

The table on the following page was provided by Contra Costa County Health Services 
Department’s Community Wellness and Prevention Program.  It shows the number of total 
people and children under the poverty level in 1990, and the number of units that were built 
before 1980.  This information is used to identify potential areas of the County with 
concentrations of lead-based paint in the housing stock as well as concentrations of 
children below the poverty level.   
 
 

Based on this information, there are approximately 210,000 units constructed before 1980 
in the Consortium.  Of this number, the following table estimates the number of units with 
lead hazards by jurisdiction.21 
 
 

ESTIMATED NUMBER OF UNITS WITH LEAD HAZARDS 

 

JURISDICTION 

POTENTIAL 
UNITS WITH 

LEAD HAZARDS 
Antioch 10,700 
Concord 26,200 
Pittsburg 7,900 
Walnut Creek 17,900 
Urban County 87,900 
Consortium 150,700 

Contra Costa County Total 171,600 
 
 

The Contra Costa County Lead Poisoning Prevention Project provided the following facts 
about lead poisoning in Contra Costa County. 
 

Ø More than 570 children with elevated blood lead levels have been identified in 
Contra Costa as of October 1999.  Most of these children have been identified in 
the last six years because of routine screening. 

 

                                                 
21The figures presented here represent the number of units that may have been painted with lead-based paint and do not 

necessarily represent units with a proven incidence of lead-based paint.  According to HUD, the relationship of age and the possibility 
of lead-based paint is as follows: 90% for units built prior to 1940, 80% for units built between 1940 and 1959, and 62% for units built 
between 1960 and 1979.  Since these are estimates, HUD suggests applying a confidence interval of plus or minus 10%.  In other 
words, the true estimate for units built before 1940 could be between 80% and 100% of all units.  



v About 46% of the children are from the Richmond/San Pablo o area.  Another 27% are from 
the Pittsburg/Antioch area.  The rest of the children live throughout the County, in areas as 
diverse as El Cerrito, Crockett, Concord, Brentwood and San Ramon. 

 

Ø More than 63% of lead-poisoned children in Contra Costa have been under the age 
of three years.  Most are one- and two-year olds. 

 

Ø Many sources of lead have been identified in Contra Costa, including: 
v paint chips and paint dust, especially in houses built before 1950 that are in poor condition 

or are being remodeled or repainted; 
v contaminated soil or household dust; 
v jobs, work done at home or recreational activities that use lead (e.g., radiator repair, casting 

fishing sinkers, salvaging metals, soldering, and hobbies such as ceramics); 
v consumer products, such as old imported dishes, pottery or pewter; and  
v home remedies, such as Azarcon, Greta or Surma. 
 

Ø Many children with lead poisoning are anemic.  Foods high in iron and calcium help 
protect children from lead poisoning. 

 

Ø Most children with lead poisoning do not look or act sick.  Parents don’t know that 
their child might have been exposed to lead.  The only way to find out if a child is 
lead poisoned is by a blood test. 

 



POTENTIAL INCIDENCE OF LEAD-BASED PAINT HAZARDS IN THE HOUSING STOCK, 
CONTRA COSTA COUNTY 1990

TOTAL 
ESTIMATED 

LBP HAZARDS
TOTAL 

1990 POP.
# BELOW 
POVERTY

% BELOW 
POVERTY

# CHILDREN 
UNDER AGE 

6

# CHILDREN 
BELOW 

POVERTY

% 
CHILDREN 

BELOW 
POVERTY

PRE-
1950 

UNITS %
1950-1980 

UNITS %

TOTAL 
PRE-1980 

UNITS %

ANTIOCH 10,668 62,195 5,660 9.1% 7,241 1,093 15.1% 2,889 12.6% 11,938 52.0% 14,827 64.5%
BRENTWOOD 1,119 7,563 726 9.6% 901 61 6.8% 370 14.1% 1,175 44.7% 1,545 58.8%
CLAYTON 1,347 7,317 73 1.0% 546 0 0.0% 47 2.0% 1,871 79.2% 1,918 81.2%
CONCORD 26,241 111,348 7,460 6.7% 10,168 1,098 10.8% 3,970 9.1% 32,950 75.4% 36,920 84.5%
DANVILLE 5,992 31,306 657 2.1% 2,444 29 1.2% 335 2.9% 8,177 71.3% 8,512 74.2%
EL CERRITO 7,078 22,869 1,166 5.1% 1,427 50 3.5% 3,757 36.4% 5,818 56.4% 9,575 92.9%
HERCULES 1,137 16,829 353 2.1% 1,723 1 0.04% 25 0.4% 1,595 28.2% 1,620 28.7%
LAFAYETTE 6,203 23,501 987 4.2% 1,624 49 3.0% 1,726 18.6% 6,889 74.3% 8,615 92.9%
MARTINEZ 6,371 31,808 1,877 5.9% 2,645 251 9.5% 2,435 18.8% 6,319 48.7% 8,754 67.5%
MORAGA 3,443 15,852 555 3.5% 940 13 1.4% 35 0.6% 4,878 85.8% 4,913 86.4%
ORINDA 4,263 16,642 399 2.4% 1,196 6 0.5% 1,392 21.5% 4,499 69.5% 5,891 91.0%
PINOLE 3,740 17,460 646 3.7% 1,493 78 5.2% 388 6.0% 4,899 75.4% 5,287 81.4%
PITTSBURG 7,948 47,564 5,137 10.8% 5,867 827 14.1% 2,060 12.3% 9,000 53.8% 11,060 66.1%
PLEASANT HILL 7,130 31,585 1,137 3.6% 2,513 73 2.9% 1,769 13.0% 8,164 59.8% 9,933 72.8%
RICHMOND 20,930 87,425 14,075 16.1% 8,956 2,445 27.3% 12,399 36.6% 15,730 46.4% 28,129 83.0%
SAN PABLO 5,636 25,158 4,780 19.0% 3,001 774 25.8% 1,965 20.9% 5,805 61.6% 7,770 82.5%
SAN RAMON 4,604 35,303 635 1.8% 3,034 39 1.3% 46 0.3% 6,525 48.2% 6,571 48.6%
WALNUT CREEK 17,935 60,569 2,302 3.8% 3,151 135 4.3% 1,841 6.1% 23,517 78.5% 25,358 84.6%
BAY POINT 2,819 17,453 2,426 13.9% 2,256 467 20.7% 1,169 18.6% 2,691 42.8% 3,860 61.4%
NORTH RICHMOND 490 2,347 1,239 52.8% 332 185 55.7% 313 38.5% 342 42.1% 655 80.6%

UNINCORPORATED 26,491 131,638 6,380 4.8% 9,312 746 8.0% 10,349 17.5% 26,017 44.1% 36,366 61.6%
INCORPORATED 145,092 672,094 52,292 7.8% 61,458 7,676 12.5% 38,931 15.1% 162,782 63.3% 201,713 78.4%

URBAN COUNTY 87,862 434,631 24,038 5.5% 35,387 2,822 8.0% 26,121 15.5% 95,664 56.6% 121,785 72.1%
CONSORTIUM 150,653 716,307 44,597 6.2% 61,814 5,977 9.7% 36,881 13.1% 173,069 61.3% 209,950 74.4%
CONTRA COSTA TOTAL 171,583 803,732 58,672 7.3% 70,770 8,422 11.9% 49,280 15.6% 188,799 59.7% 238,079 75.3%
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FOCUS GROUP AND COMMUNITY HEARING RESULTS 
 

As noted in the Introduction, in order to create a framework for establishing priorities for the 
next five years, the County of Contra Costa and the Cities of Antioch, Concord, Pittsburg 
and Walnut Creek jointly convened five targeted focus groups to allow experts in the 
community to articulate what they see as trends in the areas of economic development, 
affordable housing, special needs, seniors and youth.  These focus groups were convened 
in addition to three public hearings on community needs held late in 1999.  The focus group 
on housing included developers, service providers, and advocates for the poor and 
homeless.   
 

By combining the information gleaned from the focus groups and community needs 
hearings with available relevant statistical information, a broader image of the County 
emerges.  The following discussion highlights the outcomes from these various meetings.   
 

It should be noted that nearly all focus groups felt that there are a wide variety of critical 
non-housing needs, but the overwhelming need is the lack of affordable housing – housing 
for both clients and employees of service providers – which makes it increasingly difficult 
for these organizations to carry out their work.  Most participants of the focus groups stated 
that all other issues facing a client – whether it be childcare or a drug addiction – become 
secondary in the event of a housing loss.   
The following summarizes the comments from the focus group on affordable housing. 
 

Ø Participants saw the primary issue as one of enough supply, with all its various components (cost 
of land, quality of housing, unit type, etc.).   

Ø NIMBYism (“Not in My Backyard”) was identified as a concern in certain areas of the County – 
some participants are seeing increased resident opposition, and some perceive there is a lack of 
political will to develop affordable housing.  Some service providers are continuing to counsel clients 
who face outright housing discrimination. 

Ø Housing for ELI families earning less than 15% of AMI is in critically short supply. 

Ø There continues to be a great need for housing for people with special needs, including those with 
disabilities. 

Ø The community needs both large affordable units for families as well as smaller units for seniors and 
single people. 

Ø The quality of the existing affordable housing stock is often poor. 

Ø People on fixed incomes have a difficult time finding rental housing they can afford. 

Ø There continues to be a need for entry-level homeownership developments, SRO projects in 
downtown areas, and supportive housing. 

Ø Disabled people have difficulty finding accessible units. 

Ø More housing should be located near transit corridors and in downtown areas – this may require 
increases in density. 

Ø Developers cannot find enough land on which to build housing, and the land that is available is 
extremely expensive. 

Ø It takes many sources of funds in order to have enough subsidy to create housing, and it is a very 
complicated process.  Because of this, it may take years before housing can be built. 
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Ø Now, even middle-income families cannot find the housing they need. 

Ø The types of housing being built sometimes depend on local politics, not what the needs are. 

Ø Developing housing is also an economic concern – some wealthier cities may not think they need 
affordable housing, or it costs too much. 

Ø As time progresses, and as housing becomes more costly, more landlords are likely to avoid 
subsidy programs because they are not as profitable as market housing. 

Ø One of the biggest barriers to developing housing is the amount of subsidy available in a given 
jurisdiction – just enough for one or two projects a year, and not enough to build all that is needed. 

 

The sentiments expressed above were echoed in the three community hearings on needs. 
 A summary of relevant comments is as follows: 
 

Ø The County needs to increase the supply of low-income, disabled and HIV/AIDS housing throughout 
the community in small, clean and drug-free complexes. 

Ø There is a need to renovate outdated senior facilities to address the “aging in place” phenomenon. 

Ø Cities should use their own land to create small infill developments. 

Ø More housing is needed for families with children. 

Ø Affordable housing is also needed for elderly couples. 

Ø There is a need to increase awareness of the various funding sources for housing to ensure all funds 
are maximized. 

Ø Housing should be located close to public transportation. 

Ø There should be programs funded to educate potential housing clients in how to care for their homes 
as well as how to access services. 

Ø Cities should help clean up neighborhoods as well as individual houses by sponsoring neighborhood 
fix-up programs. 

Ø Government should look at new ways to support lower-income renters (including Section 8) by 
providing rent eviction assistance and move-in costs.   

 



V. HOUSING MARKET ANALYSIS 
 

Housing Stock Inventory 
 

The Consortium area has experienced substantial growth in the supply of housing units 
during the decades 1980 to 2000.  By 1990, there were a total of 281,638 year-round 
housing units in the Consortium area, the majority of which were occupied (95%).  
Approximately 31% of all occupied units were rentals, with the remaining 69% owner-
occupied.  A majority of the housing stock consisted of units with three or more bedrooms 
– 62% of all occupied units contained three or more bedrooms, followed by 26% of units 
with two bedrooms.  The remaining stock was comprised of studios or one-bedroom units. 
 The rental stock consisted of smaller size units, with 72% of rental units containing two or 
fewer bedrooms.  In contrast, over 75% of the owner-occupied stock contained units with 
three or more bedrooms. 
 

HOUSING STOCK INVENTORY, 1990 

 
 

Housing Stock Inventory 
 

Total 
Vacancy 

Rate 
0 and 1 

BR 
 

2 BR 
 

3+ BR 

Total Year-Round Housing 281,638 5% 36,740 74,046 170,852 
Total Occupied Units 267,539 NA 33,407 68,580 165,552 
Renter 82,486 NA 26,666 33,447 22,373 
Owner 185,053 NA 6,741 35,133 143,179 
Total Vacant Units 14,099 NA 3,333 5,466 5,300 
For Rent 5,960 6.74% 2,182 2,667 1,111 
For Sale 3,192 1.70% 194 1,068 1,930 
Other 4,947 NA 957 1,731 2,259 

 
Source: 1990 U.S.  Census 

  
The State of California’s Department of Finance publishes official State estimates of 
population and housing over a period of several years.  These statistics show that the 
population and number of households have continued to increase at a faster rate than the 
number of new units.  The following table illustrates this trend.  It also shows what sectors of 
the housing market have seen the most growth since 1990.  The Consortium as a whole is 
shown first, with the individual cities following. 
 

CONSORTIUM HOUSING AND POPULATION ESTIMATES 

   HOUSING UNITS  MOBILE 
  POPULATION TOTAL DET’D ATT’D 2 T0 4 5 PLUS HOMES 

1999 822,590 313,933 207,456 25,901 18,661 54,429 7,486
1990 717,713 282,268 182,877 23,820 18,207 50,009 7,355

% change 14.61% 11.22% 13.44% 8.74% 2.49% 8.84% 1.78%
  

 
Source: California State Department of Finance, January 1999 
 

As shown above, the Consortium has a wide variety of housing types.  As of 2000, the 
State estimates that 23% of the housing stock consists of multifamily housing units, 66% of 
the housing stock consists of detached single family homes and 8% are attached single 
family homes.  Other housing types include mobile homes (2%).  The individual 
jurisdictions are as follows: 
 



JURISDICTIONS’ HOUSING AND POPULATION ESTIMATES 
 

  HOUSING UNITS MOBILE 
  PERSONS TOTAL DET’D ATT’D 2 T0 4 5 PLUS HOMES 

 

URBAN COUNTY       
1999 509,562 190,884 135,747 16,108 9,236 24,771 5,022
1990 436,034 168,914 119,275 14,342 8,732 21,650 4,916

% change 16.86% 13.01% 13.81% 12.31% 5.77% 14.42% 2.16%

   % DET’D % ATT’D % MULTIFAMILY % MBHM 
   71.11% 8.44% 17.82% 2.63% 

ANTIOCH   
1999 81,549 29,288 22,077 1,211 1,953 3,675 372
1990 62,195 22,973 16,073 1,087 1,968 3,495 350

% change 31.12% 27.49% 37.35% 11.41% -0.76% 5.15% 6.29%

 % DET’D % ATT’D % MULTIFAMILY % MBHM 
   75.38% 4.13% 19.22% 1.27% 

CONCORD   
1999 114,521 44,886 26,450 2,781 2,569 11,651 1,435
1990 111,308 43,691 25,767 2,749 2,568 11,173 1,434

% change 2.89% 2.74% 2.65% 1.16% 0.04% 4.28% 0.07%

 % DET’D % ATT’D % MULTIFAMILY % MBHM 
   58.93% 6.20% 31.68% 3.20% 

PITTSBURG   
1999 53,014 17,919 11,613 1,046 1,342 3,277 641
1990 47,607 16,721 10,485 913 1,471 3,213 639

% change 11.36% 7.16% 10.76% 14.57% -8.77% 1.99% 0.31%

 % DET’D % ATT’D % MULTIFAMILY % MBHM 
   64.81% 5.84% 25.78% 3.58% 

WALNUT CREEK       
1999 63,944 30,956 11,569 4,755 3,561 11,055 16
1990 60,569 29,969 11,277 4,729 3,468 10,478 16

% change 5.57% 3.29% 2.59% 0.55% 2.68% 5.51% 0.00%

 % DET’D % ATT’D % MULTIFAMILY % MBHM 
   37.37% 15.36% 47.22% 0.05% 

 
Source: California Department of Finance, January 2000 

 



Household Size  
 

One of the most striking changes in the demography of California and the nation during the 
1970's was a decrease in the size of an average household.  Between 1970 and 1980, the 
average household size in the nine-county San Francisco Bay Area decreased from 2.9 
persons to 2.57, while the average in Contra Costa plummeted from almost 3.2 persons 
per household to less than 2.7 ten years later.  The major factors contributing to the decline 
in household size in the 1970's were the large number of "baby boomers" who entered the 
labor force and set up their own households, the increasing number of female-headed 
households, and the historically low birth rates among women of childbearing age. 
 

Although the size of the average household in the San Francisco Bay Area remained fairly 
constant between 1980 and 1990, statewide the ratio increased from 2.68 to 2.79 
persons.  In Contra Costa County, however, the average household size continued to 
decline after 1980, dropping from 2.69 persons to 2.64 in 1990.   
 

Since 1990, the average household size has increased, to a projected 2.75 in 2000.  
Projections from ABAG show that, although the persons-per-household ratio is expected to 
peak in 2005 at 2.81, it will begin to drop again.  The following table shows the projected 
household size for the Contra Costa County as a whole through 2010 (information on the 
Urban County alone is not available). 
 

PERSONS PER HOUSEHOLD 1990-2010 

 
Jurisdiction 1990 1995 2000 2005 2010 

Contra Costa County 2.64 2.67 2.75 2.81 2.79 
Antioch 2.89 2.94 3.01 3.10 3.02 
Concord 2.63 2.61 2.66 2.68 2.68 
Pittsburg 2.99 3.09 3.17 3.22 3.17 
Walnut Creek 2.16 2.13 2.18 2.20 2.19 

 

This table shows the wide variation in household size throughout the County.  Antioch and 
Pittsburg tend to have higher household sizes compared to the County as a whole, while 
Walnut Creek tends to have the lowest. 
 



Vacant Housing 
 

According to the 1990 Census, the vacant housing stock has differed slightly from the 
occupied housing stock.  There has been a higher percentage of studio, one-bedroom, 
and two-bedroom rental units available, and a lower percentage of three or more 
bedrooms.  The same pattern holds true for vacant units for sale.  There has been a greater 
proportion of two-bedroom units for sale and a smaller percentage of units with three or 
more bedrooms for sale.  Consequently, for households seeking to rent or purchase a 
home in the Consortium area, it has been more difficult to locate a house or apartment with 
more than two bedrooms.  While this has not been a burden for smaller households, it can 
be a significant problem for larger families on limited incomes. 
 

Vacancy rates depend on several factors such as the owner/renter mix, the type of housing, 
and the age of housing with both older, somewhat rundown housing and high 
concentrations of new housing having the highest vacancy rates.  San Pablo had the 
highest vacancy rate in both 1990 (7.6%) and 1993 (7.4%) of any city in the County, due in 
large part to the high proportion of renter households.  Rental housing tends to turn over 
more frequently than owner occupied housing, thus at any one time there are a higher 
proportion of vacancies.  Areas which have a large amount of new housing being built, 
such as Hercules and Antioch, also tend to have higher than average vacancy rates due to 
the number of new housing units for sale; whereas areas with a high incidence of seasonal 
second homes also have high vacancy rates, such as Bethel Island (21.9%) and Discovery 
Bay (21.2%).  Areas with older and/or physically deteriorated housing may have high 
vacancy rates, such as North Richmond (12.8%) and Pittsburg (6.4%).   
 

While a low vacancy rate is an indication that the local economy is very strong, it makes it 
difficult for people to find the housing they need, especially those of lower income.  The 
State Department of Housing and Community Development’s report The State of 
California’s Housing Markets 1990-1997 shows that the vacancy rate for the Oakland 
Metropolitan Statistical Area (of which Contra Costa County is a part) continues to have 
very low vacancy rates, compared with the State as a whole.   
 



Percentage Vacancy Rate for Selected MSAs, 1990-1997
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The Real Estate Research Council of Northern California showed that, in the first quarter of 
1999, vacancy rates in Contra Costa County had reached their lowest point since the third 
quarter of 1994.  The following chart illustrates this trend. 
 

Apartment Vacancy Rates, Contra Costa County and Bay 
Area, 1994-1999 (by quarter)
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Note: Information on vacancy rates derived from RealFacts’ surveys of apartment buildings with more than 100 units.  Total vacancy 
rate for the universe of apartments may vary. 

 



Public Housing Waiting Lists 
 

Another indicator of market conditions and excess demand for affordable housing is the 
number of households on the waiting list for public housing units or Section 8 Rental 
Assistance. 
 
• There are 1,272 public housing units countywide (excluding Richmond) and 2,094 on the waiting 

lists for these units. 
 
• There are about 4,700 Section 8 certificates and vouchers available Countywide (including the 

Pittsburg Housing Authority and excluding Richmond) in the County, and about 5,500 on the waiting 
lists for rental assistance. 

 
• It is estimated that public housing units generally have a 3% vacancy rate.  
 

PUBLIC HOUSING STATISTICS, 2000 
 

Public 
Housing 

 
Total 

Vacanc
y Rate 

0 & 1 
BR 

 
2 BR 

 
3+BR 

Total 1,272  2,017 1,985 1,277 

Vacant 40 3% N/A N/A N/A 
 
In the Section 8 program approximately 40 vouchers are issued each month with only 20-
30 participants successfully finding units.  The shortage of available Section 8 units for 
lease is a growing and significant problem in 2000. 
 



Housing Stock Available to Serve Special Needs Populations 
 

Housing stock available to serve non-homeless special needs populations including 
persons with disabilities and persons with HIV/AIDS is discussed in the section on 
Supportive Housing with Services for Non-Homeless Persons with Special Needs. 
 

Housing Condition 
 

There are several ways to assess the condition of the housing stock in the Consortium 
area.  These include the following: 
 

1. 1990 Census data that indicate whether a unit lacks complete plumbing and/or kitchen facilities;22 
 
2. Extrapolation from a 1987 survey of housing condition sponsored by the State Department of 

Housing and Community Development; and 
 
3. Age of the housing stock, implying that older housing is more likely to be substandard. 
 
The findings from these three approaches indicate a wide variation in estimates of the 
incidence of substandard housing conditions. 
 

Based on the incidence of units lacking complete plumbing and/or kitchen facilities as an 
indicator, it does not appear that there has been a significant incidence of substandard 
housing in the Consortium area.  Specifically, in 1990 it was reported that less than 1% 
(0.6%) of Consortium housing (or approximately 1,700 units) lacked either complete 
plumbing or kitchen facilities.  The majority of these units were in the Urban County, where 
1,110 units (or 0.7%) lacked complete plumbing and/or kitchen facilities.  The numbers for 
the Consortium cities were as follows:  Antioch, 136 units (0.6%); Concord, 131 units 
(0.3%); Pittsburg, 171 units (1%), and Walnut Creek, 150 units (0.5%). 
 

The 1987 State survey of housing conditions suggested a substantially higher incidence of 
substandard housing conditions.  According to this survey, 9% of Contra Costa County 
housing units required rehabilitation or replacement.  Applying the 9% estimate to the total 
year-round inventory of housing units in the Consortium area indicated that 25,350 units 
were potentially in need of rehabilitation or replacement.  Based on available data, it is not 
possible to differentiate this estimate by tenure (rental or owner-occupied) or to distinguish 
between the number suitable for rehabilitation versus replacement. 
 

Age of the housing stock provides a further indication of housing condition and the 
potential need for rehabilitation and replacement.  This indicator is based on the 
assumption that as housing units age, major housing systems and other components 
eventually wear out (e.g., electrical, plumbing, roof) or become obsolete (e.g., insulation), 
requiring repair and replacement.  Such repairs may be beyond the financial capabilities of 
lower income households and property owners, resulting in deterioration and the need to 
replace a portion of the housing stock. 

 

Information is available about the age of housing from the 1990 Census.  Housing units 
built in 1959 or earlier are 41 years old or older.  Of the total number of occupied housing 
                                                 

221990 Census data provided by HUD did not provide information separately on physical defects, i.e., lacking a kitchen or 
complete plumbing faciliti es.  Consequently, this section depends upon census data obtained from published data books that do not 
provide breakdowns by tenure or income status.  In addition, there is some double-counting of units that lack both complete plumbing 
and kitchen facilities.  The Census provides information on both individually, and does not indicate whether a unit falls into both 
categories.  



units in the Consortium area, 29.7% were built prior to 1960.  Altogether, 79,750 units 
(22,900 rental units and 56,850 owner-occupied units) were constructed at least 41 years 
ago. 
 

VLI households are more likely to live in housing built more than 60 years ago (prior to 
1940).  Although VLI renter households in the Consortium area comprised 32% of the 
renter population in 1990, they occupied 37% of the older housing stock.  The disparity for 
VLI homeowners was even greater.  There were 3,337 units built prior to 1940 that were 
occupied by VLI renters and owners in the County.  Although only 10% of owners were very 
low-income, they occupied 19% of the housing stock that was 50 or more years old. 
 

Although statistics are not available on individual jurisdictions, HCD reports that in 1997 
Contra Costa County’s housing stock was in significantly better condition than other areas 
of the State.  The following chart shows that Contra Costa County has a lower rate of 
substandard units compared with the Bay Area average and significantly less than the 
State and San Francisco. 
 

Percentage of Housing Stock Considered Substandard for 
Selecetd Areas and the State, 1997
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Housing Cost 
 

The Needs Assessment section of the Consolidated Plan presents detailed information on 
the housing needs experienced by many of the Consortium's residents.  Much of that need 
stems from inadequate incomes relative to housing costs.  It is difficult for low- and 
moderate-income households to rent or purchase affordable housing in the Consortium 
area.  The Urban County's Housing Element and Housing Elements from the four 
Consortium cities provide evidence that increases in real housing prices have exceeded 
growth in real incomes over the last 10 to 15 years.   
 

Rental Housing 
 

Median rent for Contra Costa County in 1990 was $615.23  Rents in the Consortium area 
vary with location and type of unit.  Median rent in 1990 in Consortium area jurisdictions 
ranged from a low of $503 per month in San Pablo to a high of $1,046 in Clayton, $999 in 
Danville and $946 in Orinda.  Within the unincorporated areas, North Richmond renters 
had the lowest median rent at $257 per month, and Blackhawk had the highest at $1,001 
per month.  Among the entitlement cities, Pittsburg had the lowest median rent ($506), 
followed by Antioch ($565), Concord ($618), and Walnut Creek ($675). 
 

According to the Real Estate Research Council of Northern California, average rents for 
apartments of all sizes have increased significantly since the third quarter of 1994. 
Although this increase has not been as great as for the Bay Area as a whole, average rents 
for Contra Costa County apartments increased more than 25% in just five years. 
 

Average Apartment Rents, Contra Costa County and Bay 
Area, 1994-1999
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Note: Information on average rents derived from RealFact’s surveys of apartment buildings with more than 100 units.  Total average 
rents for the universe of apartments may vary. 
 

Despite the variation in rents across the Consortium area, there continues to be an overall 
shortage of rental units affordable to lower-income households.  In 1990, less than 20% of 
the rental stock was affordable to renter households earning no more than 50% of area 

                                                 
23Median rent for the Consortium area as a whole is not available. 



median income.  However, if households with incomes up to 80% of the median were 
considered, approximately 60% of the occupied rental stock would have been affordable.   
 

There is some variation in affordable rental units across the entitlement cities.  In 1990, a 
significantly higher percentage of rental units were affordable to households at 80% of 
median income and below in both Pittsburg (79%) and Antioch (75%), compared to 60% in 
the Consortium area.  Concord had a slightly higher percentage of rental units affordable to 
lower-income households (65%), as well as the greatest number of affordable rental units 
(10,600).  A lower percentage of Walnut Creek rental units were affordable (48%).   
 

Fair Market Rents (FMRs) are estimates of the rent plus utilities that would be required to 
rent privately owned, decent, safe, and sanitary rental housing of a modest nature with 
suitable amenities.  The calculation of FMRs is based on information from the 1990 
Census, housing surveys, and the CPI for housing.  The rent figures do not necessarily 
reflect current asking rents, but rather the upper limits of rents that can be used in the 
negotiations for Section 8 contracts.   
 

The table below presents data on the rents that would be affordable for extremely low-
income households (earning 30% or less of the area median income) if they were to pay 
30% or less of gross income for gross housing costs.  This information suggests that the 
discrepancy between FMRs and affordable rents increases with bedroom size, indicating 
that while affordability for all extremely low-income renters is a problem, it is especially 
problematic for larger households. 
 

FAIR MARKET RENTS AND AFFORDABLE RENTS 

 
  

Applicable 
FMR 

Rent Affordable 
to ELI 

Household 

 
 

Rent Gap  
0BR $607 $355 -$252 
1BR $734 $405 -$329 
2BR $921 $508 -$414 
3BR $1,263 $588 -$676 
4BR $1,509 $669 -$840 

 

Owner-Occupied Housing 
 

Median value of owner-occupied single-family housing (excluding condos and townhomes) 
was $254,100 in 1990.  Median value was the lowest in East County at $165,164, followed 
by West County at $191,796 and Central County at $308,763.  According to the California 
Association of Realtors, median house prices rose almost 12% between 1998 and 1999.  
The following table, which includes all housing types (condos and townhomes as well as 
single-family), shows the change in price between October of 1998 and 1999. 



 

MEDIAN HOME PRICES IN CONTRA COSTA COUNTY, 1999 
 

Jurisdiction Oct. 1999 Oct. 1998 

% Change 
From Prior 

Year 
Contra Costa County $220,000 $197,000 11.70% 
Antioch $178,000 $155,000 14.80% 
Concord $190,000 $167,250 13.60% 
Pittsburg $160,000 $129,500 23.60% 
Walnut Creek $325,500 $250,000 30.20% 

 

This table shows the recent dramatic increase in housing prices, especially in Central 
County.   
 

As of 1990, less than 4% of owner-occupied housing units were affordable to households 
earning less than 50% of median income.  This figure did not rise substantially if other low-
income households were included.  In fact, only 7% of owner-occupied units were 
affordable to households earning up to 80% of median income.  Further information 
provided by HUD from the 1990 Census highlights the particular needs of first time 
homebuyers in the Consortium area.24  
 

There is also variation in ownership affordability across the entitlement cities.  For 
example, although the City of Pittsburg contained only 5% of the Consortium area's owner-
occupied housing stock in 1990, it provided 12% of the area's affordable owner-occupied 
housing units.  Finally, although there was a similar percentage of owner-occupied units 
affordable to lower-income households in Walnut Creek and in the Consortium area, a 
much lower fraction of these units was affordable to households earning 50% or less of the 
median income (1% compared to 4%).  Although there is some variation across the 
entitlement cities in the degree of need, the need for more affordable rental and owner-
occupied housing exists through the Consortium area. 

                                                 
24The affordability measures used by HUD in the 1990 Census tables were created for the purpose of estimating the number of 

housing units that would be affordable to lower-income households (up to 80% AMI).  For renters, a unit is affordable if the gross 
rental costs, including utilities, does not exceed 30% of the household's gross income.  For owners, a unit is affordable if the value 
does not exceed two and a half times a household's income, adjusted for unit size.   

  

This affordability measure is an accurate measure for renters, because the data reported in the 1990 Census reflected rent paid 
at that time.  However, the ownership affordability measure is less accurate for current owners, since it is based on reported value of 
owner-occupied units.  In fact, given that house prices appreciated during the 1980's and that many owners have lived in their units 
for a period of time, the measure will understate actual affordability, since it is likely that owners will report a higher value in 1990 
than the actual sales price upon which their financing and house payments are based.  Consequently, for existing owners, many more 
units may be affordable than the HUD data indicate. 

 

However, the ownership affordability measure is a very good estimate of the situation facing first -time homebuyers.  In other 
words, it provides data on the relationship between reported house values in 1990 (which is a good proxy measure for prices that 
potential buyers would need to pay) and 1990 incomes.   



Identification of Areas of Racial/Ethnic Low-Income Concentrations 
 

Data on income and housing characteristics from the 1990 Census are the most current 
data available to identify geographic areas of need for assisted housing. Areas of need 
were designated by Census tracts using the following criteria: 
 

• Incidence of Poverty - The federal government defines a poverty threshold level that is adjusted for 
family size.  This measure is defined on a national basis and is a frequently used measure.  It can 
be estimated from information supplied by the Census.  For the purposes of defining poverty 
concentration, the average poverty rate for Contra Costa County of 5.6% was utilized.  Census 
tracts in the County that exceeded more than twice this rate (or 11.26%), were designated as areas 
with relatively high concentrations of poverty.  (The percentage of households living at or below the 
poverty threshold are listed by census tract in Exhibit B-1 in Appendix B.) 

 

• Incidence of Racial Concentration - The 1990 Census provides information on race and ethnicity. 
 To define minority, this analysis combined all persons who reported on the Census that they 
belong to any one of the following categories:  Black, Hispanic, Asian & Pacific Islander, Native 
American, and other race.  The percentage of minority population within the Consortium area was 
calculated.  The average percentage of the Consortium area population classified as minority was 
26.2%.  Then census tract data were examined.  If the population in any one census tract exceeded 
twice the Consortium area rate (52.3%), the tracts were classified as concentrated.  (The average 
percentages for the separate racial/ethnic groups studied are listed in Exhibit B-2 in Appendix B.) 

 

Using these criteria, the following tracts have applicable concentrations (see map on the 
following page). 
 

1. All of San Pablo's census tracts (3660, 3680, 3672, and 3690) 

2. North Richmond (3650.02) 

3. Rodeo (3580) 

4. Pittsburg (3090, 310025, 3120) 

5. Bay Point (3141.01 and 3141.02.  In addition 3552, a small tract partly in Bay Point) 

6. Antioch (3050) 

7. Martinez (3160) 

8. Brentwood (3031) 

 

                                                 
25In fact, census tract #3100 is targeted as a neighborhood preservation area by the City of Pittsburg. 



Public and Assisted Housing 
 

Housing Authority Units and Assistance Programs 
  
Families participating in the Housing Choice Voucher Program are required to pay 30% of 
household income and not more than 40% of income towards rent.  In the Consortium area, 
there are two PHAs: the Housing Authority of Contra Costa County, and the [City of] 
Pittsburg Housing Authority.  There are a total of 1,272 households assisted through public 
housing units; and about 4,600 households assisted through the Section 8 Certificate and 
Vouchers Programs.  Note that all certificates will soon be transformed into vouchers 
(nationwide) and certificate programs will be eliminated.  



CONCENTRATIONS MAP 
 



 

Public Housing Units 
 

Housing Authority of Contra Costa County (HACCC) – The Housing Authority of 
Contra Costa County (HACCC) is the largest Public Housing Authority (PHA) in the 
Consortium and operates 14 conventional public housing developments, totaling 1,272 
units throughout the County.  Very low vacancies exist in all programs, usually under 3%.  
Over the last ten years, HACCC has been comprehensively modernizing each of its family 
developments, including Los Nogales in Brentwood (44 units), Bridgemont in Antioch (36 
units), and Los Arboles in Oakley (30 units).  In addition, HACCC has conducted an 
extensive program of testing, abatement, and education regarding lead-based paint 
hazards.  All family developments that have been tested for lead have been abated. 
 

Of the HACCC’s original 1,284 units, a total of 11 units have been “lost”.  These units are 
no longer housing units, but have been modified to temporarily serve other community 
needs as such as: 
 
q Resident Council Offices 

q Police Sub-stations 

q Recreation Offices 

q Computer Learning Centers 

q Other community based organization office space 

 

All units are in good (above average) physical condition. High scores for physical 
conditions are received from HUD. Many resident empowerment programs are in place 
and resident councils are active. 
 

Section 8 Certificates and Vouchers 
 

Housing Authority of Contra Costa County – The Housing Authority of Contra Costa 
County (HACCC) administers the County’s Section 8 [Existing] Housing Program, a 
tenant-based rent subsidy program that expands housing opportunities for low-income 
families.  The program helps families pay the rent on existing, privately owned housing 
units.  Under the program, families receive the benefit of a rental subsidy, known as a 
housing assistance payment, equal to the difference between their share of the rent (usually 
30%-40 % of income) and the rent charged by the owner, or the Fair Market Rent for the 
area, whichever is lower.  Owners receive these payments directly from the Housing 
Authority under a Housing Assistance Payment Contract. 
 

HACCC currently provides rental assistance to about 5,100 voucher and certificate holders 
throughout the County.  This includes incoming portability certificates from other 
jurisdictions. HACCC pays administrative fees to other jurisdictions for approximately 80 
outgoing vouchers and 228 outgoing certificates.  The Section 8 Programs include the 
following subprograms discussed in the inventory of permanent supportive housing and in 
the Strategic Plan: 
 
v Family Self Sufficiency 

v Family Unification 

v Homeless 



v Moderate Rehabilitation. 

 

Pittsburg Housing Authority -- The Pittsburg Housing Authority does not directly provide 
public housing, but operates a Section 8 Rental Assistance Program.  The Authority 
administers 747 Section 8 Housing Choice Vouchers. 
 

Other Publicly Assisted Housing 
 

In addition to households assisted through the Public Housing and Section 8 Housing 
Choice Voucher Program, there are thousands of other assisted rental and 
homeownership units in the Consortium area.  These units are subsidized through a variety 
of programs including the County's Mortgage Revenue Bond Program, the County's density 
bonus program, HOME, and CDBG funding, California Housing Finance Agency 
assistance, redevelopment agency housing set-aside funds, Low-Income Housing Tax 
Credit assistance, and other federal assistance programs, such as Section 202, Section 
236, and Section 221(d)(3), as well as the residential rehabilitation programs.   
 

Rehabilitation programs within the County designed to maintain the affordable housing 
stock (both rental and homeownership units) have assisted over 3,400 units to date.  One 
long active program, the Moderate Rehabilitation Program, is a federal program to 
upgrade substandard rental property.  Following rehabilitation, the property owner must 
rent the unit to low-income households for a minimum of 15 years.  Under this unit-based 
Section 8 program, HACCC refers eligible applicants near the top of the waiting list to 
owners with available units.  Tenant selection is left to the property owner.   
 

Homeownership programs to assist lower-income households to acquire homes in Contra 
Costa County have assisted 2,300 households since 1990, including 2,340 assisted 
through County Mortgage Revenue Bond and Mortgage Credit Certificate Programs, 19 
assisted through the Contra Costa County Redevelopment Agency First-time Homebuyer 
Program, and 60 assisted with County CDBG and HOME funds. 
 



Units At-Risk of Conversion to Market Rate  
 

Information on units that could be lost from the assisted inventory as a result of voluntary 
termination of a federally assisted mortgage is available from the California Housing 
Partnership Corporation (CHPC).  According to this organization, there are several 
housing projects in Contra Costa County that are at-risk of conversion to market rate, either 
because their project-based Section 8 subsidies are about to expire, or because the 
owner has decided to prepay the federally-insured mortgage. 
Based on available information, the County has a medium to high risk of losing an 
estimated 766 units of affordable housing over the next decade.  About half of these units 
are currently occupied by lower-income senior and disabled populations.  At-risk projects 
include developments financed through Section 8 and tax-exempt bond programs.  The 
following table shows at-risk developments with a medium to high probability of conversion 
in Contra Costa County: 
 

 
PROJECT 

 
LOCATION 

 
RISK LEVEL 

AFFORDABLE 
UNITS 

TARGET 
POPULATION 

Lakeshore Apts. Antioch Medium/Low 54 Families 
Clayton Gardens Concord Medium 130 Seniors/disabled 
Clayton Villa Concord Medium 79  
Martinez Senior Apts. Martinez High 100 Seniors/disabled 
East Santa Fe Pittsburg Medium 19 Seniors/disabled 
Woods Manor Pittsburg High 77 Families 
Pleasant Hill Village Pleasant Hill Medium 101 Seniors 
St.  Johns Apts. Richmond Medium 156 Families 
Cedar Point San Ramon Medium 50 Seniors 
  TOTAL 766  

 
Source: California Housing Partnership Corporation, November 1999. 
 

A complete list of the federally financed at-risk projects is included in Appendix D. 



Homeless Facilities and Services 
 

The Contra Costa County HOME Program Consortium area contains a wide range of 
facilities and services for homeless populations.  Facilities include emergency shelters, as 
well as transitional and permanent housing.  The chart on the following page illustrates the 
facilities and services available to the homeless as part of the Continuum of Care. 
 

Emergency shelters provide immediate assistance and services to those in need, and are 
intended to stabilize the individual and/or family and their living environment.  The 
Consortium area includes public and non-profit emergency homeless shelters for those 
who are currently homeless and require immediate assistance and services.  Services are 
provided on-site and through referrals to other public and private agencies and programs, 
including drug and alcohol abuse counseling, basic health services, mental health 
counseling, family counseling, childcare, basic education and job training, budgeting and 
benefits counseling, housing counseling, and assistance in obtaining permanent 
counseling.  Individuals may stay in County-operated emergency shelters for periods up to 
three or six months.   
 

For a portion of the homeless, a brief stay in the emergency shelter is adequate to permit 
them to move into an independent living situation.  Other homeless populations require 
longer term housing assistance and services before this can be accomplished.  
Transitional programs provide housing assistance and services to individuals and families 
for periods of up to two years.  Again, a wide variety of services are provided on-site and 
through referrals to other agencies and are intended to assist the individual in ultimately 
achieving economic independence and a stable living environment. 
 



 

CCC Continuum of Care Chart 



 
 

The supportive services provided to homeless persons in the Consortium area are funded 
and operated by both public and private agencies and organizations and include the 
following:   
 

1. Information and referral services; 

2. Drug and alcohol abuse, detox treatment and aftercare programs;  

3. Longer-term medical and mental health care;  

4. Family counseling;  

5. Childcare;  

6. Education and job training;  

7. Employment services;  

8. Transportation;  

9. Budget and housing counseling; 

10. Assistance in obtaining permanent housing, and  

11. Legal counseling and assistance.   

The Association of Homeless and Housing Service Providers publishes and distributes 
information on emergency shelters, housing and other services available to the homeless.  
The information is tailored to the eastern, central, and western parts of Contra Costa 
County and is designed for use both by service providers and persons in need of 
assistance.  Copies of the informational January 2000 "Street Sheets" are included in 
Appendix E.   
 

Although the County does not currently maintain a complete inventory of all resources 
available to assist the homeless and special needs populations in Contra Costa, United 
Way produced a comprehensive listing that was published as the "1994 Human Service 
Directory for Contra Costa County."  United Way's directory includes the proper name and 
common name, if any, of the service, its location, hours, description of services, name of 
contact person, service area, eligibility requirements, application fees if any, transportation 
to the service, and accessibility.  The directory is designed as a resource for use by 
service providers. 
 

Additionally, the Contra Costa County/United Way Hospital Council Collaborative 
Community Assessment: Volume 2 provides an inventory of community institutions and 
associations, from community centers, to clinics, to hospitals and libraries. 
 

The foregoing discussion indicates the range of facilities and services currently available in 
the Consortium area for homeless persons and those at risk of becoming homeless.  All 
facilities in Contra Costa County, including those located in Richmond, are potentially 
available to serve the homeless population in the Consortium area. 
 
 



Emergency Shelter 
 

There are approximately 490 emergency shelter beds in Contra Costa County, including 
those reserved for persons with special needs such as the mentally disabled, recovering 
substance abusers, battered women and their children, and persons with HIV/AIDS.  
Facilities including the Brookside and Central County Shelters, Antioch Shelter, Battered 
Women's Alternative, Richmond Rescue Mission, Greater Richmond Interfaith Program 
(GRIP) (provides shelter to families during a 12-week period each winter); and Love-A-
Child, among others, reports they regularly receive requests for shelter and housing 
assistance beyond their capacity or resources.   
 

Transitional Housing 
 

There are approximately 400 transitional housing units in Contra Costa County, including 
those reserved for persons with special needs such as the mentally disabled, recovering 
substance abusers, battered women and their children, and persons with HIV/AIDS.  In 
addition to the facility-based transitional housing, an additional 274 households per year 
are assisted through the provision of transitional housing vouchers provided through Reach 
Plus (80), Project Independence (22), and Shelter+ Care (172). 
 

Permanent Supportive Housing and Related Services 
 

There are approximately 160 permanent supportive housing units in Contra Costa County, 
including those reserved for persons with special needs such as the mentally disabled; the 
mentally ill who are returning to their community following hospitalization or 
institutionalization26; dually diagnosed adults; developmentally disabled adults; persons 
with HIV/AIDS; the homeless and/or those at risk of homelessness and who have special 
needs.  Several organizations provide housing-related programs to assist persons with 
mental health problems with the adjustment to community living.  These assisted housing 
projects and programs are listed in Appendix F.  In addition to the supportive housing units 
referenced in these exhibits, a number of permanent affordable units reserved for disabled 
and/or senior persons are provided by public (280) and non-profit (1,974) sponsors. 
 

Supportive Housing Programs Provided by the Housing Authority of Contra Costa County 
 

The HACCC runs two supportive housing programs for non-homeless persons with special 
needs under the Section 8 Rental Assistance Program: 

 

• Shared Housing - The Shared Housing Program enables recipients of rental assistance to share an 
apartment or house with another recipient or a housemate not receiving assistance.  The program 
was designed to assist developmentally disabled adults, from Las Trampas in Lafayette, who were 
ready to live in a more independent setting but needed to share housing for support.  The Shared 
Housing Program is available to any Section 8 recipient, but mainly appeals to seniors and 
physically or developmentally challenged clients.  Twenty-five households are currently assisted 
through this program. 

 

• After Care - The After Care Program awards rental assistance vouchers or certificates to very low-
income families whose head of household is physically or mentally disabled and participating in a 
rehabilitation program.  This program is funded by federal Section 8 rental assistance funds 

                                                 
26Phoenix Programs provides 24-hour residential treatment programs for those who have greater supervision needs; Nierika 

House provides short-term housing with support services; and Nevin House and Board and Care Homes provide transitional housing.  
Contra Costa County provides semi-supervised and independent living support programs for those with minimal support needs.  



obtained through the State of California.  The After Care Program currently provides assistance to 
183 families. 

 

HACCC runs two other programs under the Section 8 program, which are designed to 
strengthen families and support self-sufficiency.  HACCC considers these programs to be 
“supportive housing,” although they may not fit the traditional definition.  These units were 
also included in the Section 8 Program inventory tables presented above. 
 

v Family Self-Sufficiency – The Family Self-Sufficiency Program (FSS) is designed to integrate 
education, job training, day care and other social services for 160 Section 8 certificate holders.  The 
goal of FSS is to enable families to become free of public assistance after five years.  A Family 
Self-Sufficiency Coordinator completes a needs assessment and develops a self-sufficiency plan for 
each family.  HACCC works closely with the County Social Services Department to provide the 
services needed to attain self-sufficiency.  This program currently provides assistance to 58 
families. 

 

v Family Unification – The Family Unification Program helps families whose children are in danger of 
being removed from the home because their parents lack stable housing.  Forty certificates and 
vouchers have been set aside for this program.  HACCC works closely with the County Social 
Services Department to provide services to these families, including counseling. 

 



Inventory of Other Supportive Services 
 

Coordination of service programs in the Consortium area addressing the needs of 
populations in supportive and transitional housing for homeless and other persons, is 
provided in several ways.  The County Homeless Referral Line, which provides information 
to persons needing emergency housing, began a computerized intake process in 1993 to 
collect demographic information on persons referred to County-operated homeless 
shelters and transitional housing facilities.  Several service providers are currently in the 
initial stages of developing a system for coordination of services.   
 

In addition to services designed to meet immediate needs for food, clothing and medical 
care, a variety of services intended to address longer term needs and facilitate the 
eventual movement of the County's homeless into independent living situations are 
provided in conjunction with shelter and housing programs.  These services are funded and 
operated by both public and private agencies and organizations and include: drug and 
alcohol abuse treatment programs; longer-term medical and mental health care; family 
counseling; childcare; education and job training; employment services; transportation; 
budget and housing counseling; assistance in obtaining permanent housing and legal 
counseling and assistance.   
 
In addition to these services, the Association of Housing and Homeless Services 
Providers publishes and distributes information on emergency shelters, housing and other 
services available to the homeless in East, Central and West Contra Costa County.  A 
partial listing of these services is located in Appendix G. 
 



Barriers to Affordable Housing 
 

Overall Barriers 
 
Market factors, such as the high cost of land suitable for residential development and high 
construction costs, tend to be the most significant constraints on the development of 
affordable housing in the Consortium area.  In addition to market factors, a variety of local 
government constraints can contribute to the high cost of housing construction.  These 
potential constraints include the countywide growth management program, local growth 
control initiatives, land use policies and controls, building codes and enforcement, fees and 
exactions, and processing and permit procedures. 
 
Further, State laws as well as federal mandates – such as one for one replacement, 
relocation, and environmental reviews – add to the community's cost of producing 
affordable housing. The following table highlights areas at both the State and federal levels 
that contribute to the complexity of affordable housing development in Contra Costa 
County.  Specific barriers at the local level are discussed in the following section. 
 

FEDERAL Barriers to Affordable Housing 

Mandatory cost containment policies necessitate local subsidies in high construction cost areas such as the San 
Francisco Bay Area. 

Inconsistencies between federal, State and local regulations and requirements (e.g., affordability restrictions and 
foreclosure rules) increase the cost and complexity of project development. 

Federal requirements for environmental mitigation (such as lead-based paint and asbestos) in affordable 
housing may prohibitively increase cost of development and/or rehabilitation.   

Requirements for relocation benefits discourage funding for rehabilitation of rental housing or housing on under-
utilized lots. 

Davis Bacon wage requirements increase cost of providing affordable housing. 

STATE Barriers to Affordable Housing 

There are virtually no affordable housing resources available at the State level to assist local jurisdictions in 
urban areas. 

State requirements often overlap with federal and local strategies, adding extra burden to implementation 
process; although incentives exist, few developers will take advantage of the incentives without additional 
subsidies. 

The State has implemented changes in both in MCC and LIHTC Programs that have shifted scarce housing 
resources away from high-cost urban areas like Contra Costa County to rural, low-cost areas like the Central 
Valley.   

Federal requirements for Consolidated Plan duplicate local efforts to produce Housing Element, increasing 
administrative costs.   

Relocation laws discourage local jurisdictions and property owner from participating in acquisition/rehabilitation 
of currently occupied projects. 

 

Local Barriers 
 



Growth Management Program (Measure C) - In 1988, Contra Costa County voters passed 
Measure C, a ½-cent sales tax increase to help fund a transportation improvement and 
growth management program.  The goals of the program are to relieve congestion created 
by past development through road and transit improvements that will be funded by the 
sales tax increase and to prevent future development decisions from resulting in 
deterioration of services in the County.  To be eligible for sales tax funds, the Growth 
Management Program requires each participating city, town and the County to take certain 
actions including the following:   
 

1. Adopt a separate growth management element of the general plan to address the impacts of 
growth;  

 

2. Satisfy state housing element requirements; 
 

3. Establish a commitment to manage congestion by adopting and applying traffic service standards 
that will ensure that new development will not significantly worsen traffic on streets, roads, and 
regional routes; and  

 

4. Ensure that new development pays its own way through mitigation and fee programs.   
 

Local Growth Control Initiatives -- Local growth control initiatives can also constrain 
affordable housing development by limiting the number of residential units that may be built. 
 Measure A, the Building Height Freeze Initiative, was passed on March 12, 1985 for the 
City of Walnut Creek.  Specifically, the voters adopted the following limitations: 
 

1. The building height limitation in the Zoning Ordinance shall not be raised without the approval of the 
electorate. 

2. No use permits to exceed the basic building height limitations of a land use district shall be 
granted. 

3. No permit shall be issued to construct a building over six stories in height without the approval of 
the electorate. 

 

This initiative freezes the maximum height permitted on each parcel at the time of election. 
 Single-family housing is generally permitted to be constructed up to 25 feet, with a height 
limit of 30feet imposed in Multifamily zoning districts.  In the highest density districts, a 
height of 50 feet is permitted.  If the zoning on a parcel is changed from single-family to 
multifamily, the higher density project must be consistent with the single-family height 
limitation that was in place at the time of adoption. 
The height freeze could affect the density yield on parcels that are currently zoned a lower-
density multifamily if they are to be rezoned to M-H (Multifamily High) since the difference 
between the height limits allowed is 20 feet (30 feet to 50 feet). 
 

Land Use Policies and Controls - High per acre land costs in combination with zoning at 
relatively low densities can inhibit the construction of housing affordable to low- and 
moderate-income households.  For example, the City of Pleasant Hill's 1986 Measure B 
Initiative imposed a number of restrictions on rezoning residentially-zoned land to higher 
densities and mandated the inclusion of such restrictions in the City's revised General 
Plan.   
 

Building Codes and Enforcement - For most jurisdictions building codes and their 
enforcement do not appear to be a constraint on development of affordable housing. New 
residential development is required to meet the minimum requirements of the Uniform 
Building Code to ensure safety.   



 

Design Guidelines/Development Standards - Applicable design guidelines and 
development standards (setbacks, maximum building height) affect the cost of 
development.  Although it is important to ensure that new development is compatible with 
surrounding development and complies with the local zoning ordinance, such requirements 
can be costly. 
 

Fees and Exactions -- Local jurisdictions collect fees that help to cover the costs of permit 
processing, inspections, and environmental review.  State legislation passed in 1988 
mandates that local jurisdictions not assess fees that are higher than the actual costs 
incurred in providing services to the public.  Some local jurisdictions are on a full-cost fee 
recovery basis, while others are not.  Development fees, or exactions, are collected by 
cities/counties and applicable districts for the provision of services such as water, sewers, 
storm drains, schools, parks, and recreation facilities. These fees are usually based on the 
number of units in a residential development or dwelling unit square footage.  Often a 
significant portion of the total development impact fees imposed on a project is due to the 
charges of other local districts over which the city/county has no control, such as a school 
district, sewer district, or water district.   
 

Processing and Permit Procedures - New residential development must generally go 
through an approval process that may include environmental review, zoning, subdivision 
review, site plan review, design review, and building permit approval.  In addition to the 
approvals required by the jurisdiction, it is usually necessary to obtain approvals from the 
applicable water and sewer districts.  A prolonged amount of time spent on processing 
and permit procedures can increase development costs. 
 

NIMBYism - An additional constraint on the development of affordable housing is 
NIMBYism (“Not in My Backyard”), in which residents oppose affordable housing to be 
located in their neighborhood.  Often times, NIMBYism is the result of unfounded fears that 
property values will decrease if affordable housing is allow to be constructed.  Opposition 
to affordable housing can cause delays in the development of projects, thereby increasing 
costs. 
 



VI. FIVE-YEAR STRATEGIC PLAN 
 

PRIORITY HOUSING AND HOMELESS NEEDS AND OBJECTIVES 
 

The Contra Costa Consortium Five-Year Strategy for 2000-2005 establishes the following 
priorities for affordable housing programs and projects: 
 

H-1 Expand housing opportunities for lower-income households through an increase in the supply of 
decent, safe and affordable rental housing and rental assistance. 

 
H-2 Increase homeownership opportunities for lower-income households. 
 
H-3 Maintain and preserve the affordable housing stock. 
 
H-4 Improve the public housing stock. 
 
H-5 Adopt the Continuum of Care Plan as the overall approach to addressing homelessness in the 

Consortium. 
 
H-6 Assist the homeless and those at risk of becoming homeless by providing emergency, transitional, 

and permanent affordable housing with appropriate supportive services. 
 
H-7 Increase the supply of appropriate and supportive housing for special needs populations. 
 
H-8 Alleviate problems of housing discrimination. 
 
H-9 Remove constraints to affordable housing development 



Priority Analysis and Strategy Development 
 
The Consortium jurisdictions are committed to allocating funds that serve the needs of the 
lowest income and most disadvantaged residents.  Research on the current non-housing 
community development needs highlights the interrelated nature of housing and non-
housing community development.  For example, in order to afford the escalating cost of 
housing in the County, it is critical for lower-income families to earn a living wage.  In order 
for them to earn a living wage, it is critical that people are functionally literate, adequately 
trained to compete in today’s job market.  And in order for people to receive appropriate 
training or become an employee, they must be able to access affordable and reliable 
transportation.  Childcare and other services also figure critically into this matrix, as do the 
other program and facility needs identified in Table 2B. 
 

Although no new Census data exist to help identify new or emerging trends in non-housing 
community development needs, the statistics provided above, in conjunction with the 
findings of the various community meetings and focus groups, confirm the ongoing need to 
provide CDBG funds to a host of non-housing community development activities.   
 

Local, State and private funds all play an important role in the furtherance of the 
Consolidated Plan objectives.  For example, most jurisdictions have Redevelopment 
Agencies that provide funding to further the overall economic development goals of the 
community.  In Concord, the Redevelopment Agency’s focus on revitalizing the Downtown 
is intended to support business growth and development that will result in increased 
employment, expansion of Downtown office users, and a growing mix of retail and 
shopping opportunities.  While the focus is not on creating jobs, per se, the efforts of the 
Redevelopment Agency to create the physical environment for jobs and businesses in 
essence creates the opportunities for lower-income residents served by the CDBG 
programs. 
 
Each jurisdiction has individual needs that should be addressed at the local level, rather 
than at a broader County level; however, all jurisdictions have embraced the following 
priorities in the completion of their individual Action Plans during the upcoming five-year 
period.  Where available, examples of existing programs and activities to address the 
identified needs are provided. 
 



Affordable Housing Priorities 
 

Priority H-1 – Expand Affordable Rental Housing Opportunities for Lower-Income 
Households  
 

Analysis: As described in the Housing Needs Analysis in Section I, housing needs of VLI 
renters are significant and relate primarily to cost-burden.  Over 80% or 20,650 households 
in this group pay more than 30% of their gross monthly income for rent and utilities, and 
54% (13,650 households) pay more than half of their income for this purpose.  Large renter 
households experience the highest incidence of housing problems (94% or 2,600 
households), primarily due to overcrowding.  However, larger numbers of small-related 
households experience one or more housing problems (8,550 households).  An estimated 
3,700 VLI senior households are severely cost-burdened, paying more than half of their 
income for housing costs.  It is not surprising that the most severe housing problems are 
experienced by extremely-low income households: just under 80% (11,150 households) of 
all households in this category pay more than 30% of their income on housing, and 65% 
(9,200 households) pay more than 50%. 
 

A comparison of market rents with renter household income in the Consortium Area 
provides a further indicator of affordability problems.  According to 1990 Census data, 
while there were 25,300 VLI renter households in the Consortium area with incomes at or 
below 50% of the area median income, only 14,150 rental units were affordable to this 
target population.  This represents a difference of 11,150 units.  The situation is worse for 
extremely low-income renters (incomes at or below 30% of the area median income): in 
1990, there were a total of 14,100 extremely low-income renter households, with only 6,600 
units affordable at this income level.  The difference of 7,500 units implies a substantial 
need for additional rental units affordable to this population. 
 

Finally, the number of households on the waiting list for combined Public Housing units and 
Section 8 Rental Assistance (over 7,300 households) is a further indication of the need for 
more affordable rental housing. 
 

Strategy Development and Investment Plan: As previously indicated, the Consortium 
has established as a priority activities to increase the supply of affordable rental housing 
opportunities for lower-income households.  Additional priority will be assigned to projects 
that address the needs of ELI and VLI households, large families, and the elderly.  
Consideration will also be given to projects that improve the jobs/housing balance in the 
Consortium area by providing additional affordable housing in close proximity to 
employment and transportation centers.  Consistent with these priorities, the Consortium 
will support activities and projects that increase the supply of affordable rental housing and 
rental assistance for lower-income households.  These strategies are discussed in more 
detail in the following section. 
 

Affordable Rental Housing Supply.  The Consortium will support projects that increase the 
supply of affordable rental housing through acquisition, rehabilitation, and/or construction of 
additional rental units.  Consortium resources that may be used for this purpose include 
Redevelopment Agency (RDA) Housing Set-Aside funds, tax-exempt bond financing, and 
funds provided through the Community Development Block Grant (CDBG) and HOME 
Investment Partnership Act (HOME) programs.   
 



The Consortium will also work with nonprofit and for-profit affordable housing developers 
and interest groups to obtain additional federal, State and local resources for projects to 
increase the supply of affordable rental housing.  In addition to financial resources, 
jurisdictions in the Consortium have also adopted a number of developer incentives 
designed to encourage the construction of additional affordable housing, including: density 
bonus programs to permit increases in density for developers providing housing for VLI 
and LI households; partial fee waivers and deferrals for affordable housing projects; and 
modification of development standards where justified to lower the cost of housing without 
undermining the overall quality of the proposed development. 
 

Rental Assistance.  A second effective means of increasing affordable housing 
opportunities for lower-income households is the provision of project and tenant-based rent 
subsidies.  Therefore, in addition to projects designed to expand the supply of affordable 
housing, the Consortium will support efforts by City and County Housing Authorities to 
obtain additional rent subsidies through federally funded programs, including the Section 8 
Program and Shelter + Care. 
 



Priority H-2 – Increase Homeownership Opportunities for Lower-Income Households 
 

Analysis: As noted in the Housing Market Analysis, the median value of owner-occupied 
single-family housing (excluding condos and townhomes) was $254,100 in 1990.  At that 
time, less than 4% of owner-occupied housing units were affordable to households earning 
less than 50% of median income.  This figure did not rise substantially if other low-income 
households were included.  In fact, only 7% of owner-occupied units were affordable to 
households earning up to 80% of median income.   
 

Since that time, housing prices have risen dramatically, increasing by more than 12% 
between 1998 and 1999 alone.  There is no question that it is difficult for lower income 
households to purchase housing in the Consortium area.  The Urban County's Housing 
Element and Housing Elements from the four Consortium cities provide evidence that 
increases in home prices have exceeded growth in incomes over the last 10 to 15 years.  
In addition, information provided by HUD from the 1990 Census provides additional 
confirmation of first-time homebuyer needs in the Consortium area. 
 

The affordability measures used by HUD in the 1990 Census tables were created for the 
purpose of estimating the number of housing units that would be affordable to lower-
income households (up to 80% of median income).  For owners, a unit is affordable if the 
value does not exceed two and a half times a household's income, adjusted for unit size.  
This affordability measure can be used to describe the situation facing homebuyers.  
According to this measure, less than 4% of housing units would be affordable to 
households earning less than 50% of median income.  This figure does not rise 
substantially if other low-income households are included.  In fact, only 7% of owner-
occupied units would be affordable to households earning up to 80% of median income. 
 

There is some variation across the entitlement cities.  For example, within the City of 
Pittsburg, a much higher percentage of Pittsburg's owner-occupied housing is affordable to 
lower-income households.  In fact, although Pittsburg contains only 5% of the Consortium 
area's owner-occupied housing stock, it provides 12% of the area's affordable owner-
occupied housing units.  On the other hand, Walnut Creek's housing stock is less 
affordable to VLI households. 
 

Strategy Development and Investment Plan: The Consortium will work with non-profit 
and for-profit affordable housing developers to increase homeownership opportunities for 
lower-income households.  Consortium strategies to accomplish this objective include 
activities and projects that: 
 

v Reduce housing acquisition prices to below market levels by lowering site acquisition and unit 
construction costs;  

v Increase affordability through downpayment assistance and subsidized mortgage programs; and 

v Increase credit availability through homebuyer counseling and credit assistance programs for lower-
income households. 

 

These strategies are discussed in more detail in the following. 
 

Reduce Housing Acquisition Price.  The Consortium will assist in the development of 
affordable homeownership opportunities through the provision of public subsidies for site 
acquisition, rehabilitation, and new construction.  By lowering per unit development costs, 
housing prices can be set at below-market levels that are affordable to lower income 



households.  Additionally, the public funds may be rolled over into second mortgages (e.g., 
equity share or low-interest deferred/amortized mortgages) to permit acquisition of 
affordable units at market prices by lower income households.  Local resources available 
for this purpose include HOME, CDBG, and RDA Housing Set-Aside funds.  Housing 
developments may be mixed-income, however, the proportion of total development costs 
subsidized by public funds may not exceed the proportion of affordable units in the 
development.   
 

In addition to subsidies, the Consortium will consider the use of approved density bonus 
programs, partial fee waivers, and flexible design standards to facilitate the development 
of affordable homeownership opportunities. 
 
Increase Housing Affordability through Downpayment Assistance and Subsidized 
Mortgages.  Strategies to increase housing affordability for lower income households 
include programs and projects to provide downpayment and mortgage assistance to 
qualified homebuyers.  Examples include the use of CDBG, HOME, and RDA Housing 
Set-Aside funds to provide second mortgages with financial terms dependent on the needs 
of the target population (e.g., loans may be equity-share, low or zero interest, amortized or 
deferred).  Funds may also be used for self-help or sweat-equity housing programs in 
which participating households assist in the construction of their home as their 
downpayment.  Public funds used for site acquisition or construction are typically rolled 
over into silent second mortgages to further increase housing affordability.   
 
Additional strategies to assist in homeownership affordability include the use of mortgage 
revenue bonds to provide low-interest rate mortgages and the Mortgage Credit Certificate 
program, which provides a federal tax credit for a portion of mortgage interest paid by 
qualified households.  In each case, affordable housing opportunities are increased by 
lowering monthly housing costs associated with homeownership. 
 
Increase Credit Availability through Homebuyer Counseling and Credit Assistance 
Programs.  First-time homebuyer programs available through Fannie Mae, Freddie Mac, 
and individual lenders improve affordable housing opportunities through special 
homebuyer and credit counseling programs.  Lower-income households that successfully 
complete these programs are afforded increased access to mortgage credit through the 
use of lower credit qualifying ratios. 
 



Priority H-3 – Maintain and Preserve the Affordable Housing Stock 
 

Maintain the Housing Stock -- Analysis:  In addition to efforts to increase the supply and 
affordability of owner-occupied and rental housing in the Consortium area, it is necessary 
to maintain and preserve the existing affordable housing stock.  As indicated in the needs 
assessment, an estimated 25,350 housing units are likely to need rehabilitation or 
replacement.  In addition, just under 80,000 housing units were built at least 45 years ago, 
indicating a potential need for replacement of major housing systems (e.g., heating and air 
system, roof, plumbing and electrical).  Older housing stock, if not adequately maintained, 
may present health and safety problems that can affect both the occupants and the 
immediate neighborhood.  Structural problems and a higher incidence of lead-based paint 
are also likely to be more prevalent in older housing.  VLI households are more likely to live 
in older housing:  VLI renters represent 32% of the renter population, but occupy 37% of 
rental housing units built more than 50 years ago; while 10% of all owner-occupants are 
VLI, they occupy 19% of the older housing stock.   
 

Responsibility for housing maintenance rests with the owner.  Although lower-income 
homeowners possess a significant asset in the form of their home, limited incomes and 
low savings frequently restrict their ability to undertake the financial commitments needed 
for major housing maintenance and improvements.  Rehabilitation loans from private 
lenders are often not an option due to the inability of the very-low or low-income household 
to service additional debt.   
 

Owners of rental property are financially responsible for the maintenance and upkeep of 
rental property.  However, they may encounter difficulties in maintaining properties located 
in rental submarkets serving very-low or other low-income households, where rent levels 
may not support the financing required for major maintenance and improvements. 
 

Strategy Development and Investment Plan: The Consortium has assigned a high 
priority to programs designed to maintain and rehabilitate existing affordable housing.  
Current activities include County and City rehabilitation programs that provide low and 
zero-interest, deferred and amortized loans to rehabilitate rental and owner-occupied units 
affordable to lower-income households.  In the case of rental housing, affordability 
restrictions apply.  Loans are typically due upon sale or transfer of the property.  Current 
sources of funds for these activities include the HOME and CDBG programs as well as 
and RDA housing setaside funds.  The Consortium will also support efforts by program and 
project sponsors to obtain additional resources for this important activity from federal, 
State and private sources. 
 

Preserve the Existing Affordable Housing Stock – Analysis:  In addition to the need 
to maintain affordable housing through required maintenance and rehabilitation programs, 
the Consortium faces the risk of a potential loss of assisted rental units through the 
conversion of subsidized housing to market rate projects.  Units with a significant risk of 
conversion over the next five to ten years include an estimated 766 affordable rental 
housing units. 
 

Strategy Development and Investment Plan: The CDBG, HOME and Redevelopment 
Agency affordable housing programs emphasize long-term affordability in the allocation of 
funds (40 to 60 years).  In addition, funds are often made available in the form of deferred 
or residual receipts loans, providing the jurisdictions with substantial potential leverage to 



negotiate for extended affordability at the end of the loan term.  CDBG and HOME funds 
may be used to assist affordable housing developers to acquire and/or rehabilitate existing 
multifamily rental housing for purposes of preserving affordability.   
 

Tax-exempt bond financing to acquire and rehabilitate affordable housing developments, 
including those with expiring federal subsidies and affordability restrictions, can be used as 
an effective approach to preservation.  Additionally, the County Redevelopment Agency 
has been active in efforts to extend the affordability of tax-exempt bond projects by working 
with owners to refund bonds at favorable tax-exempt rates in exchange for extended 
affordability.  Over 400 units of affordable housing have been preserved through this 
method. 
 

The Consortium will work with cities, non-profits, and other agencies and organizations to 
obtain resources required to maintain the affordability of assisted rental projects in danger 
of conversion, including but not limited to Low-Income Housing Preservation and Resident 
Homeownership Act funds.  Local funds that may be used to assist in this effort include 
CDBG and RDA Housing Set-Aside Funds. 
 



Priority H-4 – Improve the Public Housing Stock 
 

The current capital improvement Action Plan for the Housing Authority of Contra Costa 
County (HACCC) covers the period FY 1998 – 2002.  HACCC has identified 
approximately $14,300,000 in physical improvement and management improvement 
needs throughout its 16 residential developments.  Under HUD capital funding programs 
HACCC anticipates receiving a total of $13,276,970 during the five year planning period 
plus some additional funding earmarked for San Pablo properties.  Of that amount, up to 
20% may be spent for management improvements and 10% for administration.  
 

In the area of service coordination the HACCC plans to conduct outreach to the residents 
social service providers, the business community, educators and job training specialists to 
develop and support programs that strengthen families and promote self-sufficiency and 
economic independence.   
 
To expand the its administrative abilities, HACCC will be upgrading its entire computer 
information system.  In addition, HACCC is undertaking a comprehensive review of its 
policies and procedures for all program areas.  The policies and procedures will be 
updated and reformatted for easy use by housing managers and rental assistance 
administrators.  Following completion of the revamped policy and procedures manuals, 
training will be held for appropriate staff and an improved system of internal controls will be 
adopted and implemented. 
 
Major future planning efforts were completed in 1999 and 2000 resulting in two adopted 
documents; the Strategic Plan for the Housing Authority and the Agency Plan (as required 
by HUD and Congress). Both of these documents contain short term and long term 
strategies to provide high quality, affordable housing solutions and promote self-sufficiency 
for lower-income households in Contra Costa County. 
 



Priority H-5 – Adopt the Continuum of Care Plan as the Overall Approach to Addressing 
Homelessness in the Consortium 
 

Analysis: As homelessness continued to increase in the 1980s and 1990s, there was 
broad consensus that a comprehensive, integrated plan for homeless services be 
developed for the County.  Specifically, the Board of Supervisors endorsed the Continuum 
of Care model in 1994, establishing that the purpose of such a plan would be to: 
 

ü Increase the clarity about the scope of the homeless problem and the roles of the existing structure 
of services in the County 

 
ü Identify gaps in services and the priorities for addressing those gaps 
 
ü Provide an opportunity for elected officials and the community to examine what is already being 

done to address the problem and to build consensus 
 
ü Recommend the most appropriate structure to achieve an integrated and effective homeless delivery 

system 
 
ü Recommend how to strengthen individual components and how to bridge categorical funding and 

program barriers to maximize funding and effectiveness 
 
ü Position the County to meet the HUD Continuum of Care requirements for future McKinney funding 
 

The Continuum of Care Plan developed for the County was created through a community-
based planning process and coordinated by an Ad Hoc Homeless Task Force.  Adopted 
by the Board of Supervisors, the plan sets forth the following guiding principals: 
 

1. preservation of the existing levels of service is a top priority; 

2. a comprehensive and integrated service system is essential to preventing and reducing 
homelessness;  

3. the Plan’s recommendations should be dictated by need and not by available funding; 

4. homelessness can only be effectively addressed through collaborative efforts involving all 
jurisdictions and all segments of the community; 

5. prevention is the most cost-effective and humane strategy for addressing homelessness; 

6. advocacy is needed to change the public policy and economic decisions that have helped to 
produce homelessness; 

7. public education is a key aspect of the effort to address homelessness; 

8. people who are homeless are full and equal members of the community; and 

9. planning should produce concrete results in the lives of those it aims to help. 

 

Strategy Development and Investment Plan: The Continuum of Care Plan sets forth a 
broad range of recommendations intended to address the issue of homelessness at all 
levels of the community.  These recommendations are included in Appendix H.  All 
jurisdictions within the Consortium accept and endorse the Continuum of Care Plan and its 
recommendations, incorporating them by reference into the Consolidated Plan. 
 



Priority H-6 – Assist the Homeless and Those At-Risk of Becoming Homeless by 
Providing Emergency, Transitional, and Permanent Affordable Housing with Appropriate 
Supportive Services 
 

Analysis: As noted in the discussion of homeless needs, there is a high demand for 
emergency and transitional housing for homeless individuals and families, permanent 
housing affordable to ELI households, and supportive services.  Although many 
organizations now provide assistance to the homeless, occupancy levels and waiting lists 
for shelter beds and services remain high.  This situation implies that the need for 
assistance still exceeds availability.  The majority of known homeless persons in Contra 
Costa County are ELI one or two-parent families with children.  Consequently, this group 
has been assigned a high priority for emergency and transitional housing.  Research 
shows that fastest growing segment of the homeless population is women with children.   
 

The population that is most at-risk of becoming homeless consists of the extremely low-
income population in the Consortium area.  According to the 1990 Census, there are over 
9,000 extremely low-income renter households and more than 4,000 owner-occupant 
households who pay more than 50% of their gross monthly income for housing.  
Households in this group typically have little in the way of economic reserves, placing them 
at risk of becoming homeless in the event of illness, temporary job layoff, or unemployment. 
 These risks are compounded for extremely low-income households with special needs, 
including the frail elderly, disabled, single-parent households, and recovering substance 
abusers. 
 

The at-risk population requires assistance in two areas.  The first is the provision of 
housing that is affordable to people with less than 30% of area median income.  Without a 
significant increase in the supply of affordable housing and rent subsidy programs, many 
extremely low-income people in the Consortium area will remain at-risk of becoming 
homeless.  The second area of assistance is to increase the ability of extremely low-
income households to maintain an independent living status through the provision of 
appropriate support services, including education, job training, medical services, childcare, 
counseling, and budgeting. 
 

Strategy Development and Investment Plan: The single most important factor 
contributing to the homeless problem is the lack of decent, safe housing affordable to 
extremely-low and VLI households in Contra Costa.  Therefore, the preceding strategies to 
increase and maintain the supply of affordable housing in the Consortium area are equally 
relevant as strategies to alleviate problems of homelessness.  Specific strategies that may 
be particularly relevant to the homeless populations include efforts to develop single-room 
occupancy residential units and shared housing programs for appropriate populations 
(e.g., the elderly, single adults, mentally and physically disabled). 
 

Strategies to improve housing affordability through direct payment assistance are also 
effective in preventing and alleviating homelessness among extremely low- and VLI 
households.  This may include loan funds or grants to assist at-risk and homeless 
households with security deposits, required first and last month rent payments, initial move-
in costs, one-time rent or mortgage payments for households facing eviction or foreclosure, 
and temporary assistance with utility payments. 
 

For families and individuals that are already homeless, the immediate need is for shelter.  
Emergency shelter beds are in short supply in the County.  In the short-run, voucher 


