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CHAPTER 1.
INTRODUCTION
AFFIRMATIVELY FURTHERING FAIR HOUSING
Equal access to housing choice is crucial to America’s commitment to equality and opportunity for all. Title
VIII of the United States Civil Rights Act of 1968, more commonly known as the Fair Housing Act, provides
housing opportunity protection by prohibiting discrimination in the sale or rental of housing on the basis
of race, color, religion, sex, and national origin. The Act was amended in 1988 to provide stiffer penalties,
establish an administrative enforcement mechanism and to expand its coverage to prohibit discrimination
on the basis of familial status and disability. The U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development
(HUD), specifically HUD’s Office of Fair Housing and Equal Opportunity (FHEO), is responsible for the
administration and enforcement of the Fair Housing Act and other civil rights laws.
Provisions to affirmatively further fair housing (AFFH) are basic long-standing components of HUD’s
housing and community development programs. The AFFH requirements are derived from Section 808(e)
(5) of the Fair Housing Act which requires the Secretary of HUD to administer the Department’s housing
and urban development programs in a manner to affirmatively further fair housing.1
In 2015, HUD published a final rule on Affirmatively Furthering Fair Housing, which outlines procedures
that jurisdictions and public housing authorities who participate in HUD programs must take to promote
access to fair housing and equal opportunity. This rule stipulates that grantees and housing authorities
take meaningful actions to overcome patterns of segregation and foster inclusive communities free from
barriers that restrict access to opportunity based on protected class characteristics. Under HUD’s final
rule, grantees must take actions to:
•
•
•
•

Address disparities in housing need;
Replace segregated living patterns with integrated and balanced living patterns;
Transform racially and ethnically concentrated areas of poverty into areas of opportunity; and
Foster and maintain compliance with civil rights and fair housing laws.

To assist grantees and housing authorities affirmatively further fair housing, HUD provides publiclyavailable data, maps, and an assessment tool to use to evaluate the state of fair housing within their
communities and set locally-determined priorities and goals. HUD’s final rule mandated that most
grantees begin submitting to HUD an assessment developed using these tool in 2017; however, a 2018
HUD notice extended that deadline until at least October 2020. The notice further required that grantees
instead prepare and keep on file a current “Analysis of Impediments to Fair Housing Choice” (AI).

1 U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development Office of Fair Housing and Equal Opportunity.

Volume 1 (Chapter 1: Fair Housing Planning Historical Overview, Page 13). March 1996.
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Fair Housing Planning Guide:

In an AI, local communities that receive HUD entitlement grant funds evaluate barriers to fair housing
choice and develop and implement strategies and actions to overcome any identified impediments based
on their individual histories, circumstances, and experiences. Through this process, local entitlement
communities promote fair housing choices for all persons, including classes protected under the Fair
Housing Act, and provide opportunities for racially and ethnically inclusive patterns of housing occupancy,
identify structural and systemic barriers to fair housing choice, and promote housing that is physically
accessible and usable by persons with disabilities.
HUD will presume that the grantee is meeting its obligation and certification to affirmatively further fair
housing by taking actions that address the impediments, including:
•
•
•
•
•

Analyzing and eliminating housing discrimination within the jurisdiction;
Promoting fair housing choice for all persons;
Providing opportunities for racially and ethnically inclusive patterns of housing occupancy;
Promoting housing that is physically accessible to all persons to include those persons with
disabilities; and
Fostering compliance with the nondiscrimination provisions of the Fair Housing Act.

Through its Community Planning and Development (CPD) programs, HUD’s goal is to expand mobility and
widen a person’s freedom of choice. The Department also requires Community Development Block Grant
(CDBG) program grantees to document AFFH actions in the annual performance reports that are
submitted to HUD.
Mosaic Community Planning assisted the City of Lewiston with the preparation of this Analysis of
Impediments to Fair Housing Choice. This AI follows the requirements in HUD’s Fair Housing Planning
Guide but is also fully compliant with the regulations and assessment tool established in HUD’s 2015 final
rule. In several chapters, it incorporates the maps and data developed by HUD for use by grantees as part
of the Affirmatively Furthering Fair Housing final rule.

DEFINITIONS
Affirmatively Further Fair Housing – In keeping with the latest proposed guidance from HUD, to
Affirmatively Further Fair Housing Choice (AFFH) is to comply with “the 1968 Fair Housing Act’s obligation
for state and local governments to improve and achieve more meaningful outcomes from fair housing
policies, so that every American has the right to fair housing, regardless of their race, color, national origin,
religion, sex, disability or familial status.”2

2

U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development. “HUD Publishes New Proposed Rule on Affirmatively Furthering Fair
Housing Choice.” Press Release No. 13-110. July 19, 2013.
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Fair Housing Choice - In carrying out this Analysis of Impediments to Fair Housing Choice, the City of
Lewiston used the following definition of “Fair Housing Choice”:
•

The ability of persons of similar income levels to have available to them the same housing choices
regardless of race, color, religion, sex, national origin, familial status, or handicap.

Impediments to Fair Housing Choice - As adapted from the HUD Fair Housing Planning Guide,
impediments to fair housing choice are understood to include: 3
•
•

Any actions, omissions, or decisions taken because of race, color, religion, sex, disability, familial
status, or national origin which restrict housing choices or the availability of housing choices.
Any actions, omissions, or decisions which have the effect of restricting housing choices or the
availability of housing choices on the basis of race, color, religion, sex, disability, familial status,
or national origin.

Protected Classes – The following definition of federally protected classes is used in this document:
•

Title VIII of the Civil Rights Act of 1968 prohibits housing discrimination based on race, color,
national origin or ancestry, sex, or religion. The 1988 Fair Housing Amendments Act added familial
status and mental and physical handicap as protected classes.

Affordable – Though local definitions of the term may vary, the definition used throughout this analysis
is congruent with HUD’s definition:
•

•

HUD defines as "affordable" housing that costs no more than 30% of a household's total monthly
gross income. For rental housing, the 30% amount would be inclusive of any tenant-paid utility
costs.
For homeowners, the 30% amount would include the mortgage payment, property taxes,
homeowners insurance, and any homeowners’ association fees.

DATA SOURCES
Decennial Census Data – Data collected by the Decennial Census for 2010 and 2000 is used in this
Assessment (older Census data is only used in conjunction with more recent data in order to illustrate
trends). The Decennial Census data is used by the U.S. Census Bureau to create several different datasets:
•

2010 and 2000 Census Summary File 1 (SF 1) – This dataset contains what is known as “100%
data,” meaning that it contains the data collected from every household that participated in the
Census and is not based on a representative sample of the population. Though this dataset is very
broad in terms of coverage of the total population, it is limited in the depth of the information

3 U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development Office of Fair Housing and Equal Opportunity.

Volume 1 (Chapter 2: Preparing for Fair Housing Planning, Page 2-17). March 1996.
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Fair Housing Planning Guide:

collected. Basic characteristics such as age, sex, and race are collected, but not more detailed
information such as disability status, occupation, and income. The statistics are available for a
variety of geographic levels with most tables obtainable down to the census tract or block group
level.
•

2000 Census Summary File 3 (SF 3) – Containing sample data from approximately one in every six
U.S. households, this dataset is compiled from respondents who received the “long form” Census
survey. This comprehensive and highly detailed dataset contains information on such topics as
ancestry, level of education, occupation, commute time to work, and home value. The SF 3
dataset was discontinued for the 2010 Census, but many of the variables from SF 3 are included
in the American Community Survey.

American Community Survey (ACS) – The American Community Survey is an ongoing statistical survey
that samples a small percentage of the U.S. population every year, thus providing communities with more
current population and housing data throughout the 10 years between censuses. This approach trades
the accuracy of the Decennial Census Data for the relative immediacy of continuously polled data from
every year. ACS data is compiled from an annual sample of approximately 3 million addresses rather than
an actual count (like the Decennial Census’s SF 1 data) and therefore is susceptible to sampling errors.
This data is released in two different formats: single-year estimates and multi-year estimates.
•

ACS Multi-Year Estimates – More current than Census 2010 data, this dataset is one of the most
frequently used. Because sampling error is reduced when estimates are collected over a longer
period of time, 5-year estimates will be more accurate (but less recent) than 3-year estimates.
ACS datasets are published for geographic areas with populations of 20,000 or greater. The 20122016 ACS 5-year estimates are used most often in this assessment.

Previous Works of Research – This AI is supported by, and in some cases builds upon, previous local plans
and works of research conducted for and by the City of Lewiston, including:
•

City of Lewiston PY 2013 – PY 2017 Consolidated Plan, August 2013 – Prepared by the City of
Lewiston, this plan outlines the City’s goals for addressing priority community development and
housing needs over the five-year period. It includes the City’s PY 2013 – PY 2014 CDBG Action
Plan, which identifies specific projects that will work toward achieving 5-year goals. The plan also
includes a wealth of data related to housing and community development needs, existing housing
stock, and resources available to address homelessness and other community issues.

•

Lewiston Analysis of Impediments to Fair Housing Choice (2014 Update), April 2014 – This
document is the immediate predecessor to this AI. It contains a demographic overview, profile of
existing housing, discussion of housing affordability, review of subsidized housing and
development policies, analysis of housing complaint data, and examination of home mortgage
disclosure data. The report also provided policy recommendations designed to improve fair
housing choice for protected classes in Lewiston.
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CHAPTER 2.
COMMUNITY PARTICIPATION PROCESS
COMMUNITY ENGAGEMENT OVERVIEW
An important component of the research process for this Analysis of Impediments to Fair Housing Choice
involved gathering input regarding fair and affordable housing conditions, perceptions, and needs in
Lewiston. The City used a variety of approaches to achieve meaningful public engagement with residents
and other stakeholders, including a public meeting, focus groups, interviews, and a communitywide
survey.

Public Meeting
Lewiston held a workshop open to the general public on Thursday, March 22 at 6 PM in the Community
Development Department’s Upstairs Conference Room at 215 D Street, Lewiston, ID 83501. The meeting
began with a short presentation providing an overview of the Analysis of Impediments to Fair Housing
Choice, related fair housing law, how to access HUD-provided fair housing data, and ways to provide input
for the study. The reminder of the workshop was devoted to an interactive discussion of fair housing,
neighborhood conditions, and community resources in Lewiston. Six people attended the public meeting.

Focus Groups
Working with local nonprofit organizations, Lewiston also held four focus groups targeted to various types
of households in the city. Like the public meetings, the focus groups began with an explanation of the
Analysis of Impediments to Fair Housing Choice, related fair housing laws, and ways to participate in the
study. Focus group leaders then facilitated a discussion of fair and affordable housing needs,
neighborhood conditions, and community resources in Lewiston. A total of 29 people participated in a
focus group. Meeting dates, times, and locations are shown below:
Focus Group #1
Wednesday, March 21, 2018
11:30 AM
ROC Rescue Mission
1830 6th Avenue, Lewiston, ID 83501

Focus Group #3
Thursday, March 22, 2018
10 AM
Community Action Partnership
124 New 6th Street, Lewiston, ID 83501

Focus Group #2
Wednesday, March 21, 2018
3 PM
Community Development
Upstairs Conference Room
215 D Street, Lewiston, ID 83501

Focus Group #4
Thursday, March 22, 2018
2 PM
Opportunities Unlimited
325 Snake River Avenue, Lewiston, ID 83501
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Stakeholder Interviews
During the week of March 19, 2018, individual stakeholder interviews were held at the City’s Community
Development Department. For people unable to attend an in-person interview, telephone interviews
were offered. Stakeholders were identified by City of Lewiston Community Development Department
staff, and represented a variety of viewpoints, including fair housing/legal advocacy, housing, affordable
housing, community development and planning, transportation, education, employment, business and
economic development, homelessness, and services for low income households, people with disabilities,
seniors, youth, domestic violence victims, and people with HIV/AIDS.
Interview invitations were made by email and/or phone to more than 35 stakeholders. Nineteen people
participated in an interview, and several invitees participated in other manners, such as by attending the
public meeting or hosting a focus group. Organizations from which one or more representatives
participated in development of this AI include:
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Assist 2 Sell
Beautiful Downtown Lewiston
Century 21
Community Action Partnership
Family Promise of Lewis-Clark Valley
Infinity Management
Intermountain Fair Housing Council
Lewis Clark Chamber of Commerce
Lewiston Planning Services

Lewiston Independent School District
Lewiston Transit System
Opportunities Unlimited, Inc.
Quality Behavioral Health
ROC Rescue Mission
Twin County United Way
Valley Christian Center
YWCA of Lewiston, ID-Clarkston, WA

Community Survey
The fourth method for obtaining community input was a 25-question survey available to the general
public, including residents and other stakeholders. The survey was available online and in hard copy from
March 5 through April 16, 2018. Paper copies were available at the public meeting and each focus group,
through several local service providers, and at the Community Development Department. A total of 55
survey responses were received.

Public Comment Period and Hearing
The City of Lewiston held a 30-day public comment period from Friday, May 25 to Monday, June 25, 2018
to receive input on the draft Analysis of Impediments. During this time, copies of the draft report were
available for public inspection. Residents and other stakeholders could provide written comments by
email, mail or hand delivery to the Community Development Department. A public hearing to present key
plan components and receive comments was held. No written comments were received during the
comment period. About 15 members of the public attended the City Council meeting that included the
public hearing on the draft Analysis of Impediments to Fair Housing Choice. At that meeting, one member
of the public commented regarding the AI recommendation related to translating materials into Spanish.
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Publicity for Community Engagement Activities
A variety of approaches were used to advertise the AI planning process and related participation
opportunities to as broad an audience as possible. Notice was given to residents through announcements
in The Lewiston Tribune, via the City of Lewiston’s and the Community Development Department’s
webpages, through press releases to local news outlets, and through flyers placed in public places. Flyers
were also emailed or mailed to 72 local housing and service providers and other community development
practitioners, both as outreach to these stakeholders and for distribution to their clients. Focus groups
were advertised with flyers and through their host organizations, including Community Action Partnership
(CAP), ROC Rescue Mission, and Opportunities Unlimited, Inc. In all meeting advertisements, information
for anyone needing special accommodations (including translation, interpretation, and services for the
hearing impaired) was provided, but none were requested.

COMMUNITY ENGAGEMENT RESULTS
A total of 107 people participated in the community engagement process used to develop this AI.
Nineteen participated in interviews, 35 attended a public meeting or focus group, and 55 responded to
the survey.
For the community participation process, the consulting team developed a standard question set for use
in public meetings, focus groups, and interviews. Listed below are the summarized comments from
interview participants and meeting attendees, as well as a summary of survey results. All input was
considered in the development of this AI, and no comments or surveys were not accepted. Note that these
comments do not necessarily reflect the views of the City of Lewiston.

Public Meeting and Focus Groups
1. What do you believe are Lewiston’s greatest community and economic development needs?
Related to Homelessness
• An overnight homeless shelter for single people with shower facilities
• Crisis stabilization followed by partnership among agencies to provide comprehensive assistance
(financial, medical, mental health, housing, ongoing case management, etc.)
• Transitional housing; somewhere to stay 24/7
• Re-entry assistance after release from jail, particularly with housing, transportation, and IDs
• Counter public perception that homelessness is a drug problem and that people who are
homeless are addicts
• Police officer re-training to be more sensitive to homeless needs and issues
• Additional sources for meals, clothing, and gear
Related to Transportation
• Transit system improvements, particularly more frequent buses, later hours, and/or more routes
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•
•
•

Transportation assistance besides transit (i.e., cars and gas); Dial-A-Ride is helpful for seniors and
people with disabilities but requires planning ahead
Sidewalk construction and improvement, particularly in the Orchards; paths to schools and retail
destinations should be priorities
Lighting, shelters, and signage at bus stops, especially at the one outside Opportunities Unlimited

Related to Employment and Economic Development
• Better publicity/information about available job training resources (ex: LCSC’s GED programs)
• Affordable and accredited childcare
• Education for business owners about the benefits of employing people with disabilities
• Microloans to support small-scale business ventures
Related to Community Activities and Recreation
• More programming at community center, especially in the winter months
• Social/community activities for elderly and disabled people
• Community events, like an outdoor movie night
• A program to match kids with positive role models
• City parks need more covered picnic areas, restrooms should be unlocked and accessible, and
drinking fountains are needed
Related to Medical, Legal, and Other Services
• Preventative medical and dental care for adults
• Medical providers that will accept Medicaid patients
• Assistance navigating the legal system
• Assistance resolving credit issues stemming from past divorce and bankruptcy
• General assistance for people leaving long-term care facilities, who often have difficulty
understanding what they need to live independently
2. What types of housing needs are there in Lewiston? Are there parts of the city where the need is
greater than others?
Related to Affordability and Availability
• More affordable housing options
• Additional affordable housing units to alleviate long wait lists at existing properties
• More Section 8 vouchers – the waiting list is currently 20+ months long
• More quality rental units that accept Section 8
• Assistance with rental and utility deposit/first and last month’s rent; people are living in hotels
because they don’t have money for deposits
• More help with home purchase
• Housing that accepts people with criminal histories
Related to Quality
• Code enforcement for substandard housing, littering, and blight
• Rehabilitation of affordable rental units
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•
•

Address substandard housing, high utility costs, mold
More help with home weatherization

Related to Accessibility
•
•

Subsidized housing for people with disabilities is always full
Continued need for more accessible housing and senior apartment complexes near shopping
and downtown

Related to Fair Housing
• Fair housing and landlord-tenant resources for low income renters; FH information
clearinghouse
• Fair housing education/activities through local community organizations
• Fair housing education through local organizations
• Fair housing enforcement
• Education on landlord and tenant rights and responsibilities
3. What parts of Lewiston are generally seen as areas of opportunity? What makes them attractive
places to live?
• Normal Hill and the Orchards attract residents
• Apartment buildings near downtown stay full because people need to be near services, especially
people without cars
• Quality of life could be improved in some parts of the city
4. Do residents of similar incomes generally have the same range of housing options? Are there any
barriers other than income/savings that might impact housing choices? Are you aware of any housing
discrimination?
• Some participants thought households with the same income levels would have the same housing
options
• Others thought that landlords may make some housing choices based on protected class,
specifically race, ethnicity, familial status, and disability, including if children in the household
have a disability
5. What types of fair housing services (education, complaint investigation, testing, etc.) are offered in
the area? How well are they coordinated with the work of other organizations in the community?
• Intermountain Fair Housing Agency and Legal Aid provides services
• People are scared to speak up against a landlord if they don’t have other housing options
• There is a need for a renters’ rights forum to inform people about their rights and what resources
are available to them
• Fair housing education should be done in partnership with local community organizations,
because that is where people turn first (i.e., need to take the information to the people versus
expecting them to come to you)
6. Are public resources (e.g., parks, schools, road, police and fire services, etc.) available evenly
throughout all neighborhoods?
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•
•

Yes, these are pretty much available throughout the city
Sidewalks are better in some parts of the city than in others

Stakeholder Interviews
1. What do you believe are Lewiston’s greatest community and economic development needs?
Related to Homelessness
• Increased awareness about homelessness
• Housing first model to respond to homelessness
• Short term rental assistance for homeless individuals and families
• Life skills training and other success tools as people transition to permanent housing
• Overnight homeless shelter for men, women; homeless people often end up staying in hotels
• Shower facility for the homeless
Related to Medical Services
• Healthcare for people with mental and physical disabilities and recovery programs for people
addicted to drugs
Related to Employment and Economic Development
• Diverse economic development to grow job base
• Subsidized childcare that is high quality and educational
• Regional approach to economic development and housing
• Infrastructure improvements (water/sewer) to remain competitive for business/industrial
growth
• Create a sense of place and attractive environment
• Grow local arts and entertainment sector to attract residents and businesses
• Streamlined construction permitting process
Related to Transportation
• Potential need for transportation related to after school activities at new high school
2. What types of housing needs are there in Lewiston? Are there parts of the city where the need is
greater than others?
Related to Affordability and Availability
• Smaller and more affordable new homes for entry-level buyers; price points for a new
construction start around $240K; most of what’s being built is single-family homes
• Average home unit in Lewiston is not affordable to someone earning an average wage
• More education for the public about what programs are available, including down payment
assistance
• More rental units, including affordable multifamily
• Diverse housing, including multifamily/density
• Greater diversity of housing types/options in downtown Lewiston
• Affordable housing in areas of opportunity
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•
•

Landlords who will work with people with poor credit/rental histories or criminal histories
Assistance with first and last month’s rent

Related to Quality
• Clean-up/code enforcement for substandard rentals; address mold issues, absentee landlords
• Home weatherization programs
• Incentives or investment to improve older properties
Related to Accessibility
• More housing options for people with physical and mental disabilities
Related to Fair Housing
• Fair housing enforcement
• Community outreach and fair housing education, especially for growing Latino community
• Resources for resolving landlord-tenant issues, deferred maintenance/repairs, evictions,
especially for vulnerable populations
3. What recent housing, community development and/or economic development initiatives have been
successful in Lewiston? What made them successful? Are there uses of HUD grant funds you think
Lewiston should consider?
Successful Initiatives/Activities
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Short-term rental assistance for homeless families through Salvation Army
Family Promise homeless program, although it has capacity to serve on a small number of families
ROC Rescue Mission
Recent new apartment development, including development by the mall
Refurbishment of Seapointe senior apartments
Habitat for Humanity program has built 1-3 homes a year
Bond for new high school
URA in East Orchards
Revitalization of downtown facades

Initiatives/Activities to Consider
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Housing First model for homelessness
Purchasing homes using CDBG funds (Neighborhood Stabilization Program model)
Assistance with first and last month’s rent and utility deposits
Overnight shelter that serves single adults
Grants or matches to help landlords bring properties up to code in exchange for keeping the
unit(s) affordable
Renters’ rights meeting that brings legal advocates and service providers together with tenants
to help them learn about rights and resources; casual setting possibly including a meal
Zero lot line homes could appeal to retirees
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4. What parts of Lewiston are generally seen as areas of opportunity? What makes them attractive
places to live? Are there barriers someone might face in moving to one of these areas?
• The entire city is generally seen as a pretty good place to live although the older industrial parts
including North Lewiston struggle more
• Some people prefer to live in the Orchards and others prefer downtown, one isn’t better or worse,
but it’s a matter of preference
• Orchards is relatively affordable and offers a good quality of life; new high school will be in the
Orchards; new development there is attracting residents (ex: Canyon Crest, Northeast Crossing)
• Normal Hill/downtown is older with a mix of housing types (single-family and fourplexes); some
historic homes are very well-maintained and other are less so; has good access to community
services and healthcare
• Elks is a more affluent area
• Housing quality varies around Lewis-Clark State College campus
• School districts may influence housing decisions
• Unless you live along a bus line or downtown, you will need a car; transportation access could be
a barrier to moving further out
5. Do residents of similar incomes generally have the same range of housing options? Are there any
barriers other than income/savings that might impact housing choices? Are you aware of any housing
discrimination?
• Most common housing discrimination complaints they see are based on disability and households
with children (particularly with rental properties); some complaints related discrimination based
on ethnicity
• Prospective renters may be impacted by barriers other than income; landlords may make
decisions based on someone’s appearance and may exclude someone because they have children
• Everyone has the same housing options; not aware of any housing discrimination
• Not aware of any, although small landlords may take advantage of tenants
• Yes, people have the same options; housing complaint numbers are not high
• Hasn’t heard of any housing discrimination; city passed anti-discrimination ordinances that
includes familial status, sexual orientation, and gender identity/expression
6. Are people in the area segregated in where they live? What causes this segregation to occur?
• Some clusters of Latino and Native Americans living just outside of Lewiston; may be related to
affordability
• Native American populations near and on Nez Perce Reservation
• There is some economic segregation and some pockets of student and senior populations
• The city is not racially or ethnically segregated, but it also is not racially or ethnically diverse
7. What types of fair housing services (education, complaint investigation, testing, etc.) are offered in
the area? How well are they coordinated with the work of other organizations in the community?
• Intermountain Fair Housing Council
• Legal Aid
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•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

University of Idaho Legal Clinic
Idaho Human Rights Commission, although they are not too active in terms of providing services
City of Lewiston does education and annual event with Intermountain Fair Housing Council
Nonprofits such as CAP, Family Promise, Department of Health and Welfare, etc. may do
education on a more regular basis as they work with clients
One interviewee had some general awareness that this is available in the area, but no knowledge
of specific organizations
Two interviewees were not aware of any organizations
Two interviewees would refer someone with a complaint to CAP
Landlord-tenant issues are more common than fair housing issues; landlords have some people
trapped because they have few other housing options, particularly if they are undocumented
Tenants need information about availability of code enforcement and how it may help them if
they’re rental unit is substandard or requires repairs

8. Are public resources (e.g., parks, schools, road, police and fire services, etc.) available evenly
throughout all neighborhoods?
• Transit is not equally accessible from all neighborhoods but there have been improvements to
transit lately (new buses, expanded hours, free transit for kids during the summer)
• Most people in the city are car-reliant
• Walkability is better in downtown
• Fire and police response time is very low throughout the city
• Many parks throughout the city
• Grocery stores are well-dispersed although North Lewiston does not have a grocery store
• City prioritizes improvements based on need
9. Is there anything we haven’t discussed that you feel is important to our research?
• More information is needed for the public about what programs and resources are available
• Housing need is going to keep increasing; what can be done to produce affordable housing in
appropriate areas

Community Survey
The following includes a sample of questions and responses from the community survey. Complete results
are provided as an appendix to this report.
•

When asked to identify housing needs in Lewiston, 71% of respondents (36 people) said that there is
a high need for construction of new affordable rental units; another 22% (11 people) identified it as a
moderate need. Other popular responses include family housing and grants to improve affordable
rental housing/apartments, both of which were identified as a high need by about 50% of survey
respondents and as a moderate need by nearly 40%. Housing for people with disabilities was the
fourth most commonly identified housing need.
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•

When asked about needs related to homelessness, permanent housing and transitional/ supportive
housing programs were the top selections, each identified as a high need by about 70% of
respondents. Two-thirds of survey takers (67%) consider access to homeless shelters a high need.

•

Thinking about the provision of public services in Lewiston, more than two-thirds of respondents
(>66%) report that banking and lending, parks and trails, garbage collection, and fire and police
protection are equally provided throughout the city. Responses regarding schools, bus service, and
grocery stores and other shopping were more evenly divided, with roughly 40 to 60% of people
thinking those are evenly provided. Finally, two community resources were generally thought of as
not being equally provided throughout Lewiston: roads/sidewalks (identified as unequally provided
by 79% of survey takers) and property maintenance (identified by 56%).

•

Relatively large shares of survey respondents report understanding or somewhat understanding their
fair housing rights (38% and 34%, respectively). However, about one-quarter of people do not
understand their fair housing rights (28%) and nearly twice that share (51%) would not know where
to file a housing discrimination complaint.

•

Four respondents experienced housing discrimination while living in Lewiston, three by landlords or
property managers and one by a real estate agent. Bases for discrimination included ethnicity, gender,
disability, and familial status.

•

Of the four respondents who experienced discrimination, none filed a report of it. Reasons for not
reporting included not knowing what good it would do and not realizing it was a violation of the law.

•

Survey participants were asked whether they think housing discrimination is an issue in Lewiston.
About 23% answered yes and 29% said it was somewhat of an issue. About 19% said no, and the
remaining 29% didn’t know.

•

Asked to select any factors that are barriers to fair housing in Lewiston, respondents most commonly
identified the following impediments:
o Not enough affordable rental units for large families (selected by 80% of respondents);
o Landlords refusing to accept Section 8 vouchers (63%);
o Discrimination by landlords or rental agents (63%);
o Displacement of residents due to rising housing costs (63%); and
o Limited access to jobs (50%).
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CHAPTER 3.
SOCIOECONOMIC PROFILE
DEMOGRAPHIC PROFILE
The total population of the city of Lewiston is 31,895, which accounts for 52.3% of the population in the
Lewiston region, which HUD defines as Nez Perce County, ID and Asotin County, WA. Since 1990, both the
city and the region have experienced steady growth in total population by 15.7% and 18.7%, respectively.

Race/Ethnicity
The city of Lewiston’s population by race and ethnicity is relatively homogeneous. The non-Hispanic white
population, comprising 92.6% of the total population, is the majority by a wide margin. The white
population experienced steady growth rate of 10.7% in absolute numbers since 1990, but also
experienced a decline in percentage of total population from 96.8% to 92.6% currently. The rate of decline
(-4.2 percentage points) coincides with the growth in percentage of minorities over the same period.
All other racial or ethnic groups combined account for only 7.5% of the city’s current population. Although
still a small segment of the total population, the combined minority population has more than doubled in
share from the reported 3.2% in 1990. The Hispanic population bypassed Native Americans as the largest
minority group after experiencing a 172% increase in absolute numbers since 1990 to account for 2.8% of
the city’s current population. The Native American population in Lewiston experienced steady growth to
reach 2.6% in 2010. The Asian or Pacific Islander and Black populations both account for less than 1% of
the total population.
The racial and ethnic composition of the city of Lewison and the larger Lewiston region are nearly identical
and proportionate, with the exception of the non-Hispanic white and Native American populations. Unlike
in the city, Native Americans account for 3.9% of the total population and are the largest minority group
in the Lewiston region, given the Nez Perce Reservation’s partial location in Nez Perce County. The white
population makes up 90.1% of the region’s population, slightly less than the city.

National Origin
Foreign-born residents account for just 1.9% of the current population in the city of Lewiston. The foreignborn population experienced relatively minor fluctuations since 1990 in both absolute numbers and
percentage of total population. The most significant change occurred between 1990 and 2000 as the
population expanded by 0.5 percentage points to comprise 2.0% of the total population. The Lewiston
region experienced slightly larger growth of foreign-born residents during the same period, but these
changes have followed a similar pattern seen in the city. Most of the foreign-born population in both the
city and region are comprised of immigrants from Mexico, China, Russia, and Canada. The populations
originating from Mexico, China, Russia, and Canada comprise 22.8%, 17.6%, 12.1%, and 10.3% of the
foreign-born population in Lewiston, respectively. Smaller populations of foreign-born residents originate
from countries in South America, Europe, and Asia.

18

LEP
The population dynamics with limited English Proficiency (LEP) often resemble patterns of population
change found among foreign-born residents in a community. However, the growth and decline of the LEP
population does not follow the same trajectory as the foreign-born population. Lewiston’s LEP population
grew by only 0.2 percentage points in its share of the total population between 1990 and 2000 while the
foreign-born population experienced a growth of 0.5. Since 2010, the foreign-born population grew
slightly while the LEP population experienced marginal decline. The inverse relationship between these
population groups suggest a disproportionate influx in the number of foreign-born residents from
countries where English is the primary language or commonly used. The LEP population in the larger
Lewiston region remained stable at around 1.0% of the total population and did not experience
fluctuations during the same period.
The breakdown of languages spoken by the LEP population in Lewiston are consistent with the national
origin of foreign-born residents. The top four languages spoken by the LEP population in both the city and
the region are Spanish, Russian, German, and Chinese. There are small populations (less than 0.1% of the
total population) that speak other European and Asian languages.

Disability
According to the data provided by the American Community Survey, almost a third (31.9%) of the total
population in the city of Lewiston reported having a disability. People experiencing an ambulatory
difficulty make up 28.7% of the total disabled population or 9.8% of the total population. Although hearing
and vision difficulty are listed separately in the ACS, the population with sensory disabilities account for
27.8% of the disabled population or 9.6% of the total population. Disabilities that require extensive
assistance such as difficulties with independent living or self-care make up a 15.9% and 9.2% of the
disabled population, respectively. People having difficulty with cognitive functions account for 18.4% of
the disabled population.

Age
The age distribution of Lewiston residents follows a normal distribution pattern. The largest segment of
the population (60.0%) is between the ages of 18 and 64. The population under the age of 18 (23.9%) is
slightly larger than the population that is 65 and over (18.3%). Between 1990 and 2010, the share of
people under age of 18 decreased by 2.7 percentage points, while the share age 65 and over increased by
2.1. The population between the ages of 18 and 64 experienced some minor fluctuations but remained
relatively stable. All age groups experienced an overall growth in numbers during this period. Compared
to the city of Lewiston, the age distribution in the Lewiston region experienced greater fluctuation
between 1990 and 2010, but closely resembles the age distribution found in the city currently.

Sex
The gender distribution of the City of Lewiston is proportionally balanced between male and female. The
female population is the slight majority and comprises 50.8% of the population. The Lewiston region
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deviates from the gender distribution of the city by only 0.1 percentage point with the male population
constituting 49.1% and the female population constituting 50.9%.

Family Type
The city of Lewiston experienced a steady decline in the number of families with children in both absolute
numbers and as a percentage of total families between 1990 and 2010. Although there was a small
increase in the number of families with children reported in 2000, there was a substantial reduction (-5.7
percentage points) in the share of families with children since 1990. The decline in the Lewiston region
was more drastic as the share of families with children dropped by 7.9 percentage points to 38.9%.

20

TABLE 1 – DEMOGRAPHIC OVERVIEW
City of Lewiston

Demographic Indicator

Lewiston Region
#

%

#

%

Race/Ethnicity
Non-Hispanic
White

29,545

92.6%

54,861

90.1%

96

0.3%

201

0.3%

Asian or Pacific Islander

274

0.9%

462

0.8%

Native American

468

1.5%

2,346

3.9%

Two or More Races

624

2.0%

1,241

2.0%

Other

12

<0.1%

25

<0.1%

Hispanic

876

2.8%

1,752

2.9%

Black

National Origin
#1 country of origin

Mexico

140

0.5%

Mexico

226

0.4%

#2 country of origin

China (excl. Hong Kong, Taiwan)

108

0.4%

Canada

137

0.2%

#3 country of origin

Russia

74

0.2%

China (excl. Hong Kong, Taiwan)

108

0.2%

#4 country of origin

Canada

63

0.2%

Russia

74

0.1%

#5 country of origin

Germany

37

0.1%

Germany

72

0.1%

#6 country of origin

Philippines

32

0.1%

England

71

0.1%

#7 country of origin

Lithuania

26

0.1%

Ukraine

33

0.1%

#8 country of origin

Brazil

23

0.1%

Vietnam

33

0.1%

#9 country of origin

England

14

0.1%

Brazil

32

0.1%

#10 country of origin

Eritrea

14

0.1%

Lithuania

32

0.1%

Limited English Proficiency (LEP) Language
#1 LEP Language

Spanish

132

0.4%

Spanish

264

0.5%

#2 LEP Language

German

35

0.1%

Russian

65

0.1%

#3 LEP Language

Russian

35

0.1%

German

51

0.1%

#4 LEP Language

Chinese

34

0.1%

Chinese

41

0.1%
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TABLE 1 – DEMOGRAPHIC OVERVIEW (CONTINUED)
City of Lewiston

Demographic Indicator

Lewiston Region
#

%

#

%

Limited English Proficiency (LEP) Language (continued)
#5 LEP Language

French

21

0.1%

French

21

<0.1%

#6 LEP Language

Other Native American Language

13

<0.1%

Vietnamese

19

<0.1%

#7 LEP Language

Thai

13

<0.1%

Other Native American Language

17

<0.1%

#8 LEP Language

Thai

13

<0.1%

#9 LEP Language

Italian

12

<0.1%

#10 LEP Language

Korean

9

<0.1%

Disability Type
Hearing difficulty

1,857

6.3%

3,484

6.1%

970

3.3%

1,720

3.0%

Cognitive difficulty

1,867

6.3%

3,526

6.2%

Ambulatory difficulty

2,921

9.8%

5,810

10.2%

934

3.2%

1,957

3.4%

1,617

5.5%

3,355

5.9%

Male

15,697

49.2%

29,921

49.1%

Female

16,197

50.8%

30,967

50.9%

6,903

21.6%

13,219

21.7%

19,146

60.0%

36,434

59.8%

5,846

18.3%

11,235

18.5%

3,359

40.5%

6,319

38.9%

Vision difficulty

Self-care difficulty
Independent living difficulty
Sex

Age
Under 18
18-64
65+
Family Type
Families with children

Note: All % represent a share of the total population within the jurisdiction or region, except family type, which is out of total families. The most populous places of birth and languages at the city and regional
levels may not be the same, and are thus labeled separately.
Data Sources: Decennial Census; ACS
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TABLE 2 – DEMOGRAPHIC TRENDS
City of Lewiston
Demographic Indicator

1990
#

2000
%

#

2010
%

#

Current
%

#

%

Race/Ethnicity
White, Non-Hispanic

26,699

96.8%

28,629

94.3%

29,545

92.6%

29,545

92.6%

30

0.1%

112

0.4%

198

0.6%

96

0.3%

Hispanic

322

1.2%

555

1.8%

876

2.8%

876

2.8%

Asian or Pacific Islander, Non-Hispanic

173

0.6%

329

1.1%

426

1.3%

274

0.9%

Native American, Non-Hispanic

346

1.3%

690

2.3%

828

2.6%

468

1.5%

400

1.5%

591

2.0%

535

1.7%

613

1.9%

236

0.9%

323

1.1%

299

0.9%

268

0.8%

Male

13,457

48.8%

14,897

49.1%

15,697

49.2%

15,697

49.2%

Female

14,123

51.2%

15,456

50.9%

16,197

50.8%

16,197

50.8%

6,709

24.3%

7,257

23.9%

6,903

21.6%

6,903

21.6%

16,401

59.5%

17,880

58.9%

19,146

60.0%

19,146

60.0%

4,469

16.2%

5,215

17.2%

5,846

18.3%

5,846

18.3%

3,568

46.2%

3,609

44.0%

3,359

40.5%

3,359

40.5%

Black, Non-Hispanic

National Origin
Foreign-born
LEP
Limited English proficiency
Sex

Age
Under 18
18-64
65+
Family Type
Families with children
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TABLE 2 – DEMOGRAPHIC TRENDS (CONTINUED)
Lewiston Region
Demographic Indicator

1990
#

2000
%

#

2010
%

#

Current
%

#

%

Race/Ethnicity
White, Non-Hispanic

48,388

94.2%

53,305

92.0%

54,861

90.1%

54,861

90.1%

76

0.2%

222

0.4%

447

0.7%

201

0.3%

Hispanic

691

1.4%

1,121

1.9%

1,752

2.9%

1,752

2.9%

Asian or Pacific Islander, Non-Hispanic

303

0.6%

512

0.9%

731

1.2%

462

0.8%

1,858

3.6%

2,688

4.6%

3,049

5.0%

2,346

3.9%

678

1.3%

1,080

1.9%

1,075

1.8%

1,074

1.8%

494

1.0%

592

1.0%

594

1.0%

525

0.9%

Male

24,908

48.5%

28,218

48.7%

29,921

49.1%

29,921

49.1%

Female

26,451

51.5%

29,743

51.3%

30,967

50.9%

30,967

50.9%

Under 18

13,132

25.6%

14,525

25.1%

13,219

21.7%

13,219

21.7%

18-64

29,895

58.2%

33,823

58.4%

36,434

59.8%

36,434

59.8%

8,332

16.2%

9,613

16.6%

11,235

18.5%

11,235

18.5%

6,830

46.8%

6,551

44.5%

6,319

38.9%

6,319

38.9%

Black, Non-Hispanic

Native American, Non-Hispanic
National Origin
Foreign-born
LEP
Limited English proficiency
Sex

Age

65+
Family Type
Families with children

Note: All % represent a share of the total population within the jurisdiction or region for that year, except family type, which is out of total families.
Data Sources: Decennial Census; ACS
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RACIALLY AND ETHNICALLY CONCENTRATED AREAS OF POVERTY
HUD developed a methodology that combines demographic and economic indicators to identify areas it
classifies as racially and ethnically concentrated areas of poverty (RECAPs). HUD defines a RECAP as a
census tract that has an individual poverty rate of 40% or more (or an individual poverty rate that is at
least 3 times that of the tract average for the metropolitan area, whichever is lower) and a non-white
population of 50% or more.
There are no census tracts in Lewiston or the Lewiston region that meet HUD’s RECAP definition, and
there were not any RECAP tracts in 1990 or 2000.
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CHAPTER 4.
SEGREGATION & INTEGRATION
RACE AND ETHNICITY
In 2010, the spatial distribution of the population was relatively uniform throughout the city of Lewiston
with some of the more densely populated neighborhoods found along 11th Avenue and Bryden Avenue.
Large segments of minority populations were concentrated in the most densely populated areas of the
city north of 16th Avenue and Southway Avenue. All racial and ethnic groups, particularly Native
Americans, were represented in this area except in the neighborhood between 11th Avenue and Southway
Avenue where the racial composition was mostly non-Hispanic white. The less densely populated areas
between 16th Avenue and Bryden Avenue also housed a substantial segment of the minority population.
All racial and ethnic groups had a presence in this area as well, but there were more Hispanic residents
than other minority group. The neighborhoods directly adjacent to Bryden Avenue between the airport
and 7th Street are densely populated, but had virtually no minority presence. The southeast region of the
city is the least densely populated with the lowest number of minority residents. The racial and ethnic
groups that reside in this area were mostly Native American or Hispanic.
Between 1990 and 2010, some minor geographical shifts occurred among racial and ethnic minority
groups. In addition to an overall increase in population, the racial and ethnic minority population started
to move towards an even distribution throughout the City of Lewiston. Prior to 2010, most of the minority
population resided between 11th Avenue and Preston Avenue with some Native American and Hispanic
presence in the southeast corner of the city. The minority population started to migrate northward in
2000 and southward in 2010. Deviating from the overall pattern, neighborhoods east of 21 st Street
experienced the opposite with less concentration of minorities in 2010 than in 1990.
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FIGURE 1. POPULATION BY RACE AND ETHNICITY IN THE CITY OF LEWISTON, 2010
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FIGURE 2. POPULATION BY RACE AND ETHNICITY IN THE CITY OF LEWISTON, 2000
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FIGURE 3. POPULATION BY RACE AND ETHNICITY IN THE CITY OF LEWISTON, 1990
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SEGREGATION LEVELS
In addition to visualizing Lewiston’s racial and ethnic composition with the preceding maps, this study also
uses a statistical analysis – referred to as dissimilarity – to evaluate how residential patterns vary by race
and ethnicity, and how these patterns have changed since 1990. The Dissimilarity Index (DI) indicates the
degree to which a minority group is segregated from a majority group residing in the same area because
the two groups are not evenly distributed geographically. The DI methodology uses a pair-wise calculation
between the racial and ethnic groups in the region. Evenness, and the DI, are maximized and segregation
minimized when all small areas have the same proportion of minority and majority members as the larger
area in which they live. Evenness is not measured in an absolute sense, but is scaled relative to the other
group. The DI ranges from 0 (complete integration) to 100 (complete segregation). HUD identifies a DI
value below 40 as low segregation, a value between 40 and 54 as moderate segregation, and a value of
55 or higher as high segregation.
The proportion of the minority population group can be small and still not segregated if evenly spread
among tracts or block groups. Segregation is maximized when no minority and majority members occupy
a common area. When calculated from population data broken down by race or ethnicity, the DI
represents the proportion of minority members that would have to change their area of residence to
match the distribution of the majority, or vice versa.
The table below shares the dissimilarity indices for four pairings in Lewiston and the Lewiston region (Nez
Perce County, ID and Asotin County, WA). This table presents values for 1990, 2000, and 2010, all
calculated using census tracts as the area of measurement. The “current” figure is calculated using block
groups. Because block groups are typically smaller geographies, they measure segregation at a finer grain
than analyses that use census tracts and, as a result, often indicate slightly higher levels of segregation
than tract-level calculations.4 This assessment begins with a discussion of segregation at the tract-level
from 1990 through 2010, and then examines the “current” figures calculated using block groups.
As of 2010, segregation levels in Lewiston and the region were low (under 40) for all pairings examined.
In the city, they ranged from a DI of 11.1 for Asian and white residents to a DI of 22.0 for African American
and white residents. There is little difference in segregation levels between the city and region. Regionally,
scores range from 11.5 for the Asian and white residents to 23.9 for Black and white residents.
One index value is noticeably higher at the regional level than in Lewiston: segregation between white
and non-white residents. In the city, the white/non-white DI was 13.1 in 2010; at the regional level it was
28.2. A likely explanation for this difference is the Native American population living in Nez Perce County
outside of Lewiston, including Native Americans living on the Nez Perce Reservation (see Figure 4 for the

4

Iceland, John and Erika Steinmetz. 2003. The Effects of Using Block Groups Instead of Census Tracts When Examining
Residential Housing Patterns. U.S. Census Bureau, Washington DC: US. Accessed via
https://www.census.gov/hhes/www/housing/resseg/pdf/unit_of_analysis.pdf.
This study of the effect of using census block groups instead of tracts to examine housing pattern in 331 metropolitan
areas throughout the U.S. indicated that index scores were modestly higher when using block groups, by an average
of 3.3 points for all metro area dissimilarity scores.
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regional distribution of population by race and ethnicity). An examination of dissimilarity between white
and Native American populations would provide more context for this discussion, however, the HUDprovided data does not include this pairing.
TABLE 3 – RACIAL / ETHNIC DISSIMILARITY TRENDS
City of Lewiston
Race/Ethnicity

Trends
1990

2000

2010

Lewiston Region
Current
(2010)

Trends
1990

2000

2010

Current
(2010)

Non-White/White

19.2

11.6

13.1

18.4

40.9

32.0

28.2

36.2

Black/White

39.8

28.6

22.0

42.1

36.1

23.7

23.9

42.2

Hispanic/White

15.6

11.6

12.9

17.7

18.7

14.1

15.6

20.7

Asian or Pacific Islander/White

32.2

23.2

11.1

27.3

26.0

24.8

11.5

25.5

Data Sources: Decennial Census

Segregation levels for all pairings in both Lewiston and the region were also low in 1990 and 2000.
Generally, segregation declined over each decade, with the exception of dissimilarity index values for
Hispanic and white residents between 2000 and 2010. Over that decade, scores remained relatively stable
at 11-12 in Lewiston and 14-15 in the region.
Turning now to the “current” figures that assess segregation at the block group level, one pairing showed
moderate levels of segregation both in Lewiston and the region: Black and white residents had DIs of
around 42 in both areas. Given the small number of African American residents in Lewiston and the region
(198 and 447, respectively, or about 0.6% of the population), it is not surprising that higher degrees of
segregation would occur when considering finer-grain geographies (i.e., census block groups versus
tracts). While the current figures show higher segregation levels for other pairings, they all remain within
HUD’s “low” range.
Overall, the Dissimilarity Index indicates low levels of segregation in Lewiston and the region. While
housing patterns for white residents are not identical to those of households of color, they are relatively
close at the tract level. One likely exception is the geographic distribution of white and Native American
residents regionally, with Native American residents being more likely to reside in and around the Nez
Perce Reservation, although more conclusive data on this pairing is not available from the HUD-provided
data.
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FIGURE 4. POPULATION BY RACE AND ETHNICITY IN THE CITY OF LEWISTON, 2000
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NATIONAL ORIGIN AND LIMITED ENGLISH PROF IECIENCY
POPULATION
Most of the foreign-born population resides in the northern half of Lewiston. There is a high concentration
of foreign-born residents, mostly originating from China and Russia, in the neighborhoods east of 21 st
Street and Thain Road. Many of the foreign-born residents on the western side of 21st Street and Thain
Road have origins in Germany, Russia, or Canada. Foreign-born residents from Mexico have very little
presence in the northern section of the city and are concentrated in the southern region between 7th and
16th Street.
Much like the city’s foreign-born population, residents with limited English proficiency (LEP) generally
reside in the northern half of the city. There are small concentrations of the LEP population near 11 th
Avenue and the intersection of Thain Road and Stewart Avenue. The majority of the LEP population near
11th Avenue speak German while the population near the intersection of Thain Road and Stewart Avenue
speak mostly Russian or Chinese. Surprisingly, even with the high concentration of foreign born residents
east of 21t Street, there is only a small population of people with limited English proficiency reported in
the same area. There are no strong concentrations of the Spanish speaking LEP population in the city, but
this population generally resides in the southern region of the city.
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FIGURE 5. FOREIGN-BORN POPULATION BY NATIONALITY IN THE CITY OF LEWISTON
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FIGURE 6. POPULATION WITH LIMITED ENGLISH PROFICIENCY IN THE CITY OF LEWISTON
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FAMILIES WITH CHILDREN
The residential pattern of families with children is relatively uniform throughout Lewiston. Between 40.1%
and 60% of families have children throughout neighborhoods in the city. Areas near 11th Avenue, Bryden
Avenue, and to a lesser extent, Grelle Avenue are more likely to have families with children residing in
these neighborhoods. There are small pockets of neighborhoods dispersed throughout the city where
20.1% through 40% of the families have children, thus these neighborhoods are less likely than other areas
to have families with children.
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FIGURE 7. SHARE OF HOUSEHOLDS THAT ARE FAMILIES WITH CHILDREN IN THE CITY OF LEWISTON
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CHAPTER 5.
ACCESS TO OPPORTUNITY
OVERVIEW OF HUD-DEFINED OPPORTUNITY FACTORS
Among the many factors that drive housing choice for individuals and families are neighborhood factors
including access to quality schools, jobs, and transit. To measure economic and educational conditions at
a neighborhood level, HUD developed a methodology to quantify the degree to which a neighborhood
provides such opportunities. For each block group in the U.S., HUD provides a score on several
“opportunity dimensions,” including school proficiency, poverty, labor market engagement, jobs
proximity, transportation costs, transit trips, and environmental health. For each block group, a value is
calculated for each index and results are then standardized on a scale of 0 to 100 based on relative ranking
within the metro area. For each opportunity dimension, a higher index score indicates more favorable
neighborhood characteristics.
Average index values by race and ethnicity for the city and region are provided in Table 4 for the total
population and the population living below the federal poverty line. These values can be used to assess
whether some population subgroups tend to live in higher opportunity areas than others, and will be
discussed in more detail by opportunity dimension throughout the remainder of this chapter. The
Opportunity Index Disparity measures the difference between the scores for the white non-Hispanic
group and other groups. A negative score indicates that the particular subgroup has a lower score on that
dimension than the white non-Hispanic group. A positive score indicates that the subgroup has a higher
score than the white non-Hispanic Group.
Figures 8-18 map each of the opportunity dimensions along with demographic information such as race
and ethnicity. As Figure 1 shows, the vast majority of the population (92.6%) is white and is distributed
throughout the city. Additionally, the foreign-born population is small (1.8%) and located primarily in the
northeastern portion of the city as shown in Figure 5. In order to better display any other patterns among
other racial or ethnic groups, the non-white and Hispanic population are included on Figures 8-18 when
available. Even with this extra level of analysis, geographic patterns related to race and ethnicity are not
often apparent for opportunity dimensions in the city. This is because the population, though not diverse,
is well-integrated; racial and ethnic groups make up a small portion of the population but are distributed
throughout the city. The one pattern that is evident is the concentration of Native American population
in eastern area of the region outside the city of Lewiston as shown in Figure 4. This is the portion of the
Nez Perce Reservation located partially within the region. Figure 7 shows that the share of households
with children is distributed evenly through the city.
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TABLE 4 – DISPARITY IN ACCESS TO NEIGHBORHOOD OPPORTUNITY
Race / Ethnicity

Opportunity Index Disparity between White NonHispanic and Other Groups

Non-Hispanic
Opportunity Dimension
White

Black

Asian or
Pacific
Islander

Native
American

School Proficiency Index

56

54

55

56

Jobs Proximity Index

57

62

60

Labor Market Engagement Index

62

63

Transit Index

64

Low Transportation Cost Index

Hispanic
Black

Asian

Native
American

Hispanic

56

-2

-1

0

0

61

56

5

3

4

-1

63

59

62

1

1

-3

0

65

65

66

65

1

1

2

1

35

39

37

38

36

4

2

3

1

Low Poverty Index

64

64

63

57

63

0

-1

-7

-1

Environmental Health Index

56

44

49

52

52

-12

-7

-4

-4

City of Lewiston – Total Population

City of Lewiston – Population Below Federal Poverty Line
School Proficiency Index

58

51

56

64

60

-7

-2

6

2

Jobs Proximity Index

60

64

72

67

63

4

12

7

3

Labor Market Engagement Index

61

73

63

52

59

12

2

-9

-2

Transit Index

65

79

76

61

67

14

11

-4

2

Low Transportation Cost Index

36

39

40

35

37

3

4

-1

1

Low Poverty Index

58

66

52

46

51

8

-6

-12

-7

Environmental Health Index

50

83

74

60

60

33

24

10

10

39

TABLE 4 – DISPARITY IN ACCESS TO NEIGHBORHOOD OPPORTUNITY (CONTINUED)
Race / Ethnicity

Opportunity Index Disparity between White NonHispanic and Other Groups

Non-Hispanic
Opportunity Dimension
White

Black

Asian or
Pacific
Islander

Native
American

School Proficiency Index

46

41

46

20

Jobs Proximity Index

54

60

57

Labor Market Index

52

47

Transit Trips Index

56

Low Transportation Cost Index

Hispanic
Black

Asian

Native
American

Hispanic

41

-5

0

-26

-5

58

53

6

3

4

-1

53

29

47

-5

1

-23

-5

58

59

21

56

2

3

-35

0

30

33

33

20

31

3

3

-10

1

Low Poverty Index

58

54

57

43

54

-4

-1

-15

-4

Environmental Health Index

65

58

59

83

62

-7

-6

18

-3

Lewiston Region – Total Population

Lewiston Region – Population Below Federal Poverty Line
School Proficiency Index

39

40

56

28

44

1

17

-11

5

Jobs Proximity Index

55

66

72

49

59

11

17

-6

4

Labor Market Index

44

58

61

35

44

14

17

-9

0

Transit Trips Index

62

74

75

33

61

12

13

-29

-1

Low Transportation Cost Index

34

38

40

22

34

4

6

-12

0

Low Poverty Index

48

57

51

44

44

9

3

-4

-4

Environmental Health Index

57

76

74

81

63

19

17

24

6

Data Sources: Decennial Census; ACS; Great Schools; Common Core of Data; SABINS; LAI; LEHD; NATA
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EDUCATION
The school proficiency index is calculated based on performance of 4th grade students on state reading
and math exams. For each block group, the index is calculated using test results in up to the three closest
schools within 1.5 miles.
The map on the following page shows HUD-provided opportunity scores related to education for
Lewiston’s block groups, along with the demographic indicators of race/ethnicity. In each map, lighter
shading indicates areas of lower opportunity and darker shading indicates higher opportunity.
Figure 8 shows that the northernmost block groups and those in the eastern portion of the city of Lewiston
have the best access to proficient schools. The northeastern area with the least access to proficient
schools corresponds with the area of highest foreign-born population shown in Figure 5.
The data in Table 4 show a range of access to schools in the city and the region, with scores from 20 to
64. There is no evidence of unequal access to proficient schools within the total population of the city of
Lewiston. Index values for all racial and ethnic groups are within two points. However, African Americans
below the poverty line have significantly less access to proficient schools than other groups below the
poverty line. This subgroup, African Americans below the poverty line, has the least access to proficient
schools of the groups analyzed within the city.
Within the Lewiston region, overall access to proficient schools is less than at the city level. This reduced
access is slightly more pronounced for African Americans and Hispanic residents, and it is most
pronounced for Native Americans. This subgroup, Native Americans, has the least access to proficient
schools in the region.
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FIGURE 8. SCHOOL PROFICIENCY INDEX IN THE CITY OF LEWISTON
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EMPLOYMENT
The Jobs Proximity Index measures the physical distance between place of residence and job locations.
The Labor Market Engagement Index is based on unemployment rate, labor force participation rate, and
the percent of the population age 25 and over with a bachelor’s degree or higher. Again, lighter shading
indicates areas of lower opportunity and darker shading indicates higher opportunity.
Figure 9 maps the Jobs Proximity Index and shows that the block groups within the city with the best
proximity to jobs are along the Clearwater and Snake rivers and in the city’s commercial core. The
southeastern portion of town has the poorest access to jobs, along with the residential areas farther south
from the Clearwater River.
Figure 10 maps the Labor Market Engagement and shows that the southern and western portions of the
city have generally stronger labor engagement than the northern and eastern portions. Considering both
the Jobs Proximity Index and the Labor Market Index together indicates that the southwest block groups
in the city have both good proximity to jobs and high labor market engagement.
Table 4 shows fairly good Job Proximity in the city and the region, with scores ranging from 49 to 72.
Within the city, among racial and ethnic groups, whites and Hispanic residents have somewhat lower Jobs
Proximity than other groups. Below the poverty line, whites have even lower Jobs Proximity compared to
other groups. Among whites above the poverty line, this may be a result of choice to live farther from
work, or to work farther from home; the Labor Market Index shows somewhat lower engagement among
Native American and Hispanic residents, indicating either lower employment or education among these
groups compared to whites.
At the regional scale, overall Job Proximity decreases somewhat, but the scores still indicate fairly good
proximity to jobs. Whites and Hispanic residents again have the lowest Jobs Proximity. However, below
the poverty line, Native Americans have significantly poorer Job Proximity than any other group in the city
or the region overall.
The Labor Market Index in Table 4 shows a wide range, from 29 to 73. Within the city all groups are toward
the high end of this range, with Native Americans the lowest at 59. Scores are generally comparable or
slightly lower for those below the poverty line with two exceptions: the score for African Americans
actually increases while the score for Native Americans significantly decreases, furthering the discrepancy
between this group and the others.
In the overall region, the Labor Market Index shows somewhat less engagement for African Americans
and Hispanic residents and significantly less for Native Americans, who also have less engagement below
the poverty line, though to a lesser extent.
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FIGURE 9. JOBS PROXIMITY INDEX IN THE CITY OF LEWISTON
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FIGURE 10. LABOR MARKET INDEX IN THE CITY OF LEWISTON
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TRANSPORTATION
The Transit Trip Index measures how often low-income families in a neighborhood use public
transportation, while the Low Transportation Cost Index measures the cost of transport and proximity to
public transportation by neighborhood. The higher the Low Transportation Cost Index, the lower the cost
of transportation in that block group. Again, lighter shading indicates areas of lower opportunity and
darker shading indicates higher opportunity.
Figure 11 shows the highest transit usage in the southwestern block groups in the city, with another area
of high usage in the south-central area. Figure 12 shows that the lowest transportation costs as expected
are found in the central areas.
The Transit Trip Index in Table 4 shows a wide range of scores in the city and the region, ranging from 21
to 79. In the city, all groups showed similar scores above the poverty line. Below the poverty line, Native
Americans show the least transit usage. Furthermore, below the poverty line, transit usage for Native
Americans decreases while for all other groups it increases. A similar but more drastic pattern exists at
the regional level. Native Americans use transit drastically less than other groups, whether above or
below the poverty line.
The Low Transportation Cost is generally low in both the city and the region, indicating a high
transportation cost for all groups. Whites show the highest transportation cost in the city overall, but
below the poverty line Native Americans have the highest cost. Native Americans have the highest
transportation costs within the region as well, both in the total population and below the poverty line,
scoring only 20 and 22 respectively.
From this data it is not evident why this pattern of low transit usage and disproportionately high
transportation costs for Native Americans exists; it could be a result of the type or location of transit
service. What is clear is that these two factors may impact the type and location of housing that is
affordable for Native Americans, particularly below the poverty line.
A sample budget calculated for the city’s Community Health Needs Assessment (CHNA) highlights the
burden of transportation costs. For a family of four in Nez Perce County, the budget estimates monthly
transportation costs of $700, which exceeds the estimated monthly housing cost of $657.5

5

2016 Community Health Needs Assessment (CHNA) for Public Health – Idaho North Central District, page 15.
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FIGURE 11. TRANSIT TRIPS INDEX IN THE CITY OF LEWISTON
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FIGURE 12. LOW TRANSPORTATION COST INDEX IN THE CITY OF LEWISTON
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Walk Score measures the walkability of any address by analyzing hundreds of walking routes to nearby
amenities using population density and road metrics such as block length and intersection density. Data
sources include Google, Education.com, Open Street Map, the U.S. Census, Localeze, and places added by
the Walk Score user community.
Points are awarded based on the distance to amenities in several categories including grocery stores,
parks, restaurants, schools, and shopping. Not only is the measure useful for showing walkability but also
access in general to critical facilities. The map for Lewiston shows the best walkibility and accessibility in
the northwestern portion of town.
FIGURE 13. WALKABILITY IN THE CITY OF LEWISTON
Source:

Walkscore, Retrieved from: https://www.walkscore.com/ID/Lewiston
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POVERTY
HUD’s Low Poverty Index uses family poverty rates (based on the federal poverty line) to measure
exposure to poverty by neighborhood. Table 4 shows slightly lower poverty levels in the city than the
region, with scores ranging from 43 to 66. These figures also show that in both the city and the region,
Native Americans have the highest exposure to poverty by a significant margin.
The map that follows uses HUD’s 2017 estimates of the number of low- and moderate-income individuals
by block group to show the share of the population within each block group with low or moderate incomes
(i.e., under 80% of area median income). Darker shading indicates lower shares of low- and moderateincome population and lighter shading indicates a higher share of low- and moderate-income individuals.
Visually, it can be seen that the greatest concentrations of low/moderate-income population are in and
around downtown and Normal Hill, and in a block group bounded by 6th and 7th Streets and Preston and
Burrell Avenues. Lowest shares of low and moderate income populations are in the eastern portion of
the city.
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FIGURE 14. SHARE OF THE POPULATION WITH LOW OR MODERATE INCOMES BY BLOCK GROUP IN THE CITY OF LEWISTON
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ENVIRONMENTAL HEALTH
HUD’s Environmental Health Index measures exposure based on EPA estimates of air quality (considering
carcinogenic, respiratory, and neurological toxins) by neighborhood. The index only measures issues
related to air quality and not other factors impacting environmental health. Lighter shading indicates
areas of lower opportunity and darker shading indicates higher opportunity.
Figure 15 shows the poorest air quality in the southwestern area of the city around and including the
airport. Table 4 shows fair to good Environmental Health overall in the city and the region, with the city
having slightly worse air quality than the region. Within the city and above the poverty line, whites are
more likely to live in healthy environments than any other group. This relationship is reversed below the
poverty line; whites below the poverty line are the least likely to live in healthy environments. Within the
region, Native Americans and whites are most likely to live in healthy areas if they are above the poverty
line. As in the city, below the poverty line, whites are the least likely to live in healthy areas by a significant
margin.
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FIGURE 15. ENVIRONMENTAL HEALTH INDEX IN THE CITY OF LEWISTON
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A Superfund site is any land in the United States that has been contaminated by hazardous waste and
identified by the EPA as a candidate for cleanup because it poses a risk to human health and/or the
environment. These sites are placed on the National Priorities List (NPL). There are no Superfund sites in
Lewiston or the region.
FIGURE 16. SUPERFUND NATIONAL PRIORITIES LIST (NPL) SITES IN THE CITY OF LEWISTON AREA

Source: Environmental Protection Agency GIS Data,
Retrieved from: https://www.epa.gov/superfund/search-superfund-sites-where-you-live
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The Toxics Release Inventory (TRI) tracks the management of certain toxic chemicals that may pose a
threat to human health and the environment. Certain industrial facilities in the U.S. must report annually
how much of each chemical is recycled, combusted for energy recovery, treated for destruction, and
disposed of or otherwise released on- and off-site. This information is collectively referred to as
production-related waste managed. Sites in Lewiston are located along the rivers with one located in the
eastern central portion of the city.
FIGURE 17. TOXIC RELEASE INVENTORY (TRI) IN THE CITY OF LEWISTON

Source: Environmental Protection Agency GIS Data,
Retrieved from:
https://iaspub.epa.gov/triexplorer/tri_factsheet.factsheet?pstate=ID&pcity=lewiston&pYear=2016&pParent=NAT#
pane-1

Parks are important for community health, recreation, physical activity, social gathering, and other
factors. The map of park facilities in Lewiston shows smaller but more numerous parks in the
northwestern portion of the city, and fewer parks, parks in the southeastern part of the city, though this
does include the largest park in the city, Community Park.
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FIGURE 18.PARKS IN THE CITY OF LEWISTON

Source: City of Lewiston GIS Data, Retrieved from:
http://lewiston.maps.arcgis.com/apps/MapJournal/index.html?appid=355249f05a724f559e17c6cf0cc21501

SUMMARY
The previous sections detail the following findings. Access to proficient schools is less within the Lewiston
region than at the city level. This reduced access is slightly more pronounced for African Americans and
Hispanic residents, and it is most pronounced for Native Americans, who have the least access to
proficient schools in the region.
The city and region have fairly good access to jobs and labor market engagement. The southeastern
portion of the city appears to have the least access and engagement. Groups such as whites below the
poverty line and Hispanic residents have noticeably less access and engagement, and Native Americans
have significantly less access and engagement.
Transportation costs are relatively high, with the highest costs and lowest transit usage are found in the
southeastern portion of the city. In general, Native Americans have the highest transportation costs and
lowest transit usage.
The areas with the highest shares of low- and moderate-income population are in and around downtown
and Normal Hill. A few block groups in the middle of the city also have low- and moderate-income
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population shares over 50%. Poverty levels are slightly lower in the city than the region. In both the city
and the region, Native Americans have the highest exposure to poverty by a significant margin.
The Environmental Health Index shows that whites below the poverty line and Native Americans are the
least likely to live in healthy areas.
Native Americans are the second-largest racial group in the city and the region and have the lowest scores
on several of the opportunity dimensions (high transportation cost, low transit usage, low labor market
engagement, most exposure to poverty). This indicates unequal access to opportunity for this group. The
discrepancy between Native Americans and other groups is most extreme at the regional scale, likely
because the Nez Perce Reservation and its sizable Native American population is partially within the
region. Figure 19 shows the concentration of Native American population in areas with relatively high
concentrations of low- and moderate-income residents.
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FIGURE 19. SHARE OF THE POPULATION WITH LOW OR MODERATE INCOMES BY BLOCK GROUP IN THE LEWISTON REGION
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CHAPTER 6.
HOUSING PROFILE
AFFORDABILITY AND HOUSING NEED
Housing cost and condition are key components to housing choice. Housing barriers may exist in a
jurisdiction when some protected class groups have greater difficulty accessing housing in good condition
and that they can afford. To assess affordability and other types of housing needs, HUD defines four
housing problems:
1. A household is cost burdened if monthly housing costs (including mortgage payments, property
taxes, insurance, and utilities for owners and rent and utilities for renters) exceed 30% of monthly
income.
2. A household is overcrowded if there is more than 1.0 people per room, not including kitchen or
bathrooms.
3. A housing unit lacks complete kitchen facilities if it lacks one or more of the following: cooking
facilities, a refrigerator, or a sink with piped water.
4. A housing unit lacks complete plumbing facilities if it lacks one or more of the following: hot and
cold piped water, a flush toilet, or a bathtub or shower.
HUD also defines four severe housing problems, including a severe cost burden (more than 50% of
monthly housing income is spent on housing costs), severe overcrowding (more than 1.5 people per room,
not including kitchens or bathrooms), lack of complete kitchen facilities (as described above), and lack of
complete plumbing facilities (also as described above).
To assess housing need, HUD receives a special tabulation of data from the U. S. Census Bureau’s American
Community Survey that is largely not available through standard Census products. This data, known as
Comprehensive Housing Affordability Strategy (CHAS) data, counts the number of households that fit
certain combination of HUD-specified criteria, such as housing needs by race and ethnicity. CHAS data for
Lewiston and the Lewiston region (Nez Perce County, ID and Asotin County, WA) is provided in the tables
that follow.
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TABLE 5 – DEMOGRAPHICS OF HOUSEHOLDS WITH DISPROPORTIONATE HOUSING NEEDS
Disproportionate Housing Needs
Households Experiencing any of the Four
Housing Problems

City of Lewiston
# with
problems

# of
households

Lewiston Region
% with
problems

# with
problems

# of
households

% with
problems

Race/Ethnicity
White, Non-Hispanic

3,420

12,575

27.2%

6,525

23,405

27.9%

0

15

0.0%

29

44

65.9%

135

225

60.0%

226

421

53.7%

Asian or Pacific Islander, Non-Hispanic

35

130

26.9%

74

213

34.7%

Native American, Non-Hispanic

30

155

19.4%

162

618

26.2%

Other, Non-Hispanic

40

119

33.6%

122

353

34.6%

3,665

13,225

27.7%

7,150

25,080

28.5%

Family households, <5 People

1,750

7,545

23.2%

3,285

14,374

22.9%

Family households, 5+ People

190

740

25.7%

595

1,710

34.8%

1,720

4,940

34.8%

3,280

9,005

36.4%

Black, Non-Hispanic
Hispanic

Total
Household Type and Size

Non-family households
Households Experiencing any of the Four
Severe Housing Problems

# with
problems

# of
households

% with
Problems

# with
problems

# of
households

% with
Problems

Race/Ethnicity
White, Non-Hispanic

1,485

12,575

11.8%

2,850

23,405

12.2%

0

15

0.0%

29

44

65.9%

Hispanic

75

225

33.3%

87

421

20.7%

Asian or Pacific Islander, Non-Hispanic

20

130

15.4%

35

213

16.4%

Native American, Non-Hispanic

14

155

9.0%

105

618

17.0%

Other, Non-Hispanic

30

119

25.2%

76

353

21.5%

1,625

13,225

12.3%

3,185

25,080

12.7%

Black, Non-Hispanic

Total

Note: All % represent a share of the total population, except household type and size, which is out of total households.
Source: CHAS
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TABLE 6 – DEMOGRAPHICS OF HOUSEHOLDS WITH SEVERE HOUSING COST BURDENS
City of Lewiston
Households with Severe Cost Burdens

# with
problems

# of
households

Lewiston Region
% with
Problems

# with
problems

# of
households

% with
problems

Race/Ethnicity
White, Non-Hispanic

1,270

12,575

10.1%

2,315

23,405

9.9%

0

15

0.0%

29

44

65.9%

Hispanic

75

225

33.3%

85

421

20.2%

Asian or Pacific Islander, Non-Hispanic

20

130

15.4%

35

213

16.4%

Native American, Non-Hispanic

10

155

6.5%

65

618

10.5%

Other, Non-Hispanic

15

119

12.6%

49

353

13.9%

1,390

13,225

10.5%

2,578

25,080

10.3%

Family households, <5 People

545

7,545

7.2%

1,026

14,374

7.1%

Family households, 5+ People

30

740

4.1%

77

1,710

4.5%

805

4,940

16.3%

1,479

9,005

16.4%

Black, Non-Hispanic

Total
Household Type and Size

Non-family households

Note: Severe housing cost burden is defined as greater than 50% of income. All % represent a share of the total population within the jurisdiction or region, except household type and size, which is
out of total households. The # households is the denominator for the % with problems, and may differ from the # households for the table on severe housing problems.
Source: CHAS
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In Lewiston, there are 3,665 households with at least one housing problem, constituting a little over onequarter of households citywide (27.7%). About one-in-eight Lewiston households have a severe need
(1,625 households or 12.3%). Levels of need in the region are roughly equivalent: 28.5% of households
have a housing problem and 12.7% have a severe housing problem.
Looking at need by householder race and ethnicity in Lewiston shows that 27.2% of non-Latino white
households have at housing problem and 11.8% have a severe housing problem. HUD defines a group as
having a disproportionate need if its members experience housing needs at a rate that is ten percentage
points or more above that of white households. Using this definition, there are two groups in Lewiston
with disproportionate needs:
•

Latinos have disproportionate rates of both housing problems and severe housing problems. Sixty
percent (60.0%) of Latino households have a housing need and 33.3% have a severe need.

•

Other non-Latino households have a disproportionate rate of severe housing problems at 25.2%.

Within the region, housing and severe housing need rates for white households are slightly higher than
those in Lewiston at 27.9% and 12.2%, respectively. Again, two groups face disproportionate needs:
•
•

Latinos are disproportionately affected by housing problems, with a need rate of 53.7%.
African Americans have disproportionate levels of both housing need (65.9%) and severe housing
need (65.9%).

Table 5 also compares housing need rates for households by size and familial status. In Lewiston, roughly
one-quarter of both small and large families have a housing need, compared to 34.8% for non-family
households. For small families (under 5 people) and non-family households, there is virtually no difference
in housing need rates between Lewiston and the region. However, a greater share of large families (5
people or more) have a housing need at the regional level (34.8%) than in Lewiston.
Table 6 examines only one dimension of housing need – severe cost burdens. Overall, 1,390 households
in Lewiston and 2,578 in the region spend more than 50% of their income on housing. In Lewiston,
Hispanic households have a disproportionate rate of severe cost burdens compared to whites (33.3%
versus 10.1%). Regionally, both Hispanic (20.2%) and African American (65.9%) households have
disproportionate severe cost burdens relative to white households (9.9%).
Table 6 also shows that 16.3% of non-family households in Lewiston have a severe cost burden, compared
to 7.2% for small families and 4.1% for large families. These rates are virtually unchanged at the regional
level.
Overall, Latino households are disproportionately impacted by housing problems, severe housing
problems, and severe cost burdens in Lewiston. Regionally, both Hispanics and African Americans are
disproportionately affected.
Figures 20 and 21 map the prevalence of housing cost burdens in Lewiston by census tract. There are two
tracts where between 30 and 35% of households have a cost burden: one in the Orchards and one east of
downtown along Thain Road. These areas have higher shares of Latino residents and multi-racial nonLatino residents than other parts of the city. Looking at nationality, the tract in the Orchards has a
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concentration of Mexican immigrants, and the tract along Thain Road has concentrations of Russian and
Chinese immigrants.
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FIGURE 20. HOUSING BURDEN AND RACE / ETHNICITY IN THE CITY OF LEWISTON

64

FIGURE 21. HOUSING BURDENS AND NATIONAL ORIGIN IN THE CITY OF LEWISTON
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HOUSING SIZE
Table 7 provides information for households living in publicly supported housing, including unit size and
presence of children by housing program type. Assuming households with children would need twobedroom or larger units, comparing the number of two- and three-plus bedroom units with the number
of households with children does not immediately indicate overcrowding in assisted housing.
Theoretically, the 97 households with children who live in project-based Section 8 properties could be
housed in the 112 units with two or more bedrooms, and the 114 voucher holders with children could be
accommodated in the 194 units with two or more bedrooms rented with HCVs.
However, because data about households with children by household size is not available, precise
conclusions regarding the suitability of the existing publicly supported housing stock cannot be drawn.
There may be a mismatch between large family households and the availability of three bedroom or larger
units, but such a situation is not discernable without information about household size.
TABLE 7 – PUBLICLY SUPPORTED HOUSING BY PROGRAM CATEGORY: UNITS BY NUMBER OF BEDROOMS AND NUMBER OF
CHILDREN IN THE CITY OF LEWISTON

Housing Type

Households in 0-1
Bedroom Units
#

%

Households in
2 Bedroom Units
#

%

Households in 3+
Unit Bedrooms
#

%

Households
with Children
#

%

City of Lewiston
Project-Based Section 8

257

69.1%

79

21.2%

33

8.9%

97

26.1%

HCV Program

143

41.2%

147

42.4%

47

13.5%

114

32.9%

Data Source: APSH

HOMEOWNERSHIP
In the city, the majority of owner households are white (96.7%). Asian and Hispanic households each make
up 1.0%, and other groups are less than 1%. For renters, the majority are also white (91.9%) but at a
percentage closer to the ratio of whites in the total population (92.6%). Hispanics (3.2%) and Native
Americans (2.7%) comprise the other largest portions of rental households.
There is a similar pattern in the region. The majority of owner households are white (95.2%). Other
notable home ownership proportions are 1.8% for Native American and 1.4% for other races not listed
separately. Native Americans and Hispanic residents have a slightly higher proportion of rental
households than their share of the total population.
The data in Table 8 can also be used to calculate homeownership rates by race and ethnicity, which shows
that some groups are significantly less likely to be homeowners than whites. In Lewiston, 68.7% of white
households own their homes, compared to 25.8% of Native Americans and 40.0% of Hispanic households.
The data show no African American-owned households in the city. In the region, 70% of white households
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own their homes. Lowest rates of home ownership are found among African Americans, Native
Americans, and Hispanic residents.
TABLE 8 – HOMEOWNERSHIP AND RENTAL RATES BY RACE / ETHNICITY
City of Lewiston
Race/Ethnicity

Owners
#

Lewiston Region

Renters
%

#

Owners
%

#

Renters
%

#

%

Non-Hispanic
White

8,650

96.7%

3,935

91.9%

16,385

95.2%

7,020

89.3%

Black

0

0.0%

15

0.4%

4

<0.1%

40

0.5%

Asian

90

1.0%

35

0.8%

135

0.8%

85

1.1%

Native American

40

0.5%

115

2.7%

315

1.8%

325

4.1%

Other

75

0.8%

45

1.1%

235

1.4%

125

1.6%

Hispanic

90

1.0%

135

3.2%

160

0.9%

265

3.4%

8,945

-

4,280

-

17,220

-

7,860

-

Total

Note: Data presented are number of households, not individuals.
Source: APSH

The maps that follow show the share of owners and renters by census tract in the City of Lewiston.
Homeownership is most prevalent in the southeastern area of the city, with 89% of households owned in
tract 961000. In contrast, the adjacent tract to the west, 960900, has the second-lowest percentage of
homeowners (56%). The lowest percentage of homeowners in the city is located in the tract along the
south bank of the Clearwater River, 960300 (48%). However, this tract extends well outside the city limits,
and the area with the city makes up only a small portion of the area of the tract.
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FIGURE 22. SHARE OF HOUSEHOLDS THAT ARE RENTERS IN THE CITY OF LEWISTON
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FIGURE 23. SHARE OF HOUSEHOLDS THAT ARE OWNERS IN THE CITY OF LEWISTON
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ZONING, AFFORDABILITY, AND HOUSING CHOICE
Comprehensive land use planning is a critical process by which communities address a myriad of public
policy issues such as housing, transportation, health, recreation, environmental protection, commercial
and retail services, and land values, and address how the interconnection and complexity of these issues
can ultimately impact the entire municipality. “The land use decisions made by a community shape its
very character – what it’s like to walk through, what it’s like to drive through, who lives in it, what kinds
of jobs and businesses exist in it, how well the natural environment survives, and whether the community
is an attractive one or an ugly one.”6 Likewise, decisions regarding land use and zoning have a direct and
profound impact on affordable housing and fair housing choice, shaping a community or region’s potential
diversity, growth, and opportunity for all. Zoning determines where housing can be built, the type of
housing that is allowed, and the amount and density of housing that can be provided. Zoning also can
directly or indirectly affect the cost of developing housing, making it harder or easier to accommodate
affordable housing.
The following sections will explore (I) how Idaho state law impacts local land use and zoning authority and
decision-making and (II) how the zoning and land use codes of the City of Lewiston impact housing
affordability and fair housing choice.

Intersection of Local Zoning with Federal and State Fair Housing Laws
One goal of zoning is to balance individual property rights with the power of government to promote and
protect the health, safety, and general welfare of the overall community. Zoning codes regulate how a
parcel of land in a community may be used and the density of development. Local governments may divide
their jurisdiction into zoning districts by adopting a zoning map consistent with the comprehensive plan;
define categories of permitted and special/conditional uses for those districts; and establish design or
performance standards for those uses. Zoning may regulate the height, shape, and placement of
structures and lot sizes or shapes. Jurisdictions also can expressly prohibit certain types of uses within
zoning districts. (Idaho Code § 67-6511 et seq.) In this way, local ordinances may define the type and
density of housing resources available to residents, developers, and other organizations within certain
areas, and as a result influence the availability and affordability of housing.
While local governments have the power to enact zoning and land use regulations, that power is limited
by state and federal fair housing laws (e.g., the Idaho Fair Housing Law, the federal FHA, the Americans
with Disabilities Act, constitutional due process and equal protection), which apply not only to private
individuals but also to government actions. See H.R. Rep. No. 100–711, at 24 (1988), reprinted in 1988
U.S.C. C.A.N. 2173, 2185 (showing that Congress’ intent was that the amendments “would also apply to
state or local land use and health and safety laws, regulations, practices or decisions which discriminate
against individuals with handicaps”). In a recent landmark disparate impact case under the FHA, the
Supreme Court affirmed that part of the FHA’s central purpose is to eradicate discriminatory housing
practices, including specifically unlawful zoning laws and other housing restrictions. Tex. Dep't of Hous. &
Cmty. Affairs v. Inclusive Cmtys. Project, Inc., 135 S.Ct. 2507, 2521-2522 (2015). (citing multiple published
6

John M. Levy. Contemporary Urban Planning, Eighth Edition. Upper Saddle River, NJ: Pearson Prentice Hall, 2009.
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court opinions involving challenges to local zoning and land use decisions and stating: “Suits targeting
such practices reside at the heartland of disparate-impact liability.”) Besides intentional discrimination
and disparate treatment, discrimination under the FHA also includes
[A] refusal to make reasonable accommodations in rules, policies, practices, or services, when such
accommodations may be necessary to afford such person equal opportunity to use and enjoy a
dwelling. FHA § 804(f)(3)(b).
This provision has been held to apply to zoning and land use decisions by local governments. See, e.g.,
Hovsons, Inc. v. Township of Brick, 89 F.3d 1096, 1104 (3d Cir. 1996) (finding that the reasonable
accommodation requirement of the FHA mandates that officials “change, waive, or make exceptions in
their zoning rules to afford people with disabilities the same opportunity to housing as those who are
without disabilities”).
Idaho’s state fair housing law is contained within sections of the Idaho Human Rights Act (Idaho Code §
67-5901 et seq.), which was passed to “provide for execution within the state of the policies embodied in
the federal Civil Rights Act of 1964” and the federal ADEA (Age Discrimination in Employment Act) and
ADA (Americans with Disabilities Act). The Human Rights Act (IHRA) aims to provide standards and
enforcement tools “to eliminate discrimination because of race, color, religion, sex, national origin or
disability in connection with employment, public accommodations, and real property transactions.” The
provisions related to real estate/housing mostly track the discriminatory acts prohibited under the Federal
Fair Housing Amendments Act as those prohibited acts relate to buying, selling, renting, and financing real
estate transactions. However, unlike the FHA, familial status is not a protected class under the state law.
Also, the state’s fair housing law lacks the broader “otherwise make unavailable” language found in the
FHA’s description of discrimination, and does not include a similar “reasonable accommodation” provision
to expressly protect persons with disabilities against discriminatory zoning and land use policies and
decisions. Idaho’s fair housing law has not been certified by HUD as “substantially similar” to the FHA.
The state’s fair housing law is enforced through the Idaho Human Rights Commission and the complaint
procedures are set out in Idaho Code § 67-5907. After a complaint is filed, the Commission has the power
to investigate the alleged violation of the IHRA and attempt mediation and conciliation between the
parties. If a settlement cannot be reached, and after investigation the Commission finds reasonable
grounds to believe that unlawful discrimination has occurred, it may file a civil action seeking legal and
equitable relief in the appropriate state district court.
If an individual feels that his/her rights under the FHA or state fair housing law have been violated in a
final land use or zoning decision, the aggrieved person may file a complaint with HUD, or file a lawsuit
directly in state or federal court within the statute of limitations period. (HUD refers matters involving the
legality of state or local zoning or other land use law or ordinance to the Department of Justice for further
enforcement. See 42 U.S.C. 3610(g)(2)(C)).
The City of Lewiston has adopted a local nondiscrimination ordinance (Lewiston City Code § 38-1—7), for
the purpose of supplementing federal and state civil rights laws to include familial status, sexual
orientation and/or gender identity/expression as protected classes in the areas of employment, housing,
and public accommodations. Under the ordinance, it is a misdemeanor, punishable by a fine of not more
than one $1,000 or by incarceration in the county jail for a period not exceeding six months:
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To unlawfully deny or discriminate against any person because of familial status, sexual
orientation and/or gender identity/expression in the sale, purchase, lease or rental of any
commercial property, housing accommodation, or to otherwise discriminate in the terms and
conditions, maintenance, improvement, or repair of any housing accommodation. (Lewiston City
Code § 38-4(3)).
Fair housing laws do not preempt local zoning laws but do apply to municipalities and local government
units, and prohibit them from making zoning or land use decisions or implementing land use policies that
exclude or otherwise discriminate against protected persons. And even where a specific zoning decision
does not violate a fair housing law, HUD entitlement communities must certify annually that they will set
and implement standards and policies that protect and advance fair housing choice for all.

Lewiston Zoning Ordinance Review
Although comprehensive plans and zoning and land use codes play an important role in regulating the
health and safety of the structural environment, overly restrictive codes can negatively impact housing
affordability and fair housing choice within a jurisdiction. Examples of zoning provisions that most
commonly result in barriers to fair housing choice include:
•

Restrictive forms of land use that exclude any specific form of housing, particularly multi-family
housing, or that require large lot sizes or low-density that deter affordable housing development
by limiting its economic feasibility;

•

Restrictive definitions of family that impede unrelated individuals from sharing a dwelling unit;

•

Placing administrative and siting constraints on group homes for persons with disabilities;

•

Restrictions making it difficult for residents with disabilities to locate housing in certain
neighborhoods or to modify their housing;

•

Restrictions on occupancy of alternative sources of affordable housing such as accessory
dwellings, mobile homes, and mixed-use structures.

Lewiston’s treatment of these types of issues is explored and evaluated in the table and narrative below.
Because zoning codes present a crucial area of analysis for a study of impediments to fair housing choice,
the latest available Zoning Ordinance of the Lewiston was reviewed and evaluated against a list of ten
common fair housing issues. Taken together, these issues give a picture of (1) the degree to which
exclusionary zoning provisions may impact affordable housing opportunities within the jurisdiction and
(2) the degree to which the zoning code may impact housing opportunities for persons with disabilities.
The zoning ordinance was assigned a risk score of either 1, 2, or 3 for each of the ten issues and was then
given an aggregate score calculated by averaging the individual scores, with the possible scores defined
as follows:
1 = low risk – the provision poses little risk for discrimination or limitation of fair housing choice,
or is an affirmative action that intentionally promotes and/or protects affordable housing and fair
housing choice;
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2 = medium risk – the provision is neither among the most permissive nor most restrictive; while
it could complicate fair housing choice, its effect is not likely to be widespread;
3 = high risk – the provision causes or has potential to result in systematic and widespread housing
discrimination or the limitation of fair housing choice, or is an issue where the jurisdiction could
take affirmative action to further affordable housing or fair housing choice but has not.
The following chart lists the ten issues reviewed and Lewiston’s score for each issue. A complete report,
including citations to relevant statutes, code sections, and explanatory comments, is included as an
appendix to this document.
TABLE 9 – ZONING CODE RISK SCORES
Risk
Score

Issue
1a. Does the jurisdiction’s definition of “family” have the effect of preventing unrelated individuals from
sharing the same residence? Is the definition unreasonably restrictive?

1
1b. Does the definition of “family” discriminate against or treat differently unrelated individuals with
disabilities (or members of any other protected class)?
2a. Does the zoning code treat housing for individuals with disabilities (e.g. group homes, congregate living
homes, supportive services housing, personal care homes, etc.) differently from other single family
residential and multifamily residential uses? For example, is such housing only allowed in certain
residential districts, must a special or conditional use permit be granted before siting such housing in
certain residential districts, etc.?

2

2b. Does the zoning ordinance unreasonably restrict housing opportunities for individuals with disabilities
who require onsite supportive services? Or is housing for individuals with disabilities allowed in the same
manner as other housing in residential districts?
3a. Do the jurisdiction’s policies, regulations, and/or zoning ordinances provide a process for persons with
disabilities to seek reasonable modifications or reasonable accommodations to zoning, land use, or other
regulatory requirements?
2
3b. Does the jurisdiction require a public hearing to obtain public input for specific exceptions to zoning
and land-use rules for applicants with disabilities? If so, is the public hearing process only required for
applicants seeking housing for persons with disabilities or required for all applicants?
4. Does the ordinance impose spacing or dispersion requirements on certain protected housing types?

1

5. Does the jurisdiction restrict any inherently residential uses protected by fair housing laws (such as
residential substance abuse treatment facilities) only to non-residential zones?

2

6a. Does the jurisdiction’s zoning and land use rules constitute exclusionary zoning that precludes
development of affordable or low-income housing by imposing unreasonable residential design regulations
(such as high minimum lot sizes, wide street frontages, large setbacks, low FARs, large minimum building
square footage or large livable floor areas, restrictions on number of bedrooms per unit, and/or low
maximum building heights)?

1
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7. Does the zoning ordinance fail to provide residential districts where multi-family housing is permitted as
of right? Are multifamily dwellings excluded from all single family dwelling districts?

1

7b. Do multi-family districts restrict development only to low-density housing types?
8. Are unreasonable restrictions placed on the construction, rental, or occupancy of alternative types of
affordable or low-income housing (for example, accessory dwellings or mobile/manufactured homes)?
9a. Are the jurisdiction’s design and construction requirements (as contained in the zoning ordinance or
building code) congruent with the Fair Housing Amendments Act’s accessibility standards for design and
construction?

1

1

9b. Is there any provision for monitoring compliance?
10. Does the zoning ordinance include an inclusionary zoning provision or provide any incentives for the
development of affordable housing or housing for protected classes?
Average Risk Score

2
1.4

Lewiston’s total average risk score (calculated by taking the average of the 10 individual issue scores) is
1.4, indicating that overall there is low risk of the zoning regulations contributing to discriminatory housing
treatment or impeding fair housing choice. In most cases, the zoning and other land use code sections are
reasonably permissive and allow for flexibility as to the most common fair housing issues. Remarkably,
Lewiston did not receive a “3” (high risk) score on any of the ten issues evaluated. However, it did receive
a “2” (medium risk) score on certain issues where the zoning regulations have the potential to negatively
impact fair and affordable housing. It also means the local government could be subject to fair housing
complaints and expensive litigation. In such cases, improvements to the rules and policies could be made
to more fully protect the fair housing rights of all of Lewiston’s residents and to better fulfill the mandate
to affirmatively further fair housing.
Our research has shown that restricting housing choice for certain historically/socio-economically
disadvantaged groups and protected classes can happen in any number of ways and should be viewed on
a continuum. The zoning analysis matrix developed for this report and the narrative below are not
designed to assert whether Lewiston’s code creates a per se violation of the FHA or HUD regulations, but
are meant as a tool to highlight significant areas where zoning and land use ordinances may otherwise
jeopardize the spirit and intent of fair housing protections and HUD’s AFFH standards for its entitlement
communities.
The issues chosen for discussion show where zoning ordinances and policies could go further to protect
fair housing choice for protected and disadvantaged classes, and yet still fulfill the zoning objective of
protecting the public’s health, safety, and general welfare. Specifically, the issues highlighted by the matrix
inform, first, the degree to which the zoning ordinance may be overly restrictive and exclusionary to the
point of artificially limiting the affordable housing inventory and directly contributing to higher housing
and rental costs. And secondly, the matrix helps inform the impact the City’s regulations may have on
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housing opportunities for persons with disabilities, a protected class under state and federal fair housing
law.

Impact of Zoning Provisions of Affordable Housing
Academic and market research have proven what also is intuitive: land use regulations can directly limit
the supply of housing units within a given jurisdiction, and thus contribute to making housing more
expensive, i.e. less affordable.7 Zoning policies that impose barriers to housing development and
artificially limit the supply of housing units in a given area by making developable land and construction
costlier than they are inherently can take different forms and may include: high minimum lot sizes, low
density allowances, wide street frontages, large setbacks, low floor area ratios, large minimum building
square footage or large livable floor areas, restrictions on number of bedrooms per unit, low maximum
building heights, restrictions against infill development, restrictions on the types of housing that may be
constructed in certain residential zones, arbitrary or antiquated historic preservation standards, minimum
off-street parking requirements, restrictions against residential conversions to multi-unit buildings,
lengthy permitting processes, development impact fees, and/or restrictions on accessory dwelling units.
Where these zoning regulations are not congruent with the actual standards necessary to protect the
health and safety of residents and prevent overcrowding, they may not be in express violation of fair
housing laws but may nonetheless contribute to exclusionary zoning and have the effect of
disproportionately reducing housing choice for moderate to low-income families, minorities, persons with
disabilities on fixed incomes, families with children, and other protected classes by making the
development of affordable housing cost prohibitive.
Lewiston’s design standards, density allowances, and housing-type diversity, do not appear facially
exclusionary, and the City received “1/low risk” scores for Issues 6 and 7 regarding exclusionary zoning
regulations for single and multifamily housing types. While the zoning ordinance may impact the feasibility
of developing affordable housing within some low-density districts, thus creating a barrier to fair housing
choice for some protected groups in some neighborhoods, the code provides for lot sizes and densities
that could accommodate affordable housing somewhere within the residential districts. The zoning code
and map divide Lewiston’s residential districts into low density single- and two-family districts, medium
density mixed dwelling districts, and special planning areas which may be approved for higher densities.
The residential districts generally permit manufactured homes, single-family, and two-family units by
right. Accessory dwelling units are only allowed in the Normal Hill North (NHN) and Normal Hill South
(NHS) districts. Minimum lot sizes for single family dwellings range from 10,000 sq. ft. in R-1, 7,500 sq. ft.
in R-2 and R-2A, 6,000 sq. ft. in R-3, 5,000 sq. ft. in R-4 and the MXD-NL and NHMU mixed-use districts,
and 3,200 sq. ft. in the Normal Hill North and South Districts. Two-family units in those districts range from
7,500 sq. ft. per unit to 5,000 sq. ft. per unit. Maximum lot coverage and minimum setbacks are not
7

See Gyourko, Joseph, Albert Saiz, and Anita A. Summers, A New Measure of the Local Regulatory Environment for
Housing Markets: The Wharton Residential Land Use Regulatory Index (2007), available at real.wharton.upenn.edu;
Randal O’Toole, The Planning Penalty: How Smart Growth Makes Housing Unaffordable (2006), available at
independent.org/pdf/policy_reports/2006-04-03-housing.pdf; Edward L. Glaeser and Joseph Gyourko, The Impact
of Zoning on Housing Affordability (2002), available at law.yale.edu/system/files/documents/pdf/hier1948.pdf; The
White House’s Housing Development Toolkit, 2016, available at
whitehouse.gov/sites/whitehouse.gov/files/images/Housing_Development_Toolkit%20f.2.pdf.
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unreasonable, and the zoning code does not impose minimum building floor areas. Small lot (min. 4,000
sq. ft. for single-family) and zero lot line developments are a conditional use in many districts, and
although there are additional hurdles with getting development approval for conditional uses, these types
of developments do make allowance for higher density and more affordable housing types generally.
Compared to other jurisdictions with high housing costs, Lewiston’s design standards are more
permissive.
Multifamily housing is permitted by right in the R-3, R-4, MXD-NL, NHMU residential districts and in the
Bryden Ave. Special Planning Area, C-4 and C-5 districts (except not on the ground floor), and is a
conditional use in the R-2, R-2A, NHM, NHS, C-2, C-4 and C-5 when on the ground floor. In the Normal Hill
North district, conversion of a single- or two-family dwelling to multifamily of less than 7 units is
permitted, which can be a strategic tool for adding infill development to established neighborhoods.
Density potential, however, is quite limited in the residential districts by maximum height standards and
minimum lot sizes. In most districts, height is limited to only up to 45-60 ft. Minimum lot size for multiple
family is 10,000 sq. ft. plus 3,000 sq. ft. per unit over 2 units in R-2; 10,000 sq. ft. plus 4,000 sq. ft. per unit
over 2 units in R-2A; 6,400 sq. ft. plus 2,500 sq. ft. per unit over 2 in NHN; 6,400 sq. ft. plus 3,000 sq. ft.
per unit over 2 in NHS; 6,000 sq. ft. plus 2,500 sq. ft. per unit over 1 in R-3; and 5,000 sq. ft. plus 1,600 sq.
ft. per unit over 1 in the “higher density” R-4, MXD-NL, and NHMU districts. Higher densities may be
developed in the Bryden Special Planning Area and in the Commercial zones where there are no minimum
lot sizes or setbacks, no maximum coverage, and no maximum height standards (except when abutting a
residential zone).
According to the 1999 Comprehensive Plan, less than 2% of Lewiston’s land area is zoned R-4 (the highest
density residential zone), and about 8% is zoned C-2/C-4/C-6 the commercial/mixed use zones with the
most permissive density standards. Availability of permissively-zoned land may impact the feasibility of
developing enough multifamily housing to meet demand.
While Lewiston’s zoning standards are not facially exclusionary when compared to other jurisdictions,
exclusionary zoning can happen on a continuum and in Lewiston there is room for improvement to further
remove artificial barriers to development of and access to affordable housing across all residential zones.
For example, to encourage more infill development in the traditionally low-density neighborhoods,
minimum lot sizes could be further reduced, accessory apartments permitted, conversion of established
dwellings to multifamily dwellings permitted, and height restrictions relaxed to allow for more density on
the same footprint. This would potentially allow for more supply of housing, which helps put downward
pressure on rental prices, so that moderate and low-income families have access to those neighborhoods
and all the congruent benefits that come with higher opportunity areas such as access to jobs, better
schools, access to transportation, and access to cultural amenities and public accommodations.
Lewiston’s land use regulations could go beyond just meeting the minimum FHA standards and
affirmatively further and incentivize the development of affordable housing with inclusionary zoning
policies (Issue 10). Currently, the zoning ordinance does not expressly provide density bonuses or other
incentives for the development and protection of affordable or low-income housing units or housing for
protected classes.
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CHAPTER 7.
PUBLICLY SUPPORTED HOUSING
SUPPLY AND OCCUPANCY
Lewiston does not have any traditional public housing units and does not have its own public housing
authority. For the most part, the limited publicly supported housing units located in the city are subsidized
through various programs of the Idaho Housing and Finance Association, which maintains a branch office
in Lewiston. There are 390 units in 8 different apartment complexes that are supported by Project-Based
Section 8 subsidies. Another 11 units at the Fairview Terrace Apartments are subsidized through other
federal housing programs, and 363 Lewiston households use Housing Choice Vouchers toward their rent
payments at properties of their choice. Taken together, these publicly supported housing programs
account for approximately one in 20 housing units in Lewiston, but because the programs are all rental
based, the share of rental units in the city supported in some form by a public subsidy is higher, about one
in six.
TABLE 10 – PUBLICLY SUPPORTED HOUSING UNITS BY PROGRAM CATEGORY
City of Lewiston

Housing Units

#

Total housing units

%
14,017

-

Public housing

N/A

N/A

Project-based Section 8

390

2.8%

11

0.1%

363

2.6%

Other multifamily
HCV program
Source: Decennial Census; APSH

Based on the demographic data presented earlier in this analysis, Lewiston’s population is 92.6% nonLatino white. Given that figure, white households are slightly overrepresented in the city’s Project-Based
Section 8 units, where just over 95% were occupied by white households. White households make up
92.4% of voucher holders, which is closely in line with their share of the population as a whole. The largest
non-white population in the city is Latinos, comprising 2.8% of the Lewiston’s residents but just 1.4% of
Project-Based Section 8 households and 1.8% of voucher holders. Comparing population shares by
income, in all low-income bands (0-30%, 0-50%, and 0-80% AMI), Latino households are overrepresented.
This indicates that Latino households, while having an even greater proportional need for the affordability
of publicly supported housing than white residents, obtain such units at disproportionately low rates.
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TABLE 11 – PUBLICLY SUPPORTED HOUSING RESIDENTS BY RACE/ETHNICITY
Race/Ethnicity
White

Housing Type
#

Black
%

#

Asian or Pacific
Islander

Hispanic
%

#

%

#

%

City of Lewiston
Public Housing

N/A

N/A

0

0.0%

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

Project-Based Section 8

349

95.1%

0

0.0%

5

1.4%

1

0.3%

Other Family

N/A

N/A

0

0.0%

N/A

N/A

N/a

N/a

HCV Program

314

92.4%

4

1.2%

6

1.8%

0

0.0%

0-30% AMI

905

83.8%

0

0.0%

100

9.3%

35

3.2%

0-50% AMI

1,970

79.0%

0

0.0%

130

5.2%

35

1.4%

0-80% AMI

4,475

87.6%

15

0.3%

180

3.5%

50

1.0%

12,575

95.1%

15

0.1%

225

1.7%

130

1.0%

Public Housing

N/A

N/A

0

0.0%

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

Project-Based Section 8

349

95.1%

0

0.0%

5

1.4%

1

0.3%

Other Family

N/A

N/A

0

0.0%

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

HCV Program

564

91.3%

8

1.3%

10

1.6%

2

0.3%

0-30% AMI

1,810

84.6%

25

1.2%

123

5.8%

35

1.6%

0-50% AMI

3,820

77.7%

25

0.5%

176

3.6%

70

1.4%

0-80% AMI

8,340

85.1%

44

0.5%

297

3.0%

89

0.9%

23,405

93.3%

44

0.2%

421

1.7%

213

0.9%

Total Households
Lewiston Region

Total Households

Note: Data presented are number of households, not individuals.
Source: Decennial Census; CHAS; APSH

All of Lewiston’s Project-Based Section 8 units are predominantly occupied by white households, with
whites occupying 90% or more of the units in all but the Adams Lane property, which is 84% white. The
Adams Lane units stand out for their divergence from the general racial and ethnic makeup of the city.
Residents of this property are more than three times as likely to be Latino than are residents of the city in
general. Also of interest, but for an opposite pattern, are the Normal Hill Apartments, which are 100%
white. Even with a city population that is overwhelmingly white and Normal Hill’s relatively low number
of units, its demographic composition defies averages for the city.
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TABLE 12 – DEMOGRAPHICS OF PUBLICLY SUPPORTED HOUSING DEVELOPMENTS BY PROGRAM CATEGORY
City of Lewiston
Development Name

#
Units

%
White

%
Black

%
Hispanic

%
Asian

%
Households
with Children

Project-Based Section 8
Adams Lane

31

84%

N/A

10%

N/A

87%

Burrell Street

40

95%

N/A

0%

3%

N/A

Western Village

49

96%

N/A

4%

N/A

79%

Seapointe

50

98%

N/A

0%

2%

N/A

102

94%

N/A

0%

N/A

N/A

Millcreek Apartments

40

95%

N/A

3%

N/A

N/A

Normal Hill Apartments

22

100%

N/A

0%

N/A

N/A

Orchard Villa

56

90%

N/A

2%

N/A

73%

11

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

Highlander-The

Other HUD Multifamily Assisted Housing
Fairview Terrace Apartments

Note: For LIHTC properties, this information will be supplied by local knowledge. Percentages may not add to 100 due to rounding error.
Data Sources: APSH

GEOGRAPHY OF SUPPORTED HOUSING
In the map that follows, the locations of publicly supported housing developments are represented along
with levels of Housing Choice Voucher use and racial/ethnic demographics. The orange markers, indicating
the locations of Project Based Section 8 units are scattered across the city, from downtown, south toward
the airport, and east into The Orchards. These areas represent a range in terms of their racial and ethnic
diversity, with the Adams Lane, Normal Hill, and Millcreek Apartments located in one of the city’s most
diverse areas (non-white population of about 15%) to Burrell Street Station, Western Village, and
Seapointe Apartments in The Orchards near Sacajawea Junior High where the non-white population is just
6%. The Fairview Terrace Apartments, a HUD Section 811-funded development serving households where
the head of household has a developmental disability, are represented on the map as Lewiston’s only
“Other Multifamily” development. Fairview Terrace is located in an area of the city with relatively low
diversity (6% non-white) and very low levels of Housing Choice Voucher use (2.3%).
The rates at which Housing Choice Vouchers (HCVs) are used is represented by the shading on the map.
Vouchers are issued to households and may be used at a rental unit of the tenant’s choosing to reduce
the tenant’s share of rent payments to an affordable level. Therefore, unlike the publicly supported
developments marked on the map, HCVs are portable and their distribution throughout the city is subject
to fluctuate over time. Two census tracts in the center of Lewiston, roughly following the 21st Street /
Thain Road / 9th Street corridor, have the highest rates of HCV use; in these areas, HCV-subsidized units
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make up 14.38% and 13.69% of the respective tracts’ housing stock. The easternmost portion of The
Orchards (from 15th Street east) had no HCVs in use. Community stakeholders consulted in the course of
this study frequently described having observed source of income discrimination, a practice by landlords
and property managers of refusing to rent to someone using a voucher. Landlords refusing to participate
in the HCV program closes off options in some communities that could otherwise be made affordable to
low- and moderate-income households through their use of a voucher. When the practice is prevalent, it
can negate the HCV’s choice and flexibility, relegating voucher holders to rent in the same low-opportunity
neighborhoods they aspire to move from.
Finally, the map also depicts the locations of Low Income Housing Tax Credit developments. The Low
Income Housing Tax Credit (LIHTC) program is the primary source of subsidy for development of affordable
housing by the private market. Created by the Federal Tax Reform Act of 1986, the LIHTC program makes
available an indirect federal subsidy for investors in affordable rental housing. The value of the tax credits
awarded to a project may be syndicated by the recipient to generate equity investment, offsetting a
portion of the development cost. As a condition of the LIHTC subsidy received, the resulting housing must
meet certain affordability conditions. LIHTC units tend to be centrally located in Lewiston, and in areas
with the highest levels of Housing Choice Voucher use.
When the map of publicly supported housing locations is compared with the maps of opportunity index
scores in Chapter 5 of this report, it is clear that different housing locations all carry with them different
positive and negative opportunity attributes. HCV use is highest in areas with the best proximity to jobs
and the lowest transportation costs, but where school proficiency scores are lowest and transit usage is
low. The group of Project Based Section 8 developments near Sacajawea Junior High in The Orchards is in
an area with high levels of transit use, but also high rates of poverty/low- and moderate-income
population. Other Project Based Section 8 properties in the downtown and Normal Hill area have access
to the most proficient schools, high levels of transit use, and good proximity to jobs, but the lowest levels
of air quality in the city; they are also in areas with high shares of low- and moderate-income population.
The Fairview Terrace apartments are situated in a neighborhood that has good proximity to jobs, and high
rates of labor market participation; this neighborhood also did not have especially low scores on any of
the opportunity indices, although some opportunity dimensions are in only a moderate range.
Evaluating these tradeoffs in access to opportunity is an important exercise because it demonstrates that
no one neighborhood has all the markers of high opportunity – and neither are high scores on all the
opportunity indices likely to be imperative for any one person or household. A family with children may
opt for an affordable housing option in a neighborhood with access to better schools, even if it offers
lower proximity to jobs and a longer, costlier commute. Conversely, a retiree who is no longer employed
and does not have school-aged children may choose a neighborhood with high levels of environmental
quality over one with good schools or jobs proximity. The fact that Lewiston’s publicly supported housing
options are not all concentrated in the same area of the city but are somewhat scattered offers greater
choice and options to the households residing in them.
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FIGURE 24. PUBLICLY SUPPORTED HOUSING AND RACE / ETHNICITY IN THE CITY OF LEWISTON
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POLICY REVIEW
The Idaho Housing and Finance Association (IHFA) is the public housing authority responsible for
administering over 3,500 Housing Choice Vouchers in many communities across the state, including in
Lewiston. As required by HUD, the IHFA maintains a comprehensive Five-Year PHA Plan, with annual plan
updates, as well as other program-specific policies. The most pertinent of these policies for review in this
analysis is the IHFA’s Administrative Plan for its HCV program, as it accounts for 363 units of affordable
housing in Lewiston. Four different aspects of the HCV Administrative Plan are examined here: tenant
selection, local preference, tenant screening, and subsidy standards. These four policy types all allow
some degree of local determination by IHFA and are among the most central to matters of fair housing
choice.
Public housing assistance is competitive and housing authorities often maintain lengthy waiting lists of
potential tenants. The IHFA’s HCV waiting list is generally kept open, accepting applications for assistance
on an ongoing basis. The process by which applicants are ranked on and selected from the waiting list is
guided by a tenant selection policy. Housing authorities are not permitted to use criteria such as
household size or unit size requirements to organize their waiting lists. (For example, a large family at the
top of the list cannot be passed over for a smaller household requiring a smaller unit even if the PHA does
not have resources at the time with which to place the larger family.) Selection of tenants from the IHFA’s
waiting list is determined first by an extensive list of preference criteria, followed by the date and time of
the tenant’s application. Ordinarily, a “date and time” standard for waiting list selection can be somewhat
problematic for disadvantaging applicants who have inflexible, hourly work schedules or transportation
and childcare challenges. In the case of the IHFA, however, application date and time is more akin to a tiebreaker given the open, rolling application process and also the detailed preference criteria that are
applied first.
HUD allows PHAs to, within narrow boundaries, set preferences for the applicants who will be selected
first from their waiting lists. Local preferences must be constructed carefully to avoid discrimination
against protected classes, but can be helpful tools to strategically adapt public housing programs to local
housing needs and priorities as determined through data-driven planning processes. The IHFA’s
preference criteria are, in order of priority:
1. Low Rent Public Housing Disposition (temporary preference)
2. Public Housing Residents Under- or Over-housed; Shelter Plus Care participants who are no longer
in need of supportive services.
3. Federal Disaster Victims
4. Terminal Illness
5. Families/Disabled/Elderly Families with one (1) or more children (under the age of 18 or disabled)
or elderly/disabled head or co-head of the household.
6. No Preference
The first two of these preferences are designed to open the IHFA’s most immediate HCV opportunities to
tenants whose transfer into the HCV program furthers strategic opportunities of the IHFA or opens

82

housing options under other programs for additional households in need. The other criteria serve to direct
housing opportunities to households that are in particularly vulnerable or precarious housing situations.
The IHFA conducts criminal background checks on all adult household members named on an HCV
program application, including live-in aids. IHFA may deny assistance to a family because of drug-related
criminal activity, violent criminal activity by family members, and/or registration on the National Sex
Offender Registry. For HCV programs, tenant screening is optional (and can be left to the private sector
landlord’s discretion), but where it is employed by a public housing authority, it must be conducted so as
not to violate the prospective tenant’s fair housing rights. Recognizing that people of color are
disproportionately more likely to have experienced an encounter with the criminal justice system and to
have arrest records or criminal convictions, HUD issued guidance in 2016 warning that blanket policies of
refusal to rent to people with criminal records could be discriminatory. Although criminal history is not a
protected class, under the Fair Housing Act, restricting housing access on the basis of criminal history
could be unlawful if it results in a disparate impact on people of a specific race or ethnicity. Rather than
blanket policies, exclusions of persons with criminal histories must be tailored to the housing provider’s
legitimate interests, be applied consistently to all applicants, and take into account the type of crime, time
since conviction, and other factors. If it hasn’t done so already, the IHFA may wish to review its tenant
background check policy in light of HUD’s 2016 guidance to ensure it minimizes the potential for a fair
housing claim.
Finally, individual housing authorities are required to include in their policies the criteria by which they
determine the number of bedrooms needed to house families of various sizes and compositions; these
are known as subsidy standards. HCV families are not required to actually seek or rent dwellings with the
number of bedrooms determined by the subsidy standard, but rather the standards determine the
amount of the subsidy the family qualifies for based on its size. The IHFA’s subsidy standards are strictly
based on the number of people in a household, without regard for age, gender, or family relationship. The
subsidy calculation allows for one bedroom for the head of household and co-head, and one bedroom for
every two additional household members. This is a rather neutral and objective method for determining
subsidy standards and does not appear to raise any fair housing issues.
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CHAPTER 8.
HOUSING FOR PEOPLE WITH DISABILITIES
RESIDENTIAL PATTERNS
In Lewiston, an estimated 5,253 persons 5-years-old or older have a disability, representing 17.7% of the
total population. People aged 65 and older have the highest disability rate at 8.7% and the rate for those
between the ages of 18 and 64 is 8.1%. In contrast, fewer than 1% of children between the ages of 5 and
17 are disabled. These rates of disability all track relatively closely with those of the region, an exception
being that the group most likely to be disabled in the region is the population aged 18-64 (8.5%) rather
than seniors aged 65 and over (8.3%).
Ambulatory disabilities are the most common type in the city and the region, affecting 9.8% and 10.2% of
the populations, respectively. Following ambulatory disabilities in order of prevalence are cognitive,
hearing, and independent living difficulties. Vision and self-care difficulties each affected approximately
3% of the populations of Lewiston and the region. The map that follows shows the geographic distribution
of persons with disabilities throughout the city. Areas where people with disabilities are most clustered
include Normal Hill (around the LCSC campus and Lewiston High) and in The Orchards (particularly in the
vicinity of the fairgrounds and Sacajawea Junior High). These two census tracts had rates of disability of
17.6% and 21.9%, respectively.
TABLE 13 – DISABILITY BY TYPE
Disability Type

City of Lewiston
#

Hearing difficulty

Lewiston Region
%

#

%

1,857

6.3%

3,484

6.1%

970

3.3%

1,720

3.0%

Cognitive difficulty

1,867

6.3%

3,526

6.2%

Ambulatory difficulty

2,921

9.8%

5,810

10.2%

934

3.2%

1,957

3.4%

1,617

5.5%

3,355

5.9%

Vision difficulty

Self-care difficulty
Independent living difficulty

Note: All % represent a share of the total population within the jurisdiction or region. Source: ACS

TABLE 14 – DISABILITY BY AGE GROUP
Age of People with Disabilities
Age 5-17 with disabilities

City of Lewiston
#

Lewiston Region
%

#

%

267

0.9%

607

1.1%

Age 18-64 with disabilities

2,418

8.1%

4,851

8.5%

Age 65+ with disabilities

2,568

8.7%

4,723

8.3%

Note: All % represent a share of the total population within the jurisdiction or region. Source: ACS
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FIGURE 25. PEOPLE WITH A DISABILITY BY AGE IN THE CITY OF LEWISTON
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ACCESSIBLE HOUSING SUPPLY AND AFFORDABILITY
A search using HUD’s Affordable Apartment Search Tool was conducted to identify affordable rental
properties in Lewiston designed to serve people with disabilities. The search returned nine results; one
property specifically designated for people with disabilities (Fairview Terrace, operated by Community
Action Partnership), five listed as being for elderly households, and three serving family households. A
similar point-in-time search on socialserve.com for affordable apartments with accessibility features
currently for rent in the Lewiston area returned eight results, seven of which had waiting lists for available
units. The only property advertising a move-in ready accessible unit was the Kinsale Place Senior
Apartments on Bryden Avenue. One stakeholder contributing to this report commented specifically about
Kinsale Place saying that, although the property is nice, they have a stack of applications “a foot high” and
that it is very difficult to get in. This senior-only property features no-step entry doors, grab bar equipped
bathrooms, roll-in showers, lever-style door handles, a doorbell signaler, and income-based rents. Of the
seven units with wait lists, two were located at CAP’s Fairview Terrace property, two at the Ponderosa
Court Apartments, and the remaining three units at various other properties within the city.
Based on a standard Supplemental Security Income (SSI) payment of $750 per month (equating to an
affordable rent of $225 or less), it is highly likely that people with disabilities who are unable to work and
rely on SSI as their sole source of income, face substantial cost burdens and difficulty locating affordable
housing. Publicly supported housing is often a key source of accessible and affordable housing for people
with disabilities, and in Lewiston, these subsidized housing options are about 40% more likely to contain
households with at least one member with a disability than the housing stock in general. With comparable
overall rates of disability in Lewiston and the region, the distribution of people with disabilities in the
different types of publicly supported housing follows similar patterns. As the table below shows, persons
with disabilities are able to access both Project-Based Section 8 and HCV units, but make up a somewhat
larger share of Housing Choice Voucher program participants.
TABLE 15 – DISABILITY BY PUBLICLY SUPPORTED HOUSING PROGRAM CATEGORY
People with a Disability
Housing Type

City of Lewiston
#

Lewiston Region
%

#

%

Public Housing

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

Project-Based Section 8

128

34.4%

128

34.4%

Other Multifamily Housing

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

HCV Program

149

42.9%

251

39.5%

Note: The definition of “disability” used by the Census Bureau may not be comparable to reporting requirements under HUD programs.
Source: ACS

Supportive housing, a typically subsidized long-term housing option combined with a program of wraparound services designed to support the needs of people with disabilities, is another important source of
housing for this population. The primary sources of funding for supportive housing in Lewiston come from
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various HUD grants, which organizations and agencies may receive only indirectly through the Idaho
Housing and Finance Association. As a member of what is known as the “Balance of State” continuum of
care, Lewiston-based organizations must compete for the funding against other communities across the
state, making this a very limited resource. HUD’s Section 202 and Section 811 programs make some
additional supportive housing options available in the community, but demand significantly exceeds
supply.
HUD’s Comprehensive Housing Affordability Strategy (CHAS) data provides some information on the
particular housing problems, including affordability, encountered by disabled low- and moderate-income
households. As discussed previously, ambulatory difficulties are the most prevalent form of disability
among Lewiston’s population. The CHAS data estimates that Lewiston has 575 low- or moderate-income
households with one or more housing needs (i.e. cost burden, overcrowding, lack of complete kitchen or
plumbing facilities) where a household member has an ambulatory limitation. These households are more
likely to be renters (54%) than owners (46%). Unique housing requirements for people with an ambulatory
difficulty may include accessibility improvements such as ramps, widened hallways and doorways, and
installation of grab bars, along with access to community services such as transit. For low- and moderateincome households, the costs of these types of home modifications can be prohibitive, and renters may
face particular hardships as they could be required to pay the costs not just of the modifications, but also
the costs of removing or reversing the modifications if they later choose to move.

ACCESS TO OPPORTUNITY
The two areas of Lewiston where people with disabilities are most clustered are census tracts 9609 (in
The Orchards) and 9604 (Normal Hill). These areas both have high rates of transit usage. This could be
because they have higher rates of disability and more residents who depend on the service, but could also
make the areas attractive to people with disabilities seeking to live in a community with good public transit
access. These two neighborhoods are some of Lewiston’s most walkable according to the Walk Score data.
Compared with the city’s overall Walk Score of 35, the Normal Hill area scores 45 and The Orchards 49.
Both also have good access to parks and greenspace. Underscoring the independence of neighborhood
poverty from disability rates, the Normal Hill area has one of the city’s lowest poverty rates, while the
tract in The Orchards has one of the city’s highest.
People with disabilities may also prioritize additional dimensions of opportunity that the general
population may not. For example, Opportunities Unlimited, Inc. (OUI), one of the region’s leading
nonprofit service providers for people with disabilities, is located within the Normal Hill tract. Proximity
to the supported employment and other resources offered by OUI could easily be a factor making the
surrounding neighborhood one that is rich in opportunity for this specific population.
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ZONING AND ACCESSIBILITY
From a regulatory standpoint, local government measures to control land use typically rely upon zoning
codes, subdivision codes, and housing and building codes, in conjunction with comprehensive plans.
Courts have long recognized the power of local governments to control land use. Title 67 of the IDAHO
CODE governs local land use planning, and Sec. 67-6511 et seq. is the zoning enabling provision which
requires each local governing board to establish zoning districts in accordance with the policies set forth
in their respective adopted comprehensive plan and to establish development standards within those
districts. Preparing, adopting, updating, and amending a local comprehensive plan, including a housing
component, is governed by IDAHO CODE § 67-6508 through 67-6509. Under state guidelines, the housing
element of a local comprehensive plan should address, among other issues, plans for provision of “lowcost conventional housing.” (IDAHO CODE § 67-6508(l)). Local commissions must evaluate any requests
for amendment to the zoning ordinance, a conditional use, a variance, or other exception, by whether the
change is in substantial conformance with the adopted comprehensive plan (See Lewiston Zoning
Ordinance, § 37-183).
Often one of the most scrutinized provisions of a municipality’s zoning code is its definition of “family.”
Local governments use this provision to limit the number of unrelated persons who may live together in
a single dwelling. Unreasonably restrictive definitions may have the intended or unintended (depending
on the motivations behind the drafting of the jurisdiction’s definition) consequence of limiting housing for
nontraditional families and for persons with disabilities who reside together in congregate living
situations. Lewiston’s definition, however, does not limit the number of unrelated persons who may
reside together as long as co-residents are living together as “a single household unit.” The definition does
not make a distinction between persons with disabilities, rather single-family group living for persons with
disabilities is regulated separately. Accordingly, the jurisdiction’s code is determined to have a low risk of
fair housing complication in this area.
Under state and Lewiston zoning laws, where single-family dwellings are permitted by a local zoning code
and map, group homes for up to eight unrelated persons with disabilities (or elderly persons) and up to
two of their caregivers, also are expressly permitted and included within the definition of single-family
dwelling.
There may be some ambiguity in how this law and Lewiston’s broad definition of family would together
be applied to a group home of more than eight persons. Because the number of unrelated persons who
may constitute a family is not expressly limited (though household size still may be restricted by building
code occupancy standards), if the residents of the group home lived together as “a single household unit,”
(i.e. fit within the permissive “family” definition), then they should be treated no differently than a
similarly situated group of more than 8 non-disabled, unrelated persons living together.

Homeless Shelters
In 2016-2017, the city went through the planning and public engagement process of trying to figure out
how to support the shelter and social service needs of its population of persons experiencing
homelessness, while also balancing and protecting the interests of residential neighborhoods against the
public nuisance problems perceived by some community members to be associated with homeless
persons. The zoning code was amended to allow new homeless shelters (as distinguished from
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institutional care facilities, treatment facilities, and domestic violence shelters) only as a conditional use
in the C-4, C-6, M-1, and M-2 commercial and manufacturing districts. The code places additional siting
standards on this use such as proximity to a public transit option, screening, outdoor space, etc. Although
the City attempted to articulate legitimate governmental and community interests for these regulations,
the code completely excludes homeless shelters from residential zones and imposes additional conditions
for approval which could violate fair housing laws where (a) the shelter constitutes a dwelling/residence
under fair housing jurisprudence and (b) a disproportionate share of the people who are homeless are
racial minorities, mentally or physically disabled, or part of another protected class.
Local municipalities and zoning authorities across the country have tried to argue in previous litigation
that homeless shelters are not dwellings subject to FHA protections because of the transient nature of
guests. Indeed, the FHA only applies to covered “dwellings;” but what constitutes a dwelling is not welldefined. Whether a particular shelter constitutes a “dwelling” or “residence” under the FHA must often
be determined on a case-by-case basis guided by factors such as length of stay, intention and right to
return each night, amenities included, terms of occupancy agreement, primary purpose of program, fees
or in-kind contributions from residents, etc. HUD regulations and court opinions make clear that a
homeless shelter may qualify as a dwelling for purposes of the FHA and ADA because the definition of
“dwelling” can include temporary housing and is not limited to permanent housing. See 24 C.F.R. 100.201;
Final Report of HUD Review of Model Building Codes, 65 Fed. Reg. 15,740, 15,746 (March 23, 2000); e.g.,
Woods v. Foster, 884 F. Supp. 1169 (N.D. Ill. 1995) (finding FHA protections may be applicable to homeless
shelters; Lakeside Resort Enters., LP v. Bd. of Supervisors, 455 F.3d 154 (3d Cir. 2006) (finding that a drug
rehabilitation center is a dwelling within the Act’s scope); United States v. Hughes Mem’l Home, 396 F.
Supp. 544, 549 (W.D. Va. 1975) (determining the scope of the FHA’s term dwelling as “a temporary or
permanent dwelling place, abode or habitation to which one intends to return as distinguished from the
place of temporary sojourn or transient visit”).
Because Lewiston’s zoning ordinance could make some persons experiencing homelessness who are part
of a protected class vulnerable to being excluded from all residential zoning districts if the local zoning
authority chose to treat the housing as a homeless shelter, the jurisdiction’s zoning code is found to pose
a moderate risk for creating a fair housing issue in this area.

Reasonable Accommodations
Adopting a reasonable accommodation ordinance is one specific way to address land use regulations’
impact on housing for persons with disabilities. Federal and state fair housing laws require that
municipalities provide individuals with disabilities or developers of housing for people with disabilities
flexibility in the application of land use and zoning and building regulations, practices, and procedures or
even waive certain requirements, when it is reasonable and necessary to eliminate barriers to housing
opportunities, or “to afford persons with a disability the equal opportunity to use and enjoy a dwelling.”
(The requirements for reasonable accommodation under the Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA) are
the same as those under the FHA. 42 U.S.C. 12131(2).) However, the FHA does not set forth a specific
process that must be used to request, review, and decide a reasonable accommodation. Lewiston has not
adopted a clear and objective process by which persons with disabilities may request a reasonable
accommodation/modification to zoning, land use, and other regulatory requirements, but it is
recommended that all zoning authorities do so.

89

Often local municipalities handle the mandate to provide a reasonable accommodation through their
variance or conditional use permit procedures. However, the purpose of a variance is not congruent with
the purpose of requesting a reasonable accommodation. To obtain a variance or special permit, an
applicant must show special circumstances or conditions applying to the land and not self-imposed or
owing to the applicant. In contrast, a reasonable accommodation is to allow individuals with disabilities
equal access to use and enjoy housing. The jurisdiction does not comply with its duty to provide
reasonable accommodation if it applies a standard based on the physical characteristics of the property
rather than considering the need for modification based on the disabilities of the residents of the housing.
Whereas simple administrative procedures may be adequate for the granting of accommodations, the
variance and conditional use permit procedures subject the applicant to the public hearing process where
there is the potential that community opposition based on stereotypical assumptions about people with
disabilities and unfounded speculations about the impact on neighborhoods or threats to safety may
impact the outcome. As a recipient of federal housing funds, Lewiston is encouraged to adopt a
reasonable accommodation ordinance as part of its zoning or nondiscrimination ordinances.
Model ordinances are available that have been approved by HUD or the DOJ as part of fair housing
settlement or conciliation agreements. These model ordinances include a standardized process so that
there is transparency and equality in how requests are treated, and gives the director of planning or zoning
administrator, or her designee, the authority to grant or deny reasonable accommodation requests
without the applicant having to submit to a public hearing process.
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CHAPTER 9.
FAIR HOUSING ACTIVITIES
FAIR HOUSING RESOURC ES
Idaho’s state fair housing law is contained within sections of the Idaho Human Rights Act (Idaho Code §
67-5901 et seq.), and in many ways tracks the federal Fair Housing Act (FHA) in terms of its prohibitions
against discrimination in the sale, rental, and financing of dwellings based on sex, race, color, disability,
religion, or national origin. However, unlike the FHA, familial status is not a protected class under the state
law. The two also differ in the subpoena power to compel witnesses and documents in administrative
enforcement proceedings. Also, the state’s fair housing law lacks the broader “otherwise make
unavailable” language found in the FHA’s description of discrimination, and does not include a similar
“reasonable accommodation” provision to expressly protect persons with disabilities against
discriminatory zoning and land use policies and decisions. Idaho’s fair housing law has not been certified
by HUD as “substantially similar” to the FHA.
HUD provides funding annually through the Fair Housing Assistance Program (FHAP) to State and/or local
agencies that enforce fair housing laws certified by HUD as “substantially equivalent” to the substantive
rights, procedures, remedies, and judicial review processes of the federal Fair Housing Act. Unfortunately,
Idaho’s fair housing law does not meet the “substantially equivalent” standard, and no state agency or
non-governmental organization has been qualified by HUD to participate in the FHAP.
Although Idaho lacks a HUD-certified FHAP agency, two nonprofit fair housing advocacy organizations
have been awarded grant funding under HUD’s Fair Housing Initiatives Program (FHIP). FHIP grants help
nonprofit organizations carry out fair housing educational and advocacy programs, testing, investigations,
and other enforcement activities to prevent or eliminate discriminatory housing practices. For FY 2017,
HUD awarded the Intermountain Fair Housing Council $300,000 under FHIP’s private enforcement
initiatives (PEI) grant category and awarded the Idaho Legal Aid Services $97,056 under the education and
outreach (EOI) grant program.
The Intermountain Fair Housing Council (IFHC), headquartered in Boise, seeks to promote just housing for
all without regard race, color, sex, religion, national origin, familial status, sexual orientation, gender
identity, a source of income, or disability. The IFHC fights housing discrimination through education
programs, housing information and referral, housing counseling, and assistance with mediating and or
filing fair housing complaints. The PEI grant will be used to provide education and outreach regarding fair
housing rights and responsibilities and conduct investigation and enforcement of alleged violations of the
FHA.
The IFHC reported in its 2017 Annual Report the following fair housing enforcement and education related
activities within its statewide service area: (i) conducted 768 Intake Interviews to screen for FH issues &
jurisdiction; (ii) conducted 3 systemic housing investigations of alleged discrimination; (iii) assisted 250
individuals with fair housing allegations and counsel on fair housing matters; (iv) conducted 150 targeted
follow up investigations of fair housing allegations; (v) conciliated with HUD or mediated internally 19
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jurisdictional complaints; (vi) referred 21 fully jurisdictional complaints to HUD; and (vii) assisted 74 clients
with Reasonable Accommodation Requests or Modifications
Idaho Legal Aid Services is a statewide, non-profit law firm and community education organization. The
FHIP award will allow the organization to provide a housing hotline, receive intake of housing
discrimination complaints, and offer attorney counseling and advice to low-income Idahoans. Prior to the
2017 award, Legal Aid referred any complaints to the IFHC or to HUD for filing and
investigation/enforcement. As of the writing of this report, Idaho Legal Aid Services had not received any
housing complaints regarding Lewiston.

FAIR HOUSING LAWSUITS AND COMPLAINTS
An individual in Lewiston who believes he or she has been the victim of an illegal housing practice under
the FHA may seek assistance from the IFHC, Idaho Legal Aid, or file a complaint with the appropriate HUD
Regional Office of Fair Housing and Equal Opportunity (FHEO) within one year of when the discriminatory
practice occurred. The aggrieved party also may file a lawsuit in federal district court within two years of
the discriminatory act (or in the case of multiple, factually-related discriminatory acts, within two years of
the last incident). Where an administrative action has been filed with HUD, the two-year statute of
limitations is tolled during the period when HUD is evaluating the complaint.
After the FHEO receives a complaint, it will notify the alleged discriminator (respondent) and begin an
investigation. During the investigation period, the FHEO will attempt through mediation to reach
conciliation between the parties. If no conciliation agreement can be reached, HUD must prepare a final
“Determination” report finding either that there is “reasonable cause” to believe that a discriminatory act
has occurred or that there is no reasonable cause. If the FHEO finds “reasonable cause,” HUD must issue
a “Charge of Discrimination.” If the FHEO determines that there is no “reasonable cause,” the case is
dismissed. The advantages of seeking redress through the administrative complaint process are that HUD
takes on the duty, time, and cost of investigating the matter for the complainant and conciliation may
result in a binding settlement. However, the complainant also gives up control of the investigation and
ultimate findings.
If a charge is issued, a hearing/trial will be scheduled before an administrative law judge. The ALJ may
award the aggrieved party injunctive relief, actual damages, and also impose civil penalties; but unlike
federal district court, the ALJ may not impose punitive damages. Administrative proceedings are generally
more expedited than the federal court trial process.
Housing discrimination claims may be brought against local governments and zoning authorities and
against private housing providers, mortgage lenders, or real estate brokers.

Complaints filed with HUD
Region Ten of the Office of Fair Housing and Equal Opportunity (FHEO) receives complaints by households
regarding alleged violations of the Fair Housing Act for cities and counties throughout Idaho (as well as
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Washington, Alaska, and Oregon). To achieve its mission of protecting individuals from discrimination,
promoting economic opportunity, and achieving diverse, inclusive communities, the FHEO receives and
investigates complaints of housing discrimination, and leads in the administration, development, and
public education of federal fair housing laws and policies.
A request was made to the Seattle regional office for complaints received regarding housing units in
Lewiston for the previous five-year period. The Seattle Regional Office of FHEO maintains data reflecting
the number of complaints of housing discrimination received by HUD, the status of all such complaints,
and the basis/bases of all such complaints.
From January 1, 2013 through March 31, 2018, HUD received two formal complaints of housing
discrimination occurring within the jurisdiction of Lewiston. Both reported cases involving perceived or
alleged discrimination in housing have been closed following successful settlement or conciliation. The
respondents did not necessarily admit liability, but may have settled to avoid further expense, time, and
the uncertainty of litigation. In one case, damages in the amount of $1,500 were awarded to complainant.
TABLE 16 – HUD FAIR HOUSING COMPLAINTS
Case No.

Filing
Date

Basis

Issue

Closure
Reason

Settlement
Amount

10-13-0326-8

08/09/13

Sex;
Familial Status

Discrimination in the
making of loans

Conciliation /
settlement

$1,500.00

10-17-5029-8

11/20/16

National Origin

Discriminatory terms,
conditions, privileges, or
services and facilities

Conciliation /
settlement

0

Source: FOIA Request to HUD Region X Office of Fair Housing and Equal Opportunity

More than one basis of discrimination and more than one discriminatory act or practice, recorded as the
discriminatory issue, may be cited in a single complaint. Here, sex, familial status and national origin were
the bases of complaint. One case involved perceived discrimination in the making of loans and the other
involved discriminatory terms, conditions, privileges, or services and facilities.

Complaints filed with the Idaho Human Rights Commission
Under Idaho Code § 67-5907 persons aggrieved by a violation of the state’s fair housing law may file a
complaint with the Idaho Human Rights Commission within one year of the alleged discrimination. The
Commission will investigate and attempt conciliation. If the Commission finds reasonable grounds to
believe that unlawful discrimination has occurred, and conciliation efforts are unsuccessful, it may file a
civil action in state district court and furnish counsel on behalf of the complainant. The court may grant
damages, equitable relief, and punitive damages up to $1,000.
A request was made to the Idaho Human Rights Commission for data reflecting the number of housing
discrimination related complaints received by the Commission regarding housing units in Lewiston. The
Commission forwarded the request to the Deputy Attorney General for review who advised that the public
records request be denied based on Idaho Code § 74-105(8), which exempts the Human Rights
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Commission from disclosure of records related to complaints of discrimination. The Commission did
respond that housing makes up less than 5% of all of its annual investigations and that it had received on
average nine housing discrimination filings each year for the past four years.

Complaints filed with Intermountain Fair Housing Council
Multiple requests were made via mail, phone message, and email to the IFHC for data reflecting the
number of complaints of housing discrimination it had received regarding housing units in Lewiston for
the period January 1, 2013 through March 31, 2018, the status of all such complaints, and the basis/bases
of all such complaints. The organization pledged to provide the requested information by the end of April
2018, however, no response had been received from the IFHC concerning this request.

Fair Housing Lawsuits and Litigation
For the recent five-year period—January 1, 2013 through March 31, 2017—no significant cases or
precedential decisions were found regarding allegations of unlawful housing discrimination occurring in
Lewiston that resulted in federal litigation or a HUD ALJ decision/settlement.
The most recent federal FHA case found relating to housing in Lewiston was settled and dismissed in 2011.
In Intermountain Fair Housing Council v. Rafter Square, LLC, Civil Action No. 3:10-cv-00284, (D. Idaho,
complaint filed June 7, 2010), IFHC sued the owner of Hillcrest Apartments located at 501 Airway Avenue
in Lewiston on behalf of a client with a disability who required a service animal prescribed to assist with
her disability. The client had submitted a rental application with a request for a reasonable
accommodation to permit her service animal. The defendant had a no pet policy at the subject property
and refused to grant the reasonable accommodation or to permit the client to rent a dwelling unit because
of her service animal. The apartment owner denied liability, but the parties entered a confidential
settlement agreement and stipulated to dismissal of the lawsuit, which the court entered on January 27,
2011.

PAST FAIR HOUSING GOALS AND RELATED ACTIVITIES
The City of Lewiston completed an Analysis of Impediments to Fair Housing Choice in 2014, which
identified two areas of concern and two impediment areas. Lewiston’s AI made use of these terms, as
defined in the State of Idaho’s 2011 Analysis of Impediments to Fair Housing Choice. According to that
document, an area of concern is a fair housing issue that may create an impediment to fair housing,
although there is not a direct link to the cause or effect of the action. An impediment has the cause or
effect of restricting housing choice or the availability of housing choices on the basis of protected class.
The areas of concern and impediment areas are listed below, along with progress made toward address
them over the last four years.
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Concern Area 1: Lack of affordable housing, suitably located, may limit fair housing choice for
protected classes.
To address this concern area, the 2014 AI recommended the following actions:
•

•
•

Consider establishing an objective in the Comprehensive Plan to adopt land use regulations,
policies, practices, and fee structures which might more readily facilitate the construction of
additional housing.
Evaluate current and potential land zoned for multifamily residential use and evaluate the effects
on housing choice, affordability, and opportunity.
Participate in regional trainings for planners and policymakers to increase knowledge and
awareness of the relationship between land use policy, planning and zoning, building codes, and
fair housing.

Actions taken by the City of Lewiston since 2014 relevant to this concern area include:
•

•

•
•
•

The City’s Neighborhood Planning division encourages a mix of housing types and prices,
particularly within its Planned Unit Developments (PUDs), which allow for diverse housing types.
The City continues to evaluate lands that could be potentially zoned for multifamily residential
use.
The Community Development Director provided a memo to the Planning and Zoning Commission
regarding fair housing and zoning. This memo summarized current land zoned for multifamily,
manufactured, and group housing. It noted that 69% of residentially zoned property allows for
manufactured and group homes by right, 58% allows for duplexes by right, and 12% allows for
multifamily housing by right or conditional use permit.
The City of Lewiston adopted a developer incentive ordinance that waives building related fees in
exchange for provisions of public benefits such as affordable housing.
The City participates in regional trainings provided by Idaho Housing and Finance Association to
increase knowledge and awareness.
The City encourages staff to attend fair housing training.

Concern Area 2: Lack of resources of individual jurisdictions and partners limits the ability to
prevent and eliminate potential fair housing violations.
To address this concern area, the 2014 AI recommended the following actions:
•
•
•

Participate in regional fair housing planning, including the Idaho Housing Forum and the Regional
Housing Roundtable.
Support developing regional strategies to promote education of consumers, the public, elected
officials, and providers.
Support identification of resources needed to ensure complaints are reviewed, whether online or
by phone, including maintaining information lines.

Actions taken by the City of Lewiston since 2014 relevant to this concern area include:
•

The City participates in regional trainings provided by Idaho Housing and Finance Association to
increase knowledge and awareness.
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•

The City works with the Intermountain Fair Housing Council to host annual workshops on the Fair
Housing Act and various fair housing topics, such as support animals, reasonable
accommodations, and limited English proficiency. These events are open to housing professionals
and the general public, and the City provides notices via mail to apartment owners, advocates,
property managers, city officials, and public housing agencies. Notice is provided to residents
through newspaper ads and the City’s website, blog, and Twitter account.

Impediment Area 1: Potential violation of fair housing laws in renting and purchasing property
are indicated by complaints and inquiries.
To address this impediment area, the 2014 AI recommended the following actions:
•
•
•

•

Support fair housing training for consumers, staff, landlords, real estate agents, lenders, mortgage
brokers, and insurers.
Encourage City staff, contract agencies, and housing and service providers to attend fair housing
training.
Look for opportunities to introduce fair housing topics (even for brief discussions) in meetings
and/or invite speakers. This action could utilize materials developed through regional planning
efforts.
Where materials are available, look for opportunities to distribute fair housing information to
recipients of grants, such as the SNAP Program.

Actions taken by the City of Lewiston since 2014 relevant to this impediment area include:
•
•
•

In 2014, the City passed prohibiting discrimination in housing, employment, and public
accommodations on the basis of familial status, sexual orientation, and gender identity.
The City encourages staff to attend fair housing training.
Working with the Intermountain Fair Housing Council, the City hosts an annual workshop on the
Fair Housing Act and related topics, as described above. This event is open and advertised to
consumers, staff, landlords, property managers, and other housing professionals. The event is
well-attended, and had 48 participants in 2015.

Impediment Area 2: Lack of consumer awareness and a “public presence” of fair housing
information can result in undetected violations.
To address this impediment area, the 2014 AI recommended the following actions:
•
•
•

Post fair housing logos, information, and links on the City website.
Encourage housing and service providers in Lewiston to post fair housing information or link to
fair housing information on their websites.
Distribute information on fair housing. This action could utilize materials developed locally or
through regional planning efforts.

Actions taken by the City of Lewiston since 2014 relevant to this impediment area include:
•

The City has a dedicated section on its website to promote fair housing information
(http://www.cityoflewiston.org/content/850/1066/1160/1235.aspx).
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•

The City distributes pamphlets in the lobby of the Community Development Department and
keeps posters in view of customers.

Impact of Past Fair Housing Activities on Goal Setting
Since 2014, Lewiston has made progress on recommendations related to each of the concern and
impediment areas identified in its previous AI. Based on this experience, and input received during the
community engagement for development of this AI, the City anticipates focusing more on increasing fair
housing awareness among residents, including those that are particularly vulnerable to discrimination.
While annual fair housing forums are well attended, many of those attendees are housing professionals
rather than members of the public. The City sees additional opportunities to work with fair housing
agencies, such as the Intermountain Fair Housing Council, and local service providers to grow fair housing
awareness among residents.
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CHAPTER 10.
IDENTIFICATION OF IMPEDIMENTS
Listed in the table below are the fair housing issues with their associated contributing factors. The
contributing factors are organized into two groups: priority contributing factors are those that are most
likely to limit or deny fair housing choice or access to opportunity; non-priority contributing factors are
likely to also have a causal relationship to the fair housing issue, but are less directly or immediately able
to remedy the named issue.
TABLE 17 – FAIR HOUSING IMPEDIMENTS
Fair Housing Impediment

Description

Limited Supply of
Affordable Housing for
Low- and ModerateIncome Households

A general and overall shortage of affordable housing of all types is evident in Lewiston.
The city is growing in population and has a low unemployment rate, making it an
attractive place to make a living, however, this increases pressure on the housing supply
and drives up housing prices. Despite the spiking demand for housing, both single-family
and multifamily construction have been slow to pick up. Low- and moderate-income
households feel this pressure most acutely, yet publicly supported housing options are
few and the waiting lists are long. For those households that are able to obtain voucherbased rent assistance, many landlords refuse to rent to them. Because housing prices
have increased, landlords are able to rent even substandard housing for a premium,
meaning that many households are living in unsafe and unsanitary housing conditions.
Data regarding housing problems and severe cost burdens by householder race and
ethnicity show that Latino households are disproportionately likely to be affected by
housing needs, particularly related to affordability.

Limited Supply of
Accessible Housing for
People with Disabilities

Lewiston has a high rate of people with disabilities, with about one in six residents
having some type of disability. People with disabilities have unique housing needs and
limitations that may render large segments of the city’s existing housing supply
inaccessible, yet housing specifically designed with accessibility in mind is extremely
limited. Supportive housing (i.e. subsidized housing combined with case management
and programming to support independent living) is typically reliant upon federal funding
which, in many cases, has diminished.

Lack of Resources and
Coordination for Fair
Housing Outreach,
Education, and
Enforcement Activities

In the public survey conducted to inform this report, fewer than one in three residents
surveyed knew where to file a complaint of housing discrimination and less than 40%
said they knew their fair housing rights. There are no truly local organizations or
agencies that provide fair housing services: both the Intermountain Fair Housing Council
and Idaho Legal Aid Services have statewide service areas. While both appear to be
effective advocates for fair housing, Lewiston residents generally were not aware of
them and their service offerings.
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TABLE 18 – FAIR HOUSING GOALS AND ACTIVITIES
Goal
1. Support development of new
affordable rental housing

Related Fair Housing Impediment
Contributing Factor Addressed
• Limited Supply of Affordable Housing
for Low- and Moderate-Income
Households

Actions and Timeframes
1. Convene a focus group of housing developers
within the region for a discussion of opportunities
and barriers to affordable housing development in
Lewiston. (Q4, 2018)
2. Based on developer feedback, outline a strategy
and action plan to stimulate new housing
construction. (Q1, 2019)
3. Support feasible Low Income Housing Tax Credit
applications through letters of endorsement or
investment of CDBG funds. (Ongoing, beginning
2018)

Responsible Parties and
Partners
• City of Lewiston
• Private-sector developers

Summary: Lewiston’s CDBG funds alone are not sufficient to make a significant impact on the housing shortage in the city, however, by seeking ways to stimulate
private-sector housing construction or by providing small amounts of gap financing to affordable housing developers to help tip potential projects toward financial
feasibility, the City can leverage its resources and influence. In order to offer incentives that meet actual needs, the City ought to meet with a focus group of developers
to discuss and better understand the challenges and constraints they face to building in the area. Based on that input, the City is encouraged to formulate a strategy and
action plan that can help to move new housing construction projects forward.
2. Educate landlords and tenants
on rights, responsibilities, and
best practices for maintaining
a positive relationship

• Limited Supply of Affordable Housing
for Low- and Moderate-Income
Households
• Lack of Resources and Coordination for
Fair Housing Outreach, Education, and
Enforcement Activities

1. Coordinate with community partners to hold an
annual landlord/tenant education event. (Annually,
beginning 2019)

• City of Lewiston
• Idaho Housing and
Finance Association
• Idaho Attorney General’s
Office

Summary: With input and assistance from partners, the City should hold a semi-annual educational event for landlords and tenants to provide education on the rights
and responsibilities of each. Ideally, such events would be offered in conjunction with or as a complement to existing community events in order to encourage greater
attendance. The Idaho Attorney General’s Office maintains a Landlord and Tenant Manual (http://www.ag.idaho.gov/publications/consumer/LandlordTenant.pdf) that
could be a helpful planning and curriculum resource. To the extent the City can require periodic attendance by subrecipient organizations and their renter clients, or
property owners as a condition of a permitting or business licensing process, such options should be considered.
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3. Landlord outreach campaign
to encourage participation in
Housing Choice Voucher
Program

• Limited Supply of Affordable Housing
for Low- and Moderate-Income
Households

1. Meet with HCV representatives from IHFA to discuss
developing a campaign to recruit landlords into the
HCV Program, especially in areas of Lewiston where
voucher use is currently low. (Q3, 2018)
2. Design a campaign, including informational materials
and an outreach strategy. (Q1, 2019)
3. Conduct outreach to landlords (Annually, beginning
2019)

• City of Lewiston
• Idaho Housing and
Finance Association

Summary: Many residents reported that some landlords refuse to rent to tenants who are using a Housing Choice Voucher to help subsidize their rent. Such a decision is
lawful, but it restricts the housing options of voucher holders and potentially negates one of the voucher program’s key benefits which is to open up a wide variety of
housing choices to low- and moderate-income households. Working with the IHFA, the voucher-issuing agency, the City should develop a plan to conduct regular
outreach to landlords to encourage their participation in the program. Campaign materials should clearly communicate the benefits of the program and perhaps
testimonials from other participating landlords in the city. Maps in the report illustrate areas of the city where voucher use is especially low; these are prime areas for
landlord outreach. One potential consideration is to involve student interns or a class at LCSC to assist with the campaign development and/or the landlord outreach.
4. Support development of
accessible housing and
permanent supportive
housing

• Limited Supply of Accessible Housing
for People with Disabilities

1. Continue to actively participate in the Idaho Balance
of State Continuum of Care (Ongoing, beginning
2018)
2. Take all appropriate opportunities to endorse,
through a letter of support and/or investment of
CDBG funds, any proposed local projects that would
provide accessible housing or permanent supportive
housing opportunities. (Ongoing, beginning 2018)
3. Consider for funding any local organization offering
accessibility modification services to people with
disabilities (Ongoing, beginning 2019)
4. Continue to carefully review and inspect all
multifamily developments to ensure compliance with
ADA requirements. (Ongoing, beginning 2018)
5. Continue to fund projects to improve accessibility for
sidewalks, pedestrian crossings, or other
infrastructure. (Ongoing, beginning 2019)

• City of Lewiston

Summary: As with Goal #1, Lewiston’s CDBG funding is not sufficient to move the needle on the community’s need for more accessible housing. The should instead seek
to leverage influence and resources to the extent possible to encourage other funders and the private market to deliver new accessible units to serve people with
disabilities.
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5. Translate materials into
Spanish

• Limited Supply of Affordable Housing
for Low- and Moderate-Income
Households
• Lack of Resources and Coordination for
Fair Housing Outreach, Education, and
Enforcement Activities

1.

2.

Identify and have translated relevant brochures,
flyers, applications, or other promotional material
related affordable housing options in Lewiston. (Q4
2018)
Identify and contact community leaders in
Lewiston’s Latino community to discuss promoting
public and other affordable housing opportunities to
Latino residents, including Spanish speakers with
limited English proficiency. (Q2 2019)

• City of Lewiston
• Idaho Housing and
Finance Association

Summary: Given that Latino households in the city of Lewiston and the Lewiston region have disproportionate housing problems and severe cost burdens, the need for
information regarding assisted housing, Housing Choice Vouchers, and fair housing in accessible, user-friendly formats is crucial. To expand the availability of such
information, the city should translate relevant material into Spanish and work through partner organizations to promote affordable housing opportunities and fair
housing resources to Latino residents, including Spanish speakers with limited English proficiency. As the agency responsible for administering Housing Choice Vouchers
statewide, the Idaho Housing and Finance Association already has some material and brochures in Spanish, and could serve as an initial resource.
3. Fund local fair housing
outreach, education, and
enforcement

• Lack of Resources and Coordination for
Fair Housing Outreach, Education, and
Enforcement Activities

1. Consider offering an annual subgrant of CDBG funds
to IFHC, Legal Aid, or another competent organization
to fund fair housing outreach, education, and
enforcement services specifically directed to
Lewiston residents. (Q1, 2019)
2. Based on a review of proposals received, select an
organization and initiate contract for fair housing
services (Q2, 2019)

• City of Lewiston
• Intermountain Fair
Housing Council
• Idaho Legal Aid Services

Summary: Existing fair housing organizations, while competent and effective, serve a statewide area and are not able to provide much specific focus on needs in
Lewiston. By setting aside a portion of its annual CDBG funds as a subgrant available to one of these existing fair housing organizations, the City can condition the
subgrant on the receiving organization providing outreach, education, and enforcement activities within Lewiston. While the City may have ideas as to what these
services should be, it should also be open to reviewing proposals from IFHC and Legal Aid (or others) as to methods and activities they have used successfully in other
communities.
4. Review Zoning Ordinance for
potential improvements

• Limited Supply of Affordable Housing
for Low- and Moderate-Income
Households
• Limited Supply of Accessible Housing
for People with Disabilities

1. Compile relevant AI sections and HUD guidance
regarding the use of criminal background information
by housing providers and present to the City Attorney
for review against current ordinances and policies.
(Q4, 2018)
2. If necessary, draft ordinance amendments or other
policies so as to expand fair housing choice (Q2,
2019)
3. Adopt zoning amendments (Q3, 2019)
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• City of Lewiston

Summary: While Lewiston’s zoning ordinance is likely to have little risk of creating fair housing issues, there are opportunities to improve the current ordinance in ways
that could expand fair housing protections and fair housing choice for residents. The ordinance’s treatment of homeless shelters should specifically be reviewed as well
as minimum lot size and building height requirements that could allow higher density development. Additionally, the City is encouraged to consider the adoption of a
reasonable accommodation provision within the zoning ordinance to create a more straightforward pathway for people with disabilities to request needed
accommodations.
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2018-2022 Analysis of Impediments
to Fair Housing Choice:
Appendix

APPENDIX I: PARTICIPATION RECORD
PUBLIC MEETING NOTICES, MEETING AND FOCUS GROUP FLYERS,
PRESS RELEASE, ONLINE ADVERTISING, FLYER DISTRIBUTION LIST,
AND MEETING SIGN-IN SHEETS

CITY OF LEWISTON
PUBLIC NOTICE OF COMMUNITY MEETING
FOR THE CONSOLIDATED PLAN, ANNUAL ACTION PLAN AND
FAIR HOUSING ANALYSIS
The City of Lewiston is beginning development of its 2018-2022 Consolidated Plan, 2018-2019 Annual
Action Plan, and Analysis of Impediments to Fair Housing Choice. The five-year plan and annual action
plan will identify community development and affordable housing needs and sets priorities for
investment of federal grant funds to address them. The fair housing analysis will identify barriers to
equal access to housing and will propose fair and affordable housing strategies to overcome those
impediments. These plans are required by the U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development
(HUD) for the City to receive federal money through the Community Development Block Grant (CDBG)
program.
The process is heavily influenced by the opinions and perceptions of local residents, who are invited to
provide input at a public meeting and through a survey. Lewiston will hold a community meeting open
to the general public on Thursday, March 22, 2018 at 6:00 PM in the Community Development Upstairs
Conference Room, 215 D Street, Lewiston, Idaho 83501.
An online survey is available at https://www.surveymonkey.com/r/LewistonNeedsSurvey. Hard copies
of the survey are also available at the Community Development Department, 215 D Street, Lewiston,
Idaho 83501.
A draft of the completed plans will be available for public review on Lewiston’s Community
Development Department website and at City Hall, the Community Development Services Building, and
the Lewiston City Library beginning in May 2018.
Other Information
The City of Lewiston is committed to providing access and reasonable accommodation in its services,
programs, and activities and encourages qualified persons with disabilities to participate. If you
anticipate needing any type of accommodation or have questions about the physical access to the
facility within which this meeting is being held, please contact Community Development Specialist,
Tanya Brocke at least forty eight hours in advance of the meeting at (208) 746-1318 x 7265 or
tbrocke@cityoflewiston.org.

CITY OF LEWISTON
NOTICE OF PUBLIC HEARING AND COMMENT PERIOD
FOR THE CONSOLIDATED PLAN, ANNUAL ACTION PLAN AND
FAIR HOUSING ANALYSIS
The City of Lewiston invites members of the public to review and offer comments on its 2018-2022
Consolidated Plan, 2018-2019 Annual Action Plan, and Analysis of Impediments to Fair Housing Choice.
Plan Summaries
The Lewiston Consolidated Plan and Annual Action Plan identify the city’s community development and
affordable housing needs and set priorities for investment of federal grant funds to address them. The
fair housing analysis identifies barriers to equal access to housing and proposes fair and affordable
housing strategies to overcome those impediments. These plans are required by the U.S. Department of
Housing and Urban Development (HUD) for the City to receive federal money through the Community
Development Block Grant (CDBG) program. Lewiston will receive $213,738 in CDBG funding for its 20182019 program year.
Public Review Period
The Consolidated Plan, Annual Action Plan, and Analysis of Impediments will be available for public
review and comment from Friday, May 25 to Monday, June 25, 2018. The documents may be viewed at
the following
locations:
• Lewiston City Hall, 1134 F Street, Lewiston, ID 83501
• Lewiston Community Development Services Building, 215 D Street, Lewiston, ID 83501
• Lewiston City Library, 411 D Street, Lewiston, ID 83501
They can also be viewed or downloaded from the CDBG page on the City’s Community Development
Department website at https://www.cityoflewiston.org/content/850/1066/1160/7792.aspx.
Public Hearing
A public hearing will be held at which the City will present information on the Consolidated Plan, Annual
Action Plan, and Analysis of Impediments and receive comments from the public regarding the draft.
The hearing will be held during the City Council meeting on Monday, June 25 at 6:00 PM at the Lewiston
City Library, Second Floor, 411 D Street, Lewiston, ID 83501.
To Make Comments
The City will receive written comments until Monday, June 25, 2018. Comments regarding the
Consolidated Plan, Annual Action Plan, or Analysis of Impediments may be emailed to
tbrocke@cityoflewiston.org or may be mailed or physically delivered to the City of Lewiston CDBG
Program Office, Attn: Tanya Brocke, 215 D Street, Lewiston, ID 83501. Alternatively, comments may be
made orally at the public hearing described above.
Other Information
The City of Lewiston is committed to providing access and reasonable accommodation in its services,
programs, and activities and encourages qualified persons with disabilities to participate. If you
anticipate needing any type of accommodation or have questions about the physical access to the
facility within which this meeting is being held, please contact Community Development Specialist,
Tanya Brocke at least forty eight hours in advance of the meeting at (208) 746-1318 x 7265 or
tbrocke@cityoflewiston.org.

Housing & Community Needs Assessment
The City of Lewiston
is working to identify community development priorities, affordable housing needs, and
factors that shape equal access to housing as part of the City’s

5-Year Consolidated Plan, Annual Action Plan, and
Analysis of Impediments to Fair Housing Choice
Please attend the Needs Assessment meeting to share your thoughts on these important
issues. Your input will help shape community development in the City for years to come.

As an active resident, your opinion is needed!
Attend the Meeting
Thursday, March 22 at 6:00 PM
Community Development Upstairs Conference Room, 215 D Street, Lewiston
Refreshments Served and Children Welcome

Take the Survey
Share your input by taking the survey at www.surveymonkey.com/r/LewistonNeedsSurvey
The City of Lewiston is committed to providing access and reasonable accommodation in its services,
programs, and activities and encourages persons with disabilities to participate. If you anticipate
needing any type of accommodation or have questions about the physical access to the facility within
which this meeting is being held, please contact Community Development Specialist, Tanya Brocke at
least forty eight hours in advance of the meeting at (208) 746-1318 x 7265 or
tbrocke@cityoflewiston.org.

Share your Thoughts

About Housing & Community Needs in Lewiston
The City of Lewiston is working to identify community development priorities, affordable
housing needs, and factors that shape equal access to housing as part of the City’s

5-Year Consolidated Plan, Annual Action Plan, and
Analysis of Impediments to Fair Housing Choice
You’re invited to share your thoughts on these topics as part of a focus group. Your input will
help shape community development in the City for years to come.

As an active resident, we need your opinion!
ROC Rescue Mission Focus Group
Wednesday, March 21 at 11:30 AM
ROC Rescue Mission
1830 6th Avenue North, Lewiston

Take the Survey
Share your input by taking the survey at www.surveymonkey.com/r/LewistonNeedsSurvey
The City of Lewiston is committed to providing access and reasonable accommodation in its services,
programs, and activities and encourages persons with disabilities to participate. If you anticipate
needing any type of accommodation or have questions about the physical access to the facility within
which this meeting is being held, please contact Community Development Specialist, Tanya Brocke at
least forty eight hours in advance of the meeting at (208) 746-1318 x 7265 or
tbrocke@cityoflewiston.org.

Share your Thoughts

About Housing & Community Needs in Lewiston
The City of Lewiston is working to identify community development priorities, affordable
housing needs, and factors that shape equal access to housing as part of the City’s

5-Year Consolidated Plan, Annual Action Plan, and
Analysis of Impediments to Fair Housing Choice
You’re invited to share your thoughts on these topics as part of a focus group. Your input will
help shape community development in the City for years to come.

As an active resident, we need your opinion!
Senior Focus Group
Wednesday, March 21 at 3:00 PM
Community Development Upstairs Conference Room, 215 D Street, Lewiston
Light Refreshments Served

Take the Survey
Share your input by taking the survey at www.surveymonkey.com/r/LewistonNeedsSurvey
The City of Lewiston is committed to providing access and reasonable accommodation in its services,
programs, and activities and encourages persons with disabilities to participate. If you anticipate
needing any type of accommodation or have questions about the physical access to the facility within
which this meeting is being held, please contact Community Development Specialist, Tanya Brocke at
least forty eight hours in advance of the meeting at (208) 746-1318 x 7265 or
tbrocke@cityoflewiston.org.

Share your Thoughts

About Housing & Community Needs in Lewiston
The City of Lewiston is working to identify community development priorities, affordable
housing needs, and factors that shape equal access to housing as part of the City’s

5-Year Consolidated Plan, Annual Action Plan, and
Analysis of Impediments to Fair Housing Choice
You’re invited to share your thoughts on these topics as part of a focus group. Your input will
help shape community development in the City for years to come.

As an active resident, we need your opinion!
Community Action Partnership Focus Group
Thursday, March 22 at 10:00 AM
Community Action Partnership for Low-Income Households
124 New 6th Street, Lewiston
Light Refreshments Served

Take the Survey
Share your input by taking the survey at www.surveymonkey.com/r/LewistonNeedsSurvey
The City of Lewiston is committed to providing access and reasonable accommodation in its services,
programs, and activities and encourages persons with disabilities to participate. If you anticipate
needing any type of accommodation or have questions about the physical access to the facility within
which this meeting is being held, please contact Community Development Specialist, Tanya Brocke at
least forty eight hours in advance of the meeting at (208) 746-1318 x 7265 or
tbrocke@cityoflewiston.org.

Contact: Tanya Brocke
Phone: (208) 746-1318 ext. 7265
Email: tbrocke@cityoflewiston.org

FOR IMMEDIATE RELEASE

LEWISTON COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT PLAN AND FAIR HOUSING STUDY
HUD-Required Studies Will Guide Future Community and Housing Investments
The City of Lewiston is beginning development of a five-year plan that identifies community development
and affordable housing needs and sets priorities for investment of federal grant funds to address them. A
second analysis of barriers to fair housing is also being conducted. To facilitate local input into these studies,
the City will hold a community meeting on Thursday, March 22, 2018.
Thursday, March 22, 2018
6:00 PM
Community Development Upstairs Conference Room
215 D Street, Lewiston, Idaho 83501
The community development plan, called a “Five-Year Consolidated Plan and Annual Action Plan” assesses
the current housing market, discusses characteristics of the city’s population, identifies community
improvement priorities, and outlines a plan to fund and implement them. The fair housing study, called an
“Analysis of Impediments to Fair Housing Choice,” will identify barriers to equal access to housing and will
propose fair and affordable housing strategies to overcome those impediments.
The process is heavily influenced by the opinions and perceptions of local residents, whose input is solicited
through the public meeting detailed above and an online survey. The community meeting is open to the
general public and provide residents of Lewiston an opportunity to have their input incorporated into the
city’s plans.
An online survey is available to receive public input at www.surveymonkey.com/r/LewistonNeedsSurvey.
A draft of the completed plans will be available for public review on Lewiston’s Community Development
Department website (https://www.cityoflewiston.org/content/850/1066/default.aspx) and at City Hall, the
Community Development Services Building, and the Lewiston City Library beginning in May 2018.
###

Dear Community Stakeholder:
An exciting process is underway as the City of Lewiston begins work on its Five-Year Consolidated
Plan, Annual Action Plan, and a fair housing study. The five-year plan and annual action plan will
identify community development and affordable housing needs in Lewiston, along with priorities
for using federal grant funds. The fair housing study will focus on housing options, how residents
decide where to live, and what neighborhoods provide the most opportunity. These studies are
required by U.S. HUD so that Lewiston may continue to receive federal community development
and housing funds.
As an active member of the community, your input is needed! Please consider attending a
community meeting next week to offer your ideas on community needs and priorities in
Lewiston. You can also take a survey for the project here.
Community Meeting
Thursday, March 22
6 PM
Upstairs Conference Room, 215 D Street, Lewiston
The attached flyer contains more details about the meeting and I hope you will take a moment
to share it with colleagues, friends, or neighbors who may be interested.
We are looking forward to hearing from you next week!

Idaho Stars Childcare Resource Center
Vocational Rehabilitation Division of Idaho
Opportunities Unlimited, Inc.
Life Choices Clinic
Vocational Rehabilitation Division of Idaho
Department of Health and Welfare, Navigation Services
Goodwill Working Solutions
Public Health - Idaho North Central District
COAST Public Transportation
Court Assistance Office - Nez Perce County
WA-ID Volunteer Center, Inc.
Willow Center, Inc.
Fetal Alcohol Family Advocates
St. Joseph Regional Medical Center, Family Hospice Program
Future Story Initiative
Idaho Commission on Human Rights
Interlink
Habitat for Humanity, Lewiston-Clarkston Partners
Summer Food Program
St. Joseph Regional Medical Center, Family Beginnings Program
Lewis-Clark Early Childhood Program
4-H Program
University of Idaho, General Legal Clinic
Disability Action Center NW, Inc.
Idaho Legal Aid Services
4-H Program
Boys and Girls Club
Veteran's Mentors Group
Wedgewood Terrace
St. Joseph Regional Medical Center, Seniorlife Program
Lewis-Clark State College, Center for New Directions
Department of Health and Welfare, Benefit Customer Service Center
Professional Clothes Closet
Department of Health and Welfare, Developmental Disabilities Program
PFLAG
Phoenix House
Adult Protective Services
Rural Dynamics, Inc.
Idaho Housing and Finance Association
Riverside Recovery

amundson@uidaho.edu
amy.king@vr.idaho.gov
bmontgomery@oui.org
brenda@lcpartners.org
brian.brown@vr.idaho.gov
careline@dhw.idaho.gov
carrief@giin.org
clinic@phd2.idaho.gov
cokeefecoast@gmail.com
courtassistance@co.nezperce.id.us
crobinson@waidvolunteercenter.org
ed@willow-center.org
eschavez@cableone.net
hh@sjrmc.org
info@cap4action.org
inquiry@ihrc.idaho.gov
interlinkvolunteers@qwestoffice.net
jenny@lewisclarkhabitat.org
jhoff@lewistonschools.net
kpowell@sjrmc.org
krees@lcecp.org
ksanford@uidaho.edu
legalaidclinic@uidaho.edu
lewiston@dacnw.org
lisatenny@idaholegalaid.org
lmcraig@uidaho.edu
lreeb@poweroftheclub.org
mesimp@msn.com
mhavens@provident.org
moharra@sjrmc.org
mwcrook@lcsc.edu
mybenefits@dhw.idaho.gov
office@vcclc.org
petersep@dhw.idaho.gov
pflagmoscow@gmail.com
phoenixhousecounseling@gmail.com
r.kremer@cap4action.org
rdi@ruraldynamics.org
rentalassistancelew@ihfa.org
riversiderecover@cableone.net

1115 Main Street
PO Box 342
1720 18th Avenue

1002 Idaho Street

1118 F Street
3215 Echo Hills Drive
2604 16th Avenue

1021 Burrell Ave
PO Box 51
2114 Vineyard Avenue
PO Box 816

317 W. Main Street
817-A 6th Street
PO Box 317

PO Box 1164
1118 F Street
102 11th Street
215 10th Street
210 S. Main Street
1230 Main Street, 2nd Floor
1424 Main Street
PO Box 1361
1521 15th Avenue
PO Box 719

124 New 6th Street
PO Box 1164
325 Snake River Avenue
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875 Perimeter Drive, M.S. 2322Moscow
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Department of Veterans Affairs
Appaloosa Express Transit
Shriner's
Idaho Commission for the Blind and Visually Impaired
Snake River Rehabilitation
Lewis-Clark State College, Trio Academic Services
Lewis-Clark State College, Educational Talent Search
Twin County United Way
Valley Community Center
Valley Meals on Wheels
Appaloosa Express Transit
YWCA of Lewiston, ID-Clarkston, WA
Changepoint
Lewiston Community Clinic
Department of Health and Welfare
Episcopal Church of the Nativity
Families Advocating Change Together
Goodwill Workforce and Family Services
Idaho Property Tax Reduction
Lewis and Clark Health Center
Lion's Club - Lewiston & Clarkston
New Bridges Community Church
Nez Perce County Justice Services
Northwest Children's Home
Orchards Community Church
St. Joseph Regional Medical Center, Mental Health Center
St. Joseph Regional Medical Center, Social Service Department
St. Vincent De Paul
Salvation Army
Snake River Community Clinic
Veterans of Foreign Wars
WIC Program at Idaho North Central District Health

rockey.davis@veterans.idaho.gov
roselleg@nezpearce.org
shrinerscalam@gmail.com
shyde@icbvi.idaho.gov
sriverrehab@aol.com
ssstrio@lcsc.edu
tbirdsel@lcsc.edu
tcuw@tcuw.org
valleycommunitycntr@gmail.com
valleymeals@aol.com
wenonah@nezpearce.org
ywcaidaho@lewiston.com
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315 17th Avenue
307 19th Street, Suite A3
PO Box 896
338 6th Street
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2102 8th Stret
PO Box 896
PO Box 1288
822 16th Avenue
428 6th Avenue
415 6th Street
3138 5th Street
PO Box 773
215 10th Street
1104 Warner Avenue
215 10th Street

PO Box 1660
549 5th Street, Suite F
PO Box 1711
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1118 F Street
1002 Idaho Street

821 21st Avenue
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APPENDIX II: COMMUNITY SURVEY
SURVEY INSTRUMENT AND SURVEY RESULTS

Lewiston Housing & Community Needs Survey
Your Opinion Counts!
The City of Lewiston is working on the following plans to improve housing options and encourage community
development:
1. 2018-2022 Consolidated Plan;
2. 2018-2019 Annual Action Plan; and
3. Fair Housing Assessment.
These plans are required by the U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development (HUD) for the City to receive
federal money through the Community Development Block Grant (CDBG) program. They will address needs related
to housing, economic and community development, and homelessness. They will also look at whether everyone has
similar choices for housing regardless of their race, ethnicity, national origin, sex, religion, whether they have
children, or whether they have a disability.
An important part of these studies is hearing from members of the public on issues of community needs, housing
needs, and fair housing. This survey is one way we’ll gather input for these plans.
Your answers are confidential. We'll only report this information in combination with other survey responses and
in summary format to protect your privacy. Please do not write your name or other personal information anywhere
on the survey. You may stop the survey at any time without losing any benefits that you otherwise receive. If you
have any questions about the survey or the studies, please contact Mosaic Community Planning at
info@mosaiccommunityplanning.com or 770-366-7893.
Estimated time to complete: 5-7 minutes

General Information
1. Please select the area where you live.
 Normal Hill
 North Lewiston

 Country Club
 Orchards

 Other (please specify):
____________________________________

2. Which is your age group?





18-24
25-34
35-44
45-54

 55-61
 62-74
 75+

3. What is your total household income?
 Less than $10,000
 $10,000 to $14,999
 $15,000 to $24,999

 $25,000 to $34,999
 $35,000 to $49,999
 $50,000 to $74,999

 $75,000 to $99,999
 $100,000 and above

4. What is your race/ethnicity?
 White
 African American/Black
 Latino/Hispanic

 Asian or Pacific Islander
 Native American or Alaska
Native

 Multiple races
 Other (please specify):
____________________________________

5. Does anyone in your home regularly speak a language other than English?
 Yes
 No
If yes, what language? ____________________________________
6. Does anyone in your home have a disability?
 Yes

 No

7. What is your current housing status?
 I own a home
 I rent a home or apartment
 I live in a hotel/motel

 I live with a relative
 I am homeless

 Other (please specify):
____________________________________

8. Do you live in rent restricted or affordable housing (rent is limited to 30% of gross income) or receive
Section 8 rental assistance?
 Yes

 No

Community Development Needs
9. Please rank the following public facility needs in Lewiston on a scale ranging from a low need to a high
need.
Low Need
Moderate Need
High Need



Child care centers



Community centers (i.e., youth, senior, or cultural centers)



Community parks, gyms, and recreation fields



Health care facilities



Public safety offices (fire, police, emergency management)



Street, road, or sidewalk improvements
Other: ______________________________________________________________________________________________________________________
10. Please rank the following economic/community development needs in Lewiston on a scale ranging
from a low need to a high need.
Low Need Moderate Need
High Need



Improvements for storefronts



Financial assistance for community organizations



Financial assistance for entrepreneurs and small businesses



Historic preservation efforts



More code enforcement efforts



Redevelopment or demolition of abandoned properties
Other: ______________________________________________________________________________________________________________________

11. Please rank the following public service needs in Lewiston on a scale ranging from a low need to a high
need.
Low Need
Moderate Need
High Need



Child abuse prevention



Childcare



Domestic abuse services



Drug abuse education/crime prevention



Employment training



Food banks/community meals



Housing counseling



Legal services



Medical and dental services



Neighborhood cleanups



Senior services



Transportation assistance



Youth services
Other: ______________________________________________________________________________________________________________________

Housing Needs
12. Please rank the following homeless needs in Lewiston on a scale ranging from a low need to a high need.
Low Need Moderate Need
High Need



Access to homeless shelters



Homelessness prevention



Outreach to homeless persons



Permanent housing



Transitional/supportive housing programs
Other: ______________________________________________________________________________________________________________________
13. Please rank the following housing needs in Lewiston on a scale ranging from a low need to a high need.
Low Need Moderate Need
High Need



Help buying a home/downpayment assistance



Help for homeowners to make housing improvements



Help with rental payments



Elderly housing



Family housing



Housing for people with disabilities



Energy efficiency improvements to housing



Construction of new affordable rental units



Construction of new housing for homeownership



Grants to improve affordable rental housing/apartments
Other: ______________________________________________________________________________________________________________________

14. Thinking about community resources in Lewiston, please check whether you think each of the following
are equally available and kept up in all neighborhoods.
Schools
Bus service
Roads and sidewalks
Grocery stores and other shopping
Banking and lending
Parks and trails
Property maintenance
Garbage collection
Fire and police protection

Equally Provided










Not Equally Provided










I don’t know










Fair Housing
15. Do you understand your fair housing rights?
 Yes

 Somewhat

 No

16. Do you know where to file a housing discrimination complaint?
 Yes

 Somewhat

 No

17. Since living in Lewiston have you experienced housing discrimination?
(For example, the following actions would represent housing discrimination if based on your race, color,
national origin, religion, sex, familial status, or disability: refusal to rent or sell or negotiate the rental/
sale of housing; falsely denying that housing is available for inspection, sale, or rental; setting different
terms, conditions, or privileges for sale or rental of a dwelling; or providing different housing services or
facilities.)
 Yes

 No

18. If you answered YES to question 17, who discriminated against you? (CHECK ALL THAT APPLY)
 A landlord/property manager
 A real estate agent

 A mortgage lender
 A city/county staff person

 Other (please specify):
____________________________________

19. If you answered YES to question 17, on what basis do you believe you were discriminated against?
(CHECK ALL THAT APPLY)
 Race
 Ethnicity
 National origin

 Religion
 Gender
 Disability

 Family status (single parent
with children, family with
children, expecting a child)

20. If you answered YES to question 17, did you file a report of that discrimination?
 Yes

 No

21. If you answered YES to question 17, but you did not file a report, why didn’t you file? (CHECK ONLY ONE)





I didn’t know what good it would do
I didn’t know where to file
I didn’t realize it was a violation of the law
I was afraid of retaliation

 The process wasn’t in my native language
 The process wasn’t accessible to me because of a
disability
 Other (please specify): ___________________________________

Barriers to Fair Housing
22. Do you believe housing discrimination is an issue in Lewiston?
 Yes

 No

 Somewhat

 I don’t know

23. Do you think any of the following are barriers to fair housing in Lewiston? (CHECK ALL THAT APPLY)















Community opposition to affordable housing
Discrimination by landlords or rental agents
Discrimination by mortgage lenders
Discrimination or steering by real estate agents
Displacement of residents due to rising housing costs
Lack of housing options for people with disabilities
Landlords refusing to accept Section 8 vouchers
Limited access to banking and financial services
Limited access to jobs
Limited access to good schools
Limited access to community resources for people with disabilities
Neighborhoods that need revitalization and new investment
Not enough affordable rental housing for large families
Other: __________________________________________________________________________________________________________________

24. Please use the space below to provide an additional information about local housing and community
development needs.

Thank you for your participation!
Please return completed surveys to:
Tanya Brocke
Community Development Specialist
215 D Street, Lewiston, Idaho 83501
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Q1 Please select the area where you live.
Answered: 54

Skipped: 1

Normal Hill

North Lewiston

Country Club

Orchards

Other (please
specify)
0%

10%

20%

30%

40%

50%

60%

70%

80%

90% 100%

ANSWER CHOICES

RESPONSES

Normal Hill

22.22%

12

North Lewiston

7.41%

4

Country Club

1.85%

1

Orchards

37.04%

20

Other (please specify)

31.48%

17

TOTAL

54

#

OTHER (PLEASE SPECIFY)

DATE

1

Homeless - downtown

5/7/2018 1:01 AM

2

Lapwai

4/22/2018 9:27 PM

3

Homeless (van)

4/22/2018 9:21 PM

4

Clarkston, WA

3/26/2018 2:04 PM

5

Clemons Rd

3/24/2018 4:36 PM

6

Asotin

3/24/2018 4:32 PM

7

Clarkston

3/24/2018 4:23 PM

8

Blank

3/24/2018 4:16 PM

9

Reno addition

3/24/2018 3:59 PM

10

By URM

3/24/2018 3:45 PM

11

By Whitman School

3/24/2018 3:41 PM

12

Clarkston

3/24/2018 3:37 PM

13

Main part of Lewiston

3/24/2018 3:34 PM
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14

East Lewiston

3/22/2018 11:57 PM

15

outside city limits

3/20/2018 1:38 PM

16

Off of 16th Ave

3/13/2018 4:16 PM

17

Lapwai

3/9/2018 12:21 PM
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Q2 Which is your age group?
Answered: 53

Skipped: 2

18-24

25-34

35-44

45-54

55-61

62-74

75+
0%

10%

20%

30%

40%

50%

60%

70%

80%

90% 100%

ANSWER CHOICES

RESPONSES

18-24

3.77%

2

25-34

15.09%

8

35-44

18.87%

10

45-54

30.19%

16

55-61

15.09%

8

62-74

15.09%

8

75+

1.89%

1

TOTAL

53
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Q3 What is your total household income?
Answered: 54

Skipped: 1

Less than
$10,000
$10,000 to
$14,999
$15,000 to
$24,999
$25,000 to
$34,999
$35,000 to
$49,999
$50,000 to
$74,999
$75,000 to
$99,999
$100,000 and
above
0%

10%

20%

30%

40%

50%

60%

70%

80%

90% 100%

ANSWER CHOICES

RESPONSES

Less than $10,000

12.96%

7

$10,000 to $14,999

5.56%

3

$15,000 to $24,999

7.41%

4

$25,000 to $34,999

5.56%

3

$35,000 to $49,999

14.81%

8

$50,000 to $74,999

27.78%

15

$75,000 to $99,999

14.81%

8

$100,000 and above

11.11%

6

TOTAL

54
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Q4 What is your race/ethnicity?
Answered: 55

Skipped: 0

White

African
American/Black

Latino/Hispanic

Asian or
Pacific...
Native
American or...

Multiple races
Other (please
specify)
0%

10%

20%

30%

40%

50%

60%

70%

80%

90% 100%

ANSWER CHOICES

RESPONSES

White

81.82%

45

African American/Black

0.00%

0

Latino/Hispanic

5.45%

3

Asian or Pacific Islander

0.00%

0

Native American or Alaska Native

3.64%

2

Multiple races

3.64%

2

Other (please specify)

5.45%

3

TOTAL

55

#

OTHER (PLEASE SPECIFY)

DATE

1

White and Native American or Alaska Native

5/7/2018 1:01 AM

2

Blank

3/24/2018 4:16 PM

3

I am white, my 2 children are African

3/18/2018 11:11 PM
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Q5 Does anyone in your home regularly speak a language other than
English?
Answered: 53

Skipped: 2

Yes

No

0%

10%

20%

30%

40%

50%

60%

70%

80%

90% 100%

ANSWER CHOICES

RESPONSES

Yes

5.66%

3

No

94.34%

50

TOTAL

53

#

IF YES, WHAT LANGUAGE?

DATE

1

Spanish

5/7/2018 1:05 AM

2

Depends on what you consider regular. French, Spanish, Arabic, Japanese, Chinese have been
regularly spoken in our home quite often.

3/13/2018 2:17 PM
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Q6 Does anyone in your home have a disability?
Answered: 55

Skipped: 0

Yes

No

0%

10%

20%

30%

40%

50%

60%

70%

80%

90% 100%

ANSWER CHOICES

RESPONSES

Yes

20.00%

11

No

80.00%

44

Total Respondents: 55
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Q7 What is your current housing status?
Answered: 55

Skipped: 0

I own a home

I rent a home
or apartment

I live in a
hotel/motel

I live with a
relative

I am homeless

Other (please
specify)
0%

10%

20%

30%

40%

50%

60%

70%

80%

90% 100%

ANSWER CHOICES

RESPONSES

I own a home

54.55%

30

I rent a home or apartment

25.45%

14

I live in a hotel/motel

1.82%

1

I live with a relative

1.82%

1

I am homeless

10.91%

6

Other (please specify)

5.45%

3

TOTAL

55

#

OTHER (PLEASE SPECIFY)

DATE

1

live with friends

3/26/2018 2:04 PM

2

Residential treatment non-profit

3/24/2018 3:59 PM

3

I live in a home owned by my church (I am an employee who receives housing)

3/18/2018 11:11 PM

8 / 30

Lewiston Housing & Community Needs Survey

Q8 Do you live in rent restricted or affordable housing (rent is limited to
30% of gross income) or receive Section 8 rental assistance?
Answered: 55

Skipped: 0

Yes

No

0%

10%

20%

30%

40%

50%

60%

70%

80%

90% 100%

ANSWER CHOICES

RESPONSES

Yes

7.27%

4

No

92.73%

51

TOTAL

55
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Q9 Please rank the following public facility needs in Lewiston on a scale
ranging from a low need to a high need.
Answered: 52

Skipped: 3

Street, road,
or sidewalk...

Community
centers (i.e...

Child care
centers

Health care
facilities

Community
parks, gyms,...

Public safety
offices (fir...
0

1

2

3

4

5

LOW
NEED
Street, road, or sidewalk improvements

6

7

MODERATE
NEED

8

HIGH
NEED

9

10

TOTAL

WEIGHTED
AVERAGE

9.80%
5

31.37%
16

58.82%
30

51

2.49

Community centers (i.e. youth centers, senior centers,
cultural centers)

19.23%
10

40.38%
21

40.38%
21

52

2.21

Child care centers

15.38%
8

48.08%
25

36.54%
19

52

2.21

15.69%
8

49.02%
25

35.29%
18

51

2.20

26.00%
13

46.00%
23

28.00%
14

50

2.02

33.33%
17

45.10%
23

21.57%
11

51

1.88

Health care facilities
Community parks, gyms, and recreational fields
Public safety offices (fire, police, emergency management)

#

OTHER (PLEASE SPECIFY)

DATE

1

Street, road, and sidewalk improvements in downtown

5/7/2018 1:05 AM

2

Due to the new high school, tech center, and community park being constructed which
complements our ed and parks and rec, parks/gyms/rec facilities are now a low need.

3/24/2018 4:06 PM

3

Water park, Social security office

3/24/2018 3:32 PM

4

Shelters and housing for victims of abuse need to be a high priority

3/18/2018 11:13 PM

5

Homeless shelter

3/13/2018 1:41 PM
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6

In door athletic facilities not tied to the school

3/8/2018 6:21 PM
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Q10 Please rank the following economic/community development needs
in Lewiston on a scale ranging from a low need to a high need.
Answered: 52

Skipped: 3

Financial
assistance f...

Redevelopment
or demolitio...

More code
enforcement...

Financial
assistance t...

Historic
preservation...

Improvements
for storefro...
0

1

2

3

4

LOW
NEED
Financial assistance for community organizations

5

6

7

MODERATE
NEED

8

HIGH
NEED

9

10

TOTAL

WEIGHTED
AVERAGE

17.31%
9

34.62%
18

48.08%
25

52

2.31

15.69%
8

47.06%
24

37.25%
19

51

2.22

31.37%
16

41.18%
21

27.45%
14

51

1.96

Financial assistance to entrepreneurs and small
businesses

19.61%
10

54.90%
28

25.49%
13

51

2.06

Historic preservation efforts

23.53%
12

54.90%
28

21.57%
11

51

1.98

37.25%
19

47.06%
24

15.69%
8

51

1.78

Redevelopment or demolition of abandoned properties
More code enforcement efforts

Improvements for storefronts

#

OTHER (PLEASE SPECIFY)

DATE

1

Fix them up for low income !

3/22/2018 11:45 PM

2

Need to rehab the old Civic Theatre Bulding

3/22/2018 11:19 AM

3

Need to encourage a variety of businesses to open, not just more of the same

3/13/2018 4:22 PM
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Q11 Please rank the following public service needs in Lewiston on a scale
ranging from a low need to a high need.
Answered: 53

Skipped: 2

Drug abuse
education/cr...
Child abuse
prevention

Youth services

Medical and
dental services

Childcare

Employment
training
Housing
counseling

Senior services
Transportation
assistance
Domestic abuse
services
Food
banks/commun...
Neighborhood
cleanups

Legal services
0

1

2

3

LOW NEED
Drug abuse education/crime prevention
Child abuse prevention
Youth services
Medical and dental services

4

5

6

MODERATE NEED

7

8

HIGH NEED

9

TOTAL

10

WEIGHTED AVERAGE

3.85%
2

30.77%
16

65.38%
34

52

2.62

9.62%
5

34.62%
18

55.77%
29

52

2.46

7.55%
4

41.51%
22

50.94%
27

53

2.43

22.64%
12

28.30%
15

49.06%
26

53

2.26
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Childcare
Employment training
Housing counseling
Senior services
Transportation assistance
Domestic abuse services
Food banks/community meals
Neighborhood cleanups
Legal services

17.31%
9

40.38%
21

42.31%
22

52

2.25

11.32%
6

47.17%
25

41.51%
22

53

2.30

19.23%
10

38.46%
20

42.31%
22

52

2.23

13.21%
7

45.28%
24

41.51%
22

53

2.28

15.09%
8

43.40%
23

41.51%
22

53

2.26

7.69%
4

51.92%
27

40.38%
21

52

2.33

15.09%
8

45.28%
24

39.62%
21

53

2.25

15.09%
8

47.17%
25

37.74%
20

53

2.23

26.92%
14

50.00%
26

23.08%
12

52

1.96

#

OTHER (PLEASE SPECIFY)

DATE

1

Affordable childcare

3/24/2018 4:06 PM

2

Crime prevention without drug education

3/15/2018 3:46 PM
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Q12 Please rank the following homeless needs in Lewiston on a scale
ranging from a low need to a high need.
Answered: 51

Skipped: 4

Transitional/su
pportive...

Permanent
housing

Access to
homeless...

Homelessness
prevention

Outreach to
homeless...
0

1

2

3

LOW NEED
Transitional/supportive housing programs
Permanent housing
Access to homeless shelters
Homelessness prevention
Outreach to homeless persons

4

5

6

MODERATE NEED

7

8

HIGH NEED

9

10

TOTAL

WEIGHTED AVERAGE

9.80%
5

19.61%
10

70.59%
36

51

2.61

11.76%
6

17.65%
9

70.59%
36

51

2.59

11.76%
6

21.57%
11

66.67%
34

51

2.55

9.80%
5

29.41%
15

60.78%
31

51

2.51

9.80%
5

37.25%
19

52.94%
27

51

2.43

#

OTHER (PLEASE SPECIFY)

DATE

1

Transitional/supportive houseing for people leaving jail and prison and some on probation.

3/13/2018 2:24 PM
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Q13 Please rank the following housing needs in Lewiston on a scale
ranging from a low need to a high need.
Answered: 51

Skipped: 4

Construction
of new...

Family housing
Grants to
improve...
Housing for
people with...

Elderly housing

Energy
efficiency...
Help with
rental payments
Help buying a
home/downpay...
Help for
homeowners t...
Construction
of new housi...
0

1

2

3

4

LOW
NEED
Construction of new affordable rental units

5

6

MODERATE
NEED

7

8

HIGH
NEED

9

10

TOTAL

WEIGHTED
AVERAGE

7.84%
4

21.57%
11

70.59%
36

51

2.63

7.84%
4

39.22%
20

52.94%
27

51

2.45

Grants to improve affordable rental
housing/apartments

11.76%
6

37.25%
19

50.98%
26

51

2.39

Housing for people with disabilities

7.84%
4

50.98%
26

41.18%
21

51

2.33

12.00%
6

48.00%
24

40.00%
20

50

2.28

15.69%
8

47.06%
24

37.25%
19

51

2.22

16.33%
8

48.98%
24

34.69%
17

49

2.18

Family housing

Elderly housing
Energy efficiency improvements to housing
Help with rental payments
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Help buying a home/downpayment assistance

17.65%
9

49.02%
25

33.33%
17

51

2.16

Help for homeowners to make
housing improvements

18.37%
9

51.02%
25

30.61%
15

49

2.12

Construction of new housing for homeownership

21.57%
11

49.02%
25

29.41%
15

51

2.08

#

OTHER (PLEASE SPECIFY)

DATE

1

Affordable...mid-range housing

3/24/2018 4:01 PM

2

infrastrucure to be planned for not in response to growth. We need land for more homes not
stopping growth

3/22/2018 11:22 AM

3

It would be wonderful for many if there were some housing complexes, not necessarily subsidised
but basic housing with one bedroom or studio apartments close to a bus line. There are many with
low income who could afford this without subsedies.

3/13/2018 2:24 PM

4

Construction of affordable homes, not just large expensive homes.

3/8/2018 6:50 PM

5

there are many senior apts but very limited to people with disabilities and very few that accept sec
8

3/8/2018 6:23 PM
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Q14 Thinking about community resources in Lewiston, please check
whether you think each of the following are equally available and kept up
in all neighborhoods.
Answered: 51

Skipped: 4

Schools

Bus service
Roads and
sidewalks
Grocery stores
and other...
Banking and
lending
Parks and
trails
Property
maintenance
Garbage
collection
Fire and
police...
0

1

2

EQUALLY
PROVIDED
Schools

3

4

5

6

NOT EQUALLY
PROVIDED

7

8

I DON'T
KNOW

9

10

TOTAL

WEIGHTED
AVERAGE

49.02%
25

41.18%
21

9.80%
5

51

0.54

41.18%
21

37.25%
19

21.57%
11

51

0.53

12.50%
6

79.17%
38

8.33%
4

48

0.14

Grocery stores and other
shopping

60.00%
30

30.00%
15

10.00%
5

50

0.67

Banking and lending

68.00%
34

16.00%
8

16.00%
8

50

0.81

70.59%
36

23.53%
12

5.88%
3

51

0.75

32.00%
16

56.00%
28

12.00%
6

50

0.36

Bus service
Roads and sidewalks

Parks and trails
Property maintenance
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Garbage collection
Fire and police protection

68.63%
35

17.65%
9

13.73%
7

51

0.80

72.55%
37

17.65%
9

9.80%
5

51

0.80
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Q15 Do you understand your fair housing rights?
Answered: 50

Skipped: 5

Yes

Somewhat

No

0%

10%

20%

30%

40%

50%

60%

70%

80%

90% 100%

ANSWER CHOICES

RESPONSES

Yes

38.00%

19

Somewhat

34.00%

17

No

28.00%

14

TOTAL

50
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Q16 Do you know where to file a housing discrimination complaint?
Answered: 51

Skipped: 4

Yes

Somewhat

No

0%

10%

20%

30%

40%

50%

60%

70%

80%

90% 100%

ANSWER CHOICES

RESPONSES

Yes

37.25%

19

Somewhat

11.76%

6

No

50.98%

26

TOTAL

51
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Q17 Since living in Lewiston have you experienced housing
discrimination?(For example, the following actions would represent
housing discrimination if based on your race, color,national origin,
religion, sex, familial status, or disability: refusal to rent or sell or
negotiate the rental/sale ofhousing; falsely denying that housing is
available for inspection, sale, or rental; setting different terms,conditions,
or privileges for sale or rental of a dwelling; or providing different housing
services or facilities.)
Answered: 51

Skipped: 4

Yes

No

0%

10%

20%

30%

40%

50%

60%

70%

80%

90% 100%

ANSWER CHOICES

RESPONSES

Yes

7.84%

4

No

92.16%

47

TOTAL

51
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Q18 Who discriminated against you? (CHECK ALL THAT APPLY)
Answered: 3

Skipped: 52

a
landlord/pro...

a real estate
agent

a mortgage
lender

a city/county
staff person

Other (please
specify)
0%

10%

20%

30%

40%

50%

60%

70%

80%

90% 100%

ANSWER CHOICES

RESPONSES

a landlord/property manager

100.00%

3

a real estate agent

33.33%

1

a mortgage lender

0.00%

0

a city/county staff person

0.00%

0

Other (please specify)

0.00%

0

Total Respondents: 3
#

OTHER (PLEASE SPECIFY)

DATE

There are no responses.
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Q19 On what basis do you believe you were discriminated against?
(CHECK ALL THAT APPLY)
Answered: 3

Skipped: 52

Race

Ethnicity

National origin

Religion

Gender

Disability
Familial
status (sing...
0%

10%

20%

30%

40%

50%

60%

70%

80%

90% 100%

ANSWER CHOICES

RESPONSES

Race

33.33%

1

Ethnicity

66.67%

2

National origin

0.00%

0

Religion

0.00%

0

Gender

33.33%

1

Disability

33.33%

1

Familial status (single parent with children, family with children, expecting a child)

33.33%

1

Total Respondents: 3
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Q20 Did you file a report of that discrimination?
Answered: 3

Skipped: 52

Yes

No

0%

10%

20%

30%

40%

50%

60%

70%

80%

90% 100%

ANSWER CHOICES

RESPONSES

Yes

0.00%

0

No

100.00%

3

TOTAL

3
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Q21 If you did not file a report, why didn't you file? (CHECK ONLY ONE)
Answered: 3

Skipped: 52

I didn't know
what good it...
I didn't know
where to file
I didn't
realize it w...
I was afraid
of retaliation
The process
wasn't in my...
The process
was not...
Other (please
specify)
0%

10%

20%

30%

40%

50%

60%

70%

80%

90% 100%

ANSWER CHOICES

RESPONSES

I didn't know what good it would do

33.33%

1

I didn't know where to file

0.00%

0

I didn't realize it was against the law

33.33%

1

I was afraid of retaliation

0.00%

0

The process wasn't in my native language

0.00%

0

The process was not accessible to me because of a disability

0.00%

0

Other (please specify)

33.33%

1

TOTAL

3

#

OTHER (PLEASE SPECIFY)

DATE

1

All except "process wasn't in my native language"

5/7/2018 1:05 AM
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Q22 Do you believe housing discrimination is an issue in Lewiston?
Answered: 48

Skipped: 7

Yes

No

Somewhat

I don't know

0%

10%

20%

30%

40%

50%

60%

70%

80%

90% 100%

ANSWER CHOICES

RESPONSES

Yes

22.92%

11

No

18.75%

9

Somewhat

29.17%

14

I don't know

29.17%

14

TOTAL

48
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Q23 Do you think any of the following are barriers to fair housing in
Lewiston? (CHECK ALL THAT APPLY)
Answered: 40

Skipped: 15

Not enough
affordable...
Discrimination
by landlords...
Displacement
of residents...
Landlords
refusing to...
Limited access
to jobs
Community
opposition t...
Lack of
housing opti...
Neighborhoods
that need...
Limited access
to community...
Discrimination
or steering ...
Discrimination
by mortgage...
Limited access
to banking a...
Other (please
specify)
Limited access
to good schools
0%

10%

20%

30%

40%

50%

60%

70%

80%

90% 100%

ANSWER CHOICES

RESPONSES

Not enough affordable rental housing for large families

80.00%

32

Discrimination by landlords or rental agents

62.50%

25

Displacement of residents due to rising housing costs

62.50%

25

Landlords refusing to accept Section 8 vouchers

62.50%

25
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Limited access to jobs

50.00%

20

Community opposition to affordable housing

47.50%

19

Lack of housing options for people with disabilities

47.50%

19

Neighborhoods that need revitalization and new investment

47.50%

19

Limited access to community resources for people with disabilities

32.50%

13

Discrimination or steering by real estate agents

25.00%

10

Discrimination by mortgage lenders

20.00%

8

Limited access to banking and financial services

17.50%

7

Other (please specify)

10.00%

4

Limited access to good schools

5.00%

2

Total Respondents: 40
#

OTHER (PLEASE SPECIFY)

DATE

1

Not enough affordable rental housing for small families

3/29/2018 1:08 PM

2

some section 8 tenants are not screened well enough

3/22/2018 11:24 AM

3

There is a great need for simple low income houseing.

3/13/2018 2:25 PM

4

Discrimination if you have pets

3/13/2018 12:24 AM
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Q24 Please use the box below to provide any additional information
regarding local housing and community development needs.
Answered: 13

Skipped: 42

#

RESPONSES

DATE

1

There are many mentally challenge community members, a lot of homeless. Thank you.

5/7/2018 1:05 AM

2

Someone should put together a housing program for low-no income people in exchange for a
nominal monthly, weekly, or daily fee. No income residents must exchange work or some sort of
service to stay. Workshop programs would be necessary as well. The individual rooms would be
set up similar to a hotel or dorm. I believe this idea could help clean up some of the riff raff :)

5/7/2018 1:04 AM

3

Something that might be helpful would be parking for recreational vehicles for people who are
homeless. A place to park a functional RV to live in while dealing with being homeless. There
seems to be so many families that have RVs who might become homeless. Community gardens.
There is so much unused farmland.

4/22/2018 9:26 PM

4

Taxation is theft.

3/31/2018 12:56 AM

5

We need more help with the homeless and drug problem in Lewiston with more housing for the
people who are in recovery and more help finding work.

3/26/2018 2:02 PM

6

Low income families need help with housing, but even families above the poverty threshold need
more affordable housing options, including programs to increase the ability to purchase a home.
Affordable daycare options are also hard to find.

3/24/2018 8:23 PM

7

Teen and trauma informed care - implementation by police. Understanding adverse childhood
experience.

3/24/2018 4:03 PM

8

We need smart growth in place and a city that wants it and works toward growth and not wants to
stop it by making it so expensive and difficult.

3/22/2018 11:24 AM

9

Need transportation services to destinations outside the transit service area.

3/20/2018 1:45 PM

10

Need additional support for services to elderly: housing, transportation, on-site meal delivery, etc.

3/16/2018 11:09 PM

11

Affordably housing is often at a distance from employment increasing the travel/transportation
costs

3/13/2018 1:49 PM

12

My personal experience is that many people that are classified as homeless have chosen lifestyles
that lead to this predicament. At some point, people have to take responsibility for their actions. It
is troubling to see that it not only affect them, but their children as well. For those that this is not the
case, I believe there are services in place to pick someone up and give them a hand. If they want
to, this community has many opportunities to work hard and live a comfortable life.

3/10/2018 6:23 PM

13

A single teacher pay is not enough money to rent or buy a home in a safe neighborhood and this is
sad. It is hard to find someone to accept section 8

3/8/2018 6:25 PM
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APPENDIX III: ZONING ANALYSIS MATRIX

Zoning Analysis Matrix
City of Lewiston, Idaho
Average Total Risk Score: 1.4
Key to Risk Scores:
1 = low risk – the provision poses little risk for discrimination or limitation of fair housing choice,
or is an affirmative action that intentionally promotes and/or protects affordable housing and fair
housing choice.
2 = medium risk – the provision is neither among the most permissive nor most restrictive; while it
could complicate fair housing choice, its effect is not likely to be widespread.
3 = high risk – the provision causes or has potential to result in systematic and widespread housing
discrimination or the limitation of fair housing choice, or is an issue where the jurisdiction could
take affirmative action to further affordable housing or fair housing choice but has not.
Source Documents:
Lewiston City Code, 1974. (Code 1960, § 1-1; Ord. No. 4603, § 1, 9-23-13)
Zoning Ordinance of the City of Lewiston. (Ord. No. 4108, § 2, 8-15-94), available at:
http://www.codepublishing.com/ID/Lewiston/?Lewiston01.html&?f (updated with legislation
passed through Nov. 27, 2017).
Lewiston Zoning Map, available at
http://lewiston.maps.arcgis.com/apps/MapJournal/index.html?appid=f8aaa738332a4ea4a701ba
7a2df57305
Homeless Zoning Shelter Proposal (Feb. 22, 2017), available at
http://www.cityoflewiston.org/filestorage/551/563/569/1333/Zoning_Proposal_ZA-1016_Public_Hearing_Draft.pdf

Issue

Conclusion

1a. Does the jurisdiction’s definition of
“family” have the effect of preventing
unrelated individuals from sharing the
same residence? Is the definition
unreasonably restrictive?

The zoning ordinance’s
definition of “family”
does not limit the
number of unrelated
persons who may
reside together as long
as co-residents are
living together as “a
single household unit.”

1b. Does the definition of “family”
discriminate against or treat differently

The family definition
does not distinguish
between or treat

Risk
Score
1

Comments
See Sec. 37-3:
“Family means one (1)
or more persons
occupying a single
dwelling unit and living
as a single household
unit.”

Zoning Analysis Matrix
City of Lewiston, Idaho
unrelated individuals with disabilities (or
members of any other protected class)?

persons with
disabilities differently
because of their
disability. Group living
for persons with
disabilities is regulated
separately. See Issue 2
below.

2a. Does the zoning code treat housing for
individuals with disabilities (e.g. group
homes, congregate living homes,
supportive services housing, personal care
homes, etc.) differently from other single
family residential and multifamily
residential uses? For example, is such
housing only allowed in certain residential
districts, must a special or conditional use
permit be granted before siting such
housing in certain residential districts,
etc.?

Under state and local
zoning laws, where
single-family dwellings
are permitted by a
local zoning code and
map, group homes for
up to eight unrelated
persons with
disabilities (or elderly
persons) and up to two
of their caregivers, also
are expressly
permitted and
included within the
definition of singlefamily dwelling.

2b. Does the zoning ordinance
unreasonably restrict housing
opportunities for individuals with
disabilities who require onsite supportive
services? Or is housing for individuals with
disabilities allowed in the same manner as
other housing in residential districts?

There may be some
ambiguity in how this
law and Lewiston’s
broad definition of
family would together
be applied to a group
home of more than
eight persons. Because
the number of
unrelated persons who
may constitute a family
is not expressly limited
(though household size
still may be restricted
by building code
occupancy standards),
if the residents of the
group home lived
together as “a single

2

See Sec. 37-3 (singlefamily dwelling).
IDAHO CODE. Sec. 676531 (local land use
and planning, single
family dwellings).

Zoning Analysis Matrix
City of Lewiston, Idaho
household unit,” (i.e. fit
within the permissive
“family” definition),
then they should be
treated no differently
than a similarly
situated group of more
than 8 non-disabled,
unrelated persons
living together.
3a. Do the jurisdiction’s policies,
Lewiston has not
regulations, and/or zoning ordinances
adopted a clear and
provide a process for persons with
objective process by
disabilities to seek reasonable
which persons with
modifications or reasonable
disabilities may
accommodations to zoning, land use, or
request a reasonable
other regulatory requirements?
accommodation to
zoning, land use, and
3b. Does the jurisdiction require a public
other regulatory
hearing to obtain public input for specific
requirements. The
exceptions to zoning and land-use rules for Planning and Zoning
applicants with disabilities? If so, is the
Commission has the
public hearing process only required for
power to hear and
applicants seeking housing for persons
decide applications for
with disabilities or required for all
variances following the
applicants?
public notice and
hearing process. This
is required for any
applicant seeking a
variance and is not
limited to housing for
persons with
disabilities. Whereas
simple administrative
procedures may be
adequate for the
granting of a
reasonable
accommodation, the
variance procedures
subject the applicant to
the public hearing
process where there is
the potential that
community opposition

2

See Sec. 37-163 et seq.
(variance procedures).
The code provides a
process for requesting
a variance, however,
the purpose of a
variance is not
congruent with the
purpose of requesting a
reasonable
accommodation, as a
variance requires a
showing of special
circumstances or
conditions applying to
the land.
In contrast, a
reasonable
accommodation is to
allow individuals with
disabilities to have
equal access to use and
enjoy housing. The
jurisdiction does not
comply with its duty to
provide reasonable
accommodation if it
applies a standard
based on the physical
characteristics of the
property rather than
considering the need
for modification based
on the disabilities of
the residents.

Zoning Analysis Matrix
City of Lewiston, Idaho
based on stereotypical
assumptions about
people with disabilities
and unfounded
speculations about the
impact on
neighborhoods or
threats to safety may
impact the outcome.
An administrative
variance may be
granted upon
application to the
community
development director
for certain kinds of
variance requests,
without the
requirements of the
public hearing process,
but a reasonable
accommodation
request is not one of
the enumerated types
provided for.
4. Does the ordinance impose spacing or
dispersion requirements on certain
protected housing types?

No.

1

Zoning Analysis Matrix
City of Lewiston, Idaho
5. Does the jurisdiction restrict any
inherently residential uses protected by
fair housing laws (such as residential
substance abuse treatment facilities) only
to non-residential zones?

Homeless shelters are
a conditional use only
in the C-4, C-6, M-1,
and M-2 commercial
and manufacturing
districts. The code
places additional siting
standards on this use
such as proximity to a
public transit option,
screening, outdoor
space, etc. That the
code completely
excludes homeless
shelters from
residential zones and
imposes additional
conditions for
approval could violate
fair housing laws
where the shelter
constitutes a
dwelling/residence
under fair housing
jurisprudence and a
disproportionate share
of the people who are
homeless are racial
minorities, mentally or
physically disabled, or
part of another
protected class.

2

See Sec. 37-72 (C-4);
37-82 (C-6); 37-86 (M1); 37-91 (M-2); 37125 (homeless shelter
standards); Sec. 42-1 et
seq. (homeless shelter
standards).
See 42 U.S.C. 3602(b).
Whether a particular
shelter constitutes a
“dwelling” or
“residence” under the
FHA must often be
determined on a caseby-case basis guided by
factors such as length
of stay, intention and
right to return each
night, amenities
included, terms of
occupancy agreement,
primary purpose of
program, fees or inkind contributions
from residents, etc.
HUD regulations and
court opinions make
clear that a homeless
shelter may qualify as a
dwelling for purposes
of the FHA and ADA.
See 24 C.F.R. 100.201;
Final Report of HUD
Review of Model
Building Codes, 65 Fed.
Reg. 15,740, 15,746
(March 23, 2000); e.g.,
Woods v. Foster, 884 F.
Supp. 1169 (N.D. Ill.
1995) (finding FHA
protections may be
applicable to homeless
shelters).
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6. Does the jurisdiction’s zoning and land
use rules constitute exclusionary zoning
that precludes development of affordable
or low-income housing by imposing
unreasonable residential design
regulations (such as high minimum lot
sizes, wide street frontages, large setbacks,
low FARs, large minimum building square
footage or large livable floor areas,
restrictions on number of bedrooms per
unit, and/or low maximum building
heights)?

The zoning code and
map divide Lewiston’s
residential districts
into low density singleand two-family
districts, medium
density mixed dwelling
districts, and special
planning areas which
may be approved for
higher densities.
Minimum lot sizes for
single family dwellings
range from 10,000 sq.
ft. in R-1, 7,500 sq. ft.
in R-2 and R-2A, 6,000
sq. ft. in R-3, 5,000 sq.
ft. in R-4 and the MXDNL and NHMU mixeduse districts, and 3,200
sq. ft. in the Normal
Hill North and South
Districts. Two family
units in those districts
range from 7,500 sq. ft.
per unit to 5,000 sq. ft.
per unit. Low density
multifamily is a
conditional use in the
R-2, R-2A, NHN, NHS
districts. Maximum lot
coverage and
minimum setbacks are
not unreasonable, and
the zoning code does
not impose minimum
building floor areas.
Small lot (min. 4,000
sq. ft. for SF) and zero
lot line developments
are a conditional use in
many districts, and
although there are
additional hurdles
with getting

1

See Sec. 37-11 et seq.
(F-2 zone); 37-18 et
seq. (R-1); 37-26 et seq.
(R-2); 37-124.1; 37-34
et seq. (R-2A); 37-41 et
seq. (NHN); 37-41(A)
(NHS); 37-42 et seq. (R3); 37-50 et seq. (R-4);
37-57.1 et seq. (MXDNL); 32-45(f)(1); 36103; 37-163(9).
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development approval
for conditional uses,
these types of
developments do make
allowance for higher
density and more
affordable housing
types generally.
Although some singlefamily districts may be
exclusionary, overall,
the code’s design
standards, density
allowances, and
housing-type diversity
should not
unreasonably affect
the feasibility of
developing affordable
and low-income
housing within the
jurisdiction.
7a. Does the zoning ordinance fail to
Multifamily housing is
provide residential districts where multipermitted by right in
family housing is permitted as of right? Are the R-3, R-4, MXD-NL,
multifamily dwellings excluded from all
NHMU residential
single family dwelling districts?
districts and in the
Bryden Ave. Special
7b. Do multi-family districts restrict
Planning Area, C-4 and
development only to low-density housing
C-5 districts (except
types?
not on the ground
floor), and is a
conditional use in the
R-2, R-2A, NHM, NHS,
C-2, C-4 and C-5 when
on the ground floor. In
the Normal Hill North
district, conversion of
a single- or two-family
dwelling to multifamily
of less than 7 units is
permitted, which can
be a strategic tool for
adding infill
development to

1

See Art. III et seq. (Use
Zones and standards)
A determination of
whether a sufficient
portion of the
residential zones of
Lewiston are zoned for
multifamily
development to meet
demand was not made.
According to the 1999
Comprehensive Plan,
less than 2% of the
City’s land area is
zoned R-4 (the highest
density residential
zone) and about 8% is
zoned C-2/C-4/C-6
with the most
permissive density
standards. Availability
of land may impact the
feasibility of
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established
neighborhoods.
Density of units may
be limited in the
residential districts by
maximum height
standards of up to 4560 ft. in most districts
and minimum lot sizes
(5,000 sq. ft. plus 1,600
sq. ft. per unit over 1 in
the “higher density” R4, MXD-NL, and
NHMU). Higher
densities may be
developed in the
Bryden Special
Planning Area and in
the Commercial zones
where there are no
minimum lot sizes or
setbacks, maximum
coverage, or maximum
height standards
(except when abutting
a residential zone).

developing new
multifamily housing to
meet demand. Other
considerations like
housing prices and
rents, market
conditions, existing
land-use patterns, the
provision of public
services and
infrastructure, and
other planning goals
also have an impact on
the quantity of
multifamily and
affordable housing.
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8. Are unreasonable restrictions placed on
the construction, rental, or occupancy of
alternative types of affordable or lowincome housing (for example, accessory
dwellings or mobile/manufactured
homes)?

The definition of
single-family dwelling
includes a Class A
manufactured home
which are expressly
permitted in the F-2, R1, R-2, R-2A, NHN,
NHS, R-3, R-4, and
MXD-NL single-family
zoning districts.
Manufactured home
parks up to a
maximum 8.7 u/a are a
permitted use in the
MXD-NL or a
conditional use with
higher density, and a
conditional use in the
R-1 district. Class B
manufactured homes
also are allowed with
conditional use
approval in the F-2 and
R-1 zones.
Accessory buildings
cannot contain a
dwelling unit unless
otherwise explicitly
permitted by the
particular zoning
district. In the Normal
Hill North (NHN) and
Normal Hill South
(NHS) districts, an
accessory apartment,
detached from a
single-family dwelling,
is a permitted use on
any lot of at least 5,000
sq. ft. and containing
only one lawful singlefamily dwelling. The
accessory dwelling
may be up to a
maximum of 900 sq. ft.

1

See Sec. 37-3; 37-41.11;
37-41(A).11; 37131(2).
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9a. Are the jurisdiction’s design and
construction requirements (as contained
in the zoning ordinance or building code)
congruent with the Fair Housing
Amendments Act’s accessibility standards
for design and construction?

and two bedrooms.
The NHN district also
permits conversion of
a SF or 2F dwelling to
MF up to 6 units, which
is a strategic way to
address the need for
more density in
established
neighborhoods.
The City has adopted
and incorporated the
2015 edition of the
International Building
Code, including the
IBC’s accessibility
standards. While the
2015 IBC edition is not
one of the ten HUDrecognized safe
harbors for compliance
with the FHA’s design
and construction
requirements, it is
substantially similar to
the 2006 IBC which
HUD has recognized as
a safe harbor for
meeting the FHA’s
accessibility
requirements. In
addition, Chapter 11 of
the 2015 IBC requires
that buildings and
facilities comply with
the accessibility
requirements of
ICC/ANSI A117.1
Accessible and Usable
Buildings and Facilities
standard, which is a
nationally recognized
standard for making
buildings accessible.

1

See Lewiston City Code,
Ch. 10 et seq.
Some of the changes to
the 2015 IBC update
address accessibility
within a story level and
vertical route
accessibility between
stories; and the
number of accessible
units determined per
individual building for
buildings with 50 or
more units versus the
number of accessible
units per site where
buildings contain less
than 50 units.

Zoning Analysis Matrix
City of Lewiston, Idaho
9b. Is there any provision for monitoring
compliance?

Lewiston’s Building
Services Department
administers and
enforces the building
codes and accessibility
requirements, and a
code board of appeals
is authorized to hear
and decide appeals
from decisions of the
building official.

10. Does the zoning ordinance include an
inclusionary zoning provision or provide
any incentives for the development of
affordable housing or housing for
protected classes?

No, the zoning
ordinance does not
expressly provide
density bonuses or
other development
incentives for the
development of
affordable or lowincome housing or
housing for protected
classes.

2

State law which
permits local
governments to adopt
development impact
fee ordinances as a
condition of
development approval,
also allows such
ordinances to exempt
all or part of a project
from fees if the
development creates
affordable housing. See
IDAHO CODE. Sec. 678204. However, this is
inapplicable to
Lewiston to date as it
has not adopted a
development impact
fee ordinance.
The City Code does
provide economic
development
incentives, including
expedited permitting
and waiver of fees, for
the retention or
expansion of existing
businesses and new
businesses in the city,
but these are not
specific to housing. See
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Ch. 40 Incentive
Program.

