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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 
State of Idaho Analysis of  
Impediments to Fair Housing Choice 

In late 2010, the Idaho Department of Commerce (IDC) and Idaho Housing and Finance Association 
(IHFA) engaged BBC Research & Consulting (BBC) to complete a statewide Analysis of Impediments 
to Fair Housing Choice (AI).  

The AI is a report required by the U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development (HUD) in 
order for covered jurisdictions to receive federal housing and community development funding. The 
AI is required as part of the State of Idaho’s certification in its Five-year Consolidated Plan and 
Annual Action Plans to affirmatively further fair housing through fair housing planning.  

According to HUD, impediments to fair housing choice are: 

 Any actions, omissions, or decisions taken because of race, color, religion, sex, disability, familial 
status, or national origin that restrict housing choices or the availability of housing choices. 

 Any actions, omissions, or decisions that 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. 

HUD states that AIs are intended to: 

 Serve as the substantive, logical basis for fair housing planning; 

 Provide essential and detailed information to policymakers, administrative staff, housing 
providers, lenders and fair housing advocates; and 

 Assist in building public support for fair housing efforts.  

Recently, HUD has emphasized that AIs should focus on building “sustainable and inclusive 
communities that are free from discrimination.”  

Fair Housing Acts 

The Federal Fair Housing Act, passed in 1968 and amended in 1988, prohibits discrimination in 
housing on the basis of race, color, national origin, religion, gender, familial status or disability. The 
Fair Housing Act covers most types of housing, including rental housing, home sales, mortgage and 
home improvement lending, and land use and zoning. The Act also contains design and construction 
accessibility provisions for certain new multifamily dwellings developed for first occupancy on or after 
March 13, 1991. 
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The Act exempts owner-occupied buildings with fewer than four units; single family housing sold or 
rented without the use of a real estate agent or broker; housing operated by organizations and private 
clubs that limit occupancy to members; and housing for older persons.1  

HUD has the primary authority for enforcing the Fair Housing Act. HUD must first try to reach a 
conciliation or settlement between the parties involved in the complaint. If the complaint is not 
successfully conciliated, HUD investigates the complaint and determines if there is a “reasonable 
cause” to believe that discrimination occurred. If reasonable cause is established, HUD brings the 
complaint before an administrative law judge. Parties to the action can also elect to have the trial held 
in a federal court, in which case the Department of Justice brings the claim on behalf of the plaintiff.2  

Idaho fair housing law and enforcement. The State of Idaho’s fair housing act prohibits 
discrimination on the basis of race, color, sex, religion, national origin and disability. It does not 
recognize familial status as a protected class. The law is also different from the Federal Fair Housing 
Act in that it covers providers with two or more units or properties. The state’s fair housing law is 
enforced through the Idaho Human Rights 
Commission.  

Idaho residents who feel that they might have 
experienced a violation of the Fair Housing Act 
may call the toll free 2-1-1 Idaho Care Line for 
information and referral options. They may also 
contact one or more of the following entities: 
HUD’s Office of Fair Housing and 
Opportunity (FHEO), the Idaho Housing and 
Finance Association (IHFA), the Intermountain 
Fair Housing Council (IFHC), Idaho Legal Aid 
and the Idaho Human Rights Commission.  

Legal Aid and the Idaho Human Rights 
Commission refer residents who call about fair 
housing complaints directly to HUD.  

Similarly, IHFA does not enforce fair housing 
law and refers complaints or questions to the 
appropriate service provider.  

Tenants or those wishing to pursue a complaint 
who call 2-1-1 are to be referred to 
local/statewide enforcement entities and/or to 
HUD’s toll-free Fair Housing line, while 
providers are referred  
 

                                                      
1
  This is a very general description of the Fair Housing Act and the actions and properties covered by the Act. For more 

detailed information on the Fair Housing Act, please see the full text, which can be found 
http://portal.hud.gov/hudportal/HUD?src=/program_offices/fair_housing_equal_opp/progdesc/title8 

2
  “How Much Do We Know? Public Awareness of the Nation’s Fair Housing Laws”, The U.S. Department of Housing 

and Urban Development, Office of Policy and Research, April 2002. 

State of Idaho Counties

Source: BBC Research & Consulting. 
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to either to a HUD/FHEO specialist or to the housing hotline to determine an appropriate referral. 

The 2-1-1 line became a default fair housing hotline for Idaho residents through a cooperative 
agreement with Idaho Health and Welfare, the entitlement communities of Boise, Nampa and 
Meridian, and with support from IHFA and IDC. 

Geographic Level of Analysis 

Information contained in this report pertains principally to rural, HUD-designated “non entitlement” 
areas in Idaho. This study contains an analysis that covers every county in the State of Idaho. Local 
jurisdictions which receive HUD funds directly are responsible for preparing their own AI studies. 
Planning efforts for this process were coordinated with entitlement communities to support 
consistency in data collection and methodology. 

 

Methodology 

The methodology for the State of Idaho AI included the following: 

 Demographic and housing analysis. Racial and ethnic diversity, and concentrations of non-
White residents and persons of Hispanic descent, were analyzed using recently released data from 
the U.S. Census. The study also examined the presence of persons with disabilities and single 
parent households by county. Housing affordability was analyzed by comparing county 
proportions of households who can afford to pay the median rent or buy the median-priced 
home. The study also calculated the proportion of assisted housing in each county relative to 
population.  

 Stakeholder consultation and participation. Stakeholder surveys were conducted to identify 
fair housing violations of homeowners associations (HOAs), appraisers, brokers, real estate agents 
and others in the practice of real estate transactions. Stakeholders participating in the survey were 
asked to rank potential fair housing barriers by their level of severity in Idaho. This survey effort 
provided stakeholder opinions on the existence of potential fair housing barriers in the state.  

 Lending analysis. An examination of mortgage lending transactions in the state during 2009 was 
conducted to identify any racial and ethnic disparities in loan originations and subprime lending.  

 Complaint data and legal case analysis. A review of legal cases and fair housing complaint data 
from the past 5 years was conducted to identify recent trends in housing discrimination and legal 
interpretations of the Fair Housing Act.  

 Zoning regulations and land use review. A review of land use and zoning regulations was 
conducted to identify potential fair housing barriers and violations of the Federal Fair Housing 
Act. The county-by-county review focused on nine key land use questions that can have 
significant impacts on housing affordability and availability. Best practices were also 
recommended to help counties affirmatively further fair housing choice.  

 Impediments identification and Fair Housing Action Plan. After conducting the tasks 
summarized above, fair housing impediments were identified. A Fair Housing Action Plan was 
developed for the state, including county level recommendations where available.  
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Please Note. The 2011 Analysis of Impediments is based on information available to researchers 
during late 2010 through late 2011. The analysis and conclusions presented herein are based on that 
point-in-time data, and it should be understood that: 

 Policies and procedures in place during this period are subject to change; 

 Although available data was assumed to be current and accurate at the time, actual 
practices or policies should be independently verified prior to any formal action; and 

 County level data should not in any way be interpreted as reflecting policies or practices 
of housing providers, municipalities or other independent jurisdictions or organizations 
located within a county. 

The purpose of this document is to identify and analyze data in order to recommend best practices 
within the context of current law and perceived or potential impediments to fair housing. It is not 
intended to imply or affirm that specific unlawful actions or omissions have occurred. 

Fair Housing Concerns and Impediments 

The research conducted for the State of Idaho AI found several fair housing concerns and three fair 
housing impediments. 

 For the purposes of this section, a “concern” is a fair housing issue that may create an 
impediment to fair housing choice; however, there is not a direct link to the cause or effect of the 
action.  

 An “impediment” has the cause or 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. 

The concerns and impediments presented below are not presented in any particular order.  

Fair Housing Concern No. 1. Fair housing information can be difficult to find and is not 
presented in Spanish or in a format accessible to persons with disabilities.  

An initial review of Idaho websites dedicated to fair housing found only two fair housing websites in 
the state (www.fairhousingforum.org and http://ifhcidaho.org ) with information in Spanish or 
languages other than English. None had information about alternative formats that persons with 
disabilities can access.  

In addition, no housing authorities’ websites were found to contain information about fair housing, 
even a “Q&A” about how to file a complaint or links to website of HUD, the Fair Housing Forum, 
Legal Aid or the Idaho Commission on Human Rights. In fair housing surveys of residents BBC has 
conducted in other states and cities, when residents are asked who investigates housing 
discrimination, one of the top answers is almost always “a Housing Authority.” As such, it is 
important that all public housing authorities in the state have fair housing information on their 
websites and, at the very least, a link to organizations with which a complaint can be filed (HUD, 
IFHC, Idaho Human Rights Commission).  
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Fair housing information was not found on individual county websites. Fair housing information was 
not found on individual county websites. However, many CDBG entitlement cities have information 
and links located on their website. 

Service providers who responded to the survey conducted for this study estimate that 40 percent of 
housing violations go unreported. When asked to describe the reasons why some people do not report 
incidents, most service providers said this was due to a lack of knowledge of fair housing laws by 
certain segments of the population, in addition to fear of losing housing and/or retaliation as a result 
of filing a complaint. Lack of knowledge can be related to lack of information and/or the failure of 
fair housing campaigns, training and educational opportunities to reach residents most vulnerable to 
housing discrimination.  

Why is this a concern? Lack of fair housing information can become an impediment if such 
information is not equally available to all protected classes. In addition, an impediment could be 
created if inadequate fair housing information leads to lack of corrective action by housing providers 
and real estate professionals.  

Fair Housing Concern No. 2. Disability is the most common reason for fair housing 
complaints and legal action. This suggests that persons with disabilities may face 
difficulties accessing housing, yet Idaho counties have few or no strategies to address 
accessibility needs.  

From January 2006 through October 2009, almost 60 percent of the fair housing complaints filed in 
the state were related to discrimination related to disability. Fair housing lawsuits that have found fair 
housing violations have been largely related to 1) Failure of housing providers to make reasonable 
accommodations to persons with disabilities; and 2) Noncompliance with design and construction 
accessibility provisions.  

Why is this a concern? Based on the complaints and lawsuits, persons with disabilities appear to have 
more difficulty finding housing because of discrimination and lack of accessibility. As part of their 
requirement to affirmatively further fair housing choice, local governments must work to remove fair 
housing barriers faced by persons with disabilities—particularly noncompliance with design and 
accessibility provisions, which can be identified through building inspections. Yet local governments 
in Idaho lack incentives for incorporating accessibility provisions into new construction. State law 
does not mandate accessibility provisions in new construction.  

In addition, as the state ages—especially rural areas that are losing population or growing very 
slowly—accessible housing, infrastructure and transportation will become increasingly important to 
ensure that all residents have equal access to basic community services.  

And, increasing the percentage of homes that are built with minimum accessibility standards can save 
public dollars by helping residents avoid institutionalization.  

Fair Housing Concern No.3. Fair housing education and outreach is conducted within 
the domain of enforcement. This may discourage housing and real estate professionals 
from receiving the assistance they need to comply with fair housing laws.  

The State of Idaho has two primary organizations that enforce federal and state fair housing laws: The 
Idaho Human Rights Commission and the Intermountain Fair Housing Council (IFHC).  
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A review of the effectiveness of these organizations in enforcing fair housing laws and conducting fair 
housing education and outreach is beyond the scope of this study. Such monitoring is more 
appropriate for the funding and monitoring entities (e.g., HUD). However, in the stakeholder survey 
conducted for this AI, stakeholders consistently described the fair housing environment in Idaho as 
being litigious and hostile.  

Stakeholders responding to the AI survey and representing both the real estate and service provider 
industries requested that the fair housing training and education function be separated from the 
enforcement function. Stakeholders perceive this as necessary to create a cooperative relationship to 
fair housing compliance in Idaho. One respondent recommended that a fund be established solely for 
“training, technical assistance and for individuals and landlords to access to provide reasonable 
modification to housing units.”  

Why is this a concern? To the extent that an enforcement-oriented culture of education and training 
discourages housing and real estate professionals from seeking the assistance they need to comply with 
fair housing laws, an impediment to fair housing choice is created.  

Fair Housing Impediment No.1. Idaho counties’ land use regulations and zoning 
policies may create barriers to fair housing.  

Section VI of this AI contains a review of land use regulations for every county in Idaho in the 
context of creating or reducing barriers to fair housing choice. The review found that every county in 
the state has the opportunity to make changes to their land use regulations to expand housing options 
for existing and new residents. Most of the barriers to fair housing choice were found in group home 
regulations.  

Specifically, some counties do not allow group housing in residential zones; others have very narrow 
definitions of the types of group homes allowed (e.g., nursing and rest homes). In addition, no 
counties have provisions in their code that encourage affordable or accessible housing development. 
Some counties lack land use regulations. 

In addition, IFHC estimates that there could be hundreds of Homeowner Association Organization 
(HOA) covenants that restrict group homes outright.  

Why is this an impediment? Regulations that have the effect of excluding certain protected classes can 
be found to be in violation of the Federal Fair Housing Act. Exclusion can take the form of 
disallowing group homes in certain areas and/or not providing an adequate supply of accessible and 
affordable housing. Persons with disabilities, because of limitations on their ability to work, have a 
disproportionate need for affordable housing.  

Lack of land use regulations can lead to inadvertent violations of fair housing law in land use and 
zoning decisions.  

Fair Housing Impediment No. 2. Idaho’s state fair housing law does not provide 
protections based on familial status.  

Idaho’s fair housing law should offer the same protections as the federal law.  

Why is this an impediment? Residents who are unfamiliar with fair housing law may believe that they 
are not protected from housing discrimination based on familial status because Idaho’s law does not 
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cover familial status. In addition, housing providers may believe they can discriminate based on 
familial status because state law does not offer such protections.  

Fair Housing Impediment No. 3. State policies that limit local government ability to 
raise revenues for housing activities may restrict the ability of counties to address 
impediments.  

In the interviews conducted for the State of Idaho AI, stakeholders frequently mentioned that revenue 
opportunities that are utilized in other states are not available to Idaho communities. Furthermore, 
legislative restrictions on local government taxation and the formulaic distribution of state revenue 
sharing limit the ability of individual communities to address their specific housing needs.  

A review of the revenue sources available in Idaho communities relative to peer states—Montana, 
Nevada, Utah and Wyoming—found that local governments in Idaho have more restrictions than 
peer states on their ability to raise additional revenue to fund priorities, including affordable housing.3 
Specifically; 

 Idaho redistributes a much smaller proportion of sales taxes revenues back to cities and counties 
(11.5 percent) than Utah and Wyoming. Nevada allows local governments more latitude to 
impose additional sales taxes.  

 Idaho limits how much property taxes can be raised each year. Property tax revenues are used by 
cities to support General Fund operations.  

 Local governments in Idaho are significantly constrained in their ability to issue general 
obligation and revenue bond debt. Aside from the issuance of bonds judicially confirmed as 
being of an immediate or emergency need, all bond issuances must be approved by voters, some 
issuances needing a 2/3 majority to pass.  

 Local governments are restricted in the percentage they charge utilities companies for public 
right of ways.  

However, with the exception of Utah, few peer states appear to be using their broader revenue-
generating authority for the specific purposes of addressing affordable housing needs and reducing 
impediments to fair housing choice.  

Why is this an impediment? Improving fair housing conditions in a community requires funding. In 
some cases, the required funding is minimal, but in most communities reducing barriers to housing 
choice involves construction of new (affordable and accessible) housing and modifications to public 
infrastructure and transportation systems to accommodate persons with disabilities. The State of 
Idaho’s restriction on the ability of local governments to raise revenues means that funding for fair 
housing activities must be diverted from other areas of need. The state should give local governments 
the flexibility to raise revenues as residents choose which could include addressing fair housing 
impediments.  

                                                      
3
 Please see the memorandum in Appendix D prepared by Galena Consulting for a full review of revenue generating ability 

in Idaho compared to these peer states.  
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Fair Housing Action Plan 

Statewide Recommendations 

Action item No. 1: Improve access to fair housing information. Legal Aid and the Idaho Human 
Rights Commission have websites with easy-to-understand fair housing information, including how 
to file a complaint. However, the information is not provided in a format that is equally accessible to 
Spanish speakers and some residents with disabilities.  

These websites could be improved with the following changes: 

 The Fair Housing Forum website (www.fairhousingforum.org) and IFHC’s website 
(http://ifhcidaho.org/) use the Google translator tool to offer information on the site in numerous 
languages. The Idaho Commission on Human Rights and Legal Aid websites should do the same.  

 Additionally, all fair housing websites should contain accessibility provisions for persons with 
disabilities. For example, some communities adopt the Section 508 web accessibility standards, 
http://www.section508.gov/index.cfm?fuseAction=stdsSum 

 Idaho Legal Aid Services, Inc. has both a short description of fair housing protected classes and a 
link to HUD (http://www.idaholegalaid.org/node/1355) and a very comprehensive, but lengthy, 
website dedicated to fair housing protections, http://www.idaholegalaid.org/node/1035. It would 
be useful if the websites could be consolidated into one, so that a Google search on housing 
discrimination in Idaho brings up the second site. The website could be improved by moving the 
information about filing a complaint to the top of the webpage and providing information in 
Spanish as well as in an accessible format. Residents seeking information on filing a complaint 
must scroll down 4 pages before they see which phone numbers to call.  

IFHC’s website is new (http://ifhcidaho.org/index.html) and is currently difficult to find. A Google 
search for the organization reroutes to a mortgage lending organization 
(http://www.idahofairhousing.org/). It is unclear if this lender is regulated financial institution or 
predatory lending institution. IFHC should examine how to raise its visibility through search engines 
and/or purchase back its domain name.  

All housing authorities’ websites should contain fair housing information.  

Finally, Idaho should make the state AI and Fair Housing Action Plan available online to all cities and 
counties. A designated contact should be available to share information about the state AI and to 
assist with mitigating barriers in non entitlement areas, including land use and zoning laws. 

Action Item No. 2: Encourage amended land use and zoning codes to reduce fair housing 
barriers, especially those related to group homes. Every city and county within the state’s non 
entitlement areas should be encouraged to amend its land use and zoning codes to reduce fair housing 
barriers. The most important change is to allow group homes in all residential districts. IDC should 
consider penalizing a county’s application if the county is not (or has not) taken the identified 
proactive steps in its existing planning and zoning codes to reduce barriers to fair housing. In 
addition, cities/counties that adopt provisions to encourage accessibility standards in new 
construction and/or affordable housing incentives should score higher on funding applications.  
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Action item No. 3: Amend state fair housing law to include familial status. Idaho’s fair housing 
law should offer the same protections as federal law. The state needs to add familial status as a 
protected class to its law.  

The state should also pursue “substantial equivalent status” with the Federal Fair Housing Act, so the 
state may receive federal funding and authorization to investigate fair housing complaints. This status 
can bring in approximately $3,000 per fair housing case and enhance the efficiency and capacity of 
both the federal and state government to address fair housing barriers.  

Action Item No. 4: Improve the fair housing education and outreach climate to further fair 
housing choice. Stakeholders who responded to the open-ended questions in the survey conducted 
for this AI (“Please feel free to add comments about fair housing and housing issues”) were critical of 
the process through which fair housing education and outreach is conducted in Idaho.  

It is important that the organizations conducting fair housing education, outreach and enforcement 
are doing it in a way that encourages fair housing compliance. Education and outreach processes that 
feel threatening and hostile will isolate stakeholders and real estate professionals and discourage them 
from furthering positive fair housing practices. If the current providers of fair housing education and 
outreach continue to be seen as ineffective, other organizations should be chosen to conduct fair 
housing activities.  

Funding organizations should separate the fair housing enforcement and education and training 
functions. The organization tasked with enforcement should be doing this independent of an 
objective, third party organization whose main role is business and consumer education and outreach.  

Local Government Recommendations 

Figure ES-1 on pages 14 through 16 details the recommendations for addressing impediments by 
county. In general, the impediments fall into a few primary areas: 1) Barriers created by land use and 
zoning regulations; 2) Lack of incentives to promote affordable and/or accessible housing; and 3) 
Limited fair housing education. One barrier was identified for Blaine County related to the results of 
the HMDA data analysis.  

Land use and zoning regulations modifications. All counties could improve some aspects of 
their zoning and land use regulations to encourage basic accessibility standards in new construction 
and allow placement of group homes in residential districts. Counties that have not adopted the 
International Building Code should do so. Counties lacking land use and zoning regulations should 
create them. In addition, counties where affordable housing is lacking should add provisions to their 
regulations that incentivize the development of affordable and mixed-income housing.  

Increasing accessible and affordable housing. Counties should update their zoning and 
subdivision codes to adopt standards addressing impediments to accessibility for the elderly and 
handicapped. Examples of ordinances addressing this issue can be found in the Arvada, Colorado, 
Municipal Code, (Chapter 18, Article XIV, 'Visitability') and the Pima County, Arizona, Inclusive 
Home Design Ordinance (which are based on the American National Standards Institute's 
publication A117.1, 'Accessible and Usable Buildings and Facilities', published by the International 
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Code Council.) Pima County's authority to adopt these types of building standards was upheld in 
Washburn v. Pima County, 81 P.3d 1030 (Az. Ct. Ap. ,2003)." 

In sum, the Pima County ordinance requires all new houses in the unincorporated areas of the county 
around Tucson be built with at least one entrance with no step, and doors at least 32 inches wide. It 
also requires  

 Lever door handles;  

 Reinforced walls in ground-floor bathrooms so it's easy for an occupant to install 
grab bars;  

 Switches no higher than 48 inches; and  

 Hallways 36 inches wide throughout the main floor.  

The Pima County ordinance was the first in the nation to require a zero-step entry in a single  
family home. 

Other critical changes for reducing barriers to housing choice and increasing affordability include: 

 Adopting minimum lot sizes that promote the development of affordable housing, at least in 
some residential zones. For example, the lot minimum in Kootenai County is 3,000 square feet. 
Elmore has no minimum. Minidoka allows 1,500 square feet. Most other counties have 
minimums in the range of 8,000 square feet to ½ acre. (As noted elsewhere, local availability of 
shared sewer and water systems and/or firefighting capacities may drive minimum lot sizes.) 

 Establishing multifamily districts.  

 Providing affordable housing incentives. These are most important in the least affordable 
counties of Blaine, Bonner, Boundary, Kootenai, Teton and Valley.  

Less critical, but other changes counties should consider include: 

 Allowing Accessory Dwelling Units (ADUs) for residential use.  

 Making adjustments to parking requirements for density, senior/disabled and affordable 
housing. Kootenai County has the best regulations in this area.  

Housing choice toolkit. County land use regulations that attempt to promote housing choice should 
include as many of the following tools as is consistent with the county’s future development plans. 
While it is not necessary that each county code include all of these types of provisions, including more 
of them will further reduce barriers to housing choice. 

 Purpose statement. The code should reflect the county’s purpose to provide housing choice for its 
residents and to comply with applicable federal and state law regarding housing choice. 

 Small lots. At least one zone district (or overlay district or permit system) that allows small lots 
for single-family detached housing in some locations. While the appropriate minimum lot size 
will vary with the character of the county, a zone allowing minimum lot sizes in the 3,000-6,000 
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square foot range would be appropriate for more urbanized areas of many counties. In addition, 
lot width requirements should be reasonable and consistent with minimum lot sizes; while some 
codes require minimum lot widths of 70 feet or more, small homes can be constructed on lots as 
narrow as 40 feet (or even less). Minimum lot size requirements are the type of regulation most 
responsible for increasing housing costs.  

 Multifamily parcels. At least one zone district (or overlay district or permit system) that allows 
the construction of multifamily housing, and mapping enough land into this district to allow a 
reasonable chance that some multifamily housing will be developed. In many rural counties, 
these mapped areas may be close to incorporated or urbanized areas. Maximum heights should be 
reasonable and consistent with the maximum density permitted; avoid mapping areas for 
multifamily densities and then imposing height restrictions that prohibit efficient development at 
those densities. Failure to provide opportunities for multifamily development has been identified 
as one of the four leading regulatory causes of increased housing costs. 

 Manufactured homes. Manufactured housing meeting HUD safety standards should be allowed 
somewhere (per the federal Manufactured Housing Act of 1974). While restricting these homes 
to manufactured home parks is common, the better practice is to allow them in at least one 
residential zone where the size and configuration matches the scale and character of the area. 

 Minimum house sizes. The zoning and subdivision regulations should not establish minimum 
house or dwelling unit sizes (beyond those in the building code). Minimum house size 
requirements have also been identified as a significant cause of increased housing prices in those 
communities where they are in place. 

 Group housing. The code should clarify that housing for groups protected by the Fair Housing 
Act Amendments of 1988 are treated as residential uses, and should generally allow those group 
housing uses in at least one residential district. While some communities require a special permit 
for these uses, others find that they can be allowed by right provided that they comply with 
standards limiting scale, character, and parking. Failure to provide for these uses in the code 
could subject the county to a developer’s request for “reasonable accommodation” under the Act, 
and failure to provide “reasonable accommodation” could be a violation of federal law. In light of 
the aging of the American population, the code should also provide areas where congregate care, 
nursing home, and assisted living facilities may be constructed. 

 Accessory Dwelling Units. The code should allow accessory dwelling units in at least one zone 
district—either as an additional unit within an existing home structure or in an accessory 
building on the same lot. While some communities require a special permit for these uses, others 
find that they can be allowed by right provided that they comply with standards limiting scale, 
character, and parking. 

 Mixed Use. In order to promote affordability, housing should be allowed near businesses that 
employ workers, particularly moderate- and lower-income employees. To do that the code 
should permit residential units in at least one commercial zone district or should map some lands 
for multifamily development in close proximity to commercial districts. 
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 Lower parking standards. Although the traditional standard of two parking spaces per dwelling 
unit may be reasonable for many areas of a county, a lower standard can and generally should be 
used for affordable housing, multifamily housing, group housing and special needs housing. 

 Flexibility on nonconforming structures. Although zoning codes generally require that 
nonconforming structures damaged or destroyed through fire or natural causes can only be 
rebuilt in compliance with the zoning code, an increasing number of codes are exempting 
affordable housing from this requirement. Often the most affordable housing in a community is 
located on lots that are too small or narrow for the district where they are located, or in 
multifamily buildings that have too many units for the district where they are located. If forced 
to replat with larger lots or to reduce density following a disaster, those affordable units may be 
lost, and allowing rebuilding with the same number of units as before may be the most efficient 
way to preserve this these units in the housing stock. 

 Incentives. In order to encourage the development of affordable housing, the code should 
recognize the difficult economics involved and should offer incentives. Common incentives 
include smaller lots, increased density in multifamily areas, reduced parking requirements, or 
waivers or reductions of application fees or development impact fees. Some communities provide 
additional incentives for housing that is restricted for occupancy at lower percentages of the Area 
Median Income (AMI). For example, developments restricted for households earning less than 
50 percent of AMI could receive more generous incentives than those for households earning less 
than 80 percent of AMI. While zoning and subdivision incentives alone are often not enough to 
make development for lower levels of AMI economically feasible, they can be part of a broader 
package of incentives (for example, including financial incentives or land contributions) that 
make those projects feasible. Any incentives offered should be updated as new housing studies are 
completed and new information about specific affordable housing needs is obtained. 

 Growth management exemptions. Most communities that operate a growth management system 
exempt affordable housing or allow it to compete for a separate pool of development rights in 
order to encourage this type of housing. 

Address lending disparities in Blaine County. In Blaine and Gooding Counties, Hispanics had 
much lower loan origination rates than non-Hispanic applicants.  

 In Blaine County, 29 percent of Hispanic applicants had their mortgage loans originated, 
compared with 57 percent of non-Hispanic applicants — a difference of 28 percentage points. 
Hispanic applicants had their loans denied 38 percent of the time, compared to 22 percent for 
non-Hispanics. 

 In Gooding County, 39 percent of Hispanic applicants had their mortgage loans originated, 
compared with 47 percent of non-Hispanic applicants (a much smaller difference than in 
Blaine). Hispanic applicants had their loans denied 34 percent of the time, compared to 27 
percent for non-Hispanics. 

Blaine County should examine why its lending disparities between Hispanics and non-Hispanics are 
so high. Using this information, the county should work with local lenders, developers and funders to 
develop programs that will, for example, assist Hispanics with repairing credit histories, provide 
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downpayment assistance and interest rate buydowns, and/or increase the stock of affordable housing 
for purchase. 

Blaine is the most expensive county in the state and opportunities for workforce to reside in the 
county are already limited. Difficulty accessing credit to purchase a home exacerbates an already 
tough environment in which all but the highest income households can purchase homes.  
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Figure ES-1. 
County Level Fair Housing Recommendations, Idaho Counties, 2011 

County Adjust Minimum Lot Sizes
Provide Affordable 
Housing Incentives

Amend Group 
Housing Regulations Other Zoning/Land Use Changes Fair Housing Information Encourage Accessibility in Housing

Ada Among the lowest reviewed. Min. width could be lower. Multifamily 
density and building height could be higher.

None; should consider 
offering.

Need to allow more group 
home types.

Allow manufactured housing parks in residential 
zones. Lower multifamily parking requirements.

County website should contain fair housing 
information and links. 

Adopt standards for accessibility in new 
construction. 

Adams Should lower minimum lot sizes; have multifamily district with density. Need to allow more group 
home types.

Allow manufactured homes outside of parks. Lower 
parking requirements.

County website should contain fair housing 
information and links. 

Adopt standards for accessibility in new 
construction. 

Bannock Should be lower; do not facilitate affordability of housing. Multifamily 
permits should allow efficient density and height.

Lower parking requirements. County website should contain fair housing 
information and links. 

Adopt standards for accessibility in new 
construction. 

Bear Lake Should be lower; do not facilitate affordability of housing. Need to add group home 
provisions to code.

County website should contain fair housing 
information and links. 

Adopt standards for accessibility in new 
construction. 

Benewah N/A Adopt a zoning code. County website should contain fair housing 
information and links. 

Adopt standards for accessibility in new 
construction. 

Bingham Should be lower; do not facilitate affordability of housing. Multifamily 
permits should allow efficient density and height.

Need to allow more group 
home types.

Lower parking requirements. County website should contain fair housing 
information and links. 

Adopt standards for accessibility in new 
construction. 

Blaine Should be lower; do not facilitate affordability of housing. Multifamily 
densities should be higher.

None; should offer, given 
expensive housing.

Need to allow more group 
home types.

Adopt manufactured home park standards. Lower 
parking requirements.

County website should contain fair housing 
information and links. 

Adopt standards for accessibility in new 
construction. 

Boise Should be lower; do not facilitate affordability of housing. Multifamily 
permits should allow efficient density and height.

Among the best reviewed. Lower multifamily parking requirements. County website should contain fair housing 
information and links. 

Adopt standards for accessibility in new 
construction. 

Bonner Should be lower; do not facilitate affordability of housing. Multifamily 
densities should be higher.

None; should offer, given 
expensive housing.

Need to add group home 
provisions to code.

Allow manufactured parks in residential zones. Lower 
single family parking requirements.

County website should contain fair housing 
information and links. 

Adopt standards for accessibility in new 
construction. 

Bonneville Relatively low. Multifamily density could be higher. Need to allow more group 
home types.

Allow manufactured parks in residential zones. Lower 
parking requirements.

County website should contain fair housing 
information and links. 

Adopt standards for accessibility in new 
construction. 

Boundary Should lower minimum lot sizes; add multifamily provisions to code. Need to add group home 
provisions to code.

County website should contain fair housing 
information and links. 

Adopt standards for accessibility in new 
construction. 

Butte Should be lower; do not facilitate affordability of housing. Need to allow more group 
home types.

Lower single family parking requirements. County website should contain fair housing 
information and links. 

Adopt standards for accessibility in new 
construction. 

Camas Should be lower; do not facilitate affordability of housing. Multifamily 
permits should allow efficient density and height.

Need to allow more group 
home types.

County website should contain fair housing 
information and links. 

Adopt standards for accessibility in new 
construction. 

Canyon Should be lower; do not facilitate affordability of housing. Multifamily 
provisions should allow higher densities.

Among the best reviewed. Lower parking requirements. County website should contain fair housing 
information and links. 

Adopt standards for accessibility in new 
construction. 

Caribou Should be lower; do not facilitate affordability of housing. Should be allowed in low 
density residential.

Allow manufactured parks in residential zones. Lower 
single family parking requirements.

County website should contain fair housing 
information and links. 

Adopt standards for accessibility in new 
construction. 

Cassia Should be lower; minimum lot sizes in subdivisions should be given. Need to allow more group 
home types.

Lower single family parking requirements. County website should contain fair housing 
information and links. 

Adopt standards for accessibility in new 
construction. 

Note:  Increasing lot dimensions may be restricted to the availability of shared sewer systems, shared water systems and the firefighting capacities of the county or local fire district. 

Source: Clarion Associates and BBC Research & Consulting. 
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Figure ES-1. (continued) 
County Level Fair Housing Recommendations, Idaho Counties, 2011 

County Adjust Minimum Lot Sizes
Provide Affordable
Housing Incentives

Amend Group 
Housing Regulations Other Zoning/Land Use Changes Fair Housing Information Encourage Accessibility in Housing

Clark Among the best reviewed. Multifamily permits should allow efficient 
densities and heights.

None. Could be expanded to include 
large facilities for elderly.

County website should contain fair housing 
information and links. 

Adopt standards for accessibility in new 
construction. 

Clearwater Generally good, could be slightly lower. Multifamily permits should allow 
efficient densities and heights.

None. Need to allow more group 
home types.

Lower single family parking requirements. County website should contain fair housing 
information and links. 

Adopt standards for accessibility in new 
construction. 

Custer Should be lower; do not facilitate affordability of housing. Multifamily 
permits should allow efficient density and height.

None. Need to allow more group 
home types.

Lower single family parking requirements. County website should contain fair housing 
information and links. 

Adopt standards for accessibility in new 
construction. 

Elmore Among the best reviewed; promotes affordability. None. Among the best reviewed. Lower single family parking requirements. County website should contain fair housing 
information and links. 

Adopt standards for accessibility in new 
construction. 

Franklin Good, could be lower, smallest minimum lot width. Multifamily permits 
should allow efficient densities and heights.

None. Need to add group home 
provisions to code.

Should be allowed in residential zones. Park 
provisions should be added to code.

County website should contain fair housing 
information and links. 

Adopt standards for accessibility in new 
construction. 

Fremont Should be lower; do not facilitate affordability of housing. Multifamily 
permits should allow efficient density and height.

Yes. PUD and rural village 
districts set out to maintain 
affordability through 
flexibility.

Good, but should define 
groups.

Lower parking requirements. County website should contain fair housing 
information and links. 

Adopt standards for accessibility in new 
construction. 

Gem Good, could be lower. Multifamily maximum density and height could be 
raised.

None. Need to allow more group 
home types.

Lower single family parking requirements. County website should contain fair housing 
information and links. 

Adopt standards for accessibility in new 
construction. 

Gooding Should be lower; do not facilitate affordability of housing. Multifamily 
permits should allow efficient density and height.

None. Good. County website should contain fair housing 
information and links. 

Adopt standards for accessibility in new 
construction. 

Idaho Should be lower; do not facilitate affordability of housing. Multifamily 
provisions should be added to the code. 

None. Need to add group home 
provisions to code.

County website should contain fair housing 
information and links. 

Adopt standards for accessibility in new 
construction. 

Jefferson Should be lower; do not facilitate affordability of housing. Multifamily 
provisions should be added to the code. 

None. Need to allow more group 
home types.

Lower single family parking requirements. County website should contain fair housing 
information and links. 

Adopt standards for accessibility in new 
construction. 

Jerome Should be lower; do not facilitate affordability of housing. Multifamily 
permits should allow efficient density and height.

None. Need to allow more group 
home types.

Lower single family parking requirements. County website should contain fair housing 
information and links. 

Adopt standards for accessibility in new 
construction. 

Kootenai Among the best reviewed; promotes affordability. None; should offer, given 
expensive housing.

Need to allow more group 
home types.

Best single family requirements at 1/DU County website should contain fair housing 
information and links. 

Adopt standards for accessibility in new 
construction. 

Latah Should be lower; do not facilitate affordability of housing. Multifamily 
permits should allow efficient density and height.

None. Need to add group home 
provisions to code.

County website should contain fair housing 
information and links. 

Adopt standards for accessibility in new 
construction. 

Lemhi Should be lower; do not facilitate affordability of housing. Multifamily 
permits should allow efficient density and height.

None. Need to add group home 
provisions to code.

Lower parking requirements. County website should contain fair housing 
information and links. 

Adopt standards for accessibility in new 
construction. 

Lewis Should be lower; should state minimum size with services. Should add 
multifamily provisions to code.

None. Could allow more group home 
types.

Add park provisions. County website should contain fair housing 
information and links. 

Adopt standards for accessibility in new 
construction. 

Lincoln Should be lower; should add multifamily housing provisions. None. Need to add group home 
provisions to code.

Add park provisions. County website should contain fair housing 
information and links. 

Adopt standards for accessibility in new 
construction. 

Madison No minimum lot size promotes affordability, but minimum width does 
not.

None. Need to add group home 
provisions to code.

Lower parking requirements. County website should contain fair housing 
information and links. 

Adopt standards for accessibility in new 
construction. 

Note:  Increasing lot dimensions may be restricted to the availability of shared sewer systems, shared water systems and the firefighting capacities of the county or local fire district. 

Source:  Clarion Associates and BBC Research & Consulting. 
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Figure ES-1. (continued) 
County Level Fair Housing Recommendations, Idaho Counties, 2011 

County Adjust Minimum Lot Sizes
Provide Affordable
Housing Incentives

Amend Group 
Housing Regulations Other Zoning/Land Use Changes Fair Housing Information Encourage Accessibility in Housing

Minidoka Among the best reviewed; promotes affordability. Multifamily permits 
should allow efficient density and height.

None. Among the best reviewed. Lower parking requirements. County website should contain fair housing 
information and links. 

Adopt standards for accessibility in new 
construction. 

Nez Perce Should be lower; do not facilitate affordability of housing. Multifamily 
permits should allow efficient density and height.

None. Need to add group home 
provisions to code.

Lower single family parking requirements. County website should contain fair housing 
information and links. 

Adopt standards for accessibility in new 
construction. 

Oneida N/A N/A N/A Adopt code that addresses more than airport overlay 
and flood plain districts. 

County website should contain fair housing 
information and links. 

Adopt standards for accessibility in new 
construction. 

Owyhee Minimum lot size with services should be stated. Multifamily permits 
should allow efficient density and height.

None. Need to allow more group 
home types.

Allow manufactured homes in 
residential zones. 

County website should contain fair housing 
information and links. 

Adopt standards for accessibility in new 
construction. 

Payette No minimum lot size promotes affordability, but minimum width does 
not.

None. Lower parking requirements. County website should contain fair housing 
information and links. 

Adopt standards for accessibility in new 
construction. 

Power Should be lower; do not facilitate affordability of housing. Multifamily 
permits should allow efficient density and height.

None. Need to add group home 
provisions to code.

Lower parking requirements. County website should contain fair housing 
information and links. 

Adopt standards for accessibility in new 
construction. 

Shoshone Should be lower; do not facilitate affordability of housing. Multifamily 
permits should allow efficient density and height.

None. Lower single family parking requirements. County website should contain fair housing 
information and links. 

Adopt standards for accessibility in new 
construction. 

Teton Should be lower; do not facilitate affordability of housing. Multifamily 
permits should allow efficient density and height.

None; should offer, given 
expensive housing; also use 
in Valley

Good. Lower parking requirements. County website should contain fair housing 
information and links. 

Adopt standards for accessibility in new 
construction. 

Twin Falls Should be lower; do not facilitate affordability of housing. Multifamily 
provisions should be added to the code. 

None. Need to add group home 
provisions to code.

Lower parking requirements. County website should contain fair housing 
information and links. 

Adopt standards for accessibility in new 
construction. 

Valley No minimum lot size promotes affordability. Multifamily permits should 
allow efficient density and height.

None. Need to add group home 
provisions to code.

County website should contain fair housing 
information and links. 

Adopt standards for accessibility in new 
construction. 

Washington No minimum lot size promotes affordability. Multifamily provisions 
should be added to the code.

None. Need to add group home 
provisions to code.

Lower single family parking requirements. County website should contain fair housing 
information and links. 

Adopt standards for accessibility in new 
construction. 

Note:  Increasing lot dimensions may be restricted to the availability of shared sewer systems, shared water systems and the firefighting capacities of the county or local fire district. 

Source:  Clarion Associates and BBC Research & Consulting. 
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SECTION I. 
Fair Housing Planning Guide Crosswalk 

Although AIs lack governing regulations for their content, HUD’s Fair Housing Planning Guide 
gives jurisdictions and states direction for the completion of the AI.1 

This section of the report summarizes the findings of the State of Idaho AI by topic area outlined in 
the Planning Guide, Volume 1 Chapter 3. The topic areas include: 

 Groups participating in the AI; 

 Degree of racial and ethnic segregation; 

 Fair housing complaints filed; 

 Public sector barriers to fair housing choice; and 

 Private sector barriers to fair housing choice. 

The Impediments to Fair Housing Choice identified through the review of these areas appear in 
Section VII.  

Groups participating in the AI. As part of the State of Idaho AI, BBC developed two surveys-----
one for public service providers and one for the real estate community-----to capture stakeholders’ 
opinions about fair housing barriers in Idaho. These surveys were posted online. Stakeholders were 
notified by BBC of the opportunity to respond to each survey.2 A total of 71 public service providers 
and 41 members of the real estate community responded.  

In addition, stakeholders were invited to participate in telephone and in-person interviews to discuss 
barriers to fair housing choice.  

Participants in the stakeholder surveys and interviews represented the following organizations/issues: 

 Alternatives to Violence of the Palouse; 

 Appraisers; 

 ARCH Community Housing Trust; 

 Canyon County Habitat for Humanity; 

 City staff; 

 Council on Developmental Disabilities; 

 Haven Homeless Shelter; 

 Idaho Council on Developmental Disabilities; 

 Idaho Human Rights Commission; 

 Idaho Office for Refugees; 

                                                      
1
 The guide is available online at http://www.hud.gov/offices/fheo/images/fhpg.pdf 

2
 The stakeholder list was developed prior to this AI as part of an initial fair housing survey conducted for the state by 

another consultant in January 2010.  
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 Lenders; 

 Living Independence Network Corporation; 

 Oneida Crisis Center; 

 Property managers; 

 Public Housing Authorities and other affordable Housing Providers; 

 Rental property owners; 

 Residential developers; 

 Sojourners’ Alliance; and 

 Southeastern Idaho Community Action Agency. 

Most service providers (84 percent) served low income individuals. In addition, they serve: 

 Elderly (47 percent); 

 Persons and families who are homeless (44 percent); 

 Persons with mental illness (43 percent); 

 Persons with physical disabilities (43 percent); 

 Victims of domestic violence (41 percent); 

 Persons with substance abuse/addiction (37 percent); 

 Persons with developmental disabilities (34 percent); 

 Youth (26 percent); 

 Immigrants (25 percent); 

 Refugees (25 percent); and 

 Persons with HIV/Aids (12 percent). 

Participating providers offer a range of services to their clients including: 

 Advocacy;  

 Affordable or low income housing; 

 Fair housing investigation and enforcement; 

 Housing for special needs populations;  

 Homeownership education and training; 

 General social services; and 

 Homeless prevention and transitional housing. 
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Racial and ethnic segregation. According to HUD, an AI ‘‘should describe the degree of 
segregation and restricted housing by race, ethnicity, disability status, and families with children.’’ If 
segregation exists, the AI must discuss how the segregation and restrictions on housing choice 
occurred (e.g., related to cost by neighborhood).  

According to the 2010 Census, Idaho’s residents are 89 percent White. Eleven percent report being of 
Hispanic descent. Overall, 16 percent of Idaho’s residents are either non-White and/or of Hispanic 
descent.  

The 2009 American Community Survey (ACS) estimates from the Census estimate that 12 percent of 
the state’s residents have some type of disability, down from 17 percent in 2000. Only one Census 
Tract in the state showed a concentration of persons with disabilities. 

Overall, in 2009, 9 percent of the state’s households consisted of single-parent households. The 
proportion of households that are single-parent are not particularly high in any one county.  

Figures I-1 and I-2 show concentrations of non-White and Hispanic residents in Idaho. For the 
purposes of this study, concentrations represent areas where persons of a particular race or ethnicity 
comprise a larger proportion of the population than in the community overall. To align with HUD’s 
definition of ‘‘disproportionate need,’’ concentrations occur when the percentage of residents of a 
particular racial or ethnic group is 10 percent or more than the community-wide average. Therefore, 
for Idaho, non-White concentrations occur when the county non-White proportion is more than 15 
percent.3 Hispanic concentrations occur when the proportion is more than 21 percent.  

As demonstrated by the maps, the state has only a handful of Census Tracts where the proportion of 
non-White residents is 10 percentage points greater than the state proportion overall. Two of these 
Census Tracts have high concentrations, 58 and 73 percent, of non-White populations. Overall, these 
minorities represent less than 3 percent of the state’s total non-White populations.  

There are less than 25 Census Tracts where the proportion of Hispanic residents exceeds 21 percent 
(the threshold for ‘‘Hispanic concentration’’). Three Census Tracts in the entire state have Hispanic 
proportions exceeding 50 percent. However, in these Census Tracts where the Hispanic population is 
proportionately the highest, the Census Tract represents less than 2 percent of the state’s entire 
Hispanic population.  

A comparison of Hispanic residents to all residents by county found that Canyon is the only county 
that has disproportionately more persons of Hispanic descent than its overall share of the state’s 
population. Ada County has two few Hispanics relative to its share of the overall state population. 
This is also true of Kootenai. All other counties have proportions with 2 percentage points.  

Concentration analysis of persons with disabilities and single-parent households did not raise any 
areas of concern.  

                                                      
3
 The proportion of the state’s population who reported their race as ‘‘non-White’’ in the 2010 Census was approximately  

11 percent. Five percent of this proportion was due to the ‘‘Some Other Race’’ designation, which the Census reports is 
largely due to Hispanics not identifying their race as ‘‘White.’’ To avoid double counting Hispanics, the Some Other Race 
category was removed from the non-White percentage in calculating concentration.  



PAGE 4, SECTION I BBC RESEARCH & CONSULTING 

Fair housing complaints. Section V of this report contains a detailed analysis of fair housing 
complaints received by or against Idaho residents or business. It also summarizes recent fair housing 
legal cases and their resolutions.  

Between January 2006 and October 2009, 343 fair housing complaints were filed in the counties and 
cities covered by the AI. Figure I-3 shows the geographic areas in which the complaints were received. 
Most complaints were received from residents in Ada, followed by Kootenai and Boise Counties. 

Figure I-1. 
Non-White Concentrations  
by Census Tract, 2010 

Figure I-2.
Hispanic Concentrations  
by Census Tract, 2010 

Note: Shaded areas indicate Census Tracts where there are concentrations. 

Source: 2010 Census and BBC Research & Consulting. 

Note: Shaded areas indicate Census Tracts where there are concentrations. 

Source: 2010 Census and BBC Research & Consulting. 
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Figure I-3. 
Geographic Areas  
and Counties Where 
Complaints Were  
Filed, January 2006  
to October 2009 

 

Source: 

U.S. Department of Housing & 
Urban Development, Seattle FHEO. 

Figure I-4 shows the basis for the complaint-----that is, the type of protected class whose rights were 
allegedly violated. The pie shows the number of complaints by type. The largest number of 
complaints-----more than half-----were related to discrimination on the basis of disability.  

Figure I-4. 
Reasons for Filed Complaints 
(Protected Class Involved) 

 

Source: 
U.S. Department of Housing & 
Urban Development, Seattle FHEO. 

Race (3.8%)

Gender (6.1%)

Disability (59.8%)

Familial Status (8.2%)

Religion (6.1%)

National Origin (14.0%)
Retaliation (2.0%)
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Public sector barriers. The State of Idaho AI examined the following potential public sector 
barriers to fair housing choice. 

1. State building, occupancy, health, and safety codes (including accessible design) that may affect 
the availability of housing for minorities, families with children, and persons with disabilities. 
The State of Idaho has adopted the International Building Code (IBC). State law requires local 
governments that issue building permits and perform building code enforcement activities to 
adopt the International Building Code; the International Residential Code parts I-IV and IX; and 
the International Energy Conservation Code. This is standard practice.  

However, no counties have provisions in their code that encourage affordable or accessible 
housing development. Counties should update their zoning and subdivision codes not only to 
address the impediments to affordability identified in this report, but also to adopt standards 
addressing impediments to accessibility for the elderly and handicapped.  

2.  State policies and actions affecting the approval of sites and other building requirements used in 
the approval process for the construction of public (assisted) and private housing such as: 

 Equalization of municipal services. Service providers were surveyed about equalization of key 
municipal services as part of this AI. Thirty percent said that neighborhood revitalization 
activities are distributed ‘‘very inequitably’’ and 26 percent said that housing rehabilitation 
funds are distributed ‘‘very inequitably.’’ Twenty-four percent said the same about public 
transportation. Stakeholders interviewed for this study mentioned inequitable distribution of 
homeless shelters and emergency housing (i.e., many communities do not have any).  

 In addition, many stakeholders interviewed said that closures of Department of Health and 
Welfare offices make it difficult for residents needing services to access them without long 
drives (to neighborhood cities/counties). Medicaid cuts are also preventing many residents 
from accessing the service they need to live independently.  

 State tax policy. In the opinion of stakeholders, the state’s/legislature’s limit on the ability of 
local governments to raise taxes (local option taxes, real estate transfer taxes, development 
impact fees for housing) significantly inhibits local governments from addressing the housing 
needs of their residents. Stakeholders interviewed for this study mentioned ‘‘state tax policies 
and the legislative climate’’ as a barrier to housing choice in several contexts.  

 Demolition and displacement decisions pertaining to assisted housing and the removal of slums 
and blight (e.g., relocation policies and practices affecting persons displaced by urban renewal, 
revitalization, and/or private commercialization or gentrification in low-income neighborhoods). 
Forty-six percent of service providers surveyed for this study said that displacement of low 
income residents was a ‘‘serious or modest barrier.’’ One third said the same about the sale or 
demolition of affordable housing.  
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A review of each county’s land use and zoning code was conducted to examine the following 
questions:  

 What is the smallest minimum lot size available in a residential district? 

 What is the narrowest lot width allowed in a single family district? 

 What is the highest density available in a multifamily district? 

 What is the tallest building height permitted in a multifamily district? 

 What types of group housing are permitted in single family and multifamily  
districts (if any)? 

 How does the code address manufactured housing or mobile homes? 

 How does the code address accessory dwelling units?  

 How much parking does the code require for single and multifamily units, and 
does it have lower standards for affordable/special needs housing? 

 Are there any county incentives for affordable housing, and if so what are they? 

The review found that almost all counties have lot dimensions that are too high and do not contain 
adequate language for group homes.  

3.  Statewide policies concerning community development and housing activities such as: 

 Multifamily rehabilitation. Stakeholders did not identify state policies that create barriers to 
multifamily rehabilitation other than the limitation of local governments to raise taxes for 
housing activities (see State tax policy in 2. above). However, neighborhood 
resistance/NIMBYism was mentioned as a barrier to multifamily rehabilitation and affordable 
housing construction (not related to state policies).  

 The application of site and neighborhood standards for new construction activities. About one-
fourth of service providers surveyed for this study identified ‘‘limitations on density’’ as a 
modest or serious barrier to fair housing choice. Just 18 percent of real estate professionals 
said the same.  

 Stakeholders interviewed for the study mentioned the following barriers in new housing 
construction:  

− Restrictive zoning regulations;  

− Parking regulations; not allowing exemptions for affordable units; 

− Large lot zoning; and 

− Strict design review.  
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 The application of accessibility standards for new construction and alterations. Local governments 
lack incentives for incorporating accessibility provisions into new construction. State law does 
not mandate accessibility provisions in new construction either. As noted in the AI (Section 
II), as the state ages-----especially rural areas that are losing population or growing very 
slowly-----accessible housing, transportation and access to services will become increasingly 
important. In addition, increasing the percentage of homes that are built with minimum 
accessibility standards can save public dollars by helping residents avoid institutionalization.  

 Activities causing displacement (e.g., revitalization of neighborhoods, property tax increases) Forty-
six percent of service providers surveyed for this study said that displacement of low income 
residents was a ‘‘serious or modest barrier.’’ 

 Demolition of low-income housing which affects opportunities of minority households to select 
housing inside or outside areas of minority concentration or individuals with disabilities to select 
housing that is accessible and is in accessible locations. The state has very few areas of minority 
concentration. Stakeholders did not identify concentrations of group homes as a primary fair 
housing barrier nor mention demolition causing limited opportunities for persons with 
disabilities to find accessible housing.  

4.  Statewide policies that restrict the provision of housing and community development resources to 
areas of minority concentration or policies that inhibit the employment of minority persons and 
individuals with disabilities. The state has very few areas of minority concentration. Stakeholders 
surveyed and interviewed for the study did not identify employment policy barriers.  

5.  Public policies that restrict the interdepartmental coordination between other state/local agencies 
in providing housing and community development resources to areas of minority concentration or 
to individuals with disabilities. The AI did identify areas where lack of interdepartmental 
coordination was restricting the provision of housing and community development resources to 
areas of minority concentration or to persons with disabilities. However, as noted in the 
Impediments section of the report (Section VII), the AI found that the state could improve fair 
housing conditions by separating enforcement, education and outreach functions.  

6.  Statewide planning, financing, and administrative social actions related to the provision and 
siting of public transportation and social services that may inhibit or concentrate affordable 
housing opportunities for persons with disabilities.  

 Service providers were surveyed and interviewed about provision of services as part of this AI. 
Thirty percent said that neighborhood revitalization activities are distributed ‘‘very 
inequitably’’ and 26 percent said that housing rehabilitation funds are distributed ‘‘very 
inequitably.’’ Twenty-four percent said the same about public transportation. Stakeholders 
interviewed for this study mentioned inequitable distribution of homeless shelters and 
emergency housing (i.e., many communities do not have any).  

 In addition, many stakeholders interviewed said that closures of Department of Health and 
Welfare offices make it difficult for residents needing services to access them without long 
drives (to neighborhood cities/counties). Medicaid cuts are also preventing many residents 
from accessing the service they need to live independently.  
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 According to an analysis of the cost of housing relative to a county’s household income 
distribution, most counties in the State of Idaho are affordable in which to rent. On average, 
about 60 percent of households can afford to buy and 73 percent can afford to rent. The 
counties with limited affordability and high housing costs-----Blaine, Bonner, Boundary, 
Kootenai, Teton and Valley-----will have difficulty providing affordable homes to buy for their 
residents without government assistance and intervention. It does not appear that strong 
correlations exist between affordability and minority presence in a county; rather, Hispanic 
presence may be more strongly related to employment industries. 

7.  Policies and practices affecting the representation of all racial, ethnic, religious, and disabled 
segments of the community on statewide advisory boards, commissions, and committees. None 
identified through surveys or interviews.  

It should be noted that the state Medicaid office is currently collaborating with IHFA and other 
stakeholders on the implementation of the "Money Follows the Person" grant to explore 
opportunities that benefit Medicaid recipients.  

Private sector barriers.  

1. State banking and insurance laws and regulations pertaining to the financing/refinancing, sale, 
purchase, rehabilitation, and rental of housing that may affect the achievement of fair housing 
choice within the state. An analysis of Home Mortgage Disclosure Act (HMDA) revealed some 
lending disparities between borrowers of different races and ethnicities. However, the counties 
where the disparities were large had only a handful of loans to compare. Those counties with 
more than 50 loans to minority borrowers were rarely the counties where lending disparities were 
large. In fact, only Blaine and Gooding Counties had both low origination rates to Hispanic 
borrowers and more than 50 loans to Hispanics in 2009.  

2.  State laws and regulations covering the sale of housing that may allow or promote real estate 
practices such as steering or blockbusting, deed restrictions, and discriminatory housing brokerage 
services. State laws do not promote these types of activities. Stakeholders did not identify any of 
these activities as top barriers.  

3.  State laws and regulations covering housing rentals, trust or lease provisions, and conversions of 
apartments to all-adult. None were identified in the research, although one stakeholder did 
recommend a standard lease agreement that should be used by landlords.  

4. State and local laws that conflict with the accessibility requirements of federal laws. There were 
no direct conflicts found; however, the AI found many ways local governments could improve 
their zoning and land use regulations to reduce potential barriers to fair housing.  

5.  State and local laws or other policies and practices that have the effect of restricting housing 
choices for persons with disabilities. The land use and zoning review conducted for this AI found 
many counties that lack regulations for group homes and/or do not permit group homes in all 
residential districts. In addition, as discussed above, state and local governments have no 
requirements or incentives for incorporating basic accessibility standards into new construction.  
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6.  Availability and dissemination of information on the availability of programs that may be used to 
provide financial assistance for modification to privately owned housing to make such housing 
accessible to persons with disabilities and their families. No barriers identified in the research.  

7.  The delivery system for statewide programs (as related to HUD program funding) providing social 
services to families with children and persons with disabilities. None identified as related to HUD 
program funding. Many stakeholders interviewed said that closures of Department of Health and 
Welfare offices make it difficult for residents needing services to access them without long drives 
(to neighborhood cities/counties). Medicaid cuts are also preventing many residents from 
accessing the service they need to live independently. 

8.  Provision of financing assistance for dwellings, such as discriminatory lending patterns, practices, 
and disclosures; discriminatory appraisal and insurance underwriting practices; disinvestment 
and insurance redlining practices. The review of lending practices in Section IV did not identify 
barriers created by the practices of lending institutions making mortgage loans in the state. 
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SECTION II. 
Community and Housing Profile 

This section presents the demographic, housing and economic characteristics of the counties included 
in the State of Idaho AI. In addition to this section, Appendix A contains stand-alone demographic, 
housing affordability and employment information for each county covered in this AI.  

Population 

The 2010 Census reports a population of 1,567,582 for the State of Idaho. This is up from 
1,293,953 in 2000-----an increase of 21 percent or 273,629 residents.  

Figure II-1 shows the growth in the state during the past decade. The highest growth year in terms of 
percentage occurred between July 2005 and July 2006, when population increased by 2.6 percent.  

Figure II-1. 
Population Change, State of Idaho,  
April 2000 to April 2010 

Note:  

The percent change between July 2008 and April 2010 is the average 
percentage growth for the 2 year time period. 

 

Source:  

U.S. Bureau of the Census. 

April 2000 1,293,953

July 2001 1,320,732 2.1%

July 2002 1,341,408 1.6%

July 2003 1,363,010 1.6%

July 2004 1,390,329 2.0%

July 2005 1,424,127 2.4%

July 2006 1,461,183 2.6%

July 2007 1,496,145 2.4%

July 2008 1,523,816 1.8%

April 2010 1,567,582  1.4%

Annual 
Population Change

In percentage terms, Idaho was one of the fastest growing states in the U.S. However, its growth was 
lower than many states in the West, including Nevada, which grew by 35 percent between 2000 and 
2010. Neighboring Utah grew by 24 percent and Arizona, 26 percent.  

Figure II-2 shows the change in population by county between 2000 and 2010. As the map 
demonstrates, population growth has varied considerably in state. Teton County experienced the 
highest growth during the decade at 70 percent. This was followed by Canyon County at 44 percent. 
Seven counties (Shoshone, Elmore, Bear Lake, Caribou, Clark, Clearwater and Minidoka) 
experienced population losses.  
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Figure II-2. 
Population Change by County, 
April 2000 to April 2010 

 

Source: 

U.S. Bureau of the Census. 

County continued

Ada 300,904 392,365 30.4% 91,461 Gem 15,181 16,719 10.1% 1,538

Adams 3,476 3,976 14.4% 500 Gooding 14,155 15,464 9.2% 1,309

Bannock 75,565 82,839 9.6% 7,274 Idaho 15,511 16,267 4.9% 756

Bear Lake 6,411 5,986 -6.6% -425 Jefferson 19,155 26,140 36.5% 6,985

Benewah 9,171 9,285 1.2% 114 Jerome 18,342 22,374 22.0% 4,032

Bingham 41,735 45,607 9.3% 3,872 Kootenai 108,685 138,494 27.4% 29,809

Blaine 18,991 21,376 12.6% 2,385 Latah 34,935 37,244 6.6% 2,309

Boise 6,670 7,028 5.4% 358 Lemhi 7,806 7,936 1.7% 130

Bonner 36,835 40,877 11.0% 4,042 Lewis 3,747 3,821 2.0% 74

Bonneville 82,522 104,234 26.3% 21,712 Lincoln 4,044 5,208 28.8% 1,164

Boundary 9,871 10,972 11.2% 1,101 Madison 27,467 37,536 36.7% 10,069

Butte 2,899 2,891 -0.3% -8 Minidoka 20,174 20,069 -0.5% -105

Camas 991 1,117 12.7% 126 Nez Perce 37,410 39,265 5.0% 1,855

Canyon 131,441 188,923 43.7% 57,482 Oneida 4,125 4,286 3.9% 161

Caribou 7,304 6,963 -4.7% -341 Owyhee 10,644 11,526 8.3% 882

Cassia 21,416 22,952 7.2% 1,536 Payette 20,578 22,623 9.9% 2,045

Clark 1,022 982 -3.9% -40 Power 7,538 7,817 3.7% 279

Clearwater 8,930 8,761 -1.9% -169 Shoshone 13,771 12,765 -7.3% -1,006

Custer 4,342 4,368 0.6% 26 Teton 5,999 10,170 69.5% 4,171

Elmore 29,130 27,038 -7.2% -2,092 Twin Falls 64,284 77,230 20.1% 12,946

Franklin 11,329 12,786 12.9% 1,457 Valley 7,651 9,862 28.9% 2,211

Fremont 11,819 13,242 12.0% 1,423 Washington 9,977 10,198 2.2% 221

Population Population Change  Change

10-Year 10-Year
Numeric
Change

10-Year 10-Year
2000 2010 Percent Numeric2000

Population
2010

Population
 Percent
Change
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Ada County added the most people between 2000 and 2010 at more than 90,000. Canyon County 
was second at approximately 57,000, followed by Kootenai at almost 30,000 and Bonneville at 
22,000. Thus, the state’s strongest growth in terms of people added occurred in its urban areas.  

Ada County alone was responsible for 33 percent of the state’s overall growth. Ada and Canyon 
Counties combined made up 54 percent of the state’s total growth.  

Race and Ethnicity 

Like many states in the Intermountain West, Idaho has historically been mostly White. A June 2010 
report called Hispanics: An Overview, prepared by the University of Idaho, Idaho Commission on 
Hispanic Affairs, shows that Idaho is becoming more diverse, largely due to the growth of the 
Hispanic population in the state. In 2010, 11 percent of Idahoans reported Hispanic origin, 
compared to 5 percent in 1990.  

In addition, the report found that: 

 Growth in the Hispanic population in Idaho accounted for one-fourth of all population growth 
between 2000 and 2009. Hispanic growth accounted for a much higher 63 percent of the total 
growth in Idaho’s rural counties. In fact, parts of rural Idaho would have experienced a 
population decline during the last decade if not for Hispanic growth.  

 Contrary to popular belief, there has not been a recent surge in Hispanic immigrants (i.e., born 
outside of the U.S.) in Idaho. Most of Idaho’s residents who are Hispanic were born in the 
United States. Just 10 percent of the state’s total Hispanic population moved to the U.S. in the 
last decade.  

 Hispanics tend to be younger than other Idahoans. This is important for the continued growth 
in the state’s workforce.  

 Hispanics in Idaho are more likely than other Idahoans to live in families with children. 

The 2010 Census shows Idaho as a majority White state, with 89 percent of its population reporting 
‘‘White’’ for their race. The next largest category is ‘‘Some Other Race’’ at just 5 percent of the 
population.  

Nationwide, 36 percent of residents are minorities. And, although Idaho has a relatively small 
proportion of minorities at just 16 percent according to the Census, it is not the lowest: Maine, 
Vermont, New Hampshire, West Virginia, North Dakota, Iowa, Kentucky, Montana, Wyoming and 
South Dakota all have smaller minority populations.  

Figure II-3 shows race and ethnicity by county.  
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Figure II-3. 
Race and Ethnicity of Residents by County, 2010 

County

Idaho 1,567,582 0.6% 1.4% 1.2% 0.1% 89.1% 5.1% 2.5% 11.2%

Ada 392,365 1.1% 0.7% 2.4% 0.2% 90.3% 2.4% 2.8% 7.1%

Adams  3,976 0.1% 1.0% 0.4% 0.1% 96.1% 0.7% 1.7% 2.4%

Bannock 82,839 0.8% 3.2% 1.3% 0.2% 89.8% 2.1% 2.7% 6.7%

Bear Lake 5,986 0.1% 0.5% 0.4% 0.0% 96.3% 1.6% 1.1% 3.6%

Benewah 9,285 0.3% 8.7% 0.3% 0.1% 86.6% 0.5% 3.6% 2.5%

Bingham 45,607 0.2% 6.5% 0.6% 0.1% 80.6% 9.8% 2.1% 17.2%

Blaine 21,376 0.2% 0.6% 0.9% 0.1% 84.9% 11.8% 1.5% 20.0%

Boise 7,028 0.2% 0.8% 0.4% 0.1% 95.4% 0.8% 2.3% 3.5%

Bonner 40,877 0.1% 0.8% 0.5% 0.1% 96.0% 0.4% 2.1% 2.2%

Bonneville 104,234 0.6% 0.8% 0.8% 0.1% 90.6% 5.1% 2.1% 11.4%

Boundary 10,972 0.3% 1.7% 0.6% 0.1% 94.8% 0.5% 2.1% 3.7%

Butte 2,891 0.2% 0.4% 0.2% 0.2% 95.5% 2.0% 1.5% 4.1%

Camas 1,117 0.3% 0.5% 0.1% 0.0% 94.1% 1.8% 3.2% 6.7%

Canyon 188,923 0.6% 1.1% 0.8% 0.2% 83.0% 11.4% 3.0% 23.9%

Caribou 6,963 0.1% 0.3% 0.2% 0.2% 95.3% 2.3% 1.5% 4.8%

Cassia 22,952 0.3% 0.8% 0.5% 0.1% 81.8% 14.2% 2.3% 24.9%

Clark 982 0.7% 1.0% 0.5% 0.0% 72.4% 23.8% 1.5% 40.5%

Clearwater 8,761 0.2% 2.2% 0.7% 0.1% 93.9% 0.8% 2.1% 3.1%

Custer 4,368 0.2% 0.6% 0.2% 0.1% 96.4% 1.5% 1.0% 4.0%

Elmore 27,038 2.7% 1.0% 2.8% 0.4% 82.2% 6.8% 4.1% 15.2%

Franklin 12,786 0.2% 0.4% 0.1% 0.1% 94.4% 3.3% 1.6% 6.6%

Fremont 13,242 0.3% 0.7% 0.2% 0.1% 89.5% 7.6% 1.5% 12.8%

Gem 16,719 0.1% 0.6% 0.5% 0.1% 93.4% 3.1% 2.2% 8.0%

Gooding 15,464 0.2% 0.8% 0.5% 0.1% 80.7% 15.3% 2.4% 28.1%

Idaho 16,267 0.3% 3.0% 0.4% 0.0% 93.8% 0.6% 1.9% 2.6%

Jefferson 26,140 0.2% 0.8% 0.4% 0.1% 91.2% 5.8% 1.5% 10.1%

Jerome 22,374 0.3% 1.3% 0.3% 0.1% 80.0% 15.8% 2.1% 31.0%

Kootenai 138,494 0.3% 1.3% 0.7% 0.1% 94.5% 0.8% 2.4% 3.8%

Latah 37,244 0.8% 0.6% 2.1% 0.1% 92.8% 1.0% 2.5% 3.6%

Lemhi 7,936 0.2% 0.7% 0.4% 0.0% 96.4% 0.6% 1.6% 2.3%

Lewis 3,821 0.4% 4.7% 0.4% 0.1% 90.3% 1.6% 2.4% 3.3%

Lincoln 5,208 0.4% 0.7% 0.4% 0.1% 80.1% 16.2% 2.2% 28.3%

Madison 37,536 0.5% 0.3% 0.9% 0.1% 93.9% 2.8% 1.5% 5.9%

Minidoka 20,069 0.4% 1.2% 0.4% 0.0% 80.2% 15.3% 2.4% 32.4%

Nez Perce 39,265 0.3% 5.6% 0.7% 0.1% 90.1% 0.7% 2.5% 2.8%

Oneida 4,286 0.2% 0.5% 0.5% 0.0% 96.7% 1.1% 1.0% 2.9%

Owyhee 11,526 0.2% 4.3% 0.5% 0.0% 76.0% 16.6% 2.4% 25.8%

Payette 22,623 0.2% 1.1% 0.8% 0.1% 88.6% 6.3% 2.8% 14.9%

Power 7,817 0.3% 2.3% 0.4% 0.1% 75.1% 19.5% 2.4% 29.8%

Shoshone 12,765 0.2% 1.4% 0.4% 0.1% 95.4% 0.5% 2.0% 3.0%

Teton 10,170 0.2% 0.3% 0.5% 0.1% 85.6% 11.7% 1.5% 16.9%

Twin Falls 77,230 0.4% 0.8% 1.2% 0.1% 88.9% 6.3% 2.3% 13.7%

Valley 9,862 0.1% 0.7% 0.4% 0.0% 95.8% 1.6% 1.4% 3.9%

Washington 10,198 0.2% 1.0% 0.9% 0.0% 86.6% 9.1% 2.2% 16.8%

 Race More Races EthnicityPopulation American Alaska Native Asian Pacific Islander White
Total Black/African Indian and and Other Other Two or Hispanic 

Race

American Native Hawaiian Some 

Source:  U.S. Bureau of the Census. 
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Figure II-4 shows the counties 
where the majority of Idaho’s 
Hispanics-----the state’s largest 
minority population-----live. 
The ‘‘County Share of 
Hispanic Population’’ column 
shows the percentage of the 
state’s total Hispanic 
population that lives in each 
county. The ‘‘County Share of 
Total Population’’ column 
shows the percentage of the 
state’s total population that 
lives in each county. 
Percentage differences indicate 
where there is a difference 
between the proportion of 
Hispanics living in a county 
and the proportion of the 
state’s total population living 
in a county.  

Canyon is the only county that 
has disproportionately more 
persons of Hispanic descent 
than its overall share of the 
state’s population. Ada County 
has two few Hispanics relative 
to its share of the overall state 
population. This is also true of 
Kootenai. All other counties 
have proportions with 2 
percentage points.  

Segregation. According to 
HUD, an AI ‘‘should describe 
the degree of segregation and 
restricted housing by race, 
ethnicity, disability status, and 
families with children.’’ If 
segregation exists, the AI must 
discuss how the segregation 
and restrictions on housing 
choice occurred (e.g., related 
to cost by neighborhood).  

Figure II-4.
County Share of Hispanic  
Population v. Total State Population 

County

Idaho 1,567,582 175,901

Ada 392,365 27,905 15.9% 25.0% -9.2%

Adams  3,976 94 0.1% 0.3% -0.2%

Bannock 82,839 5,587 3.2% 5.3% -2.1%

Bear Lake 5,986 216 0.1% 0.4% -0.3%

Benewah 9,285 235 0.1% 0.6% -0.5%

Bingham 45,607 7,864 4.5% 2.9% 1.6%

Blaine 21,376 4,272 2.4% 1.4% 1.1%

Boise 7,028 249 0.1% 0.4% -0.3%

Bonner 40,877 911 0.5% 2.6% -2.1%

Bonneville 104,234 11,912 6.8% 6.6% 0.1%

Boundary 10,972 402 0.2% 0.7% -0.5%

Butte 2,891 119 0.1% 0.2% -0.1%

Camas 1,117 75 0.0% 0.1% 0.0%

Canyon 188,923 45,069 25.6% 12.1% 13.6%

Caribou 6,963 336 0.2% 0.4% -0.3%

Cassia 22,952 5,724 3.3% 1.5% 1.8%

Clark 982 398 0.2% 0.1% 0.2%

Clearwater 8,761 268 0.2% 0.6% -0.4%

Custer 4,368 176 0.1% 0.3% -0.2%

Elmore 27,038 4,118 2.3% 1.7% 0.6%

Franklin 12,786 838 0.5% 0.8% -0.3%

Fremont 13,242 1,694 1.0% 0.8% 0.1%

Gem 16,719 1,336 0.8% 1.1% -0.3%

Gooding 15,464 4,344 2.5% 1.0% 1.5%

Idaho 16,267 421 0.2% 1.0% -0.8%

Jefferson 26,140 2,641 1.5% 1.7% -0.2%

Jerome 22,374 6,929 3.9% 1.4% 2.5%

Kootenai 138,494 5,268 3.0% 8.8% -5.8%

Latah 37,244 1,326 0.8% 2.4% -1.6%

Lemhi 7,936 181 0.1% 0.5% -0.4%

Lewis 3,821 128 0.1% 0.2% -0.2%

Lincoln 5,208 1,476 0.8% 0.3% 0.5%

Madison 37,536 2,218 1.3% 2.4% -1.1%

Minidoka 20,069 6,493 3.7% 1.3% 2.4%

Nez Perce 39,265 1,109 0.6% 2.5% -1.9%

Oneida 4,286 126 0.1% 0.3% -0.2%

Owyhee 11,526 2,979 1.7% 0.7% 1.0%

Payette 22,623 3,363 1.9% 1.4% 0.5%

Power 7,817 2,328 1.3% 0.5% 0.8%

Shoshone 12,765 380 0.2% 0.8% -0.6%

Teton 10,170 1,721 1.0% 0.6% 0.3%

Twin Falls 77,230 10,570 6.0% 4.9% 1.1%

Valley 9,862 386 0.2% 0.6% -0.4%

Washington 10,198 1,716 1.0% 0.7% 0.3%

DifferencePopulation

Share of 
Hispanic 

Population
Hispanic 

PopulationPopulation
Total Total

Share of 
County County

Source:  U.S. Bureau of the Census.. 
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Figures II-5 and II-6 show concentrations of non-White and Hispanic residents in Idaho.  

For the purposes of this study, concentrations represent areas where persons of a particular race or 
ethnicity comprise a larger proportion of the population than the community overall. To align with 
HUD’s definition of ‘‘disproportionate need,’’ concentrations occur when the percentage of residents 
of a particular racial or ethnic group is 10 percentage points or more than the state overall. Therefore, 
for Idaho, non-White concentrations occur where the county non-White proportion is more than 15 
percent.1 Hispanic concentrations occur when the proportion is more than 21 percent.  

As shown in the maps above, the state has only a handful of Census Tracts where the proportion of 
non-White residents is 10 percentage points greater than the state proportion overall. Two of these 
Census Tracts have high concentrations of non-White populations of 58 and 73 percent. Overall, 
these minorities represent less than 3 percent of the state’s total non-White populations.  

                                                      
1
 The proportion of the state’s population who reported their race as ‘‘non-White’’ in the 2010 Census was approximately 

11 percent. Five percent of this proportion was due to the ‘‘Some Other Race’’ designation, which the Census reports is 
largely due to Hispanics not identifying their race as ‘‘White.’’ To avoid double counting Hispanics, the Some Other Race 
category was removed from the non-White percentage in calculating concentration.  

Figure II-5. 
Non-White Concentrations by Census Tract, 2010 

Figure II-6.
Hispanic Concentrations by Census Tract, 2010 

Note: Shaded areas indicate Census Tracts where there are concentrations. 

Source: 2010 Census and BBC Research & Consulting. 

Note: Shaded areas indicate Census Tracts where there are concentrations. 

Source: 2010 Census and BBC Research & Consulting. 
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There are less than 25 Census Tracts where the proportion of Hispanic residents exceeds 21 percent 
(the threshold for ‘‘Hispanic concentration’’). Three Census Tracts in the entire state have Hispanic 
proportions exceeding 50 percent. However, in these Census Tracts where the Hispanic population is 
proportionately the highest, the Census Tract represents less than 2 percent of the state’s entire 
Hispanic population.  

In April 2010, the Intermountain Fair Housing Council produced a report which analyzed the 
distribution of dialect in the Boise Independent School District.2 This study uses the standard 
deviation from the mean to analyze the distribution of dialects by school in the Boise School District. 
If the same metric was applied to the concentration maps in Figures II-5 and II-6, a ‘‘concentrated’’ 
Census Tract would occur when the percentage of non-White residents or Hispanics is 12 and 20 
points higher than the mean, respectively. By this definition, the state has 6 Census Tracts where 
non-Whites are concentrated and 18 Census Tracts where Hispanics are concentrated.  

Household Characteristics 

This section examines the percentage of 
the state’s residents who have a disability 
and the family composition of the state’s 
households. Both persons with disabilities 
and familial status are included as 
protected classes in federal and state fair 
housing laws (in addition to race/color 
and national origin, which are examined 
in the prior section).  

Disability. According to the Census’ 
ACS, 12 percent of Idaho’s population 
had a disability in 2009. This totaled 
about 182,000 residents. This is down 
from 2000, when the Census reported  
17 percent of the state’s residents as 
disabled (200,500 people).  

Of persons with disabilities in the  
state in 2009,  

 29,000 were impaired visually, 

 67,000 had cognitive disabilities, 

 85,000 had physical disabilities, 

 30,000 had self care disabilities, and  

 57,000 could not live independently.  

                                                      
2
 Dialect Distribution in the Boise Independent  

School District Narrative Report, April 15,2010, Intermountain Fair Housing Council.  

Figure II-7.
Proportion of Residents  
with a Disability, by County, 2000 

Source: 2000 Census. 
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Figure II-7, on the previous page, shows the percentage of each county’s population that is disabled, 
as of the 2000 Census. (At the time this study was prepared, more recent data were not available at 
small geographic levels). In general, the percentage of persons with disabilities is higher in the state’s 
most rural areas than in metro areas and for the state overall.  

Figure II-8 shows disability by county by age range. As the table demonstrates, the incidence of 
disability is much higher for older residents. As the state’s rural counties age, their rate of disability is 
likely to increase more rapidly than the state’s more urban areas, which have younger age cohorts.  

Figure II-8  
Disability by Age Cohort, by County, 2000 

County continued

Idaho 6.3% 5.6% 58.4% 29.8% Idaho 6.3% 5.6% 58.4% 29.8%

Ada 7.5% 6.0% 60.6% 26.0% Gem 4.1% 5.2% 56.1% 34.6%

Adams 4.8% 2.5% 55.6% 37.1% Gooding 7.4% 4.6% 56.1% 31.8%

Bannock 7.8% 5.5% 56.2% 30.5% Idaho 3.1% 4.0% 59.9% 33.1%

Bear Lake 3.8% 4.7% 49.5% 42.0% Jefferson 7.8% 6.9% 59.2% 26.1%

Benewah 3.8% 3.4% 60.0% 32.9% Jerome 7.3% 5.2% 58.4% 29.1%

Bingham 6.7% 5.7% 57.6% 30.0% Kootenai 4.8% 3.8% 61.7% 29.7%

Blaine 9.1% 2.7% 67.0% 21.2% Latah 4.5% 8.5% 57.1% 29.9%

Boise 5.6% 4.9% 63.7% 25.8% Lemhi 5.0% 3.6% 55.0% 36.5%

Bonner 3.8% 4.4% 64.5% 27.3% Lewis 2.9% 3.3% 64.8% 29.0%

Bonneville 7.5% 6.5% 58.0% 28.0% Lincoln 5.7% 5.5% 54.6% 34.2%

Boundary 4.1% 5.0% 59.2% 31.7% Madison 7.9% 17.9% 45.9% 28.3%

Butte 8.9% 3.6% 53.0% 34.5% Minidoka 7.3% 6.9% 53.9% 31.9%

Camas 3.0% 2.2% 53.3% 41.5% Nez Perce 5.7% 4.1% 54.2% 36.1%

Canyon 6.0% 6.3% 57.9% 29.7% Oneida 6.0% 2.5% 52.2% 39.2%

Caribou 6.0% 6.6% 56.1% 31.3% Owyhee 4.9% 4.5% 62.0% 28.5%

Cassia 6.8% 6.0% 54.6% 32.6% Payette 5.7% 4.2% 60.1% 30.0%

Clark 7.6% 6.5% 65.9% 20.0% Power 10.0% 9.7% 56.9% 23.4%

Clearwater 5.1% 2.1% 61.5% 31.3% Shoshone 4.0% 3.4% 62.6% 30.0%

Custer 5.5% 2.9% 57.5% 34.1% Teton 5.1% 9.7% 56.2% 29.0%

Elmore 8.4% 4.6% 60.0% 26.9% Twin Falls 5.3% 6.7% 54.9% 33.0%

Franklin 5.0% 3.7% 52.3% 39.1% Valley 7.2% 3.6% 57.9% 31.3%

Fremont 7.4% 4.3% 48.4% 39.9% Washington 4.9% 3.8% 49.1% 42.2%

16 to 20 21 to 64 65 or older5 to 15 16 to 20 21 to 64 65 or older 5 to 15

Source:  2000 Census. 
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Figure II-9 shows the 2000, 2010 and (projected) 2015 senior population by county. In some 
counties, senior are expected to comprise almost one-fifth to one-fourth of the population. In 
counties with high proportions and numbers of seniors, transportation, housing with some services 
(e.g., home healthcare), accessible housing modifications and group homes are all likely to grow in 
demand.  

Figure II-9. 
Senior Residents 
by County, 2000, 
2010 and 2015 

 

Source: 

Claritas and BBC Research & 
Consulting. 

Ada 27,301 9.1% 41,907 10.6% 53,732 12.2%

Adams 561 16.1% 663 18.9% 742 21.1%

Bannock 7,662 10.1% 8,755 10.7% 10,230 12.1%

Bear Lake 997 15.6% 976 17.1% 1,004 18.6%

Benewah 1,305 14.2% 1,643 17.3% 1,868 19.3%

Bingham 4,318 10.4% 5,005 11.3% 5,678 12.4%

Blaine 1,482 7.8% 2,568 11.6% 3,429 14.6%

Boise 732 11.0% 978 12.9% 1,264 15.9%

Bonner 4,835 13.1% 6,207 14.8% 7,635 17.4%

Bonneville 8,398 10.2% 11,255 10.9% 13,766 12.2%

Boundary 1,321 13.4% 1,715 15.3% 2,066 17.4%

Butte 433 14.9% 464 16.9% 503 18.8%

Camas 129 13.0% 173 14.9% 209 16.7%

Canyon 14,461 11.0% 20,272 10.5% 24,719 11.1%

Caribou 994 13.6% 1,056 15.6% 1,118 17.1%

Cassia 2,730 12.8% 2,902 13.4% 3,123 14.3%

Clark 94 9.2% 127 13.9% 137 15.5%

Clearwater 1,393 15.6% 1,780 21.9% 1,863 24.0%

Custer 630 14.5% 830 19.2% 945 21.5%

Elmore 2,079 7.1% 2,370 8.1% 2,557 8.7%

Franklin 1,321 11.7% 1,531 12.0% 1,661 12.4%

Fremont 1,469 12.4% 1,585 12.5% 1,742 13.4%

Gem 2,374 15.6% 3,042 18.2% 3,369 19.4%

Gooding 2,178 15.4% 2,083 14.5% 2,196 15.1%

Idaho 2,644 17.1% 3,178 20.4% 3,499 22.4%

Jefferson 1,775 9.3% 2,360 9.4% 2,975 10.5%

Jerome 2,251 12.3% 2,474 11.8% 2,804 12.5%

Kootenai 13,345 12.3% 20,896 14.6% 25,674 16.2%

Latah 3,312 9.5% 3,781 10.5% 4,511 12.4%

Lemhi 1,308 16.8% 1,522 19.3% 1,711 21.5%

Lewis 693 18.5% 826 23.0% 875 24.7%

Lincoln 528 13.1% 540 11.8% 630 13.1%

Madison 1,659 6.0% 2,335 6.0% 3,075 7.1%

Minidoka 2,658 13.2% 2,826 15.2% 2,917 16.1%

Nez Perce 6,175 16.5% 7,446 18.9% 8,205 20.4%

Oneida 655 15.9% 643 15.5% 697 16.7%

Owyhee 1,293 12.2% 1,433 13.1% 1,596 14.3%

Payette 2,723 13.2% 3,339 14.2% 3,794 15.2%

Power 783 10.4% 971 12.6% 1,108 14.2%

Shoshone 2,400 17.4% 2,534 19.6% 2,751 21.7%

Teton 448 7.5% 627 6.6% 985 8.8%

Twin Falls 9,172 14.3% 11,315 14.8% 12,626 15.3%

Valley 1,134 14.8% 1,364 15.1% 1,692 17.4%

Washington 1,763 17.7% 2,123 20.6% 2,291 21.8%

2015

Number Percent

2000

Number Percent

2010

Number Percent
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Figure II-10 shows concentrations of 
persons with disabilities by Census Tract for 
2000. A concentration occurs if more than 
27 percent of residents in a Tract are 
disabled (10 percentage points above the 
statewide proportion of 17 percent in 
2000).  

Familial status. The Census predicts that 
there were 386,840 children in Idaho living 
with family members in 2009. Of these 
children, the vast majority, 78 percent, lived 
in two-parent, married couple households. 
Six percent lived with single fathers. Sixteen 
percent of the state’s children lived with 
single mothers. 

Overall, in 2009, 9 percent of the state’s 
households consisted of single-parent 
households. Figure II-11 shows the 
percentage of each county’s households 
made up of single parents. In general, less 
than 10 percent of a county’s households 
are made up of single parents.  
 
 
 
 
 
 

Figure II-11. 
Single-Parent Households, by County, 2009 

County continued continued

Ada 9.7% Cassia 9.1% Lewis 7.0%

Adams 7.4% Clark 11.2% Lincoln 7.7%

Bannock 7.5% Clearwater 8.4% Madison 3.8%

Bear Lake 6.3% Custer 6.2% Minidoka 8.4%

Benewah 8.9% Elmore 9.9% Nez Perce 9.0%

Bingham 9.6% Franklin 6.3% Oneida 6.0%

Blaine 6.7% Fremont 6.7% Owyhee 9.2%

Boise 7.7% Gem 7.6% Payette 11.3%

Bonner 8.9% Gooding 7.7% Power 10.2%

Bonneville 8.3% Idaho 6.8% Shoshone 9.2%

Boundary 8.7% Jefferson 5.6% Teton 6.4%

Butte 6.3% Jerome 8.7% Twin Falls 9.6%

Camas 5.4% Kootenai 9.5% Valley 7.5%

Canyon 10.7% Latah 6.2% Washington 7.4%

Caribou 6.0% Lemhi 6.9%

Percent of Total Percent of Total Percent of Total

 
Source:  Claritas and BBC Research & Consulting. 

Figure II-10. 
Concentrations of Persons  
with Disabilities, Block Group, 2000 

Source: 2000 Census and BBC Research & Consulting. 
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Income 

The ACS reported the 
median income for 
households statewide at 
$44,926 in 2009. In 2000, 
the median household 
income for the state was 
$37,572. Between 2000 and 
2009, income increased by 
$7,354, or by 20 percent. 
However, households in 
Idaho lost purchasing power 
during the decade, since the 
cost of goods and services as 
measured by the Consumer 
Price Index (CPI) increased 
25 percent.  

Figure II-12 shows, by 
county and for the state 
overall, median household 
income in 2000 and 2009, in 
addition to the percent of 
each county’s households 
earning less than $25,000 in 
2009.  

The highest income county 
in the state is Blaine, with a 
median household income of 
$67,672 in 2009. This is 
followed by Teton at 
$62,271 and Ada at 
$58,314. These three 
counties also have the 
smallest proportions of low 
income households (earning 
less than $25,000 per year). 
Teton County also saw the 
greatest percentage increase 
in median income between 
2000 and 2009. 

Figure II-12.
Median Income, Change from 2000  
and Percent Low Income Households, 2009 

Ada 58,314$  46,140$  12,174$  26% 17%

Adams 38,168$  28,423$  9,745$    34% 30%

Bannock 46,447$  36,683$  9,764$    27% 26%

Bear Lake 43,923$  32,162$  11,761$  37% 24%

Benewah 40,948$  31,517$  9,431$    30% 29%

Bingham 45,542$  36,423$  9,119$    25% 23%

Blaine 67,672$  50,496$  17,176$  34% 14%

Boise 51,589$  38,651$  12,938$  33% 23%

Bonner 44,884$  32,803$  12,081$  37% 27%

Bonneville 53,063$  41,805$  11,258$  27% 21%

Boundary 38,116$  31,250$  6,866$    22% 31%

Butte 41,362$  30,473$  10,889$  36% 30%

Camas 48,554$  34,167$  14,387$  42% 21%

Canyon 44,158$  35,884$  8,274$    23% 24%

Caribou 48,753$  37,609$  11,144$  30% 23%

Cassia 40,543$  33,322$  7,221$    22% 29%

Clark 38,600$  31,576$  7,024$    22% 30%

Clearwater 40,440$  32,071$  8,369$    26% 29%

Custer 43,250$  32,174$  11,076$  34% 29%

Elmore 47,923$  35,256$  12,667$  36% 19%

Franklin 48,171$  36,061$  12,110$  34% 18%

Fremont 42,622$  33,424$  9,198$    28% 25%

Gem 44,128$  34,460$  9,668$    28% 28%

Gooding 44,312$  31,888$  12,424$  39% 25%

Idaho 36,753$  29,515$  7,238$    25% 33%

Jefferson 49,978$  37,737$  12,241$  32% 20%

Jerome 43,683$  34,696$  8,987$    26% 24%

Kootenai 47,909$  37,754$  10,155$  27% 22%

Latah 41,098$  32,524$  8,574$    26% 31%

Lemhi 37,727$  30,185$  7,542$    25% 35%

Lewis 38,789$  31,413$  7,376$    23% 33%

Lincoln 43,885$  32,484$  11,401$  35% 24%

Madison 40,505$  32,607$  7,898$    24% 30%

Minidoka 40,818$  32,021$  8,797$    27% 30%

Nez Perce 44,868$  36,282$  8,586$    24% 26%

Oneida 43,792$  34,309$  9,483$    28% 25%

Owyhee 38,599$  28,339$  10,260$  36% 29%

Payette 44,687$  33,046$  11,641$  35% 26%

Power 39,462$  32,226$  7,236$    22% 29%

Shoshone 37,510$  28,535$  8,975$    31% 33%

Teton 62,271$  41,968$  20,303$  48% 13%

Twin Falls 41,881$  34,506$  7,375$    21% 28%

Valley 52,409$  36,927$  15,482$  42% 19%

Washington 40,063$  30,625$  9,438$    31% 29%

Percent 
Change

Median 
Income 

2000
Increase/
Decrease

Percent of 
Population 
Earning less

 than $25,000
(2009)

Median 
Income

2009

Source:  2000 Census, Claritas and BBC Research & Consulting.  
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The state’s counties with the highest proportions of low income households include Lemhi, 
Shoshone, Idaho and Lewis, all with one-third of households earning less than $25,000 per year.  

Canyon and Ada Counties, which are the state’s most diverse racially and ethnically, are far from the 
state’s lowest income counties. These two counties collectively contained about one-third of the 
state’s households earning less than $25,000 per year, compared to about 37 percent of the state’s 
total population. Therefore, unlike some states, in Idaho, lower income households are not 
predominantly concentrated in the state’s most urbanized areas.  

Housing Market 

Lack of affordable housing can create a fair housing impediment if it disparately affects members of 
protected classes. In essence, fair housing means that persons of similar incomes should have the same 
housing choices available regardless of their race, color, religion, sex, disability, familial status or 
national origin.  

Homeownership. Figure II-13 shows the estimated homeownership rate by county, based Claritas 
(a commercial data provider) estimates for 2009. Statewide, the homeownership rate was 71 percent.  

Figure II-13. 
Homeownership Rate by County, 2000 and 2009 

County continued

Ada 70.7% 69.6% -1.0% Gem 79.9% 77.5% -2.3%

Adams 79.0% 76.8% -2.2% Gooding 72.4% 69.5% -2.9%

Bannock 70.6% 71.0% 0.3% Idaho 77.0% 74.7% -2.3%

Bear Lake 83.2% 81.2% -2.0% Jefferson 84.7% 78.9% -5.8%

Benewah 78.4% 76.2% -2.1% Jerome 70.0% 65.5% -4.4%

Bingham 79.4% 80.8% 1.4% Kootenai 74.5% 71.6% -2.9%

Blaine 68.7% 68.2% -0.5% Latah 58.7% 52.4% -6.3%

Boise 83.3% 81.5% -1.8% Lemhi 76.1% 73.6% -2.4%

Bonner 77.8% 76.2% -1.6% Lewis 74.5% 71.9% -2.5%

Bonneville 74.7% 73.2% -1.5% Lincoln 74.4% 72.2% -2.3%

Boundary 78.4% 75.9% -2.4% Madison 59.2% 59.1% -0.1%

Butte 77.1% 74.5% -2.6% Minidoka 76.9% 74.5% -2.4%

Camas 77.8% 75.0% -2.8% Nez Perce 68.7% 68.0% -0.7%

Canyon 73.3% 71.9% -1.5% Oneida 82.3% 80.5% -1.8%

Caribou 79.5% 77.2% -2.4% Owyhee 69.7% 66.7% -2.9%

Cassia 72.6% 71.5% -1.1% Payette 74.2% 73.2% -1.0%

Clark 68.2% 65.0% -3.3% Power 74.5% 72.0% -2.6%

Clearwater 77.9% 75.6% -2.4% Shoshone 72.6% 69.8% -2.8%

Custer 74.7% 72.3% -2.4% Teton 73.7% 70.9% -2.8%

Elmore 57.4% 69.2% 11.8% Twin Falls 68.3% 69.6% 1.3%

Franklin 80.8% 78.7% -2.1% Valley 79.1% 76.6% -2.5%

Fremont 84.3% 82.6% -1.7% Washington 73.8% 73.7% -0.1%

Homeownership Rate Percent

2000 2009 Change
Percent

20092000 Change
Homeownership Rate

 
Source:  Claritas and BBC Research & Consulting. 
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Fremont, Boise, Bear Lake, Bingham and Oneida Counties all had homeownership rates of  
more than 80 percent. The lowest rates of homeownership are in Latah, Madison, Clark and  
Jerome Counties.  

As shown above, homeownership rates have decreased slightly in most counties since 2000. Jefferson 
and Latah had the highest declines at 6 percent. Elmore experienced a dramatic increase at almost  
12 percent. .  

Housing affordability. Figure II-14 on page 14 shows the estimated median home prices for 
2009, estimated rents, and how affordable each county is when household incomes are compared to 
median prices. 

All counties in Idaho experienced increases in median home values compared to 2000. The increases 
were highest in the desirable counties of Blaine (values rose by $270,000) and Bonner, Kootenai and 
Teton ($90,000 to $96,000 increase in value). Valley County’s median home value rose by $78,000 
between 2000 and 2009. 

Comparable data for rental costs increases (2000 to 2009) are not available. In most, but not all, 
counties in the state, it is much more affordable to rent than to buy. Blaine County has the most 
expensive rental prices, with a Fair Market Rent (FMR) for a 2-bedroom apartment of $976 per 
month. Households must earn about $40,000 to afford to rent a 2-bedroom unit at this price. 
Madison, Minnedoka and Shoshone have some of the lowest rental costs, with FMRs of $596. In 
most counties, households must earn $25,000 to afford a 2-bedroom rental unit at the FMR.  

The state’s priciest areas for buying a home (measured by comparing income needed to buy a home 
to household income distribution) include Blaine, Bonner, Kootenai and Boundary Counties. These 
are followed by Adams, Latah and Valley Counties. The least expensive counties include Clark, 
Caribou, Franklin, Bear Lake, Bingham and Butte.  

Clark and Cassia (affordable counties) have relatively high Hispanic populations-----but so does Blaine, 
the state’s highest priced county. Canyon County, where the highest proportion of the state’s 
Hispanic live, has moderate affordability. Based on the above data, it does not appear that strong 
correlations exist between affordability and minority presence in the state; rather, Hispanic presence 
may be more strongly related to employment industries.  

Assisted housing. Figure II-15 lists the state’s assisted and affordable rental housing units by 
county, as reported in HUD’s multifamily assistance database and www.housingidaho.com. Almost 
all of Idaho’s counties have some assisted rental units. As demonstrated by the percentage on the far 
right, except for Ada County (which has disproportionately more units than its share of the overall 
population), most counties have a similar proportion of units to their share of the population. This 
means that the counties in the state, in general, have their ‘‘fair share’’ of assisted housing relative to 
their share of the population.  

IHFA administers the Housing Choice Voucher (HCV) program for areas in the state without local 
housing authorities. Data on voucher recipients obtained for this study in spring 2011 showed that of 
the 3,359 participants in the voucher program, the vast majority-----96.9 percent-----were White. Seven 
percent were Hispanic (about the same as the statewide percentage of Hispanics) and two percent 
were Native American. 
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Figure II-14. 
Affordability, by County 

Note: 

Calculations assume a 5 percent interest 
rate, 30 year mortgage, 5 percent down 
and 20 percent of mortgage payment for 
taxes and insurance. 

 

Source: 

Claritas, HUD and BBC Research & 
Consulting. 

Ada  $  189,297 48,269$    59% 122,400$  66,897$    702$  28,080$  80% 555$  
Adams  $  157,484 40,157$    48% 99,500$    57,984$    639$  25,560$  70% 314$  
Bannock  $  127,996 32,638$    65% 87,000$    40,996$    624$  24,960$  70% 385$  
Bear Lake  $  111,285 28,377$    71% 71,400$    39,885$    613$  24,520$  76% 260$  
Benewah  $  128,352 32,729$    60% 81,200$    47,152$    715$  28,600$  72% 285$  
Bingham  $  114,810 29,275$    71% 81,700$    33,110$    596$  23,840$  78% 340$  
Blaine  $  537,406 137,033$  18% 266,500$  270,906$  976$  39,040$  74% 651$  
Boise  $  171,325 43,686$    58% 112,100$  59,225$    702$  28,080$  69% 405$  
Bonner  $  211,450 53,918$    41% 115,500$  95,950$    728$  29,120$  68% 434$  
Bonneville  $  142,871 36,431$    66% 91,000$    51,871$    651$  26,040$  78% 404$  
Boundary  $  160,133 40,832$    47% 101,200$  58,933$    715$  28,600$  63% 359$  
Butte  $    97,500 24,862$    70% 69,100$    28,400$    634$  25,360$  70% 239$  
Camas  $  159,677 40,716$    59% 91,100$    68,577$    677$  27,080$  77% 379$  
Canyon  $  135,111 34,452$    63% 93,800$    41,311$    702$  28,080$  71% 438$  
Caribou  $  109,591 27,945$    73% 77,300$    32,291$    613$  24,520$  77% 334$  
Cassia  $  103,760 26,458$    69% 79,800$    23,960$    677$  27,080$  68% 322$  
Clark  $    78,500 20,017$    77% 54,300$    24,200$    634$  25,360$  70% 247$  
Clearwater  $  119,571 30,489$    64% 77,500$    42,071$    635$  25,400$  71% 317$  
Custer  $  133,533 34,050$    60% 89,700$    43,833$    634$  25,360$  71% 288$  
Elmore  $  131,772 33,601$    69% 88,900$    42,872$    647$  25,880$  81% 399$  
Franklin  $  133,162 33,955$    72% 96,300$    36,862$    677$  27,080$  80% 390$  
Fremont  $  115,574 29,470$    69% 78,300$    37,274$    634$  25,360$  75% 306$  
Gem  $  152,572 38,904$    56% 99,500$    53,072$    680$  27,200$  70% 431$  
Gooding  $  135,173 34,468$    63% 83,200$    51,973$    677$  27,080$  72% 393$  
Idaho  $  139,575 35,590$    52% 89,900$    49,675$    683$  27,320$  64% 333$  
Jefferson  $  134,036 34,178$    68% 89,400$    44,636$    651$  26,040$  79% 341$  
Jerome  $  131,478 33,526$    64% 90,700$    40,778$    677$  27,080$  73% 396$  
Kootenai  $  207,072 52,801$    45% 116,400$  90,672$    740$  29,600$  73% 497$  
Latah  $  168,135 42,873$    48% 118,200$  49,935$    628$  25,120$  69% 423$  
Lemhi  $  139,164 35,485$    54% 91,300$    47,864$    634$  25,360$  65% 319$  
Lewis  $  125,139 31,909$    58% 78,200$    46,939$    635$  25,400$  67% 274$  
Lincoln  $  123,087 31,386$    67% 78,100$    44,987$    677$  27,080$  73% 383$  
Madison  $  148,307 37,817$    53% 99,300$    49,007$    596$  23,840$  72% 275$  
Minidoka  $  112,680 28,732$    65% 74,500$    38,180$    596$  23,840$  72% 323$  
Nez Perce  $  152,883 38,984$    57% 102,900$  49,983$    655$  26,200$  72% 401$  
Oneida  $  139,463 35,562$    63% 88,300$    51,163$    613$  24,520$  75% 351$  
Owyhee  $  128,682 32,813$    58% 83,100$    45,582$    702$  28,080$  66% 324$  
Payette  $  129,248 32,957$    64% 88,200$    41,048$    641$  25,640$  74% 383$  
Power  $  117,719 30,017$    64% 82,100$    35,619$    624$  24,960$  71% 299$  
Shoshone  $  107,201 27,335$    64% 65,800$    41,401$    596$  23,840$  69% 313$  
Teton  $  222,786 56,808$    56% 131,800$  90,986$    634$  25,360$  87% 507$  
Twin Falls  $  132,955 33,902$    60% 92,800$    40,155$    689$  27,560$  69% 413$  
Valley  $  212,544 54,197$    48% 134,200$  78,344$    639$  25,560$  81% 431$  
Washington  $  145,901 37,203$    54% 91,800$    54,101$    639$  25,560$  71% 373$  

Rent, 2009 Can Afford to Rent Rent, 2000
Rent (2-bdrm) Needed to Population Who Median

2009 2009 Can Afford to Buy 2000 2000 to 2009

Fair Market Percent of Median Increase in 

2010

Income Percent of 
Home Value Needed by Buy, Population Who Home Value, Home Value, 

Median Approx. Income 
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Figure III-15. 
Assisted Rental 
Units, HUD 
Multifamily 
Database, 2011 

 

Source: 

HUD and Idaho Housing and 
Finance Association. 

County Continued

Ada 890 202 5,547 31.8% 25.0% Gooding 30 0 32 0.2% 1.0%

Adams 0 3 37 0.2% 0.3% Idaho 32 8 61 0.3% 1.0%

Bannock 228 53 1,008 5.8% 5.3% Jefferson 28 28 99 0.6% 1.7%

Bear Lake 53 1 44 0.3% 0.4% Jerome 50 10 217 1.2% 1.4%

Benewah 34 3 56 0.3% 0.6% Kootenai 481 51 1320 7.6% 8.8%

Bingham 100 19 479 2.7% 2.9% Latah 84 50 389 2.2% 2.4%

Blaine 40 30 130 0.7% 1.4% Lemhi 32 4 41 0.2% 0.5%

Boise 14 0 24 0.1% 0.4% Lewis 52 0 0 0.0% 0.2%

Bonner 70 16 188 1.1% 2.6% Lincoln 20 0 5 0.0% 0.3%

Bonneville 273 83 1732 9.9% 6.6% Madison 100 5 213 1.2% 2.4%

Boundary 17 1 16 0.1% 0.7% Minidoka 62 3 109 0.6% 1.3%

Butte 0 3 29 0.2% 0.2% Nez Perce 407 11 533 3.1% 2.5%

Camas 0 0 2 0.0% 0.1% Oneida 11 0 1 0.0% 0.3%

Canyon 350 104 2297 13.2% 12.1% Owyhee 0 0 41 0.2% 0.7%

Caribou 32 1 58 0.3% 0.4% Payette 79 6 171 1.0% 1.4%

Cassia 56 15 341 2.0% 1.5% Power 0 3 101 0.6% 0.5%

Clark 0 0 0 0.0% 0.1% Shoshone 118 3 47 0.3% 0.8%

Clearwater 0 0 27 0.2% 0.6% Teton 0 24 115 0.7% 0.6%

Custer 0 0 1 0.0% 0.3% Twin Falls 200 69 1281 7.3% 4.9%

Elmore 72 12 221 1.3% 1.7% Valley 0 27 96 0.6% 0.6%

Franklin 26 0 25 0.1% 0.8% Washington 71 7 126 0.7% 0.7%

Fremont 46 6 50 0.3% 0.8% 17,444 100% 100%

Gem 25 2 134 0.8% 1.1%

UnitsUnits (as of 5/12/11) Listed Units  Population
Units of All of

Total

(as of 5/12/11) Listed Units  Population

www.housingidaho.com Units www.housingidaho.com Units
HUD 

Assisted Available Total Percent Percent 
Rental Units 

HUD 
Assisted 
Rental 

Available
Units 

Total 
Units 

Percent 
of All 

Percent 
of
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Employment 

The Idaho Department of Labor maintains data and statistics related to the state’s workforce and 
employment opportunities. The latest report Economic Forecast prepared by the Department (April 
2011) shows an improved economic outlook. This is due to higher than forecasted employment in 
two industries-----services and construction. In particular, the report notes that construction 
employment was not down as much as originally projected for year-end 2010.  

As of October 2010, the state reported a civilian workforce of 755,917. Trade, utilities and 
transportation and the Government industries provide the most jobs in the state, at 20 percent of 
jobs (each industry). However, the state has a relatively good distribution among other employment 
industries, as shown below. 

Figure II-16. 
Nonfarm Payroll  
Jobs, 2009 

 

Source: 

Idaho Department of Labor, State Economic 
Overview, November 2010. 

Natural resources (1.0%)
Construction (6.0%)

Manufacturing (9.0%)

Trade, transportation,
utilities (20.0%)

Information (2.0%)
Financial activities (5.0%)

Professional and
business services (12.0%)

Educational and
health services (13.0%)

Leisure and
hospitality (10.0%)

Other services (3.0%)

Government (20.0%)

Idaho’s unemployment rate has been slightly lower than the U.S. Reflecting the national economy, 
Idaho’s unemployment rate reached a decade low in 2007 before rapidly increasing, as shown in the 
following figure.  

Figure II-17. 
Unemployment, 1999 through October 2010 

1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 10/1
0/

2011

0.0%

2.0%

4.0%

6.0%

8.0%

10.0%

10/10
2010

 
Source:  Idaho Department of Labor, State Economic Overview, November 2010. 
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Except for a few industries, average wages for most jobs in Idaho are between $30,000 and $40,000. 
Exhibit II-14 shows the household income needed to afford a median-valued home and 2-bedroom 
rental unit by county. In many of the most rural counties in the state, the average wages align with 
what is needed to affordable rent a 2-bedroom unit and, in some cases, purchase the median priced 
home. However, in the handful of counties where prices are relatively high (Blaine especially; also 
Bonner, Kootenai, Teton and Valley), households would need at least two (and sometimes three) 
workers to be able to afford to buy.  

The figure below compares average wages between 1999 and 2009. In every industry, the average 
wage increased, even accounting for inflation. On the other hand, the state experienced job losses in 
its two highest paying industries-----mining and manufacturing.  

Figure II-18 
Covered Employment and Average Annual Wages Per Job, 1999 and 2009 

Total Wages 542,256  26,049$  614,471 34,081$ 72,215 13% 8,032$   31%

Agriculture 19,963     19,551$   22,257     26,663$   2,294     11% 7,112$    36%

Mining 2,480       38,253$   2,179       56,576$   (301)       -12% 18,323$  48%

Construction 35,044     27,985$   34,450     37,227$   (594)       -2% 9,242$    33%

Manufacturing 70,182     37,239$   54,779     46,698$   (15,403)  -22% 9,459$    25%

Trade, utilities 114,096   23,732$   121,376   30,689$   7,280     6% 6,957$    29%
and transportation

Information 9,262       29,548$   10,059     40,488$   797         9% 10,940$  37%

Financial activities 54,850     30,189$   75,695     41,711$   20,845   38% 11,522$  38%

Professional and 23,542     29,257$   27,701     40,756$   4,159     18% 11,499$  39%
businesses services

Education and 48,059     25,940$   77,564     35,041$   29,505   61% 9,101$    35%
health services

Leisure and hospitality 51,464     10,179$   58,664     13,297$   7,200     14% 3,118$    31%

Other services 14,186     18,741$   15,665     23,828$   1,479     10% 5,087$    27%

Government 97,779     27,068$   114,081   35,891$   16,302   17% 8,823$    33%

Employment Wages Employment Wages
Average Average Average 1999-2009

1999 2009
Average

Change in Employment Change in Wages
1999-2009

Number PercentNumber Percent

Source:  Idaho Department of Commerce, State Economic Overview, November 2010. 
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SECTION III. 
Stakeholder Perspectives 

As part of the State of Idaho AI, BBC developed two surveys—one for public service providers and 
one for the real estate community—to capture stakeholders’ opinions about fair housing barriers in 
Idaho. These surveys were posted online during January and February 2011. Stakeholders were 
notified twice through email of the opportunity to respond to each survey1. A total of 71 public 
service providers and 41 members of the real estate community responded.  

This section reports the results of the two surveys conducted for this AI. A full listing of the answers 
to the open response questions from the surveys appears in Appendix B. Summaries from the 
stakeholder interviews conducted for this AI are also included. 

In 2009, a qualitative review of fair housing issues was conducted for the state, which also involved a 
stakeholder survey and interviews. The results from this survey effort are incorporated into this 
section. A full copy of the study can be found in Appendix C.  

It is important to note that the fair housing barriers discussed in this section represent the opinions of 
the respondents to the survey and interviews. These barriers are not based on quantitative analyses. 
Please see other sections of the AI—e.g., Section VI. Land Use and Zoning, Section IV. Lending 
Analysis—for a quantitative examination of specific barriers.  

Survey Respondent Profile 

Participants in the stakeholder surveys represented the following organizations/issues: 

 Alternatives to Violence organizations; 

 Appraisers; 

 Affordable housing developers; 

 City staff; 

 Community Action Agencies; 

 Council on Developmental Disabilities; 

 Crisis centers; 

 Fair housing enforcement and education 
organizations; 

 Homeless shelters; 

 Housing Authorities. 

 Idaho Office for Refugees; 

 Lenders; 

 Property managers; 

 Rental property owners; 

 Residential developers; 

 Sojourners’ Alliance; and 

Most service providers (84 percent) served low income individuals. In addition, they serve: 

 Elderly (47 percent); 

 Persons and families who  
are homeless (44 percent) 

 Persons with mental illness (43 percent) 

 Persons with physical disabilities (43 percent) 

 Victims of domestic violence (41 percent) 

 Persons with substance abuse/addiction (37 percent) 

 Persons with developmental  
disabilities (34 percent) 

 Youth (26 percent) 

 Immigrants (25 percent) 

 Refugees (25 percent); and 

 Persons with HIV/Aids (12 percent). 

  

1 The stakeholder list was developed prior to this AI as part of an initial fair housing survey conducted for the state by another 
consultant in January 2010. 
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Participating providers offer a range of services to their clients including: 

 Affordable or low income housing; 

 Housing for special needs populations;  

 Homeownership education and training; 

 General social services; and 

 Homeless prevention and transitional 
housing. 

The following graphic depicts the services offered by providers. The most prominent words indicate 
the services provided and/or types of clients served most often. 

Figure III-1. 
Services Offered by Social 
Service, Housing and 
Advocacy Organizations 
 

Source: 

BBC Research & Consulting, 2011 Social 
Service, Housing and Advocacy Organizations 
survey. 

Housing Discrimination 

The majority of service providers believe that their clients are very likely (12 percent) or somewhat 
likely (41 percent) to experience discrimination when trying to buy or rent housing.  

Figure III-2. 
Clients’ Experience with 
Housing Discrimination 
Note: 

n = 58. 

 

Source: 

BBC Research & Consulting, 2011 Social Service, 
Housing and Advocacy Organizations survey. 
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Provider perception of client discrimination experience. Providers were asked to estimate 
the percentage of their clients they believe have encountered housing discrimination at some point in 
time. On average, providers estimated that more than 35 percent of low income individuals, persons 
with substance abuse or addiction, persons who are homeless and persons with a mental illness had 
experienced housing discrimination at some point in time. Providers estimated that, on average, 
persons with HIV/AIDS and the elderly were the least likely to have experienced housing 
discrimination in the past—12 percent and 13 percent, respectively. 

Reasons for the discrimination varied widely and included: 

 Discrimination based on race/ethnicity; 

 History of substance abuse or  
mental illness; 

 Familial status; 

 Minimum age for rental contracts; 

 Disabled with service animals; 

 Denial of reasonable accommodations;  

 Credit-worthiness of low income  
renters and homeless; 

 Denial of the opportunity to rent due  
to the perception that farmworkers will 
move without notice; 

 Refugees denied housing because of lack 
of credit and rental history; and 

 Steering. 

Figure III-3 thematically presents the types of/reasons for discrimination encountered by service 
providers’ clients. 

Figure III-3. 
Types of Discrimination Clients of Service Providers are Most Likely to Experience 

Source: BBC Research & Consulting, 2011 Social Service, Housing and Advocacy Organizations survey. 
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Most common reasons for discrimination in Idaho. Figure III-4 depicts the most common 
reasons for housing discrimination in Idaho, from the perspective of stakeholders. Nearly half of the 
social service providers thought that discrimination based on disability was the most frequent type of 
housing discrimination in their community. The next most common reason was race/ethnicity. The 
least common reasons included gender, religion and sexual orientation.  

Figure III-4. 
In your opinion, which of the following 
reasons for discrimination occur most 
frequently, if at all, in your community? 
Note: 

n = 43 service providers.  

Percentages add to greater than 100 percent due to multiple responses. 
 
Source: 

BBC Research & Consulting, 2011 Social Service, Housing and Advocacy 
Organizations survey. 

Most common discriminatory activities. About 44 percent of social service providers believe 
that failure to make reasonable accommodations for a tenant with a disability is the most widespread 
form of discrimination in their community, followed by placing certain tenants into the least 
desirable units within a development (33 percent).  

Figure III-5 depicts service providers’ perceptions of the most common discriminatory activities in 
their community. Responses in the “other” category included refusal to rent to protected classes, 
issues at a local homeless shelter and, for two respondents, that fair housing education has effectively 
eliminated these types of activities in their community. 

Figure III-5. 
Which of the following 
discriminatory activities,  
if any, do you believe are 
most widespread in your 
community? 
Note: 

n = 36 service providers.  

Percentages add to greater than 100 percent 
due to multiple responses. 

 

Source: 

BBC Research & Consulting, 2011 Social 
Service, Housing and Advocacy Organizations 
survey. 
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Barriers to Fair Housing 

Both real estate professionals and service providers rated the degree of seriousness of potential barriers 
to fair housing in Idaho. It is important to note that social service providers were asked about only a 
subset of potential barriers to fair housing.  

Economic, demographic and housing factors. While 27 percent of real estate professionals 
consider the income of minority and female-headed households to be a serious barrier to fair housing, 
53 percent of service providers considered this to be a serious barrier (Figure III-6). Blue shading 
represents the responses of real estate professionals; red/orange represents service providers.  

Figure III-6. 
Degree of Seriousness of Potential Barriers  
to Fair Housing in Idaho—Economic, Demographic and Housing Factors 

Note: n = 30 — Real Estate Professionals (Blue); n = 40 — Service Providers (Orange). 

Source:  BBC Research & Consulting, 2011 Social Service, Housing and Advocacy Organizations survey and 2011 Real Estate Professionals survey. 
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Land use/zoning. With respect to barriers created by land use and zoning, real estate professionals 
and service providers’ perspectives were relatively similar.  

Figure III-7. 
Degree of Seriousness of Potential  
Barriers to Fair Housing in Idaho — Land Use/Zoning 

Note: n = 29 — Real Estate Professionals (Blue); n = 39 — Service Providers (Orange). 

Source:  BBC Research & Consulting, 2011 Social Service, Housing and Advocacy Organizations survey and 2011 Real Estate Professionals survey. 

When asked if they were aware of any zoning or land use laws that create barriers to fair housing 
choice or encourage housing segregation, the majority of service providers (98 percent) and real estate 
professionals (86 percent) responded that they were not aware of any such policies.  
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Knowledge/awareness issues. With respect to barriers related to knowledge or awareness of fair 
housing law, real estate professionals and service providers had differing perspectives on the relative 
seriousness of particular issues. For example, the majority of service providers (64 percent) considered 
knowledge among residents about fair housing to be a modest or serious barrier compared to 29 
percent of real estate professionals.  

Figure III-8. 
Degree of Seriousness of Potential Barriers 
to Fair Housing in Idaho—Knowledge/Awareness Issues 

Note: n = 29 — Real Estate Professionals (Blue);   n = 40 — Service Providers (Orange). 

Source:  BBC Research & Consulting, 2011 Social Service, Housing and Advocacy Organizations survey and 2011 Real Estate Professionals survey. 
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Lending activities. Real estate professionals were asked a series of questions regarding barriers 
associated with lending activities. Targeting subprime borrowers and failure to fully disclose appraisal 
reports were the lending-related activities considered to be modest or serious barriers by about 20 
percent of respondents. Overall, real estate professionals did not consider lending activities to be 
barriers. 

Figure III-9. 
Degree of 
Seriousness of 
Potential 
Barriers to Fair 
Housing in 
Idaho—Lending 
Activities 

Note: 

n = 27 — Real Estate 
Professionals. 

 

Source 

BBC Research & Consulting, 
2011 Real Estate 
Professionals survey. 

Real estate professionals were asked if any particular predatory lending practices are a serious problem 
in their community. About 27 percent responded that they did believe that predatory lending 
practices are a serious problem in their community.  
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Real estate activities. Overall, real estate professionals discerned few modest or serious barriers to 
fair housing related to real estate activities. Displacement of low income residents and the sale or 
demolition of low income housing was perceived to be modest and serious barriers by service 
providers. (Real estate professionals were not asked about displacement or sale/demolition of low 
income housing.) 

Figure III-10. 
Degree of Seriousness of Potential Barriers to Fair Housing in Idaho—Real Estate Activities 

Note: n = 24 — Real Estate Professionals (Blue); n = 40 — Service Providers (Orange). 

Source:  BBC Research & Consulting, 2011 Social Service, Housing and Advocacy Organizations survey and 2011 Real Estate Professionals survey. 
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Equity of public service provision. Service providers were asked to rank the relative equity of 
service provision across neighborhoods in their community. Trash pickup and fire protection were 
believed to be the most equitably distributed public services. Funds and activities related to housing 
and neighborhood rehabilitation were considered the least equitably distributed services. 

Exhibit III-11. 
Relative Equity of 
Public Service 
Provision 

Note:  

n = 38 — Service Providers. 

 

Source:  

BBC Research & Consulting, 
2011 Social Service, Housing and 
Advocacy Organizations Survey. 

Those respondents who considered some types of services to be provided very inequitably were asked 
to describe the affected communities. In addition to “statewide” or “citywide,” some specific 
communities were noted: 

 Bear Lake, Bannock and Canyon 
counties; 

 Bonneville; 

 North Lewiston or older downtown 
Lewiston neighborhoods; 

 Nampa; 

 Orofino;  

 South Park;  

 Campus housing areas, northeast Moscow;  

 Mobile home parks; and 

 Rural towns. 

Figure III-12 summarizes all of the perceived barriers to fair housing and ranks them from most 
serious to least serious as rated by real estate professionals. Figure III-13 presents results for service 
providers.  
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Ranked in order, the top ten barriers to fair housing perceived by real estate  
professionals are: 

 Poor credit histories of minority borrowers; 

 Income levels of minority and female-headed households; 

 Lack of knowledge among small landlords regarding fair housing; 

 Concentrations of affordable housing in certain areas;  

 Lack of adequate zoning for manufactured housing; 

 Lack of knowledge among residents regarding fair housing; 

 Fees and rents; 

 Lack of knowledge among appraisers regarding fair housing;  

 Lack of knowledge among large landlords/property managers regarding fair housing; and 

 Lack of knowledge among real estate agents regarding fair housing. 

Ranked in order, the top ten barriers to fair housing as perceived by service providers are: 

 Income levels of minority and female-headed households; 

 Lack of knowledge among residents regarding fair housing; 

 Lack of knowledge among small landlords regarding fair housing; 

 Concentrations of affordable housing in certain areas; 

 Displacement of low income residents; 

 Limited capacity of a local organization devoted to fair housing investigation/testing; 

 Lack of knowledge among large landlords/property managers regarding fair housing; 

 Lack of knowledge among bankers/lenders regarding fair housing; 

 Sale/demolition of affordable housing; and 

 Restrictive covenants by builders and developers and/or homeowners associations. 
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Figure III-12. 
Summary of Perceived Barriers to Fair Housing — Real Estate Professionals 

Source: BBC Research & Consulting, 2011 Real Estate Professionals survey.   

Poor credit histories of minority borrowers 22% 19% 37% 22% 59%

Income levels of minority and female-headed households 37% 13% 23% 27% 50%

Lack of knowledge among small landlords regarding fair housing 21% 46% 18% 14% 32%

Concentrations of affordable housing in certain areas 38% 31% 24% 7% 31%

Lack of adequate zoning for manufactured housing 41% 30% 22% 7% 30%

Lack of knowledge among residents regarding fair housing 32% 39% 18% 11% 29%

Fees & rents 47% 27% 27% 0% 27%

Lack of knowledge among appraisers regarding fair housing 50% 25% 21% 4% 25%

Lack of knowledge among large landlords/property managers regarding fair housing 54% 25% 18% 4% 21%

Lack of knowledge among real estate agents regarding fair housing 57% 21% 14% 7% 21%

Lack of knowledge among insurance industry representatives regarding fair housing 50% 29% 21% 0% 21%

Housing provider refusing to make reasonable accommodations for tenants with disabilities 46% 33% 21% 0% 21%

Restrictive covenants by builders and developers and/or homeowners associations 34% 45% 21% 0% 21%

Lack of representation of real estate professionals by persons of differing races, ethnicities, disabilities, and gender 53% 27% 10% 10% 20%

Lenders targeting subprime, high risk borrowers 42% 38% 8% 12% 19%

Lenders not disclosing full appraisal reports to borrowers 63% 19% 15% 4% 19%

Limitations on density of housing 46% 36% 18% 0% 18%

Lack of knowledge among bankers/lenders regarding fair housing 57% 25% 18% 0% 18%

Limited capacity of a local organization devoted to fair housing investigation/testing 54% 29% 14% 4% 18%

Lenders offering prime customers subprime rates 52% 33% 7% 7% 15%

Concentration of group homes in certain neighborhoods 61% 25% 14% 0% 14%

Owners of mobile home parks prohibiting children from playing outside 65% 22% 9% 4% 13%

Use of “neighborhood stability” or similar factors as proxies for racial makeup in appraisals 63% 25% 8% 4% 13%

Lenders steering customers to use a specific appraisal or hazard insurance company 59% 30% 0% 11% 11%

Lenders not disclosing the determination made by the private mortgage insurer 52% 37% 7% 4% 11%

Housing providers using discriminatory advertising 75% 17% 8% 0% 8%

Owners of mobile home parks threatening evictions unless tenants pay additional fees 70% 25% 5% 0% 5%

Real estate agents directing clients to rental or sale of housing only in certain neighborhoods 65% 30% 4% 0% 4%

Insurance agency discrimination in decision to insure certain parties 74% 22% 4% 0% 4%

Housing provider falsely denying that housing is available 63% 33% 4% 0% 4%

Sellers of homes refusing to show their home to certain buyers 67% 29% 0% 4% 4%

Housing providers placing certain tenants in the least desirable units in a development 61% 39% 0% 0% 0%
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Figure III-13. 
Summary of Perceived Barriers to Fair Housing — Service Providers 

Source: BBC Research & Consulting, 2011 Social Service, Housing and Advocacy Organizations Survey. 

Income levels of minority and female-headed households 18% 13% 18% 53% 70%

Lack of knowledge among residents regarding fair housing 10% 26% 31% 33% 64%

Lack of knowledge among small landlords regarding fair housing 11% 26% 34% 29% 63%

Concentrations of affordable housing in certain areas 30% 23% 20% 28% 48%

Displacement of low income residents 33% 21% 26% 21% 46%

Limited capacity of a local organization devoted to fair housing investigation/testing 34% 24% 18% 24% 42%

Lack of knowledge among large landlords/property managers regarding fair housing 24% 34% 18% 24% 42%

Lack of knowledge among bankers/lenders regarding fair housing 37% 29% 29% 5% 34%

Sale/demolition of affordable housing 41% 26% 15% 18% 33%

Restrictive covenants by builders and developers and/or homeowners associations 38% 28% 26% 8% 33%

Lack of knowledge among real estate agents regarding fair housing 26% 42% 26% 5% 32%

Lack of knowledge among insurance industry representatives regarding fair housing 39% 32% 26% 3% 29%

Lack of knowledge among appraisers regarding fair housing 41% 32% 22% 5% 27%

Limitations on density of housing 49% 26% 23% 3% 26%

Use of “neighborhood stability” or similar factors as proxies for racial makeup in appraisals 59% 24% 11% 5% 16%

Concentration of group homes in certain neighborhoods 58% 29% 8% 5% 13%

Lack of adequate zoning for manufactured housing 54% 33% 8% 5% 13%

Barrier Barrier Barrier Barrier Barrier

Modest + 
Not a Minor Modest Serious Serious
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Fair Housing Complaints 

About one-in-five service providers reported that they had had a client file a fair housing complaint in 
the past. Half of these respondents characterized the process as “difficult.”  

The majority (67 percent) of service providers who have not filed a complaint in the past believed 
that they knew where to file a complaint if they needed to. Contacting HUD was the most common 
response. Others included Idaho Human Rights Commission, Intermountain Fair Housing Council, 
Idaho Legal Aid Services or the Idaho Housing and Finance Association. 

Most common response by clients to housing discrimination. Overall, service providers 
believe that when their clients experience housing discrimination, they call Legal Aid or do nothing. 
Figure III-14 depicts the actions service providers believe their clients are most likely to take.  

Figure III-14. 
Most Common Responses to 
Housing Discrimination 
 

 

Source: 

BBC Research & Consulting, 2011 Social Service, 
Housing and Advocacy Organizations Survey. 

Unreported violations. Overall, 87 percent of service providers believe that some fair housing 
violations in their community go unreported. On average, service providers estimate that 40 percent 
of housing violations go unreported, and the range of estimates varied from 5 percent to 99 percent.  

Fair Housing Activities 

Service providers and real estate professionals discussed their experience with fair housing training 
and the actions they believe should be taken to address fair housing impediments and discrimination. 

Training in the real estate field. The majority of real estate professionals (78 percent) believe 
there is adequate information, resources and training on fair housing laws in their community.  

Overall, real estate professionals have a variety of internal and external fair housing training programs 
for their employees. These include: 

 “All staff is required to attend industry standard fair housing training.  All reasonable accommodation 
requests are approved at upper management level.  All negative decisions include appeal rights.” 

 “Annual online exams; workshops by external, unbiased third parties.” 
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 “Attend Fair Housing Training put on by the Idaho Fair Housing Forum. Attend HUD 
sponsored trainings as well.” 

 “Fair housing pamphlets, online information, in house policies.” 

 “Hold monthly training meetings [with board] and discuss issues within our community.” 

 “New employees receive mandatory fair housing training within first 30 days of employment.” 

 “Our education primarily comes from the Idaho Department of Commerce. Our staff does 
attend local training on fair housing when available.”  

 “Training through NARPM.” 

Addressing fair housing impediments and discrimination. When asked what actions should 
be undertaken to address impediments to fair housing, service providers and real estate professionals 
offered a host of suggestions. These included: 

 Continue with the same education programs as provided in the past. 

 Have someone sited in Idaho to hear complaints.  

 Increase access to training for small and large landlords. More education on the “front lines” 
(landlords, property managers).   

 Increase funding and education.  

 More training in the rural communities specific to their needs. 

 Provide more resources for housing providers so that they can ask questions in a safe 
environment before they make a decision that is a violation of the law without fear of  
being targeted. 

 “Shift the focus away from litigation to solving the problem and creating effective city-level 
committees to monitor fair housing issues.” 

 Stricter enforcement of codes; stronger penalties.  

Similar comments were made in the 2009 survey: 

 Engage community leaders. Help them understand the benefits of affirmatively furthering 
 fair housing.  

 Continue the Fair Housing Forum. The forum is a very successful effort bringing together 
stakeholders together to talk in a structured way, on a consistent basis, about fair housing.  

 Develop guidebooks on how to implement laws (Fair Housing and ADA) written in a simple, 
non-legal language.  

 Improve relations between advocacy groups and providers.  

 HUD should focus its training on property managers, real estate agents, mortgage 
bankers; this would have the greatest impact.  
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Responsibility. With respect to identifying the organization or agency that should be responsible 
for implementing the actions to address impediments to fair housing discussed above, service 
providers and real estate professionals recommended that government agencies, such as HUD should 
lead, especially in enforcement. Other entities identified include Legal Aid, IHFA, independent living 
centers, building departments and local governments. 

Stakeholder Interviews 

As part of the AI, stakeholders with a variety of backgrounds were invited to participate in telephone 
and in-person interviews about barriers to fair housing in the State of Idaho. Stakeholders who chose 
to participate in interviews represented the following organizations: 

 Public housing authorities (PHAs) and other affordable housing providers throughout 
the state;  

 The Idaho Office of Refugees;  

 The Idaho Council on Developmental Disabilities;  

 The Idaho Human Rights Commission; 

 The Living Independence Network Corporation; 

 Intermountain Fair Housing Council; and 

 Idaho Legal Aid. 

This section presents summary results from the interviews. A complete list of the questions and 
responses appears in Appendix B.   

Greatest housing needs. Stakeholders said that rental units for large families, accessible units and 
modifications for aging residents and residents with disabilities, and better quality rental housing are 
needed in most areas. 

Groups of people with greatest housing needs. Refugees, persons with mental disabilities, 
people with criminal histories and low income households in general have the greatest housing needs. 

Barriers to affordable housing development. The barriers mentioned most often in the 
interviews were: restrictive zoning regulations; lack of funding due to state tax policies; and lack of 
legislative support for affordable housing.  

A “major institutional barrier” cited by a nonprofit was restrictive language in Homeowner 
Association Organization (HOA) covenants that restrict group homes outright. Because the State of 
Idaho has no law to require HOA covenant compliance with the Fair Housing Act and no 
organizational oversight, these violations are reportedly going undetected.  

Lack of community services. When asked what areas in stakeholders’ cities/towns are lacking 
community services, many mentioned recent cuts in social services and healthcare funding that had 
led to reductions in case managers and office locations.  
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Existence of discrimination. Stakeholders said the protected classes most likely to experience 
discrimination in their communities are persons with disabilities and mental illnesses and non-
English speakers and those with other ethnicities.  

Types of fair housing activities most needed. The most common fair housing activity 
mentioned as being needed was educating landlords about fair housing laws, particularly those 
providing housing to Section 8 voucher holders.  



SECTION IV. 
Lending Analysis 
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SECTION IV. 
Lending Analysis 

This section analyzes Home Mortgage Disclosure Act (HMDA) data to reveal any practices of unfair 
lending in Idaho counties. The analysis also includes a review of subprime loan activity and concludes 
with an analysis of Community Reinvestment Act (CRA) examination ratings of Idaho banks.  

Summary Findings 

Our analysis of mortgage loan transactions in Idaho counties during 2009 revealed the following: 

 Because the state has so few minorities, it is difficult to correlate higher denial and lower 
mortgage loan origination rates with minority status. However, the analysis did show that those 
counties where minority lending was the highest had some of the lowest lending disparities.  

 Subprime mortgage lending during the year was relatively modest (4 percent of originated 
loans). There were not enough subprime loans by county by race and ethnicity to analyze if 
minorities receive subprime rates at a higher rate than non-minorities. For the state overall, 
however, Hispanic borrowers received 6 percent of subprime loans compared to 4 percent of 
loans overall-----only a modest difference.  

Introduction to HMDA Data 

The Home Mortgage Disclosure Act (HMDA) requires financial institutions to maintain and 
disclose data on loan applications for home purchases, home improvements and mortgage refinances. 
In general, HMDA applies to lending institutions above an annually adjusted asset threshold that 
have offices in metropolitan areas. HMDA was originally enacted in 1975 in response to the practice 
of ‘‘redlining’’-----the systematic exclusion of neighborhoods with high concentrations of minorities in 
home mortgage lending.  

HMDA data are widely used to detect evidence of discrimination in mortgage lending. The variables 
contained in the HMDA dataset have expanded over time, allowing for more comprehensive analyses 
and better results. However, despite expansions in the data reported, HMDA analyses remain limited 
because of the information that is not reported.  

As such, studies of lending disparities that use HMDA data carry a similar caveat: HMDA data can 
be used to determine disparities in loan originations and interest rates among borrowers of different 
races, ethnicities and genders, as well as the location of the property they hope to own. The data can 
also be used to explain many of the reasons for any lending disparities (e.g., poor credit history). Yet 
HMDA data do not contain all of the factors that are evaluated by lending institutions when they 
decide to make a loan to a borrower. Basically, the data provide a lot of information about the 
lending decision-----but not all of the information. Still, HMDA data remain the best and most 
comprehensive source of mortgage lending transactions available for fair lending analysis.  



PAGE 2, SECTION IV BBC RESEARCH & CONSULTING 

This section of the State of Idaho AI examines mortgage lending transactions in the state from 2009 
to detect concerns about lending to protected classes.  

Types of loans in HMDA. HMDA data report several types of loans: home purchase, home 
improvement and refinancing.  

The HMDA data are separated into two primary loan categories: conventional loans and 
government-guaranteed loans. Government-guaranteed loans are those insured by the Federal 
Housing Administration (FHA) and Veterans Administration (VA). 

“Subprime” loans.  For the purposes of HMDA reporting, lenders are required to disclose the 
interest rate on loans when the annual percentage rate (APR) on the loan exceeds the yield on 
Treasury securities of comparable maturity by 3 percentage points for first liens and 5 percentage 
points for junior liens.  

The federal requirement to report the interest rates on high-cost loans was directly linked to the 
growth in the subprime loan market and concerns about discrimination in pricing. The objective of 
the Federal Reserve Board in requiring pricing disclosure was that pricing on most subprime loans 
would be reported and pricing on most prime loans would not.1  

For the purposes of this report, we define ‘‘subprime’’ as a loan with an APR of more than 3 
percentage points above comparable Treasuries for first liens, and 5 percentage points for second 
liens. This is consistent with the intent of the Federal Reserve.  

During 2009, 1,883 subprime loans were made to Idaho residents. These loans had interest rates 
ranging from 1.5 to 9.9 percent above the yield on Treasury securities of comparable maturity. The 
30-year Treasury had an average yield of 4.069 during 2009.2 The average subprime rate reported in 
the 2009 HMDA dataset for Idaho was 7.077 percent. The median rate was approximately 7.49.  

Race/ethnicity categorization. Federal regulations require separate racial and ethnic 
designations for Census purposes. Race includes the designations of White, Black, Asian, American 
Indian and Hawaiian, while ethnicity includes the designation Hispanic and non-Hispanic. 
Therefore, an individual may be White Hispanic, White non-Hispanic, Black-Hispanic, etc.  

Lending Analysis 

This section uses the analysis of HMDA data to determine: 

 How often Idaho residents were denied mortgage loans, home improvement loans and 
loans to refinance existing mortgage debt;  

 The geographic areas in Idaho where loan application denials and high-cost lending are 
concentrated; and 

 Disparities in high-cost lending and mortgage loan denials across different racial and 
ethnic groups.  

                                                      
1
 The reported APR on an adjustable rate mortgages (ARMs) considers both the initial ‘‘teaser’’ rate and the adjustment rate, 

assuming that Treasury interest rate to which the loan is indexed stays fixed. 
2
 U.S. Internal Revenue Service.  
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Loan approval and denials. The 2009 HMDA dataset contains records for about 91,500 
mortgage loan applications that were submitted by Idaho residents. These include loan applications 
to purchase homes, refinance loans and make home improvements. Figure IV-1 shows where the loan 
applications occurred geographically. Ada, Canyon and Kootenai Counties had the largest numbers 
and proportions of loan applications.  

Figure IV-1. 
Mortgage Loan 
Applications by  
County, 2009 

 
 
Source: 
Home Mortgage Disclosure Act, 
FFIEC, 2009 and BBC Research 
& Consulting. 

Of these applications, the majority (68 percent) was for conventional loans; 25 percent were for FHA 
loans and the remainder was for other government guaranteed loans. Figure IV-2 shows the types of 
loan application by county.  
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Figure IV-2. 
Loan Applications by County and Type, 2009 

County

Ada  19,468   72% 5,992      22% 1,356   5% 302      1% 27,118   

Adams 162         70% 59           26% 6           3% 4           2% 231         

Bannock 3,122      63% 1,668      34% 142      3% 23         0% 4,955      

Bear Lake 253         73% 73           21% 5           1% 16         5% 347         

Benewah 240         67% 102         28% 8           2% 10         3% 360         

Bingham 1,514      66% 605         26% 31         1% 148      6% 2,298      

Blaine 1,063      89% 104         9% 11         1% 16         1% 1,194      

Boise 439         78% 98           17% 19         3% 5           1% 561         

Bonner 2,258      79% 431         15% 73         3% 85         3% 2,847      

Bonneville 4,220      68% 1,784      29% 143      2% 58         1% 6,205      

Boundary 471         76% 104         17% 24         4% 17         3% 616         

Butte 73           68% 32           30% -       0% 3           3% 108         

Camas 57           77% 16           22% -       0% 1           1% 74           

Canyon 5,604      56% 3,808      38% 511      5% 116      1% 10,039   

Caribou 196         70% 68           24% 9           3% 9           3% 282         

Cassia 404         61% 176         27% 11         2% 66         10% 657         

Clark 6             50% 6             50% -       0% -       0% 12           

Clearwater 309         77% 80           20% 9           2% 1           0% 399         

Custer 113         66% 41           24% 11         6% 7           4% 172         

Elmore 567         43% 182         14% 536      41% 26         2% 1,311      

Franklin 489         69% 158         22% 11         2% 47         7% 705         

Fremont 450         69% 162         25% 5           1% 32         5% 649         

Gem 663         66% 269         27% 43         4% 24         2% 999         

Gooding 341         61% 175         31% 18         3% 26         5% 560         

Idaho 452         76% 115         19% 14         2% 12         2% 593         

Jefferson 1,098      69% 347         22% 39         2% 104      7% 1,588      

Jerome 548         57% 299         31% 22         2% 94         10% 963         

Kootenai 7,169      70% 2,229      22% 459      4% 395      4% 10,252   

Latah 1,254      79% 238         15% 45         3% 48         3% 1,585      

Lemhi 288         73% 80           20% 18         5% 8           2% 394         

Lewis 136         70% 48           25% 8           4% 3           2% 195         

Lincoln 112         55% 80           39% 2           1% 11         5% 205         

Madison 891         76% 200         17% 8           1% 78         7% 1,177      

Minidoka 379         57% 203         31% 11         2% 67         10% 660         

Nez Perce 1,714      69% 702         28% 86         3% -       0% 2,502      

Oneida 133         67% 51           26% 2           1% 14         7% 200         

Owyhee 248         60% 146         35% 10         2% 8           2% 412         

Payette 791         61% 396         31% 54         4% 48         4% 1,289      

Power 232         66% 93           27% 5           1% 19         5% 349         

Shoshone 500         72% 138         20% 25         4% 29         4% 692         

Teton 619         83% 111         15% 7           1% 7           1% 744         

Twin Falls 2,240      59% 1,342      35% 113      3% 96         3% 3,791      

Valley 537         81% 103         16% 10         2% 12         2% 662         

Washington 345         65% 138         26% 22         4% 22         4% 527         

Total 62,168  68% 23,252  25% 3,942  4% 2,117  2% 91,479  

Total Loans
 by Type

Farm Service/

Type of Loan

PercentNumber

FHA VA Rural Housing

Number Percent Number PercentNumber Percent

Conventional

Source:  Home Mortgage Disclosure Act, FFIEC, 2009 and BBC Research & Consulting. 
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Overall, almost three-fourths of the loan applications were for refinances, and 23 percent, for home 
purchases. Only 4 percent were for home improvement loans. The following Figure shows loan 
applications by purpose for each county.   

Figure IV-3. 
Purpose of 
Mortgage 
Loan 
Applications 
by County, 
2009 

 
 
Source: Home Mortgage 
Disclosure Act, FFIEC, 
2009 and BBC Research 
& Consulting. 
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The type of loan applied for is an important factor in analyzing denials. As shown in Figure IV-4, 
home improvement and refinance loans have much higher rates of denial than do home purchase 
loans. Home purchase loan applications had the highest origination rate.  

Figure IV-4. 
Result of Loan Application by Loan Type, 2009 

 

Originated 15,568   72.3% 1,673   43% 35,221   53.1%

Application approved, not accepted 952         4.4% 302      8% 5,368      8.1%

Application denied 2,788      13.0% 1,326   34% 15,008   22.6%

Application withdrawn 1,950      9.1% 443      11% 8,985      13.6%

File closed 262         1.2% 181      5% 1,700      2.6%

Total 21,520  100% 3,925  100% 66,282  100%

Refinance

Number PercentNumber Percent

Home purchase Home improvement

Number Percent

Source:  Home Mortgage Disclosure Act, FFIEC, 2009 and BBC Research & Consulting.. 

Denials by race. Figure IV-5 on page 7 shows the percentage of loan applications by county and race 
that were: 1) originated; 2) approved and not accepted by the applicant; 3) denied; 4) withdrawn by 
the applicant; or 5) closed because the file was incomplete.  

It should be noted that because the State of Idaho has so few residents who classify themselves as not 
White, and many counties are sparsely populated, the number of loans for minority populations is 
very low. The counties in red text are those in which there were more than 50 loans to minority 
populations in 2009. Shaded areas show counties where either: 1) Originations were the lowest; or 2) 
Denials were the highest. None of the counties with the highest levels of lending to minority 
applications had the lowest origination or highest denial rates.   

Figure IV-6 on page 8 summarizes the difference in denials for minority v. White applicants. 
Negative numbers indicate that the denial rates for minorities were higher than those for White 
applicants. The largest disparities occur in: 

 Camas, Franklin, Gooding, Latah and Lewis for American Indian applicants; 

 Lewis and Shoshone for Asian applicants; and 

 Gooding, Jefferson, Lewis and Madison for African American applicants.  

 It should be noted that none of these ‘‘high disparity’’ counties had more than a handful 
of loans to minorities.  

 



BBC RESEARCH & CONSULTING SECTION IV, PAGE 7 

Figure IV-5. 
Loan Application Originations and Denials by Race and County, 2009 

 

Ada  53.6% 6.3% 25.0% 12.5% 2.7% 55.4% 9.2% 18.7% 13.6% 3.1% 43.0% 9.4% 26.6% 17.2% 3.9% 60.8% 6.8% 16.2% 14.9% 1.4% 62.2% 8.2% 17.4% 10.2% 2.0%

Adams 25.0% 0.0% 25.0% 25.0% 25.0% N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A 45.9% 4.9% 34.1% 12.7% 2.4%

Bannock 66.7% 3.0% 12.1% 15.2% 3.0% 59.5% 7.1% 21.4% 11.9% 0.0% 51.6% 3.2% 29.0% 16.1% 0.0% 62.5% 0.0% 33.3% 4.2% 0.0% 62.3% 7.5% 18.1% 10.4% 1.7%

Bear Lake N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 100.0% N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A 45.7% 6.4% 36.0% 9.6% 2.3%

Benewah 57.1% 0.0% 28.6% 14.3% 0.0% N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A 53.2% 7.6% 23.7% 14.0% 1.5%

Bingham 47.1% 2.9% 41.2% 5.9% 2.9% 66.7% 0.0% 33.3% 0.0% 0.0% 71.4% 0.0% 28.6% 0.0% 0.0% 50.0% 0.0% 50.0% 0.0% 0.0% 56.3% 6.8% 23.8% 10.7% 2.5%

Blaine 33.3% 0.0% 33.3% 33.3% 0.0% 42.9% 28.6% 14.3% 0.0% 14.3% N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A 55.5% 6.7% 23.5% 10.6% 3.7%

Boise 50.0% 0.0% 25.0% 0.0% 25.0% N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A 100.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 48.5% 8.2% 25.0% 14.7% 3.6%

Bonner 45.5% 9.1% 18.2% 27.3% 0.0% 66.7% 16.7% 0.0% 16.7% 0.0% 50.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 50.0% 16.7% 16.7% 66.7% 0.0% 0.0% 55.2% 6.4% 21.2% 15.5% 1.7%

Bonneville 38.5% 15.4% 26.9% 19.2% 0.0% 57.4% 9.3% 27.8% 3.7% 1.9% 40.6% 3.1% 43.8% 6.3% 6.3% 57.1% 14.3% 28.6% 0.0% 0.0% 62.9% 6.7% 19.1% 9.2% 2.1%

Boundary 33.3% 0.0% 33.3% 33.3% 0.0% 0.0% 50.0% 50.0% 0.0% 0.0% 100.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 100.0% 0.0% 0.0% 59.9% 6.6% 16.9% 15.8% 0.7%

Butte N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A 0.0% 0.0% 100.0% 0.0% 0.0% 41.4% 5.1% 37.4% 12.1% 4.0%

Camas 0.0% 0.0% 100.0% 0.0% 0.0% N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A 32.1% 10.7% 41.1% 16.1% 0.0%

Canyon 32.7% 11.2% 39.8% 9.2% 7.1% 47.4% 10.5% 28.1% 10.5% 3.5% 42.9% 0.0% 35.7% 17.9% 3.6% 38.5% 2.6% 51.3% 7.7% 0.0% 51.3% 7.9% 25.8% 12.4% 2.6%

Caribou 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 100.0% N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A 50.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 50.0% 56.7% 5.7% 28.2% 7.3% 2.0%

Cassia 57.1% 0.0% 28.6% 14.3% 0.0% 100.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A 75.0% 0.0% 0.0% 25.0% 0.0% 52.9% 7.8% 26.6% 11.1% 1.6%

Clark N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A 40.0% 0.0% 40.0% 20.0% 0.0%

Clearwater 100.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A 58.4% 5.2% 25.0% 10.6% 0.8%

Custer N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A 100.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 48.3% 4.6% 24.5% 20.5% 2.0%

Elmore 50.0% 0.0% 25.0% 25.0% 0.0% 81.8% 0.0% 9.1% 9.1% 0.0% 58.6% 10.3% 20.7% 3.4% 6.9% 70.0% 10.0% 0.0% 10.0% 10.0% 64.8% 3.9% 18.5% 11.6% 1.2%

Franklin 33.3% 0.0% 66.7% 0.0% 0.0% N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A 100.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 56.5% 7.6% 21.8% 12.3% 1.8%

Fremont 50.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 50.0% 50.0% 0.0% 0.0% 50.0% 0.0% N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A 0.0% 0.0% 25.0% 50.0% 25.0% 49.2% 8.5% 29.9% 10.4% 2.1%

Gem 14.3% 14.3% 57.1% 14.3% 0.0% 60.0% 0.0% 40.0% 0.0% 0.0% 50.0% 0.0% 50.0% 0.0% 0.0% 50.0% 0.0% 50.0% 0.0% 0.0% 47.9% 9.2% 24.6% 15.9% 2.4%

Gooding 20.0% 0.0% 80.0% 0.0% 0.0% N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A 0.0% 0.0% 100.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 100.0% 0.0% 0.0% 46.5% 9.6% 27.3% 13.9% 2.7%

Idaho 66.7% 0.0% 33.3% 0.0% 0.0% N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 100.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 100.0% 0.0% 0.0% 56.7% 6.1% 22.0% 13.0% 2.2%

Jefferson 12.5% 25.0% 12.5% 37.5% 12.5% 75.0% 0.0% 25.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 100.0% 0.0% 0.0% 100.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 59.3% 8.6% 21.0% 8.7% 2.3%

Jerome 22.2% 0.0% 66.7% 0.0% 11.1% N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A 33.3% 0.0% 66.7% 0.0% 0.0% 50.0% 0.0% 50.0% 0.0% 0.0% 48.9% 6.4% 28.3% 14.0% 2.4%

Kootenai 41.2% 3.9% 31.4% 21.6% 2.0% 60.6% 3.0% 33.3% 3.0% 0.0% 28.6% 14.3% 35.7% 21.4% 0.0% 54.5% 4.5% 22.7% 18.2% 0.0% 61.8% 5.7% 16.8% 14.1% 1.5%

Latah 0.0% 0.0% 87.5% 12.5% 0.0% 80.0% 0.0% 0.0% 20.0% 0.0% 25.0% 0.0% 50.0% 0.0% 25.0% 14.3% 14.3% 71.4% 0.0% 0.0% 66.2% 5.1% 16.8% 9.2% 2.6%

Lemhi 25.0% 0.0% 25.0% 50.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 50.0% 50.0% 0.0% N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A 52.8% 2.8% 22.1% 19.6% 2.8%

Lewis 0.0% 0.0% 100.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 100.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 100.0% 0.0% 0.0% N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A 65.7% 1.1% 16.0% 14.9% 2.3%

Lincoln 20.0% 0.0% 40.0% 40.0% 0.0% N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A 41.8% 6.6% 35.7% 12.6% 3.3%

Madison 60.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 40.0% 66.7% 33.3% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 100.0% 0.0% 0.0% 100.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 69.3% 7.4% 14.5% 7.7% 1.1%

Minidoka 40.0% 10.0% 20.0% 30.0% 0.0% 100.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A 50.1% 5.4% 28.9% 11.8% 3.8%

Nez Perce 67.7% 3.2% 19.4% 9.7% 0.0% 60.0% 10.0% 10.0% 20.0% 0.0% 100.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 100.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 67.7% 3.4% 14.3% 13.6% 0.9%

Oneida 100.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 100.0% 0.0% N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A 46.6% 5.1% 33.0% 12.5% 2.8%

Owyhee 0.0% 0.0% 66.7% 0.0% 33.3% 66.7% 0.0% 0.0% 33.3% 0.0% N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A 45.4% 9.3% 31.1% 12.0% 2.2%

Payette 46.7% 20.0% 13.3% 6.7% 13.3% 75.0% 0.0% 0.0% 16.7% 8.3% 33.3% 33.3% 33.3% 0.0% 0.0% 40.0% 0.0% 60.0% 0.0% 0.0% 48.8% 6.6% 23.1% 17.8% 3.6%

Power N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A 100.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A 40.0% 0.0% 40.0% 20.0% 0.0% 50.0% 5.6% 26.2% 14.9% 3.3%

Shoshone 50.0% 12.5% 37.5% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 100.0% 0.0% 0.0% N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A 48.6% 6.5% 30.9% 11.3% 2.6%

Teton 33.3% 0.0% 33.3% 33.3% 0.0% 33.3% 0.0% 0.0% 66.7% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 50.0% 50.0% 0.0% 66.7% 0.0% 0.0% 33.3% 0.0% 48.6% 9.4% 23.9% 14.8% 3.3%

Twin Falls 37.9% 13.8% 20.7% 17.2% 10.3% 50.0% 7.1% 42.9% 0.0% 0.0% 25.0% 0.0% 50.0% 25.0% 0.0% 44.4% 0.0% 44.4% 0.0% 11.1% 55.0% 6.9% 22.3% 13.5% 2.3%

Valley 75.0% 0.0% 0.0% 25.0% 0.0% 25.0% 25.0% 25.0% 25.0% 0.0% 100.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 100.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 59.3% 5.8% 22.0% 10.2% 2.7%

Washington 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 100.0% 0.0% 100.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A 50.0% 0.0% 0.0% 50.0% 0.0% 43.6% 10.0% 26.7% 15.4% 4.3%

Total 43.4% 7.1% 30.7% 14.1% 4.7% 56.3% 8.7% 20.4% 12.0% 2.6% 44.0% 6.7% 31.3% 14.0% 4.0% 52.4% 4.8% 30.0% 10.8% 2.0% 58.7% 7.2% 20.3% 11.7% 2.1%

Originated
Approved 

not accepted
Withdrawn 
by applicantDenied

Withdrawn 
by applicant

File
incomplete

Approved 
Originated not accepted Denied Incomplete

Approved Withdrawn File
Originated not accepted Denied by applicant Incomplete

Approved 
Originated Originatedby applicant Incomplete

Withdrawn File
not accepted Denied not accepted Denied by applicant Incomplete

File Approved Withdrawn File

American Indiana or Alaska Native Black/African AmericanAsian Native Hawaiian/Pacific Islander White

Note: Shaded areas indicate counties in which denial rates are the highest and origination rates the lowest. Only counties with red type have more than 50 loan applications from minorities. 

Source: Home Mortgage Disclosure Act, FFIEC, 2009 and BBC Research & Consulting. 
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Figure IV-6. 
Disparities in Loan Application Denials by Race and County, 2009 

continued continued

Ada  -7.6% -1.3% -9.2% Cassia -2.0% 26.6% N/A Lewis -84.0% -84.0% -84.0%

Adams 9.1% N/A N/A Clark N/A N/A N/A Lincoln -4.3% N/A N/A

Bannock 6.0% -3.3% -10.9% Clearwater 25.0% N/A N/A Madison 14.5% 14.5% -85.5%

Bear Lake N/A 36.0% N/A Custer N/A N/A N/A Minidoka 8.9% 28.9% N/A

Benewah -4.9% 23.7% N/A Elmore -6.5% 9.4% -2.2% Nez Perce -5.0% 4.3% 14.3%

Bingham -17.4% -9.5% -4.8% Franklin -44.8% N/A N/A Oneida 33.0% N/A 33.0%

Blaine -9.9% 9.2% N/A Fremont 29.9% 29.9% N/A Owyhee -35.5% 31.1% N/A

Boise 0.0% 25.0% N/A Gem -32.5% -15.4% -25.4% Payette 9.8% 23.1% -10.2%

Bonner 3.1% 21.2% 21.2% Gooding -52.7% N/A -72.7% Power N/A 26.2% N/A

Bonneville -7.8% -8.7% -24.7% Idaho -11.3% N/A 22.0% Shoshone -6.6% -69.1% N/A

Boundary -16.4% -33.1% 16.9% Jefferson 8.5% -4.0% -79.0% Teton -9.4% 23.9% -26.1%

Butte N/A N/A N/A Jerome -38.4% N/A -38.4% Twin Falls 1.6% -20.5% -27.7%

Camas -58.9% N/A N/A Kootenai -14.6% -16.5% -18.9% Valley 22.0% -3.0% 22.0%

Canyon -14.0% -2.3% -9.9% Latah -70.7% 16.8% -33.2% Washington 26.7% 26.7% N/A

Caribou 28.2% N/A N/A Lemhi -2.9% -27.9% N/A Total -10.4% -0.1% -11.1%

White and …

American 
Indian Asian

African 
American

White and …

American 
Indian Asian

African 
American

White and …

American 
Indian Asian

African 
American

Note:  Shaded boxes indicate counties where denial rates are the highest. Only counties with red type have more than 50 loan applications from minorities. Negative numbers indicate that the denial rates for minorities were higher than 
those for White applicants. 

Source: Home Mortgage Disclosure Act, FFIEC, 2009 and BBC Research & Consulting. 
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Denials by ethnicity. Figure IV-7 shows how Hispanic and Non-Hispanic borrowers fared in the 
lending decision by county. The percentage of borrowers who had a loan originated or denied is 
shown, along with the percentage whose loan was approved (but not accepted by the borrower), 
withdrawn or had their files closed. 

The counties in red text are those in which there are more than 50 loans to minority populations in 
2009. Shaded areas show counties where either 1) Originations were the lowest, or 2) Denials were 
the highest. Blaine and Gooding had both some of the highest levels of lending (approximately 60 
loans) to minority applications and some of the lowest origination rates.   
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Figure IV-7. 
Loan Application Originations and Denials by Ethnicity, by County, 2009 

  
continued

Ada  53.5% 7.8% 25.5% 10.3% 2.9% Gooding 39.0% 13.6% 33.9% 11.9% 1.7%

Adams 0.0% 0.0% 66.7% 0.0% 33.3% Idaho 57.1% 0.0% 42.9% 0.0% 0.0%

Bannock 51.6% 10.7% 18.2% 15.7% 3.8% Jefferson 46.7% 8.9% 20.0% 15.6% 8.9%

Bear Lake 0.0% 0.0% 50.0% 0.0% 50.0% Jerome 42.3% 5.6% 33.1% 16.9% 2.1%

Benewah 0.0% 0.0% 50.0% 50.0% 0.0% Kootenai 52.3% 6.3% 25.6% 14.8% 1.1%

Bingham 45.4% 7.8% 28.4% 14.2% 4.3% Latah 64.7% 0.0% 29.4% 5.9% 0.0%

Blaine 28.6% 10.7% 37.5% 16.1% 7.1% Lemhi 60.0% 0.0% 0.0% 20.0% 20.0%

Boise 40.0% 20.0% 30.0% 0.0% 10.0% Lewis 100.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%

Bonner 34.6% 11.5% 42.3% 11.5% 0.0% Lincoln 20.7% 6.9% 55.2% 6.9% 10.3%

Bonneville 49.6% 11.5% 25.4% 10.4% 3.1% Madison 52.9% 5.9% 29.4% 5.9% 5.9%

Boundary 45.5% 22.7% 9.1% 18.2% 4.5% Minidoka 51.6% 1.6% 32.8% 9.0% 4.9%

Butte 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 50.0% 50.0% Nez Perce 45.5% 6.1% 36.4% 12.1% 0.0%

Camas 0.0% 0.0% 100.0% 0.0% 0.0% Oneida 33.3% 0.0% 33.3% 0.0% 33.3%

Canyon 41.9% 8.5% 33.2% 13.1% 3.2% Owyhee 47.2% 8.3% 27.8% 16.7% 0.0%

Caribou 0.0% 0.0% 66.7% 33.3% 0.0% Payette 48.0% 2.7% 17.3% 25.3% 6.7%

Cassia 44.4% 8.3% 37.5% 8.3% 1.4% Power 45.9% 5.4% 32.4% 13.5% 2.7%

Clark 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 100.0% 0.0% Shoshone 14.3% 0.0% 57.1% 28.6% 0.0%

Clearwater 44.4% 11.1% 22.2% 11.1% 11.1% Teton 41.9% 6.5% 29.0% 22.6% 0.0%

Custer 0.0% 0.0% 33.3% 66.7% 0.0% Twin Falls 48.3% 4.3% 27.8% 16.2% 3.3%

Elmore 57.1% 12.2% 18.4% 8.2% 4.1% Valley 33.3% 0.0% 33.3% 33.3% 0.0%

Franklin 35.7% 14.3% 21.4% 14.3% 14.3% Washington 33.3% 8.3% 41.7% 11.1% 5.6%

Fremont 66.7% 16.7% 0.0% 16.7% 0.0% Total 46.5% 7.9% 29.2% 13.1% 3.4%

Gem 33.3% 7.7% 43.6% 15.4% 0.0%

Hispanic

Originated not accepted Denied by applicant incomplete
Approved Withdrawn File

Originated not accepted Denied by applicant incomplete
Approved Withdrawn File

Note:  Only counties with red type have more than 50 loan applications from Hispanic borrowers. Shaded areas indicate counties in which denial rates are the highest and origination rates the lowest. 

Source: Home Mortgage Disclosure Act, FFIEC, 2009 and BBC Research & Consulting. 
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Figure IV-7. (continued) 
Loan Application Originations and Denials by Ethnicity, by County, 2009 

  
continued

Ada  62.1% 8.3% 17.2% 10.3% 2.1% Gooding 47.0% 8.9% 27.2% 13.7% 3.2%

Adams 47.5% 4.4% 32.4% 13.2% 2.5% Idaho 56.5% 6.3% 21.5% 13.4% 2.2%

Bannock 62.6% 7.2% 18.4% 10.2% 1.7% Jefferson 59.9% 8.6% 20.8% 8.6% 2.2%

Bear Lake 45.9% 6.5% 35.2% 9.8% 2.6% Jerome 49.3% 6.7% 28.2% 13.4% 2.5%

Benewah 54.3% 7.3% 23.5% 13.7% 1.2% Kootenai 62.0% 5.7% 16.8% 14.0% 1.5%

Bingham 56.6% 6.6% 23.9% 10.3% 2.5% Latah 65.7% 5.0% 17.6% 9.2% 2.6%

Blaine 56.7% 6.7% 22.0% 10.7% 3.8% Lemhi 52.0% 2.8% 22.5% 20.2% 2.5%

Boise 49.1% 7.7% 24.9% 14.6% 3.6% Lewis 63.5% 1.1% 18.5% 14.6% 2.2%

Bonner 55.3% 6.5% 20.8% 15.7% 1.8% Lincoln 44.2% 6.7% 32.7% 13.9% 2.4%

Bonneville 63.1% 6.6% 19.2% 9.1% 2.1% Madison 69.3% 7.4% 14.4% 7.7% 1.2%

Boundary 60.0% 6.0% 17.9% 15.5% 0.6% Minidoka 48.4% 6.3% 27.9% 13.5% 3.9%

Butte 41.2% 5.2% 38.1% 12.4% 3.1% Nez Perce 68.2% 3.4% 13.9% 13.6% 0.9%

Camas 33.3% 10.5% 40.4% 15.8% 0.0% Oneida 46.9% 5.7% 32.6% 12.6% 2.3%

Canyon 52.0% 7.8% 25.1% 12.3% 2.7% Owyhee 45.2% 9.3% 30.6% 12.2% 2.6%

Caribou 56.3% 6.1% 27.5% 7.3% 2.8% Payette 48.8% 7.1% 23.6% 16.8% 3.6%

Cassia 53.6% 7.5% 25.0% 12.2% 1.8% Power 49.5% 5.1% 26.9% 15.3% 3.3%

Clark 44.4% 0.0% 44.4% 11.1% 0.0% Shoshone 49.4% 6.7% 30.4% 10.9% 2.5%

Clearwater 58.5% 5.0% 24.5% 10.3% 1.7% Teton 48.9% 9.5% 23.7% 14.6% 3.4%

Custer 49.7% 4.8% 24.8% 18.6% 2.1% Twin Falls 55.3% 7.2% 21.9% 13.2% 2.3%

Elmore 65.3% 3.5% 18.4% 11.6% 1.2% Valley 59.1% 6.5% 21.3% 10.5% 2.6%

Franklin 56.8% 7.2% 21.7% 12.5% 1.8% Washington 43.9% 10.0% 25.3% 16.5% 4.3%

Fremont 48.4% 8.2% 30.2% 10.8% 2.4% Total 59.1% 7.1% 20.0% 11.7% 2.1%

Gem 47.9% 9.1% 24.7% 15.9% 2.4%

by applicant Incomplete

Non-Hispanic

by applicant Incomplete Originated not accepted Denied
Withdrawn File

Originated not accepted Denied
Withdrawn File Approved Approved 

Note:  Only counties with red type have more than 50 loan applications from Hispanic borrowers. Shaded areas indicate counties in which denial rates are the highest and origination rates the lowest. 

Source: Home Mortgage Disclosure Act, FFIEC, 2009 and BBC Research & Consulting. 
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Figure IV-8 shows disparities in White and Hispanic loan denials. Counties with the highest 
disparities include Camas, Caribou and Adams (all of which had only a few loans to Hispanic 
borrowers).  

Figure IV-8. 
Disparities in Loan Application Denials by Ethnicity, by County, 2009 

continued continued

Ada  -8.2% Cassia -12.5% Lewis 18.5%

Adams -34.3% Clark 44.4% Lincoln -22.4%

Bannock 0.1% Clearwater 2.3% Madison -15.0%

Bear Lake -14.8% Custer -8.5% Minidoka -4.9%

Benewah -26.5% Elmore 0.0% Nez Perce -22.5%

Bingham -4.4% Franklin 0.3% Oneida -0.8%

Blaine -15.5% Fremont 30.2% Owyhee 2.8%

Boise -5.1% Gem -18.9% Payette 6.3%

Bonner -21.5% Gooding -6.7% Power -5.5%

Bonneville -6.2% Idaho -21.3% Shoshone -26.7%

Boundary 8.9% Jefferson 0.8% Teton -5.3%

Butte 38.1% Jerome -4.9% Twin Falls -5.9%

Camas -59.6% Kootenai -8.8% Valley -12.1%

Canyon -8.0% Latah -11.9% Washington -16.3%

Caribou -39.1% Lemhi 22.5% Total -9.2%

Not Hispanic/ Not Hispanic/ Not Hispanic/
Hispanic Hispanic Hispanic

Note: Only counties with red type have more than 50 loan applications from Hispanic borrowers. Negative numbers indicate that the denial rates for 
minorities were higher than those for White applicants. 

Source: Home Mortgage Disclosure Act, FFIEC, 2009 and BBC Research & Consulting. 

Figure IV-9 shows origination and denial rates by the percentage of minorities living in the Census 
Tracts of the loan application. A higher proportion indicates a larger minority presence.  

The far right hand column provides the number of loan application records showing minority 
percentage. Where the number is very small, the percentages are less valid. Data were not available for 
all of the counties included in this study. 

In general, denial rates rise as the minority percentage of the Census Tract increases. Origination 
rates also fall with increases in minorities. However, there are too few loans, except for in Ada 
County, to draw firm conclusions about the correlation between minority presence and loan 
originations.  
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Figure IV-9. 
Origination and Denial Rates by Minority Percentage, 2009 

continued

Ada County Elmore County
Less than 10% minority 62% 17% 31  Less than 10% minority
11-20% minority 58% 20% 18  11-20% minority 62% 20% 3    
21%+ minority 45% 36% 1    21%+ minority 63% 20% 2    

Bannock County Jerome County
Less than 10% minority 62% 18% 14  Less than 10% minority
11-20% minority 57% 24% 6    11-20% minority 51% 27% 2    
21%+ minority 65% 20% 1    21%+ minority 40% 35% 3    

Bingham County Kootenai County
Less than 10% minority Less than 10% minority 60% 18% 18  
11-20% minority 55% 25% 5    11-20% minority
21%+ minority 56% 25% 2    21%+ minority 55% 25% 1    

Bonner County Madison County
Less than 10% minority 54% 22% 9    Less than 10% minority 66% 15% 6    
11-20% minority 11-20% minority
21%+ minority 21%+ minority

Bonneville County Nez Perce County
Less than 10% minority 58% 21% 17  Less than 10% minority 66% 16% 6    
11-20% minority 57% 23% 4    11-20% minority
21%+ minority 50% 30% 1    21%+ minority 57% 21% 1    

Canyon County Twin Falls County
Less than 10% minority Less than 10% minority 57% 19% 3    
11-20% minority 52% 25% 7    11-20% minority 49% 26% 5    
21%+ minority 49% 28% 14  21%+ minority 58% 18% 3    

Cassia County
Less than 10% minority
11-20% minority 100% 100% 5    
21%+ minority 47% 33% 1    

No. of
Records with

PercentageDeniedOriginated
Minority

No. of
Records with

Originated Denied Percentage
Minority

Note: Data were only available for the counties listed in the table above.  

Source:  Home Mortgage Disclosure Act, FFIEC, 2009 and BBC Research & Consulting.. 

Subprime lending. There were 1,883 subprime mortgage loans made to individuals in Idaho in 
2009. These loans had interest rates ranging from 1.5 to 9.9 percent above the yield on Treasury 
securities of comparable maturity. The 30-year Treasury had an average yield of 4.069 during 2009.3 

Of these subprime loans, 18 percent were made in Ada County, 11.5 percent in Bonneville County, 
10 percent in Canyon County and 9 percent in Kootenai County.   

                                                      
3
 U.S. Internal Revenue Service.  
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Figure IV-10 shows the number and percentage of subprime loans by county. 

Figure IV-10. 
Percentage of Subprime Loans by County, 2009 

Ada  331 17.6% Cassia 29 1.5% Lewis 6 0.3%

Adams 5 0.3% Clark 0 0.0% Lincoln 5 0.3%

Bannock 126 6.7% Clearwater 14 0.7% Madison 21 1.1%

Bear Lake 12 0.6% Custer 4 0.2% Minidoka 17 0.9%

Benewah 10 0.5% Elmore 14 0.7% Nez Perce 67 3.6%

Bingham 85 4.5% Franklin 22 1.2% Oneida 7 0.4%

Blaine 4 0.2% Fremont 20 1.1% Owyhee 9 0.5%

Boise 14 0.7% Gem 29 1.5% Payette 41 2.2%

Bonner 56 3.0% Gooding 14 0.7% Power 9 0.5%

Bonneville 216 11.5% Idaho 13 0.7% Shoshone 32 1.7%

Boundary 12 0.6% Jefferson 65 3.5% Teton 13 0.7%

Butte 2 0.1% Jerome 34 1.8% Twin Falls 92 4.9%

Camas 0 0.0% Kootenai 168 8.9% Valley 15 0.8%

Canyon 182 9.7% Latah 34 1.8% Washington 16 0.8%

Caribou 9 0.5% Lemhi 9 0.5% Total 1,883  100.0%

all Subprime
Number of

Loans

Number of

Loans
Subprime all Subprime Subprime

Percent of Percent of Percent of

Loans Loans LoansLoans

Number of
all Subprime Subprime

Source:  Home Mortgage Disclosure Act, FFIEC, 2009 and BBC Research & Consulting. 

Figure IV-11 shows the proportion of each county’s originated mortgage loans in 2009 that were 
subprime. For the state overall, just 4 percent of the mortgage loans originated in 2009 were 
subprime. The counties with the highest subprime lending rate included Shoshone (10 percent), 
Cassia (9 percent), Bear Lake, Oneida and Jerome (all 8 percent).  

The Idaho counties with the highest rates of subprime lending were not consistently also counties 
with above average proportions of low income populations.  

There were not enough subprime loans by county by race and ethnicity to analyze if minorities 
receive subprime rates at a higher rate than non-minorities. For the state overall, however, Hispanic 
borrowers received 6 percent of subprime loans compared to 4 percent of loans overall-----only a 
modest difference. Figure IV-12 compares the percentage of subprime loans in each county with 
counties where there are Hispanic concentrations. As the figure shows, there is little overlap between 
the two variables.  
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Figure IV-11. 
Percent of  
Loans that were 
Subprime by 
County, State  
of Idaho, 2009 

 

Source: 

Home Mortgage 
Disclosure Act, FFIEC, 
2009 and BBC Research & 
Consulting. 
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Figure IV-12. 
Percent of  
Loans that were 
Subprime by 
Hispanic 
Concentration by 
County, State of 
Idaho, 2009 

Note: 

For the purpose of this 
map, “Hispanic 
concentration” is defined 
as counties where the 
proportion of Hispanic 
residents exceeded 21 
percent.  

 

Source: 

Home Mortgage 
Disclosure Act, FFIEC, 
2009 and BBC Research & 
Consulting. 
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Community Reinvestment Act (CRA) 

The Community Reinvestment Act or CRA was enacted by Congress in 1977. The purpose of the 
legislation was to encourage depository institutions to help meet the credit needs of the communities 
in which they operate, including low and moderate income neighborhoods, consistent with safe and 
sound banking operations.  

The CRA requires that each insured depository institution's record in helping meet the credit needs 
of its entire community be evaluated periodically. That record-----or rating on the CRA exam----- is 
taken into account when regulators evaluate financial institutions’ applications for mergers and 
acquisitions. CRA exams are conducted by the federal agencies that are responsible for supervising 
depository institutions. These include the the Board of Governors of the Federal Reserve System 
(FRB), the Federal Deposit Insurance Corporation (FDIC), the Office of Thrift Supvervision (OTS).  

Figure IV-13 lists the most recent CRA exams that were conducted in financial institutions with a 
home office in Idaho. All banks but one received ‘‘Satisfactory’’ or ‘‘Outstanding’’ CRA ratings. The 
Bank of Idaho in Idaho Falls received a ‘‘Needs to Improve’’ rating during its March 2010 exam. This 
is a big change from its last CRA exam (2004), where it was rated ‘‘Outstanding.’’  

Figure IV-13. 
Community Reinvestment Ratings, Idaho Banks, 2002 through 2010 

Bank Name City CRA Rating

FDIC 40238 Bank of Idaho Idaho Falls ID Needs to Improve

FDIC 37561 Bank of Latah Saint Maries ID Satisfactory

FDIC 36586 Bank of Pullman Moscow ID Satisfactory

FDIC 39874 Bankcda Coeur D'Alene ID Satisfactory

FDIC 40087 Citizens Community Bank Pocatello ID Satisfactory

FDIC 40210 Community 1st Bank Post Falls ID Satisfactory

FDIC 38687 Farmers & Merchants State Bank Boise ID Satisfactory

OCC 39951 Farmers National Bank of Buhl Buhl ID Satisfactory

OTS 38950 First Bank of Idaho, FSB Ketchum ID Satisfactory

OTS 40209 First Federal SB of Twin Falls Twin Falls ID Outstanding

OTS 39514 Home Federal Bank Nampa ID Outstanding

FRB 40308 Idaho Banking Co Boise ID Satisfactory

FDIC 39604 Idaho First Bank Mccall ID Satisfactory

FDIC 39387 Idaho Independent Bank Coeur D'Alene ID Satisfactory

FDIC 40513 Idaho Trust Bank Boise ID Satisfactory

FRB 37494 Ireland Bank Malad City ID Outstanding

FDIC 37681 Lewiston State Bank of Idaho Preston ID Satisfactory

FDIC 38261 Magic Valley Bank Twin Falls ID Satisfactory

FDIC 40392 Mountain West Bank Coeur D'Alene ID Satisfactory

FDIC 40299 Panhandle State Bank Sandpoint ID Satisfactory

FDIC 39904 Syringa Bank Boise ID Satisfactory

FDIC 40238 The Bank of Commerce Ammon ID Satisfactory

FRB 39349 United Bank of ID Driggs ID Satisfactory

FDIC 40422 Western Capital Bank Boise ID Satisfactory

Agency Exam Date State

Source:  Community Reinvestment Act, FFIEC at www.ffiec.gov, and BBC Research & Consulting. 
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SECTION V. 
Complaint and Legal Analysis 

This section of the State of Idaho AI examines complaint data and legal cases related to fair housing 
violations.  

Fair Housing Complaints 

Idaho residents who feel that they might have experienced a violation of the Fair Housing Act can 
contact one or more of the following organizations: HUD’s Office of Fair Housing and Opportunity 
(FHEO), the Idaho Housing and Finance Association (IHFA), the Intermountain Fair Housing 
Council (IFHC), Idaho Legal Aid and the Idaho Human Rights Commission.  

Legal Aid and the Idaho Human Rights Commission refer residents who call about fair housing 
complaints directly to HUD.  

Similarly, IHFA does not enforce fair housing law and would refer complaints to the appropriate 
service provider. Tenants or those wishing to pursue a complaint would be referred to local/statewide 
enforcement entities and/or to HUD’s toll-free Fair Housing line, while providers would be referred 
to either to a HUD/FHEO specialist or to the housing hotline to determine an appropriate referral. 

Recently, IHFA established a 2-1-1 line that residents can use to get information about their fair 
housing questions and concerns.  

Complaints filed with HUD. Housing discrimination complaints filed with HUD may be done 
online at (http://www.hud.gov/complaints/housediscrim.cfm), toll free at 1-800-669-9777, or by 
contacting the Office of Fair Housing and Equal Opportunity in Washington D.C. or HUD’s Fair 
Housing Regional Office, which serves Idaho residents and is located in Seattle, Washington. 

According to HUD, when a complaint is received, HUD will notify the person who filed the 
complaint along with the alleged violator and allow that person to submit a response. The complaint 
will then be investigated to determine whether there has been a violation of the Fair Housing Act.  

A complaint may be resolved in a number of ways. First, HUD is required to try to reach an 
agreement between the two parties involved. A conciliation agreement must protect the filer of the 
complaint and public interest. If an agreement is signed, HUD will take no further action unless the 
agreement has been breached.  

If HUD has determined that a state or local agency has the same housing powers (“substantial 
equivalency”) as HUD, they will refer the complaint to that agency and will notify the complainant 
of the referral. The agency, called a Fair Housing Assistance Program Partner (FHAP), must begin 
work on the complaint within 30 days or HUD may take it back. There are no agencies in the State 
of Idaho with FHAP status.  
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If during the investigative, review, and legal process HUD finds that discrimination has occurred, the 
case will be heard in an administrative hearing within 120 days, unless either party prefers the case to 
be heard in Federal district court.  

HUD complaint trends. As part of the State of Idaho AI, BBC obtained complaint data from HUD 
from January 2006 through October 2009. During this period, 343 complaints were filed in the 
state. Figure V-1 shows the geographic areas in which the complaints were received. Most complaints 
were received from residents in Ada, followed by Kootenai and Boise Counties. The counties with 
disproportionately more complaints (relative to their population) include Ada, Boise, Idaho and 
Kootenai and Twin Falls. Figure V-2 presents the data geographically.  

Figure V-1. 
Fair Housing Complaints by County, January 2006 — October 2009 

Benewah 1    0% 0.6% Cassia -       0% 1.5%

Bonner 2    1% 2.6% Gooding 4      1% 1.0%

Boundary -     0% 0.7% Jerome -       0% 1.4%

Kootenai 38  11% 8.8% Lincoln -       0% 0.3%

Shoshone -     0% 0.8% Minidoka 2      1% 1.3%

North Central Idaho Twin Falls 23    7% 4.9%

Clearwater 1    0% 0.6%

Idaho 18  5% 1.0% Ada 123  36% 25.0%

Latah 10  3% 2.4% Adams -       0% 0.3%

Lewis -     0% 0.2% Boise 34    10% 0.4%

Nez Perce 8    2% 3% Canyon 15    4% 12.1%

Central Idaho Elmore 5      1% 1.7%

Blaine 2    1% 1.4% Gem -       0% 1.1%

Butte -     0% 0.2% Owyhee 1      0% 0.7%

Camas -     0% 0.1% Payette -       0% 1.4%

Custer -     0% 0.3% Valley 3      1% 0.6%

Lemhi -     0% 0.5% Washington 1      0% 0.7%

Southeastern Idaho Eastern Idaho

Banncok 20  6% 5.3% Bonneville 21    6% 6.6%

Bear Lake -     0% 0.4% Clark 1      0% 0.1%

Bingham 7    2% 2.9% Fremont -       0% 0.8%

Caribou -     0% 0.4% Jefferson -       0% 1.7%

Franklin -     0% 0.8% Madison 3      1% 2.4%

Oneida -     0% 0.3% Teton -       0% 0.6%

Power -     0% 0.5% Total Complaints 343 100%

Percentage

Share of State 

 Population

Northern Idaho South Central Idaho

Southwestern Idaho 

Complaints

Number of 

Percentage

Number of 

Complaints Percentage

Percentage

Share of State 

 Population

Source:  U.S. Department of Housing & Urban Development, Seattle FHEO. 
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Figure V-2. 
Map of Complaints 
by County 

Source: 

U.S. Department of Housing & 
Urban Development, Seattle FHEO 
and BBC Research & Consulting. 

Figure V-3 shows the basis for the complaint—that is, the type of protected class whose rights were 
allegedly violated.  The pie shows the percentage of complaints by type. The largest proportion of 
complaints—more than half—were related to discrimination on the basis of disability. National 
origin was the second most comment reason for complaints at 14 percent.  

Figure V-3. 
Reasons for Filed Complaints 
(Protected Class Involved) 

 
Source: 
U.S. Department of Housing & Urban Development,  
Seattle FHEO. 

Race (3.8%)

Gender (6.1%)

Disability (59.8%)

Familial Status (8.2%)

Religion (6.1%)

National Origin (14.0%)
Retaliation (2.0%)
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Figures V-4 shows the number of HUD complaints by year, as well as the number of filed cases 
resulting from those complaints. 

Figure V-4 
HUD Complaints and 
Filed Cases  

Note: 2009 data is through October. 

Source: 

U.S. Department of Housing & Urban 
Development, Seattle FHEO. 

2006 5 0 6 42 4

2007 4 0 27 77 15

2008 2 0 9 15 3

2009 1 1 6 71 6

continued

2006 16 8 3 84 63

2007 3 12 0 138 107

2008 2 1 0 32 28

2009 0 0 4 89 83

Familial

Race Color Origin Disability Status

Religion

National 

Sex Retaliation Complaints Filed
Total Cases

Complaints filed with the State of Idaho. The Idaho Human Rights Commission (IHRC) 
enforces the State of Idaho’s employment and housing anti-discrimination laws. IHRC has a very 
good website that assists residents in filing complaints 
(http://humanrights.idaho.gov/complaint.html). The website provides several ways to contact the 
IHRC, including by phone, written mail and email. It also has information about mediation services 
and contains a simple Q&A section that addresses common questions (e.g., Can the press find out I 
have filed a complaint?).  

When a complaint is received by IHRC, it is “served immediately” upon the organization the 
complaint is against “so they have an opportunity to know exactly what accusations are being made 
and to explain their side of the story.” Once IHRC has investigated the complaint, evidence is 
summarized and submitted to commissioners (appointed by the Governor) who decide the merits of 
the case. Legal issues are resolved with guidance from a deputy attorney general assigned to the 
IHRC. 

Legal Cases 

As part of the AI, recent legal cases were reviewed to determine trends in discriminatory behavior. 
Cases are organized by region (counties within regions are defined in Figure V-2).    

The vast majority of fair housing legal cases in the State of Idaho occurred in Ada County and were 
related to developers, builders, engineers and/or architects failing to comply with the accessibility 
requirements of the federal Fair Housing Act and the Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA). Figure 
V-5 displays the types of cases in each region. As the figure shows, discrimination on the basis of 
disability was the most common reason for the fair housing legal cases, in addition to the complaints 
filed.  
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Figure V-5. 
Primary Types of Fair Housing Legal Cases by Region  

Race Gender Disability
Familial 
Status Religion

National 
Origin

Northern Idaho

North Central Idaho 

Central Idaho

Southeastern Idaho

South Central Idaho

Southwestern Idaho 

Eastern Idaho
 

Source: National Fair Housing Advocate Online (NFHAO), U.S. Department of Justice and Public Access to Court Electronic Records (PACER). 

The cases summarized below highlight the most common legal trends in fair housing in The State of 
Idaho by region.   

Northern Idaho.  Covering Benewah, Boundary, Bonner, Kootenai and Shoshone counties, the 
Northern region has experienced recent, documented fair housing violations for discrimination on 
the basis of disability. These violations and resultant cases are discussed below. 

United States & Intermountain Fair Housing Council v. Riverwalk Condominiums, LLC 
(Disability).  In May, 2000, Joyce Grad entered in to a rental agreement with Royalwood 
Cooperative Apartments in Post Falls, Idaho (owned by the defendants-Riverwalk Condominiums 
LLC). In November, 2000 Ms. Grad advised defendants of her disability and her need for a 
reasonable accommodation and permit her to acquire a service animal to assist her with daily living. 
Even though Ms. Grad provided medical documentation from her treating psychologist and 
psychiatrist in her request for a reasonable accommodation, the defendants responded with a written 
refusal to grant the accommodation, citing a Pet Agreement Ms. Grad signed as a condition of 
occupying her apartment unit, which prohibited dogs and cats. As a result of defendants' refusal to 
grant her request for a reasonable accommodation, Ms. Grad vacated her unit in January, 2001. The 
United States Department of Housing and Urban Development (HUD) concluded in the 
Determination of Reasonable Cause that Ms. Grad had "established that an emotional support 
animal or companion animal was necessary for her to use and enjoy her residence at Royalwood 
Cooperative Apartments." Upon finding reasonable cause for discrimination HUD referred the case 
to the United States Department of Justice (DOJ) for resolution. 

In February, 2001, the court entered a consent decree which required Riverwalk Condominiums 
LLC pay a total of $13,500 to Ms. Grad and to the Intermountain Fair Housing Council (IFHC). 
The defendants were also required to retrofit the complex to make it more accessible and pay $5,000 
in civil penalties to the United States.   

United States v. Hallmark Homes, et al (Disability). In August, 2001, the IFHC filed a complaint 
with HUD alleging that the Hallmark Homes constructed the Creekside Meadows Apartments, 
located in Coeur D’Alene, Idaho, in a manner that violates the Federal Fair Housing Act (FHA). 
Specifically, the complaint alleged that: (1) the public use and common use portions are not readily 
accessible to and usable by individuals with disabilities, (2) doorways to the bedrooms and the master 
bathrooms within the ground floor units are not sufficiently wide to allow passage by persons with 
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disabilities who use wheelchairs and (3) the ground floor units have the following deficiencies of 
adaptive design.1  IFHC filed a formal complaint with HUD that the defendants violated the FHA 
on the basis of disability. Upon finding reasonable cause for discrimination, HUD referred the case to 
DOJ for resolution. 

In February, 2006, the court entered a consent decree resolving all claims in United States v. 
Hallmark Homes, Architects West, and Kevin W. Jester. The defendants were ordered to pay 
$115,000 into a retrofit fund and the owner of the property was to oversee all necessary retrofits to 
the public and common use areas and to the covered units during the upcoming year. In addition, 
the defendants were ordered make a payment of $2,000 to IFHC.  

United States v. Taigen & Sons, Inc., et al (Disability). In 2001, the United States filed a complaint 
alleging that Taigen & Sons failed to comply with the FHA’s requirement that new multifamily 
housing be accessible to persons with disabilities when they constructed the Centennial Trail 
Apartments, an apartment complex in Post Falls, Idaho. The DOJ alleged that the apartments are 
inaccessible in many respects, including that the rental office is on the second floor, all interior doors 
and patio doors are too narrow for a wheelchair to pass through, environmental controls cannot be 
reached by persons using wheelchairs, and bathrooms are too small for wheelchair access. The United 
States also alleged that the developer violated the Americans with Disabilities Act by placing the 
rental office on the second floor. 

In January 2006, the court entered a consent decree mandating that Centennial Trail retrofit the 
units in violation within one year regardless of whether any current resident desires the repairs. 
Taigen & Sons was also ordered to pay per diem expenses to any displaced residents.  

Intermountain Fair Housing Council  (IFHC) v. Chief Seltice Mobile Home Park and Jeanie Peery 
(Disability). In September, 1995, M.T. entered into a lease with the Chief Seltice Mobile Home 
Park in Post Falls, Idaho. In April, 2007, M.T. obtained a service dog and submitted a prescription 
from her treating physician for the service animal. At the time, dogs were allowed at the property. 
Two years later, in April, 2009, Defendant Peery, the owner of the mobile home park, asked the 
property manger to notify all tenants that they must remove their dogs from the property or have 
their leases terminated. The property manager notified the owner (defendant Peery) that she could 
not force M.T. to remove her dog because it is a service animal for which she properly requested a 
reasonable accommodation. Defendant Peery said that she would terminate M.T.’s lease regardless of 
the fact that M.T. had a service animal or appropriate prescription. In the same month, M.T. 
received a letter stating that her lease would be terminated due to the presence of her dog. M.T. 
subsequently filed a complaint against the property owner with the IFHC (plaintiff) became 
involved. On several following occasions the IFHC tested the property and found additional evidence 
of the discriminatory practices.  In June, 2009 the plaintiff filed a complaint with HUD alleging 
discrimination on the basis of disability and refusal to make reasonable accommodations. 

                                                      
1
Adaptive design includes: the entrance doorways are inaccessible in that there is a 3/4 inch, unbeveled threshold at the 

primary entrance door to each covered unit; the thermostats are mounted too high ( 61 inches above) the finished floor; the 
bathroom walls lack reinforcements to allow later installation of grab bars; and the bathrooms are not usable by persons 
with disabilities because the clear floor space at the lavatory in the hall bathroom is not centered at the centerline of the 
basin, and the lavatory is located in a vanity cabinet that is non-removable. 
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Within the complaint and demand for jury trial, the plaintiff asked the court to enter judgment 
against the defendant requiring damages in compensation for out-of-pocket expenses, lost economic 
opportunity, diversion of the plaintiff’s resources as well as punitive damages and frustration to the 
plaintiff. Additionally, the plaintiff’s attorney requested the court enter an order establishing a 
victims’ compensation fund.  This case was scheduled for trial on February 7, 2011, unless the parties 
were able to reach a settlement.2  

North Central Idaho. Covering Clearwater, Idaho, Latah, Lewis and Nez Perce counties, the 
Southeastern region has experienced one recent, documented fair housing violation for 
discrimination on the basis of disability. The violation and resultant case is discussed below. 

Intermountain Fair Housing Council v. Rafter Square, L.L.C. (Disability). In July, 2009, Teresa 
Jansen applied for a unit at Hillcrest Apartments (owned by defendant-Rafter Square, LLC) in 
Lewiston, Idaho. Ms. Jansen is disabled and requires the assistance of a service animal. After visiting 
the property, Ms. Jansen notified the owner and manager of the Hillcrest apartments that she was 
interested in renting a unit but when she mentioned that she would like a reasonable accommodation 
to allow her service animal (a cat) to reside in the unit, her rental application was denied. Ms. 
Jansen’s disability therapy technician (C.G.) called the Hillcrest Apartments informing the 
management that Ms. Jansen has a right to have a service animal pursuant to the FHA as a 
reasonable accommodation. The management told C.G. “I don’t believe in service animals, I 
think that it is just an excuse to have a pet.” 

In July, 2009, Ms. Jansen filed a complaint with IFHC who proceeded to test the Hillcrest 
Apartments with similar reasonable accommodation inquires for service animals. Additional testing 
revealed continued discrimination regarding reasonable accommodation of service animals. The 
IFHC found reasonable cause for discrimination, verified their complaint with the court and filed 
suit for a jury trial.   

In January, 2011 the two parties agreed to settle the matter without a jury trial and a consent order 
was issued. In the order, the defendants denied that they violated the FHA and that the order did not 
constitute any admission of liability on the part of the defendants. The defendant did pay monetary 
damages to the IFHC of $10,250 and an additional $3,500 to Ms. Jansen, the original complainant 

Central Idaho.  Covering Blaine, Butte, Camas, Custer and Lemhi counties, the Central region has 
not experienced recent, documented fair housing cases. There have been two fair housing complaints, 
as shown in Figure V-1.   

Southeastern Idaho. Covering Bannock, Bear Lake, Bingham, Caribou, Franklin, Oneida and 
Power counties, the Southeastern region has experienced recent, documented fair housing violations 
for discrimination on the basis of familial status and disability. These violations and resultant cases 
are discussed below. 

                                                      
2
 As of April 26, 2011, no new case filings have been posted on NFHAO, DOJ or PACER. 
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United States v. Lyon, et al (Familial Status). In March, 1998, Selena J. Edwards called Kenneth E. 
Lyon and Beverly Lyon’s (defendants) phone number, which was listed in a rental ad for a two 
bedroom apartment in Pocatello, Idaho. An unidentified female asked Ms. Edwards if she had any 
children. When Ms. Edwards responded that she had a child, the woman told her that the apartment 
was unsuitable for children and that she should look for something else. Ms. Edwards contacted the 
IFHC and notified them of the alleged familial discrimination. The IFHC continued testing this 
alleged violation and received similar discriminatory responses regarding children at the rental 
property.  

In October, 1998, the IFHC filed a complaint with HUD. Upon notification of the complaint, the 
defendants elected to settle the matter outside of federal court and the complaint was referred to the 
DOJ for resolution. A consent decree was filed in January, 2000 which required the defendants to 
pay $3,500 to attend training given by the IFHC and to comply with the advertising and reporting 
requirements of the FHA. 

United States v. Allan Horsley and Horsley Construction (Disability). In February, 2001, the 
United States filed a complaint against the owner of The Elms apartment complex in Pocatello, Idaho, 
alleging violations of the FHA’s requirement that new multifamily housing be accessible to persons with 
disabilities. The complaint alleged that the defendants failed to include certain features in 12 ground-
floor units which made them inaccessible to persons with disabilities, including: steps at apartment 
entrances, doors that are too narrow for a wheelchair to pass through, and kitchens and bathrooms that 
are too small for wheelchair access. This matter was referred to the DOJ by HUD after HUD’s 
investigation of a complaint received from the IFHC alleging that the apartments did not meet the 
requirements of the FHA. 

In January, 2002, the parties entered into a consent decree to resolve the case. The terms of the 
consent decree required defendants to: pay $10,000 to compensate an individual using a wheelchair 
who sought to live at the Elms and was unable to do so; pay $4,000 to IFHC; pay $14,000 to 
compensate additional victims of discrimination at the Elms; pay $10,000 to increase the availability 
of accessible housing in Idaho for people with disabilities; pay $4,000 to the United States in civil 
penalties; and build sixteen units of accessible housing in Pocatello, Idaho. 

South Central Idaho. Covering Cassia, Gooding, Jerome, Lincoln, Minidoka and Twin Falls 
counties, the Southwestern region has experienced recent, documented fair housing violations for 
discrimination on the basis of disability. The recent violation and case (United States v. Thomas 
Development Co., et al) is discussed in the Southwestern Idaho section below. 

Southwestern Idaho. Covering Ada, Adams, Boise, Canyon, Elmore, Gem, Owyhee, Payette, 
Valley and Washington counties, the Southwestern region has experienced recent, documented fair 
housing violations for discrimination on the basis of national origin, disability, and familial status. 
These violations and resultant cases are discussed below. 
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United States v. Harlan (National origin). In January, 1997, Donald Mello decided to sell his 
mobile home located on a rented space in the Golden Gate Mobile Home Park located in Caldwell, 
Idaho. Mr. Mello notified the owner of the mobile home park, Charles Harlan (defendant). Mr. 
Harlan then allegedly made statements indicating a preference for selling or renting to persons who 
are not Hispanic or of Mexican national origin, and told Mr. Mello not to sell his home to any such 
persons. In addition, he said that if Mr. Mello did sell to a person of Hispanic or Mexican national 
origin, he would not rent space in the park to the new owner. Instead, the new owner would have to 
move the home out of the park.  Several people, including Mr. Mello’s son in law, contacted him 
about the mobile home but Mr. Mello had to turn them away because they were of Hispanic or 
Mexican national origin. One of the individuals denied residence based on their national origin filed 
a complaint with HUD in September, 1997.  Upon finding reasonable cause for discrimination 
HUD referred the case to DOJ for resolution.  

The defendant agreed to resolve this matter prior to trial. In August, 1999 the court entered a 
consent decree, which provided $92,500 in monetary relief ($75,000 for the complainants, a $10,000 
civil penalty and $7,500 in attorney’s fees), fair housing training for the defendants, and reporting 
and monitoring requirements for the period of the decree. 

United States v. Canal Street Apartments, et al (Disability). In 1998, the IFHC filed a complaint 
with HUD alleging that the Canal Street Apartments located in Boise, Idaho frustrated the IFHC’s 
mission of eliminating discrimination by failing to construct and design the complex so that: the 
public use and common use portions are readily accessible to and usable by individuals with 
disabilities and ground floor units contain features of adaptive design.3

  Upon finding reasonable 
cause for discrimination based on disability, HUD referred the case to the DOJ.   

In September, 2002, the court filed a consent decree requiring the defendants to: retrofit the ground 
floor units and public and common areas to make them accessible to persons with disabilities; submit to 
periodic inspections and record-keeping; and pay $3,300 in monetary damages to the Intermountain 
Fair Housing Council, $5,000 to the Accessibility Improvement Program (AIP) of the Idaho Housing 
and Finance Association to promote handicap accessible housing construction and fair housing in the 
City of Boise and Ada County area; and pay a $6,500 civil penalty. The five-year consent order also 
requires the defendants to notify HUD if they again design or construct multifamily dwellings and 
provide a written statement from any architect involved with the project that the plans include design 
specifications that comply with the requirements of FHA Accessibility Guidelines.  

                                                      
3
 In this case, adaptive design included: (i) doors sufficiently wide to allow passage into and within the unit by persons in 

wheelchairs; specifically including: doors to the bedrooms; doors to the bathrooms; doors to the walk-in closets; doors to the 
patio; (ii) threshold at the exterior primary entrance low enough to allow entry by persons in wheelchairs; (iii) bathroom 
floor space sufficiently clear for an individual in a wheelchair to enter and close the door; (iv) providing reinforcement in the 
walls at the tub and water closet to permit the later installation of grab bars. 
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United States v. Blue Meadows Apartments, et al (Familial status). In July, 1995 Blue Meadows 
Limited Partnership, the owner of Blue Meadows Apartments in Boise, Idaho (defendant) stated, 
adopted, and enforced a policy that imposed a limitation on the use of facilities by persons under the 
age of eighteen years. Specifically, those rules: required all occupants under the age of eighteen years 
to be supervised whenever they were outside of their apartments; and prohibited all people under the 
age of eighteen years from using or occupying any of the common areas after 10:00 p.m., irrespective 
of adult or parental supervision. Defendants incorporated these rules into an addendum to the lease 
that tenants were required to sign.  Several residents of Blue Meadows that had children under the 
age of 18 filed complaints with HUD in 1999 and 2000. Upon finding reason for discrimination 
based on family status HUD referred the case to the DOJ for resolution.  

In September, 2002, the court entered a consent decree where the defendants agreed to: delete the 
current restriction on persons under seventeen from using the pool unless accompanied by a parent; 
limit any future age restrictions governing unaccompanied children using the pool to those under age 
thirteen; and refrain from instituting any other rules that restrict the use of common areas at by 
persons under 18, except those that apply to all persons, regardless of age. Defendants were also 
required to pay one of the plaintiffs $1,200 in damages. 

United States v. Madsen (Disability). In September, 2000 Karen and Jason Cox submitted an 
application to rent a space for their newly purchased mobile home at Pioneer Village Mobile Home 
Park in Weiser, Idaho. The owners of the park, Victoria and Floyd Madsen, rejected the application 
upon learning that Jason Cox had schizophrenia, bipolar disorder, manic depression, or a mental 
condition or illness. In October 2000, the Cox’s filed a complaint with HUD alleging discrimination 
on the basis of disability. Upon finding reasonable cause for discrimination on the basis of disability 
HUD referred the case to the DOJ for resolution. 

In July, 2002, the court entered a consent order to resolve the case, which determined that: the 
owners of Pioneer Village Mobile Home Park violated the FHA by refusing to rent a mobile home 
space to a woman and her adult son, on the basis of his mental disability; and that defendant Victoria 
Madsen made statements indicating that she did not want tenants with mental disabilities. The 
United States also alleged that because of this discrimination, the complainants could not purchase 
the home of their choice from third-party sellers, and were forced into a far more expensive and less 
satisfactory home. 

The consent order also provided that the Madsens pay the Cox’s a total of $30,000; that Pioneer 
Village implement nondiscriminatory policies and inform all residents and applicants of these policies 
and of their rights under the FHA and Idaho state law; and that the relevant agents of defendants will 
attend fair housing training. The consent order also contained provisions to monitor Pioneer 
Village’s tenant and applicant records, and required the defendants to advertise to the public in 
accordance with HUD’s fair housing advertising guidelines. These provisions remained in effect for 3 
years plus 3 months from entry of the consent order.  
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United States v. Pacific Northwest Electric, Inc., et al (Disability). In January, 2001 the United 
States filed a complaint alleging that the defendants developers: Walter T. Sigmont and Wirt 
Edmonds, Pacific Northwest Electric, Inc., Edmonds Construction Co., Inc., and architects Teal 
Whitworth Architects, P.A. and Capstone, Inc. located in Boise, Idaho discriminated on the basis of 
disability by failing to design and construct five Boise apartment complexes in accordance with the 
FHA’s accessibility requirements for new multifamily housing. The five Boise complexes that were 
the subject of the suit are Grayling Place, Jade Village, Imperial Court, Eagleson Park and 
Harborview Station (formerly known as Lawton Apartments). Specifically, the defendants failed to 
design the apartment complexes so that: the public and common areas are readily accessible to and 
usable by individuals with disabilities; all doors within the 72 ground floor units are sufficiently wide 
to allow passage by persons with disabilities who use wheelchairs; and the 72 ground floor units 
contain the features of adaptive design.4  

In October, 2003, the court entered a consent decree, which required the defendants to retrofit the 
complexes by, among other things: removing steps; reconfiguring kitchens and bathrooms to provide 
added maneuvering space; widening doorways; leveling sidewalks; and adding accessible parking and 
curb ramps at an estimated cost of approximately $300,000. In addition, the defendants were 
required to pay damages in the amount of $29,000 to persons harmed by the lack of accessible 
features at the complexes, pay $5,000 in damages to the IFHC, and ensure that any new construction 
complies with the FHA. The consent decree remained in effect for two years. 

United States v. Vanderpool, et al (Disability). In February, 2001, the United States filed a 
complaint against Virginia Vanderpool, two companies under which it develops and constructs 
multifamily housing (V.L.V. Company, L.L.C. and V.L. Vanderpool Company, Inc.),  and T&J 
Properties and Pinnacle Engineers, Inc. (defendants) alleging discrimination on grounds of disability. 
An investigation of the Baycrest Village Apartment property located in Caldwell, Idaho showed that 
the complex had numerous barriers to accessibility including: steps at the front entry door of 
apartment units; bathrooms and kitchens that lack adequate maneuvering space to be usable by 
persons with disabilities; bathrooms that lack reinforcements for grab bars; and electrical outlets and 
thermostats placed at inaccessible heights for persons who use wheelchairs. 

In April, 2002, the court entered a consent decree. The defendants agreed to settle the lawsuit by 
retrofitting an eighteen unit apartment complex to make it accessible to persons with disabilities and 
by paying up to $48,000 in damages and penalties. The defendants also agreed to modify common 
areas and individual apartment units within one year to make them accessible to persons with 
disabilities; pay up to $30,000 to compensate persons who have been harmed by the lack of accessible 
features, such as persons using wheelchairs who tried to live at Baycrest Village and were unable to do 
so; pay $3,000 in damages to the IFHC; pay $5,000 to a nonprofit organization to increase accessible 
housing for persons with disabilities in Idaho; pay $5000 to the United States in civil penalties; and 
pay $5000 to the current owner of Baycrest Village to compensate her for the lost rent and 
inconvenience resulting from the modifications.  

                                                      
4
 See footnote 2 for qualifications of “adaptive design.” 
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United States v. City of Payette, Idaho (Disability). In the summer and fall of 2001, Wilma Sue 
Keith sought to open and operate a group residence called Harbor House in Payette, Idaho. The 
purpose of Harbor House was to house and counsel persons recovering from alcohol and drug 
dependency. Harbor House was to be operated from a single-family residence owned by Ms. Keith 
and her husband Glenn. City officials told Ms. Keith that she would need a conditional use permit 
(CUP) before she could open Harbor House, so she applied for one. The Payette Planning and 
Zoning Commission denied Ms. Keith's application for a CUP.  

In August, 2001, the Payette City Council held a public hearing on Ms. Keith's application to 
operate Harbor House. At the hearing, Ms. Keith explained that Harbor House would forbid drug or 
alcohol use, and its residents would be former alcoholics or drug addicts who were recovering from 
their addiction. Area residents who attended the hearing, as well as the earlier Planning and Zoning 
Commission meeting, made numerous comments indicating opposition to the proposed group home 
based on the fact that the prospective residents of the home would be persons with disabilities. The 
city claimed that the group home was a “commercial” entity that didn’t belong in a residential 
neighborhood, although the city had previously allowed other commercial businesses to open in 
residential neighborhoods. In August, 2001, Ms. Keith filed a timely complaint with HUD. Upon 
finding reasonable cause for discrimination based on disability, the case was referred to the DOJ. 

In September, 2003, the court entered a consent decree requiring the city to: allow the group home 
to open at its originally requested location; comply with the provisions of the FHA; notify the United 
States of any applications for permits and zoning requests relating to group homes; and train city 
employees and officials on the requirements of the FHA. The defendant also paid $15,000 to the 
owner/operators of the facility, and a civil penalty of $5,000 to the United States. The consent decree 
remained in effect for three years. 

United States v. Thomas Development Co., et al (Disability). In February, 2002 the United States 
filed a complaint alleging that Thompson Development Co. and affiliated companies (defendants) 
engaged in a pattern or practice of discrimination on the basis of disability by failing to design and 
construct the ground floor units and public/common use areas in compliance with the accessibility 
requirements of the FHA. The defendants were alleged to commit these violations at 17 apartment 
complexes located throughout Southern Idaho in the cities of Boise, Meridian, Nampa, Shelly, 
Rexburg, Caldwell, Rigby, Lewiston and Jerome.  The complaint also alleged that some of the 
defendants retaliated against a tenant family at one of the complexes by attempting to evict the family 
after one of the family members requested a reasonable accommodation for their disability.  

In March, 2005, the court entered a consent order, which included injunctive relief and monetary 
payments totaling $125,000.  The consent order remained in effect for three years. 



BBC RESEARCH & CONSULTING SECTION V, PAGE 13 

Garcia v. Brockway (Disability). In May 2003, Noll Garcia (plaintiff) filed a complaint against the 
original owner/developer and designer of his apartment building in Boise, Idaho. The complaint 
alleged a failure to accommodate disabilities as mandated by the FHA. Mr. Garcia is disabled and 
uses a wheelchair for mobility and filed a complaint because the apartment complex he was living in 
lacked curb cuts from the parking lot to the sidewalk, didn't have a ramp to the front entrance door 
and the doorways were too narrow to allow clear passage of his wheelchair. Mr. Garcia requested that 
management make appropriate accessibility improvements, which were ignored, as was his request 
that management build a ramp to his door or that he be relocated to a more accessible unit. In 
addition, Mr. Garcia sued the original builder and architect (Brockway and Robert Stewart, 
respectively), and the current owners and management (the Zavoshy defendants). 

The defendants (Brockway and Stewart) argued that because they no longer owned the building 
(which they sold in 1994), their liability was time-barred by the statute of limitations in the FHA. 
Thus, the plaintiff’s complaint would have had to been filed within two years following construction 
of the apartment building in 1993. The plaintiff countered, arguing that the failure to remodel the 
apartments constituted a continuing violation and that the statute of limitations take effect upon 
discovery of the alleged violations. Mr. Garcia also claimed that failure to make modifications 
constituted new violations.  

The court ruled that the continuing accessibility issues were an effect of a prior discriminatory act but 
not a continuing violation. The argument that the two-year statute of limitations should begin at 
discovery of a violation was deemed unworkable as a developer would be liable for these violations 
indefinitely in spite of his or her ownership of the complex. Finally, the original developer was not 
found to be liable for refusal to make modifications while current management company was at fault. 
The defendant still had a remedy under the FHA with building owners, but his motion against the 
developers was dismissed. Claims against the current owners and management were settled out of 
court. 

United States v. S-16 Limited Partnership, et al (Disability). In April, 2003, the United States filed 
a complaint alleging that the owners and developers of the 254-unit Village at Columbia apartment 
complex in Boise, Idaho and the architects and engineering firm involved in its design-- failed to 
design and construct the complex in compliance with the accessibility requirements of the FHA. 
Specifically, the defendants failed to design the apartment complexes so that: the public and common 
areas are readily accessible to and usable by individuals with disabilities; all doors within the 76 
ground floor units are sufficiently wide to allow passage by persons with disabilities who use 
wheelchairs; and the 76 ground floor units contain the features of adaptive design.5  

                                                      
5
 See footnote 2 for qualifications of “adaptive design.” 
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In March, 2005, the court entered the consent order requiring the defendants to retrofit the common 
use areas of the complex and 76 ground-floor apartments. The order also required defendants to pay 
$2,000 in damages to the IFHC, the original HUD complainant in the case, and to establish a fund 
of $40,000 to compensate victims of defendants’ discriminatory practices. In addition, the order 
included: a general injunction against future discrimination; requirement that defendants inform 
HUD of future development and design work in which they become involved and obtain statements 
that design plans comply with the FHA; mandated that defendants require all supervisory employees 
and agents to participate in fair housing training and certify that they have read the order; post signs 
describing their policy of nondiscrimination in housing; and meet reporting and record-keeping 
obligations. The consent order remained in effect for three years. 

Alamar Ranch LLC v. Boise County (Disability).  In November, 2009 plaintiffs- Alamar Ranch, LLC 
(Alamar Ranch) filed a lawsuit alleging that Boise County (defendant) violated the FHA by changing 
a conditional use permit (CUP) to mandate unfeasible design elements in order to construct a 
residential treatment center for troubled youth and youth with substance abuse problems. The CUP 
approved by the defendants stated that Alamar Ranch could have no more than 24 beds (the original 
permit was for 72 beds), must keep a fire truck on site and build a helicopter landing pad. Based on 
these elements, which made the development prohibitively expensive, Alamar Ranch alleged that the 
defendant denied reasonable accommodation to handicapped persons.  

In April, 2010, the court ruled on motions calling for summary judgment on whether the plaintiffs 
were aggrieved persons, whether the future residents of Alamar Ranch were actually handicapped and 
therefore denied reasonable accommodation, whether disparate impacts and treatment exist, and 
whether punitive damages may be assessed. The court found that Alamar Ranch is an aggrieved 
person; there was sufficient material evidence to prove future residents would classify as handicapped 
and therefore may have been denied reasonable accommodation as well as sufficient evidence to prove 
disparate impacts and treatment. The court ruled that the taxpayers did not share in the responsibility 
for the augmented CUP and there was no basis to find an exception to the public policy against 
punitive damages awards against municipalities. In other words, no punitive damages could be 
awarded in this case, however compensatory damages could result.  Although the court identified that 
sufficient evidence existed to argue the claims of the plaintiff (except for the issue of punitive 
damages), the court deferred the final ruling to a jury trial.   

Throughout 2010, the plaintiffs and defendants filed numerous pretrial motions establishing what 
evidence and testimony would be allowed in the upcoming trial. In late December, 2010 a trial was 
held to resolve the FHA issues. The jury trial commenced, alleging three separate violations of the 
FHA: (1) failure to make reasonable accommodations, (2) disparate treatment of the handicapped (3) 
and intentional interference with the construction of handicapped housing. The jury ruled in favor of 
Alamar Ranch on all counts and returned a verdict awarding $ 4 million in damages.  
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Eastern Idaho. Covering Bonneville, Clark, Fremont, Jefferson, Madison and Teton counties, the 
Eastern region has experienced recent, documented fair housing violations for discrimination on the 
basis of familial status, gender and disability. These violations and resultant cases are discussed below. 

United States v. Cherrywood & Associates, LP, et al (Familial Status). In April, 1998, Toni Jones, 
who at the time was seven months pregnant with her third child, inquired with Julie Winn 
(defendant) about the availability of two-bedroom apartments at the Saturn Village complex (owned 
and managed by Cherrywood & Associates LP) in Idaho Falls, Idaho for herself, her husband, the 
couple's two-year old son, one-year old daughter and their unborn child. Ms. Winn declined Mrs. 
Jones’ application for an apartment, stating that because the Joneses wanted to occupy a unit with 
five persons, they could not rent a two-bedroom apartment at the complex, which had a two person 
per bedroom occupancy restriction. In addition, Ms. Winn advised Mrs. Jones that she and her 
family were ineligible for a two-bedroom unit because the Joneses' two young children were of 
different genders and management policy also precluded children of different genders from sharing 
bedrooms. Due to the denial and discriminatory behavior from the Defendants, the Jones’ filed a 
complaint with HUD alleging discrimination on the basis of familial status in October, 1998. Upon 
finding reasonable cause for discrimination based on familial status HUD referred the case to the 
DOJ for resolution.     

In May, 2002, the court filed a consent agreement requiring the defendants to pay the family $6,250 
in damages, modify their occupancy policy to be non-discriminatory, and comply with FHA 
regulations.  

United States v. Hall, et al. (Gender). In August, 2003 Robyn White (a single mother with two 
children) responded to a newspaper advertisement offering a property for rent in Idaho Falls, Idaho. 
Bruce W. Hall (defendant) showed Ms. White, her children, and a friend, the subject property and 
another single-family dwelling being offered for rent. Ms. White selected the subject property as the 
most suitable and desirable for her family. That same day, Ms. White sought to enter into a lease by 
completing an application for rental, which she submitted to Mr. Hall. Mr. Hall told Ms. White that 
her application looked good but that he wanted to review more applications before making a 
decision. After several phone calls between the parties, Mr. Hall stated that he and the owner wanted 
to rent to a "family" and explained that by a "family" he meant a "husband, wife, and kids."  Ms. 
White contacted the IFHC, which investigated and received the same response from Mr. Hall 
regarding his definition of “family.” In September, 2003, Ms. White filed a complaint with HUD 
alleging discrimination on the basis of gender because Mr. White refused to rent a single-family 
property to her, her children and a female friend because there would be no adult male to provide 
lawn care and other maintenance. Upon finding reasonable cause for discrimination based on familial 
status HUD referred the case to the DOJ.   

In August, 2005, the court entered a consent decree, which required the defendants to pay $5,000 to 
the aggrieved persons, and admit their conduct violated the FHA. Under the decree, the property 
manager issued a written apology to the aggrieved persons. The agreement also required the 
defendants to amend their application materials so that they no longer sought “husband’s 
employment” and “wife’s employment”. The revised applications may seek “applicant’s employment” 
and “if appropriate, spouse’s employment.” The decree remained in effect for 3 years. 
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United States v. Stealth Investments, LLC, et al. (Disability).   In August, 2006, in response to a 
complaint, IFHC conducted a telephone test for housing discrimination based on disability at 
Shadow Canyon Apartments located in Idaho Falls, Idaho. The tester called Shadow Canyon 
Apartments and spoke with Mr. Woodhouse (employed by defendant-Stealth Investments LLC) and 
informed him that they represented someone who would need a wheelchair accessible unit. Mr. 
Woodhouse identified one- and two-bedroom units that would meet those needs and quoted prices. 
The tester then told Mr. Woodhouse that the person they represent has a prescription for a service 
dog to which Mr. Woodhouse responded: “We absolutely do not allow dogs. They're going to have 
to find somebody else. Even if it's service, we won't allow dogs.”  The tester then explored reasonable 
accommodation options and received the similar denials. In October, 2006, IFHC filed a complaint 
with HUD alleging that the policies instituted by Stealth Investments LLC at Shadow Canyon 
Apartments discriminated against future tenants on the basis of disability and did not allow for 
reasonable accommodation. Upon finding reasonable cause for discrimination based on disability, 
HUD referred the case to the DOJ.  

In May, 2008, the court entered a consent decree requiring the defendant to pay $24,500 to 
compensate victims of discrimination at Shadow Canyon Apartments, establish a $12,500 victim 
fund, and pay a $25,000 civil penalty to the United States. Additionally, defendants agreed to 
establish and follow non-discriminatory procedures and undergo training with the IFHC.  

United States v. Milton (Familial Status). In January, 2008, Frank Tyler Atkinson and his two 
children were searching for housing in Idaho Falls, Idaho. Mr. Atkinson found a two-bedroom unit 
advertised for $340 per month at a property owned and managed by Shelly Milton (defendant). 
Upon learning that Mr. Atkinson had young children, Ms. Milton said that she could not rent the 
apartment to him because it was an upstairs apartment and there were liability issues with children 
living upstairs. Mr. Atkinson called the HUD Boise office soon after speaking with Ms. Milton and 
filed a complaint. The HUD investigator called Ms. Milton, inquired about the rental unit and 
received similar discriminatory remarks regarding children residing in the unit.  

In April, 2009, the court entered a consent decree requiring the defendants to pay $600 to Mr. 
Atkinson and comply will standard injunctive provisions including: refraining from committing 
future fair housing violations, posting an “Equal Housing Opportunity” poster in their rental units 
and acknowledge that they committed a fair housing violation after attending training which 
discussed discrimination on the basis of familial status. 
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SECTION VI. 
Land Use Regulations as  
Barriers to Affordable Housing 

The ability of private real estate markets to meet affordable housing needs is strongly affected by 
zoning, subdivision, and land development regulations adopted by local governments. In many cases, 
local regulations that are intentionally or unintentionally exclusionary can offset the impact of 
affordable housing subsidies or increase the amount of subsidies necessary for the market to meet 
affordable housing needs.1 In Zoned Out, analyst Jonathan Levine recently documented the impact 
of zoning regulations on the supply of affordable housing, and his findings confirm the conclusions 
of several earlier studies.  

For example, a 1998 study of regulatory barriers to affordable housing in Colorado identified five 
separate types of barriers, including zoning and subdivision controls.2 The other areas were 
development processing and permitting, infrastructure financing mechanisms, building codes, and 
environmental and cultural resource protection tools. In the area of zoning and subdivision controls, 
the Colorado study identified four specific types of barriers: 

 Minimum house size, lot size, or yard size requirements; 

 Prohibitions on accessory dwelling units;  

 Restrictions on land zoned and available for multifamily and manufactured housing; and 

 Excessive subdivision improvement standards. 

Similarly, in 2007, a nationwide study prepared by the National Association of Home Builders for 
the U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development documented which types of subdivision 
regulations have the greatest impacts on housing costs.3 After establishing benchmark standards 
representing their estimates of the minimums necessary to protect public health and safety, the study 
compared the cost of building single family housing under those benchmark standards with actual 
costs of home construction. The study concluded that: 

 65 percent of the added costs were caused by minimum lot size requirements; and 

 9 percent of the added costs were caused by lot width requirements. 

A third contributor was minimum house size requirements. Although only eight percent of local 
governments impose those controls, they were responsible for 17 percent of the added costs in those 
cities and counties that use them. Using 2004 data, the study concluded that subdivision regulations 
exceeding baselines for public health and safety added an average of $11,910 (4.8%) to the price of a 
new home.  

                                                      
1  Levine, Jonathan, Zoned Out (RFF Press, Washington, D.C., 2006). 

2  Colorado Deportment of Local Affairs, Reducing Housing Costs through Regulatory Reform (Denver: Colorado 
Department of Local Affairs, 1998). 

3  Study of Subdivision Requirements as a Regulatory Barrier. EcoNorthwest, for National Association of Homebuilders 
Research Center, 2007. 
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In U.S. ex. rel. Anti-discrimination Center v. Westchester County4, a U.S. District Court confirmed 
that local government eligibility for Federal Community Development Block Grant Funds requires 
certification that the city or county is in compliance with the Federal Fair Housing Act Amendments 
of 1988. That, in turn, requires that the local government (a) conduct an analysis of impediments to 
fair housing, (b) take actions to address the effects of those impediments, and (c) maintain records of 
the analysis and the steps taken. In addition to barriers based on income, the analysis cannot ignore 
issues of racial segregation or the role of public resistance in perpetuating economic or racial 
segregation. 

For all of these reasons, it is important that local governments review their zoning, subdivision and 
land development regulations to ensure that they do not create barriers to private production of 
affordable housing, and that they include appropriate tools that could spur private production of 
affordable housing to fill identified gaps in housing supply.  

This following information is organized into three sections: 

 General Guidance on Avoiding Barriers to Affordable Housing; 

 County-by-County Review of Land Use Regulations; and 

 Idaho Summary and Conclusions. 

Please Note. The 2011 Analysis of Impediments is based on information available to researchers 
during late 2010 through late 2011. The analysis and conclusions presented herein are based on that 
point-in-time data, and it should be understood that: 

 Policies and procedures in place during this period are subject to change; 

 Although available data was assumed to be current and accurate at the time, actual practices or 
policies should be independently verified prior to any formal action; and 

 County level data should not in any way be interpreted as reflecting policies or practices of 
housing providers, municipalities or other independent jurisdictions or organizations located 
within a county. 

The purpose of this document is to identify and analyze data in order to recommend best practices 
within the context of current law and perceived or potential impediments to fair housing. It is not 
intended to imply or affirm that specific unlawful actions or omissions have occurred. 

General Guidance on Avoiding Barriers to Affordable Housing 

Because the character, development patterns, and future plans of each county are different, their 
zoning, subdivision, and development controls will also differ. No two county codes could or should 
read alike. However, there are several land use practices that can help reduce barriers to housing 
choice, and counties should review their regulations to ensure that they do not include unintentional 
barriers in these areas. In some cases, the most appropriate areas for some of these tools to be 
implemented may be in existing urbanized areas or near incorporated towns and cities. 

                                                      
4  495 F.Supp.2nd 375 (S.D.N.Y. 2007). 
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County land use regulations that attempt promote housing choice should include as 
many of the following tools as is consistent with the county’s future development 
plans. While it is not necessary that each county code include all of these types of provisions, 
including more of them will further reduce barriers to housing choice. 

 Purpose Statement. The code should reflect the county’s purpose to provide housing choice for 
its residents and to comply with applicable federal and state law regarding housing choice. 

 Small Lots. At least one zone district (or overlay district, or permit system) that allows small lots 
for single family detached housing in some locations. While the appropriate minimum lot size 
will vary with the character of the county, a zone allowing minimum lot sizes in the 3,000-6,000 
square foot range would be appropriate for more urbanized areas of many counties. In addition, 
lot width requirements should be reasonable and consistent with minimum lot sizes; while some 
codes require minimum lot widths of 70 feet or more, small homes can be constructed on lots as 
narrow as 40 feet (or even less). Minimum lot size requirements are the type of regulation most 
responsible for increasing housing costs.  

 Multifamily Parcels. At least one zone district (or overlay district or permit system) that allows 
the construction of multifamily housing, and mapping enough land into this district to allow a 
reasonable chance that some multifamily housing will be developed. In many rural counties, 
these mapped areas may be close to incorporated or urbanized areas. Maximum heights should be 
reasonable and consistent with the maximum density permitted; avoid mapping areas for 
multifamily densities and then imposing height restrictions that prohibit efficient development at 
those densities. Failure to provide opportunities for multifamily development has been identified 
as one of the four leading regulatory causes of increased housing costs. 

 Manufactured Homes. Manufactured housing meeting HUD safety standards should be allowed 
somewhere (per the Federal Manufactured Housing Act of 1974). While restricting these homes 
to manufactured home parks is common, the better practice is to allow them in at least one 
residential zone where the size and configuration matches the scale and character of the area. 
Idaho Code Section 67-6509 requires that local governments amend their land use regulations to 
allow the siting of individual manufactured homes in residential areas, and that manufactured 
home communities be treated equally with subdivisions. Failure to comply with these 
requirements impairs housing choice. 

 Minimum House Sizes. The zoning and subdivision regulations should not establish minimum 
house or dwelling unit sizes (beyond those in the building code). Minimum house size 
requirements have also been identified as a significant cause of increased housing prices in those 
communities where they are in place. 

 Group Housing. The code should clarify that housing for groups protected by the Fair Housing 
Act Amendments of 1988 are treated as residential uses, and should generally allow those group 
housing uses in at least one residential district. While some communities require a special permit 
for these uses, others find that they can be allowed by right provided that they comply with 
standards limiting scale, character, and parking. Failure to provide for these uses in the code 
could subject the county to a developer’s request for “reasonable accommodation” under the Act, 
and failure to provide “reasonable accommodation” could be a violation of federal law. In light of 
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the aging of the American population, the code should also provide areas where congregate care, 
nursing home, and assisted living facilities may be constructed. 

 Accessory Dwelling Units. The code should allow accessory dwelling units in at least one zone 
district – either as an additional unit within an existing home structure or in an accessory 
building on the same lot. While some communities require a special permit for these uses, others 
find that they can be allowed by right provided that they comply with standards limiting scale, 
character, and parking. 

 Mixed Use. In order to promote affordability, housing should be allowed near businesses that 
employ workers, particularly moderate and lower income employees. To do that the code should 
permit residential units in at least one commercial zone district or should map some lands for 
multifamily development in close proximity to commercial districts. 

 Lower Parking Standards. Although the traditional standard of two parking spaces per dwelling 
unit may be reasonable for many areas of a county, a lower standard can and generally should be 
used for affordable housing, multifamily housing, group housing, and special needs housing. 

 Flexibility on Nonconforming Structures. Although zoning codes generally require that 
nonconforming structures damaged or destroyed through fire or natural causes can only be 
rebuilt in compliance with the zoning code, an increasing number of codes are exempting 
affordable housing from this requirement. Often the most affordable housing in a community is 
located on lots that are too small or narrow for the district where they are located, or in 
multifamily buildings that have too many units for the district where they are located. If forced 
to replat with larger lots or to reduce density following a disaster, those affordable units may be 
lost, and allowing rebuilding with the same number of units as before may be the most efficient 
way to preserve this these units in the housing stock. 

 Incentives. In order to encourage the development of affordable housing, the code should 
recognize the difficult economics involved and should offer incentives. Common incentives 
include smaller lots, increased density in multifamily areas, reduced parking requirements, or 
waivers or reductions of application fees or development impact fees. Some communities provide 
additional incentives for housing that is restricted for occupancy at lower percentages of the Area 
Median Income (AMI). For example, developments restricted for households earning less than 
50% of AMI could receive more generous incentives than those for households earning less than 
80% of AMI. While zoning and subdivision incentives alone are often not enough to make 
development for lower levels of AMI economically feasible, they can be part of a broader package 
of incentives (for example, including financial incentives or land contributions) that make those 
projects feasible. Any incentives offered should be updated as new housing studies are completed 
and new information about specific affordable housing needs is obtained. 

 Growth Management Exemptions. Most communities that operate a growth management 
system exempt affordable housing or allow it to compete for a separate pool of development 
rights in order to encourage this type of housing. 



BBC RESEARCH & CONSULTING SECTION VI, PAGE 5 

County-by-County Review of Land Use Regulations 

This report intended to review all 44 Idaho county zoning codes, but during the course of the review 
we discovered that Benewah County does not have a zoning code and that its subdivision regulations 
did not address affordable housing issues, so a total of 43 codes were reviewed. In order to complete 
our review of the remaining 43 county land use regulations within the available time and budget, the 
county-by-county review focuses on nine key land use questions that can have significant impacts on 
housing affordability and availability. Those questions are: 

1. What is the smallest minimum lot size available in a residential district? 

2. What is the narrowest lot width allowed in a single family district? 

3. What is the highest density available in a multifamily district? 

4. What is the tallest building height permitted in a multifamily district? 

5. What types of group housing are permitted in single family and multifamily districts (if any)? 

6.  How does the code address manufactured housing or mobile homes? 

7. How does the code address accessory dwelling units?  

8. How much parking does the code require for single and multifamily units, and does it have 
lower standards for affordable/special needs housing? 

9. Are there any county incentives for affordable housing, and if so what are they? 

We also surveyed a 10th issue – minimum house size requirements – but discovered that no Idaho 
county requires minimum house sizes in their zoning and subdivision codes. The responses to the ten 
questions are set forth in the pages that follow. In addition, at the end of each county summary there 
is a comment section reflecting how the regulations compare to the General Guidance section above 
and to regulations in other Idaho counties. 

Figure VI-1 summarizes the findings from the land use and zoning review that follows. 

Individual County Reviews 

Pages 9 through 52 of this section present the findings from the review for each county in the state. 
This report concludes with an overall evaluation of how well the counties in the state have 
implemented land use practices that create housing opportunities for individuals protected by the 
Federal Fair Housing Act.  
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Figure VI-1. 
Summary and Conclusions of Land Use Review, Idaho Counties 2011 

County Lot dimensions Minimum lot size. Affordable Housing Incentives Group Housing Regulations Manufactured Home/Mobile ADU Regulations Parking Notes

Ada Among the lowest reviewed. Min. width could be lower. 
Multifamily density and building height could be higher.

2,000 square feet None; should consider offering. Need to allow more group home 
types.

Good overall; should allow parks 
in residential zones.

Good. Single family good; 
multifamily could be 
lower.

Adams Should lower minimum lot sizes; have multifamily district with 
density.

1 acre. "High" density 
9,000 square feet.

None. Need to allow more group home 
types.

Allow manufactured homes 
outside of parks.

Do not promote affordable 
housing.

Could be lower.

Bannock Should be lower; do not facilitate affordability of housing. 
Multifamily permits should allow efficient density and height.

1 acre None. Good. Good. Should permit rentals. Could be lower.

Bear Lake Should be lower; do not facilitate affordability of housing. 1/2 acre None. Need to add group home 
provisions to code.

Good. Good. N/A

Benewah N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A Benewah does not have a zoning code, only subdivision 
regulations that do not address affordability factors. A zoning 
code should be adopted. 

Bingham Should be lower; do not facilitate affordability of housing. 
Multifamily permits should allow efficient density and height.

1/4 acre None. Need to allow more group home 
types.

Good. Should expand beyond farm 
and ranch uses.

Could be lower.

Blaine Should be lower; do not facilitate affordability of housing. 
Multifamily densities should be higher.

1/4 acre None; should offer, given 
expensive housing.

Need to allow more group home 
types.

Good, should adopt park 
standards.

Good. Could be lower.

Boise Should be lower; do not facilitate affordability of housing. 
Multifamily permits should allow efficient density and height.

2 acres None. Among the best reviewed. Good. Should permit rentals. Multifamily could be 
lower.

Bonner Should be lower; do not facilitate affordability of housing. 
Multifamily densities should be higher.

10,000 square feet None; should offer, given 
expensive housing.

Need to add group home 
provisions to code.

Should be allowed in residential 
zones. Park provisions good.

Good. Single family could 
be lower.

Bonneville Relatively low. Multifamily density could be higher. 5.200 square feet for 
duplex lots; 6,000 square 
feet otherwise

None. Need to allow more group home 
types.

Should be allowed in residential 
zones. Park provisions good.

Should be added to code. Could be lower.

Boundary Should lower minimum lot sizes; add multifamily provisions to 
code. 

1/4 acre None. Should offer, given 
expensive housing.

Need to add group home 
provisions to code.

Good. Should not limit to family 
members.

N/A

Butte Should be lower; do not facilitate affordability of housing. 1/2 acre None. Need to allow more group home 
types.

Good. Should expand beyond farm 
use.

Single family could 
be lower.

Camas Should be lower; do not facilitate affordability of housing. 
Multifamily permits should allow efficient density and height.

1/4 acre None. Need to allow more group home 
types.

Good. Allow in more zones and on 
smaller lots.

N/A

Canyon Should be lower; do not facilitate affordability of housing. 
Multifamily provisions should allow higher densities.

12,000 square feet None. Among the best reviewed. Good. Good. Could be lower.

Caribou Should be lower; do not facilitate affordability of housing. 1/2 acre None. Should be allowed in low 
density residential.

Should be allowed in residential 
zones. Park provisions good.

Good. Single family could 
be lower.

Cassia Should be lower; minimum lot sizes in subdivisions should be 
given.

1 acre None. Need to allow more group home 
types.

Good. Should be added to code. Single family could 
be lower.

Evaluation of Land Use/Zoning Policies and Affordable Housing Barriers

Note:  Items that should be given the most attention in code revision are highlighted in red. Items in blue indicate models for other counties. 

 An acre is 43,560 square feet. 1/2 acre = 21,780 square feet. 1/4 acre = 10,890 square feet.  

Source:  Clarion Associates and BBC Research & Consulting. 
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Figure VI-1. (continued) 
Summary and Conclusions of Land Use Review, Idaho Counties 2011 

County Lot dimensions Minimum lot size. Affordable Housing Incentives Group Housing Regulations Manufactured Home/Mobile ADU Regulations Parking Notes

Clark Among the best reviewed. Multifamily permits should allow 
efficient densities and heights.

5,000 square feet None. Could be expanded to include 
large facilities for elderly.

Good. Should permit rentals. N/A

Clearwater Generally good, could be slightly lower. Multifamily permits 
should allow efficient densities and heights.

7,500 square feet None. Need to allow more group home 
types.

Good. Should be added to code. Single family could 
be lower.

Custer Should be lower; do not facilitate affordability of housing. 
Multifamily permits should allow efficient density and height.

9,000 square feet None. Need to allow more group home 
types.

Good. Good. Single family could 
be lower.

Elmore Among the best reviewed; promotes affordability. No minimum None. Among the best reviewed. Good. Good. Single family could 
be lower.

Franklin Good, could be lower, smallest minimum lot width. Multifamily 
permits should allow efficient densities and heights.

7,250 square feet None. Need to add group home 
provisions to code.

Should be allowed in residential 
zones. Park provisions should be 
added to code.

Should be added to code. N/A

Fremont Should be lower; do not facilitate affordability of housing. 
Multifamily permits should allow efficient density and height.

1/2 acre Yes. PUD and rural village districts 
set out to maintain affordability 
through flexibility.

Good, but should define groups. Good. Good. Could be lower.

Gem Good, could be lower. Multifamily maximum density and height 
could be raised.

6,000 square feet None. Need to allow more group home 
types.

Good. Should be added to code. Single family could 
be lower.

Gooding Should be lower; do not facilitate affordability of housing. 
Multifamily permits should allow efficient density and height.

10,000 square feet None. Good. Good. Should be added to code. N/A

Idaho Should be lower; do not facilitate affordability of housing. 
Multifamily provisions should be added to the code. 

8,000 square feet None. Need to add group home 
provisions to code.

Good. Should be added to code. N/A

Jefferson Should be lower; do not facilitate affordability of housing. 
Multifamily provisions should be added to the code. 

1/5 acre None. Need to allow more group home 
types.

Good. Could be extended into R-1 
district.

Single family could 
be lower.

Jerome Should be lower; do not facilitate affordability of housing. 
Multifamily permits should allow efficient density and height.

1 acre None. Need to allow more group home 
types.

Good. Should be added to code. Single family could 
be lower.

Kootenai Among the best reviewed; promotes affordability. 3,000 square feet None; should offer, given 
expensive housing.

Need to allow more group home 
types.

Good. Should permit rentals. Best single family 
requirements at 
1/DU

Latah Should be lower; do not facilitate affordability of housing. 
Multifamily permits should allow efficient density and height.

9,600 square feet None. Need to add group home 
provisions to code.

Good. Should permit rentals. N/A

Lemhi Should be lower; do not facilitate affordability of housing. 
Multifamily permits should allow efficient density and height.

1/4 acre None. Need to add group home 
provisions to code.

Good. Good. Could be lower.

Lewis Should be lower; should state minimum size with services. 
Should add multifamily provisions to code.

1 acre (will consider less if 
services are available).

None. Could allow more group home 
types.

Siting good; should add park 
provisions.

Should be added to code. N/A

Lincoln Should be lower; should add multifamily housing provisions. 1/2 acre None. Need to add group home 
provisions to code.

Siting good; should add park 
provisions.

Should be added to code. N/A

Madison No minimum lot size promotes affordability, but minimum width 
does not.

No minimum None. Need to add group home 
provisions to code.

Good. Good. Could be lower.

Minidoka Among the best reviewed; promotes affordability. Multifamily 
permits should allow efficient density and height.

1,500 square feet None. Among the best reviewed. Good. Should specify zones 
allowed.

Could be lower.

Evaluation of Land Use/Zoning Policies and Affordable Housing Barriers

Note:  Items that should be given the most attention in code revision are highlighted in red. Items in blue indicate models for other counties. 

 An acre is 43,560 square feet. 1/2 acre = 21,780 square feet. 1/4 acre = 10,890 square feet.  

Source:  Clarion Associates and BBC Research & Consulting. 
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Figure VI-1. (continued) 
Summary and Conclusions of Land Use Review, Idaho Counties 2011 

County Lot dimensions Minimum lot size. Affordable Housing Incentives Group Housing Regulations Manufactured Home/Mobile ADU Regulations Parking Notes

Nez Perce Should be lower; do not facilitate affordability of housing. 
Multifamily permits should allow efficient density and height.

1/2 acre None. Need to add group home 
provisions to code.

Goodl. Good. Single famly could 
be lower.

Oneida N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A Code only contains airport overlay and flood plain districts. 
Needs to address other aspects of land use.

Owyhee Minimum lot size with services should be stated. Multifamily 
permits should allow efficient density and height.

N/A None. Need to allow more group home 
types.

Should be allowed in residential 
zones. Park provisions good.

Should not limit to family 
members.

N/A

Payette No minimum lot size promotes affordability, but minimum width 
does not.

3,500 square feet None. Good. Good. Should be added to code. Could be lower.

Power Should be lower; do not facilitate affordability of housing. 
Multifamily permits should allow efficient density and height.

1 acre None. Need to add group home 
provisions to code.

Good. Good. Could be lower.

Shoshone Should be lower; do not facilitate affordability of housing. 
Multifamily permits should allow efficient density and height.

7,700 square feet None. Good. Good. Should be added to code. Single family could 
be lower.

Teton Should be lower; do not facilitate affordability of housing. 
Multifamily permits should allow efficient density and height.

7,000 square feet None; should offer, given 
expensive housing; also use 
in Valley

Good. Good. Good. Could be lower.

Twin Falls Should be lower; do not facilitate affordability of housing. 
Multifamily provisions should be added to the code. 

9,000 square feet None. Need to add group home 
provisions to code.

Good. Should specify zones 
allowed.

Could be lower.

Valley No minimum lot size promotes affordability. Multifamily permits 
should allow efficient density and height.

No minimum None. Need to add group home 
provisions to code.

Good. Good. N/A

Washington No minimum lot size promotes affordability. Multifamily 
provisions should be added to the code.

No minimum None. Need to add group home 
provisions to code.

Good. Should be added to code. Single family could 
be lower.

Evaluation of Land Use/Zoning Policies and Affordable Housing Barriers

Note:  Items that should be given the most attention in code revision are highlighted in red. Items in blue indicate models for other counties. 

 An acre is 43,560 square feet. 1/2 acre = 21,780 square feet. 1/4 acre = 10,890 square feet.  

Source:  Clarion Associates and BBC Research & Consulting. 
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Ada County 
The following information was found through review of Title 8: Ada County Zoning.  

Potential Affordable Housing Barriers  Ada County Regulations  

Lot Dimensions  

Smallest minimum lot size in a residential district (with services) 2,000 sq. ft. 

Narrowest lot width in a single family district 60 ft. 

Minimum house size requirement (any district) — 

Highest density available in a multifamily district  20 DU per acre 

Tallest building height in a multifamily district 40 ft. 

Where is multifamily permitted? By special permit? Permitted in high density residential districts 

Affordable Housing Provisions  

Are there incentives for affordable housing? (density, lot size, fee waivers, other) No 

Group Housing (Assisted living, Congregate care, Nursing homes, Boarding homes) Regulations 

What types of group housing are permitted in single family districts?  Nursing facility by CUP 

What types of group housing are permitted in multifamily districts? Boarding house and nursing facility by CUP 

Manufactured Housing/Mobile Home (MH) Regulations  

Are MHs allowed in residential districts?  Yes, manufactured homes are considered as single 
family dwelling and permitted in most residential 
districts 

Does the county have MH standards? Yes, for manufactured homes, parks, and subdivisions 

Does the county have a MH park district?  Yes, two districts 

Are MHs (parks/single units) allowed in other districts? Yes, in all rural districts, manufactured home parks by 
CUP in most all residential districts 

Accessory Dwelling Unit (ADU) Regulations  

Does the code address accessory dwelling units?  Yes 

Are ADUs allowed in any districts, which ones? All low to medium residential districts  

Are ADUs allowed by special permit only? — 

Parking Requirements  

Number of parking spaces required for single family units 1 per DU 

Number of parking spaces required for multifamily units 1 BR = 1.5 per DU; 2-3 BR = 2 per DU;  
4+ BR = 3 per DU 

Are there lower standards for affordable/special needs housing? Skilled nursing facility: 1 per 8 beds 

ABBREVIATIONS 

"—" = no information was found or there are no regulations listed 
BR = bedroom 

CUP = conditional use permit 

DU = dwelling unit  

Note:  Increasing lot dimensions may be restricted to the availability of shared sewer systems, shared water systems and the firefighting capacities of the county or local fire district. 

Comment(s): 
 Small single family minimum lot size among the lowest reviewed; minimum width could be lower. 
 Multifamily density and building height could be higher to promote affordability. 
 A broader range of FHAA group living facilities could be accommodated. 
 Manufactured home siting are good. 
 Accessory dwelling unit provisions are good. 
 Single family parking standard is good; multifamily standards could be lower. 
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Adams County 
The following information was found through review of the Adams County Zoning and Subdivision Ordinances.  

Potential Affordable Housing Barriers  Adams County Regulations  

Lot Dimensions   

Smallest minimum lot size in a residential district (with services) 1 acre (high density overlay: 9,000 sq. ft.) 

Narrowest lot width in a single family district — 

Minimum house size requirement (any district) — 

Highest density available in a multifamily (MF) district  No MF district, 1 DU per 1 acre, in overlay: 1 DU per 
9,000 sq. ft. 

Tallest building height in a multifamily district No MF district, 3 stories for subdivisions, otherwise 
not mentioned 

Where is multifamily permitted? By special permit? Permitted by CUP in R-1 district 

Affordable Housing Provisions   

Are there incentives for affordable housing? (density, lot size, fee waivers, other) No 

Group Housing (Assisted living, Congregate care, Nursing homes, Boarding homes) Regulations  

What types of group housing are permitted in single family districts?  Nursing, retirement home, boarding house by CUP 

What types of group housing are permitted in multifamily districts? No MF district 

Manufactured Housing/Mobile Home (MH) Regulations    

Are MHs allowed in residential districts?  No 

Does the county have MH standards? No 

Does the county have a MH park district?  No 

Are MHs (parks/single units) allowed in other districts? Yes, mobile home parks allowed in commercial and 
by CUP in the rural residential district  

Accessory Dwelling Unit (ADU) Regulations    

Does the code address accessory dwelling units?  No 

Are ADUs allowed in any districts, which ones? Agricultural: permits additional dwellings for 
immediate family members or employees of the 
landowner 

Are ADUs allowed by special permit only? — 

Parking Requirements    

Number of parking spaces required for single family units 2 per DU 

Number of parking spaces required for multifamily units 2 per DU 

Are there lower standards for affordable/special needs housing? No 

ABBREVIATIONS  

"—" = no information was found or there are no regulations listed 

BR = bedroom 

CUP = conditional use permit 

DU = dwelling unit  

Note:  Increasing lot dimensions may be restricted to the availability of shared sewer systems, shared water systems and the firefighting capacities of the county or local fire district. 

Comment(s): 
 Basic and overlay single family minimum lot size could be lower. 
 A broader range of FHAA group living facilities could be accommodated. 
 Manufactured homes could be accommodated outside of parks. 
 Accessory dwelling unit provisions do not promote the supply of affordable units. 
 Single family and multifamily parking standards could be lower. 
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Bannock County 
The following information was found through review of the Bannock County Zoning and Subdivision Ordinances.  

Potential Affordable Housing Barriers  Bannock County Regulations  

Lot Dimensions   

Smallest minimum lot size in a residential district (with services) 1 acre 

Narrowest lot width in a single family district 100 ft. 

Minimum house size requirement (any district) — 

Highest density available in a multifamily (MF) district  No MF district, 1 DU per acre 

Tallest building height in a multifamily district No MF district, 35 ft. 

Where is multifamily permitted? By special permit? MF permitted by CUP in residential districts 

Affordable Housing Provisions    

Are there incentives for affordable housing? (density, lot size, fee waivers, other) No 

Group Housing (Assisted living, Congregate care, Nursing homes, Boarding homes) Regulations  

What types of group housing are permitted in single family districts?  Boarding house is permitted, institutional housing 
by CUP  

What types of group housing are permitted in multifamily districts? No MF district 

Manufactured Housing/Mobile Home (MH) Regulations    

Are MHs allowed in residential districts?  Yes, manufactured homes where single family DU 
are permitted; mobile homes in agricultural and 
rural residential districts 

Does the county have MH standards? Yes, for single units and parks 

Does the county have a MH park district?  No 

Are MHs (parks/single units) allowed in other districts? Single units in agricultural, rural residential, 
residential suburban, and recreation, and by CUP in 
commercial general; mobile home parks permitted 
as part of PUD in three districts  

Accessory Dwelling Unit (ADU) Regulations    

Does the code address accessory dwelling units?  Yes 

Are ADUs allowed in any districts, which ones? Allow a guest house, no rentals 

Are ADUs allowed by special permit only? No 

Parking Requirements    

Number of parking spaces required for single family units 2 per DU 

Number of parking spaces required for multifamily units 1.5 – 3 per DU 

Are there lower standards for affordable/special needs housing? No 

ABBREVIATIONS  

"—" = no information was found or there are no regulations listed 

BR = bedroom 

CUP = conditional use permit 

DU = dwelling unit  

Note:  Increasing lot dimensions may be restricted to the availability of shared sewer systems, shared water systems and the firefighting capacities of the county or local fire district. 

Comment(s): 
 1 acre minimum lot size and 100 ft. minimum width do not promote affordability. 
 Multifamily conditional use permits should allow efficient densities and building heights. 
 Group living provisions are good, provided definitions cover FHAA listed groups. 
 Manufactured home siting and park availability provisions are good. 
 Accessory dwelling unit provisions could be stronger if rentals permitted. 
 Single family and multifamily parking standards could be lower. 
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Bear Lake County 
The following information was found through review of the Bear Lake County Land Use and Subdivision Ordinances. 

Potential Affordable Housing Barriers  Bear Lake County Regulations  

Lot Dimensions   

Smallest minimum lot size in a residential district (with services) 1/2 acre 

Narrowest lot width in a single family district 75 ft. 

Minimum house size requirement (any district) — 

Highest density available in a multifamily (MF) district  No MF district, 1 DU per 1/2 acre  

Tallest building height in a multifamily district No MF district, 35 ft.  

Where is multifamily permitted? By special permit? MF permitted by CUP in all districts except agricultural

Affordable Housing Provisions    

Are there incentives for affordable housing? (density, lot size, fee waivers, other) No 

Group Housing (Assisted living, Congregate care, Nursing homes, Boarding homes) Regulations  

What types of group housing are permitted in single family districts?  None  

What types of group housing are permitted in multifamily districts? No MF district 

Manufactured Housing/Mobile Home (MH) Regulations    

Are MHs allowed in residential districts?  Yes - manufactured homes, not single mobile homes 

Does the county have MH standards? Yes, for manufactured homes and parks 

Does the county have a MH park district?  No 

Are MHs (parks/single units) allowed in other districts? Manufactured/mobile home parks by CUP in rural 
community, community expansion, and commercial 
districts 

Accessory Dwelling Unit (ADU) Regulations    

Does the code address accessory dwelling units?  Permits secondary residential or caretaker housing 

Are ADUs allowed in any districts, which ones? All 

Are ADUs allowed by special permit only? — 

Parking Requirements    

Number of parking spaces required for single family units — 

Number of parking spaces required for multifamily units — 

Are there lower standards for affordable/special needs housing? — 

ABBREVIATIONS  

"—" = no information was found or there are no regulations listed 

BR = bedroom 

CUP = conditional use permit 

DU = dwelling unit  

Note:  Increasing lot dimensions may be restricted to the availability of shared sewer systems, shared water systems and the firefighting capacities of the county or local fire district. 

Comment(s): 
 1/2 acre minimum lot size and 75 ft. minimum width do not promote affordability. 
 Multifamily conditional use permits should allow efficient densities and building heights. 
 Group housing provisions addressing FHAA listed groups should be added to the code. 
 Manufactured home siting and park availability provisions are good. 
 Accessory dwelling unit provisions are good. 
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Benewah County 
No affordable housing information was found through review of the Benewah County Subdivision Ordinance. There is 
no zoning ordinance for Benewah County.  

Potential Affordable Housing Barriers  Benewah County Regulations  

Lot Dimensions   

Smallest minimum lot size in a residential district (with services) — 

Narrowest lot width in a single family district — 

Minimum house size requirement (any district) — 

Highest density available in a multifamily district  — 

Tallest building height in a multifamily district — 

Where is multifamily permitted? By special permit? — 

Affordable Housing Provisions   

Are there incentives for affordable housing? (density, lot size, fee waivers, other) — 

Group Housing (Assisted living, Congregate care, Nursing homes, Boarding homes) Regulations 

What types of group housing are permitted in single family districts?  — 

What types of group housing are permitted in multifamily districts? — 

Manufactured Housing/Mobile Home (MH) Regulations   

Are MHs allowed in residential districts?  — 

Does the county have MH standards? — 

Does the county have a MH park district?  — 

Are MHs (parks/single units) allowed in other districts? — 

Accessory Dwelling Unit (ADU) Regulations   

Does the code address accessory dwelling units?  — 

Are ADUs allowed in any districts, which ones? — 

Are ADUs allowed by special permit only? — 

Parking Requirements   

Number of parking spaces required for single family units — 

Number of parking spaces required for multifamily units — 

Are there lower standards for affordable/special needs housing? — 

ABBREVIATIONS  

"—" = no information was found or there are no regulations listed 

BR = bedroom 
CUP = conditional use permit 

DU = dwelling unit  

Note:  Increasing lot dimensions may be restricted to the availability of shared sewer systems, shared water systems and the firefighting capacities of the county or local fire district. 

Comment(s): 
 No zoning code; only subdivision regulations that do not address affordability factors listed above. 
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Bingham County 
The following information was found through review of the 14th Draft Code Revisions of Bingham County.  

Potential Affordable Housing Barriers  Bingham County Regulations  

Lot Dimensions   

Smallest minimum lot size in a residential district (with services) 1/4 acre 

Narrowest lot width in a single family district 80 ft. 

Minimum house size requirement (any district) — 

Highest density available in a multifamily district  1 DU per 1/4 acre 

Tallest building height in a multifamily district In accordance with the building code 

Where is multifamily permitted? By special permit? Permitted in residential district, and by SUP in ag. 
residential, and light commercial 

Affordable Housing Provisions    

Are there incentives for affordable housing? (density, lot size, fee waivers, other) No 

Group Housing (Assisted living, Congregate care, Nursing homes, Boarding homes) Regulations  

What types of group housing are permitted in single family districts?  Nursing/convalescent homes, congregate care and 
boarding houses by CUP 

What types of group housing are permitted in multifamily districts? Nursing/convalescent homes by CUP 

Manufactured Housing/Mobile Home (MH) Regulations    

Are MHs allowed in residential districts?  Yes, manufactured homes as a single family DU 

Does the county have MH standards? Yes, mobile/manufactured home park standards 

Does the county have a MH park district?  No 

Are MHs (parks/single units) allowed in other districts? Single units in ag., manufacturing, and commercial; 
mobile/manufactured home parks by SUP in residential 
and commercial districts  

Accessory Dwelling Unit (ADU) Regulations    

Does the code address accessory dwelling units?  Not directly 

 Are ADUs allowed in any districts, which ones? Permitted only for farm, ranch, or dairy ops.  

 Are ADUs allowed by special permit only? — 

Parking Requirements    

Number of parking spaces required for single family units 2 per DU + 1 visitor  

Number of parking spaces required for multifamily units 2 per DU + 1 visitor  

Are there lower standards for affordable/special needs housing? Boarding house: 1 per room 

ABBREVIATIONS  

"—" = no information was found or there are no regulations listed 

BR = bedroom 

CUP = conditional use permit 

SUP = special use permit  

DU = dwelling unit  

Note:  Increasing lot dimensions may be restricted to the availability of shared sewer systems, shared water systems and the firefighting capacities of the county or local fire district. 

Comment(s): 
 1/4 acre minimum lot size and 80 ft. minimum width do not promote affordability. 
 Multifamily special use permits should allow efficient densities and building heights. 
 A broader range of FHAA group living facilities could be accommodated. 
 Manufactured home siting and park availability provisions are good. 
 Accessory dwelling unit provisions could be stronger if not limited to farm and ranch uses. 
 Single family and multifamily parking standards could be lower. 
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Blaine County 
The following information was found through review of the Blaine County Title 9: Zoning Regulations and Title 10: 
Subdivision Regulations.  

Potential Affordable Housing Barriers  Blaine County Regulations  

Lot Dimensions   

Smallest minimum lot size in a residential district (with services) 1/4 acre 

Narrowest lot width in a single family district 75 ft. 

Minimum house size requirement (any district) — 

Highest density available in a multifamily (MF) district  No MF district, 1 DU per 1/4 acre 

Tallest building height in a multifamily district No MF district, 35 ft. 

Where is multifamily permitted? By special permit? Permitted at 1 DU per 0.4 acre by CUP in medium and 
high density residential districts 

Affordable Housing Provisions    

Are there incentives for affordable housing? (density, lot size, fee waivers, other) No 

Group Housing (Assisted living, Congregate care, Nursing homes, Boarding homes) Regulations 

What types of group housing are permitted in single family districts?  Continuing care communities are public utilities and 
are allowed in low-, medium-, and high-density 
residential, and commercial districts 

What types of group housing are permitted in multifamily districts? No MF district 

Manufactured Housing/Mobile Home (MH) Regulations    

Are MHs allowed in residential districts?  Yes, mobile homes are considered a single family DU 

Does the county have MH standards? Yes, for single units and mobile home subdivisions 

Does the county have a MH park district?  No 

Are MHs (parks/single units) allowed in other districts? Mobile home subdivision by CUP in low- and med-
density residential and commercial zones 

Accessory Dwelling Unit (ADU) Regulations    

Does the code address accessory dwelling units?  Yes 

Are ADUs allowed in any districts, which ones? All residential districts 

Are ADUs allowed by special permit only? No 

Parking Requirements    

Number of parking spaces required for single family units 2 per DU 

Number of parking spaces required for multifamily units 1.5 per DU 

Are there lower standards for affordable/special needs housing? 1 per 1,400 sq. ft., boarding houses: 1 per room 

ABBREVIATIONS  

"-" = no information was found or there are no regulations listed 

BR = bedroom 
CUP = conditional use permit 

DU = dwelling unit  

Note:  Increasing lot dimensions may be restricted to the availability of shared sewer systems, shared water systems and the firefighting capacities of the county or local fire district. 

Comment(s): 
 1/4 acre minimum lot size and 75 ft. minimum width do not promote affordability. 
 Multifamily densities do not promote affordability. 
 A broader range of FHAA group living facilities could be accommodated. 
 Manufactured home siting provisions are good. 
 Accessory dwelling unit provisions are good. 
 Single family parking standards could be lower. 
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Boise County 
The following information was found through review of the Boise County Zoning and Development Ordinance and 
Subdivision Ordinance.  

Potential Affordable Housing Barriers  Boise County Regulations  

Lot Dimensions   

Smallest minimum lot size in a residential district (with services) 2 acres 

Narrowest lot width in a single family district — 

Minimum house size requirement (any district) — 

Highest density available in a multifamily (MF) district  — 

Tallest building height in a multifamily district No MF district, 35 ft. 

Where is multifamily permitted? By special permit? MF permitted by CUP in the multiple use zone 

Affordable Housing Provisions    

Are there incentives for affordable housing? (density, lot size, fee waivers, other) No 

Group Housing (Assisted living, Congregate care, Nursing homes, Boarding homes) Regulations  

What types of group housing are permitted in single family districts? Group Homes, physically and mentally handicapped, 
elderly for up to and including eight (8) in multiple-use 
district 

What types of group housing are permitted in multifamily districts? Only one multiple use zone - same as above 

Manufactured Housing/Mobile Home (MH) Regulations    

Are MHs allowed in residential districts?  Yes, manufactured and mobile homes considered a 
single family DU 

Does the county have MH standards? Yes, within definition and subdivision standards 

Does the county have a MH park district?  No, but there is a specific subdivision for mobile homes 

Are MHs (parks/single units) allowed in other districts? Only one multiple use zone  

Accessory Dwelling Unit (ADU) Regulations    

Does the code address accessory dwelling units?  No 

Are ADUs allowed in any districts, which ones? None 

Are ADUs allowed by special permit only? No  

Parking Requirements    

Number of parking spaces required for single family units — 

Number of parking spaces required for multifamily units 2 per DU + visitor 

Are there lower standards for affordable/special needs housing? No 

ABBREVIATIONS  

"—" = no information was found or there are no regulations listed 

BR = bedroom 
CUP = conditional use permit 

DU = dwelling unit  

Note:  Increasing lot dimensions may be restricted to the availability of shared sewer systems, shared water systems and the firefighting capacities of the county or local fire district. 

Comment(s): 
 2 acre minimum lot size does not promote affordability. 
 Multifamily conditional use permits should allow efficient densities and building heights. 
 Institutional living provisions are among the best reviewed. 
 Manufactured home siting and park availability provisions are good. 
 Accessory dwelling provisions should be added to the code and should allow rental use. 
 Multifamily parking standards could be lower. 



BBC RESEARCH & CONSULTING SECTION VI, PAGE 17 

Bonner County 
The following information was found through review of the Bonner County Code Title 12: Land Use Regulations.  

Potential Affordable Housing Barriers  Bonner County Regulations  

Lot Dimensions   

Smallest minimum lot size in a residential district (with services) 
10,000 sq. ft. (may be reduced through use of cottage 
housing development) 

Narrowest lot width in a single family district — 

Minimum house size requirement (any district) — 

Highest density available in a multifamily (MF) district  No MF district, 1 DU per 10,000 sq. ft.  

Tallest building height in a multifamily district — 

Where is multifamily permitted? By special permit? MF (12,000 sq. ft. for first unit + 3,000 sq. ft. for each 
additional unit) permitted by CUP in commercial, 
recreation, rural service center, and alpine village 
districts 

Affordable Housing Provisions    

Are there incentives for affordable housing? (density, lot size, fee waivers, other) No 

Group Housing (Assisted living, Congregate care, Nursing homes, Boarding homes) Regulations  

What types of group housing are permitted in single family districts?  None 

What types of group housing are permitted in multifamily districts? No MF district 

Manufactured Housing/Mobile Home (MH) Regulations    

Are MHs allowed in residential districts?  No 

Does the county have MH standards? Yes, for mobile home parks 

Does the county have a MH park district?  No 

Are MHs (parks/single units) allowed in other districts? Mobile home park by CUP in commercial, and rural 
service center districts 

Accessory Dwelling Unit (ADU) Regulations    

Does the code address accessory dwelling units?  Yes 

Are ADUs allowed in any districts, which ones? All, 1 permitted per lot 

Are ADUs allowed by special permit only? No 

Parking Requirements    

Number of parking spaces required for single family units 2 per DU 

Number of parking spaces required for multifamily units 1 per studio, 1.5 per one BR, 2 per 2 or more BR 

Are there lower standards for affordable/special needs housing? No 

ABBREVIATIONS  

"—" = no information was found or there are no regulations listed 

BR = bedroom 
CUP = conditional use permit 

DU = dwelling unit  

Note:  Increasing lot dimensions may be restricted to the availability of shared sewer systems, shared water systems and the firefighting capacities of the county or local fire district. 

Comment(s): 
 10,000 sq. ft. minimum lot size does not promote affordability. 
 Multifamily conditional use permits should allow greater density to promote affordability. 
 Group living provisions addressing FHAA listed groups should be added to the code. 
 Manufactured homes should be allowed in residential zone; park availability provisions are good. 
 Accessory dwelling provisions are good. 
 Single family parking standards could be lower. 
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Bonneville County 
The following information was found through review of the Bonneville County Title 1: Zoning Ordinance.  

Potential Affordable Housing Barriers  Bonneville County Regulations  

Lot Dimensions   

Smallest minimum lot size in a residential district (with services) 5,200 sq. ft. for each lot of a duplex;  
6,000 sq. ft. otherwise  

Narrowest lot width in a single family district 65 ft. 

Minimum house size requirement (any district) — 

Highest density available in a multifamily (MF) district  No MF district, 4 DU per 9,000 sq. ft.  

Tallest building height in a multifamily district No MF district, 20 ft. 

Where is multifamily permitted? By special permit? Not allowed at all 

Affordable Housing Provisions    

Are there incentives for affordable housing? (density, lot size, fee waivers, other) No 

Group Housing (Assisted living, Congregate care, Nursing homes, Boarding homes) Regulations  

What types of group housing are permitted in single family districts?  Boarding house in medium-density residential 

What types of group housing are permitted in multifamily districts? No MF district 

Manufactured Housing/Mobile Home (MH) Regulations    

Are MHs allowed in residential districts?  Yes, manufactured homes in all residential districts; 
mobile homes in 3 districts  

Does the county have MH standards? Yes, for manufactured homes and within the 
manufactured home zone 

Does the county have a MH park district?  Yes 

Are MHs (parks/single units) allowed in other districts? Yes, manufactured home parks in recreation-forestry 
and manufactured home districts 

Accessory Dwelling Unit (ADU) Regulations    

Does the code address accessory dwelling units?  No 

Are ADUs allowed in any districts, which ones? — 

Are ADUs allowed by special permit only? — 

Parking Requirements    

Number of parking spaces required for single family units 2 per DU 

Number of parking spaces required for multifamily units 2 per DU 

Are there lower standards for affordable/special needs housing? Boarding houses: the greater of 1 per BR or 1 per each 
auto owned by house members 

ABBREVIATIONS  

"—" = no information was found or there are no regulations listed 

BR = bedroom 
CUP = conditional use permit 

DU = dwelling unit  

Note:  Increasing lot dimensions may be restricted to the availability of shared sewer systems, shared water systems and the firefighting capacities of the county or local fire district. 

Comment(s): 
 Minimum lot size and width are relatively low, but could be lowered for affordability. 
 Multifamily provisions could allow higher density to promote affordability. 
 A broader range of FHAA group living facilities could be accommodated. 
 Manufactured home siting and park availability provisions are good. 
 Accessory dwelling provisions should be added to the code. 
 Single family and multifamily parking standards could be lower. 
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Boundary County 
The following information was found through review of the Boundary County Zoning and Subdivision Ordinance 99-06.  

Potential Affordable Housing Barriers  Boundary County Regulations  

Lot Dimensions   

Smallest minimum lot size in a residential district (with services) 1/4 acre 

Narrowest lot width in a single family district — 

Minimum house size requirement (any district) — 

Highest density available in a multifamily (MF) district  No MF district 

Tallest building height in a multifamily district — 

Where is multifamily permitted? By special permit? Not allowed at all 

Affordable Housing Provisions    

Are there incentives for affordable housing? (density, lot size, fee waivers, other) No 

Group Housing (Assisted living, Congregate care, Nursing homes, Boarding homes) Regulations 

What types of group housing are permitted in single family districts?  None 

What types of group housing are permitted in multifamily districts? No MF district 

Manufactured Housing/Mobile Home (MH) Regulations    

Are MHs allowed in residential districts?  Yes 

Does the county have MH standards? Yes, for mobile home parks  

Does the county have a MH park district?  No 

Are MHs (parks/single units) allowed in other districts? Yes, if they are considered a single family dwelling unit 

Accessory Dwelling Unit (ADU) Regulations    

Does the code address accessory dwelling units?  Yes 

Are ADUs allowed in any districts, which ones? Allowed as long as occupied by family, in all but the 
industrial district 

Are ADUs allowed by special permit only? — 

Parking Requirements    

Number of parking spaces required for single family units — 

Number of parking spaces required for multifamily units — 

Are there lower standards for affordable/special needs housing? — 

ABBREVIATIONS  

"—" = no information was found or there are no regulations listed 

BR = bedroom 
CUP = conditional use permit 

DU = dwelling unit  

Note:  Increasing lot dimensions may be restricted to the availability of shared sewer systems, shared water systems and the firefighting capacities of the county or local fire district. 

Comment(s): 
 1/4 acre minimum lot size does not promote affordability. 
 Multifamily provisions should be added to the code. 
 Group living provision addressing FHAA listed groups should be added to the code. 
 Manufactured homes and park availability standards are good. 
 Accessory dwelling provisions would better promote affordability if not limited to family members. 
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Butte County 
The following information was found through review of the Butte County Zoning Ordinance 3-99 and Subdivision 
Ordinance 2-99.  

Potential Affordable Housing Barriers  Butte County Regulations  

Lot Dimensions   

Smallest minimum lot size in a residential district (with services) 1/2 acre 

Narrowest lot width in a single family district 100 ft. 

Minimum house size requirement (any district) — 

Highest density available in a multifamily (MF) district  No MF district, 1 DU per 1.2 acre 

Tallest building height in a multifamily district No MF district, 2.5 stories/25 ft. 

Where is multifamily permitted? By special permit? 
MF (not more than 4 DUs) permitted by CUP in 
residential districts 

Affordable Housing Provisions    

Are there incentives for affordable housing? (density, lot size, fee waivers, other) No 

Group Housing (Assisted living, Congregate care, Nursing homes, Boarding homes) Regulations  

What types of group housing are permitted in single family districts?  Boarding and rooming house by CUP 

What types of group housing are permitted in multifamily districts? No MF district 

Manufactured Housing/Mobile Home (MH) Regulations    

Are MHs allowed in residential districts?  Yes, manufactured homes within definition of single 
family DU; mobile homes on single family lots meeting 
rehabilitation standards 

Does the county have MH standards? Yes, for single units 

Does the county have a MH park district?  No 

Are MHs (parks/single units) allowed in other districts? Yes, agricultural and transitional; manufactured home 
parks in 2 residential districts 

Accessory Dwelling Unit (ADU) Regulations    

Does the code address accessory dwelling units?  Not directly  

Are ADUs allowed in any districts, which ones? Agricultural – for farm-related purposes only  

Are ADUs allowed by special permit only? Yes 

Parking Requirements    

Number of parking spaces required for single family units 2 per DU 

Number of parking spaces required for multifamily units 1.5 per DU 

Are there lower standards for affordable/special needs housing? 1 per 2 beds 

ABBREVIATIONS  

"—" = no information was found or there are no regulations listed 

BR = bedroom 

CUP = conditional use permit 

DU = dwelling unit  

Note:  Increasing lot dimensions may be restricted to the availability of shared sewer systems, shared water systems and the firefighting capacities of the county or local fire district. 

Comment(s): 
 1/2 acre minimum lot size and 100 ft. minimum width do not promote affordability. 
 Multifamily provisions could allow higher density to promote affordability. 
 A broader range of FHAA group living facilities could be accommodated. 
 Manufactured home and park availability standards are good. 
 Accessory dwelling provisions would better promote affordability if not limited to farm use. 
 Single family parking standards could be lower. 
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Camas County 
The following information was found through review of the Camas County Zoning and Subdivision Ordinances. 

Potential Affordable Housing Barriers  Camas County Regulations  

Lot Dimensions   

Smallest minimum lot size in a residential district (with services) 1/4 acre 

Narrowest lot width in a single family district — 

Minimum house size requirement (any district) — 

Highest density available in a multifamily (MF) district  No MF district, 1 DU per 1/4 acre 

Tallest building height in a multifamily district No MF district, 35 ft.  

Where is multifamily permitted? By special permit? MF permitted in the commercial district, and by CUP in 
most agricultural and residential districts 

Affordable Housing Provisions    

Are there incentives for affordable housing? (density, lot size, fee waivers, other) No 

Group Housing (Assisted living, Congregate care, Nursing homes, Boarding homes) Regulations 

What types of group housing are permitted in single family districts?  Rooming-boarding house by CUP 

What types of group housing are permitted in multifamily districts? No MF district 

Manufactured Housing/Mobile Home (MH) Regulations    

Are MHs allowed in residential districts?  Yes, mobile homes considered a single family DU 

Does the county have MH standards? Yes, mobile home park standards 

Does the county have a MH park district?  No 

Are MHs (parks/single units) allowed in other districts? Mobile homes where single family dwelling are 
permitted, mobile home parks by CUP in low- and 
high- density residential 

Accessory Dwelling Unit (ADU) Regulations    

Does the code address accessory dwelling units?  Yes 

Are ADUs allowed in any districts, which ones? Agricultural and agricultural transition lots that are 2.5 
acres or greater  

Are ADUs allowed by special permit only? No 

Parking Requirements    

Number of parking spaces required for single family units — 

Number of parking spaces required for multifamily units — 

Are there lower standards for affordable/special needs housing? — 

ABBREVIATIONS  

"—" = no information was found or there are no regulations listed 

BR = bedroom 

CUP = conditional use permit 

DU = dwelling unit  

Note:  Increasing lot dimensions may be restricted to the availability of shared sewer systems, shared water systems and the firefighting capacities of the county or local fire district. 

Comment(s): 
 1/4 acre minimum lot size do not promote affordability. 
 Multifamily conditional use permits should allow efficient densities and building heights. 
 A broader range of FHAA group living facilities could be accommodated. 
 Manufactured home and park availability standards are good. 
 Accessory dwelling provisions would better promote affordability if allowed in more zones and smaller lots. 
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Canyon County 
The following information was found through review of the Canyon County Code of Ordinances 10-006, Chapter 7, 
Zoning Regulations., Ordinance 08-026: 2010 Zoning Amendments.  

Potential Affordable Housing Barriers  Canyon County Regulations  

Lot Dimensions   

Smallest minimum lot size in a residential district (with services) 12,000 sq. ft.  

Narrowest lot width in a single family district 60 ft. 

Minimum house size requirement (any district) — 

Highest density available in a multifamily (MF) district  4 DU per 1/2 acre 

Tallest building height in a multifamily district 35 ft. 

Where is multifamily permitted? By special permit? 
4 DU per lot permitted and 8 DU per lot permitted by 
CUP in R-2 district 

Affordable Housing Provisions    

Are there incentives for affordable housing? (density, lot size, fee waivers, other) No 

Group Housing    

What types of group housing are permitted in single family districts?  8 or fewer unrelated mentally and/or physically 
handicapped is included in definition of single family 
DU. Group home by CUP, assisted care facility by 
administrative approval 

What types of group housing are permitted in multifamily districts? No MF district 

Manufactured Housing/Mobile Home (MH) Regulations    

Are MHs allowed in residential districts?  
Yes, manufactured home is included in definition of 
single family DU 

Does the county have MH standards? No 

Does the county have a MH park district?  No 

Are MHs (parks/single units) allowed in other districts? Allowed where single family DU are permitted 

Accessory Dwelling Unit (ADU) Regulations    

Does the code address accessory dwelling units?  Yes 

Are ADUs allowed in any districts, which ones? "Secondary residence" permitted in single family and 
medium residential density zone 

Are ADUs allowed by special permit only? No 

Parking Requirements    

Number of parking spaces required for single family units 2 per DU 

Number of parking spaces required for multifamily units 2 per DU 

Are there lower standards for affordable/special needs housing? 1 per 2 people, 1 per doctor, 3 per 2 employees  

ABBREVIATIONS  

"—" = no information was found or there are no regulations listed 

BR = bedroom 

CUP = conditional use permit 

DU = dwelling unit  

Note:  Increasing lot dimensions may be restricted to the availability of shared sewer systems, shared water systems and the firefighting capacities of the county or local fire district. 

Comment(s): 
 12,000 sq. ft. minimum lot size and 60 ft. minimum width do not promote affordability. 
 Multifamily provisions could allow higher density to promote affordability. 
 Group living provisions are among the best reviewed. 
 Manufactured home and park availability standards are good. 
 Accessory dwelling provisions are good. 
 Single family and multifamily parking standards could be lower. 
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Caribou County 
The following information was found through review of the Caribou County Zoning and Subdivision Ordinances.  

Potential Affordable Housing Barriers  Caribou County Regulations  

Lot Dimensions   

Smallest minimum lot size in a residential district (with services) 1/2 acre 

Narrowest lot width in a single family district 75 ft. 

Minimum house size requirement (any district) — 

Highest density available in a multifamily (MF) district  1 two-family per 1/2 acre  

Tallest building height in a multifamily district 35 ft. 

Where is multifamily permitted? By special permit? 
Permitted in high and low density residential districts 
and by CUP in the agricultural district 

Affordable Housing Provisions    

Are there incentives for affordable housing? (density, lot size, fee waivers, other) No 

Group Housing (Assisted living, Congregate care, Nursing homes, Boarding homes) Regulations  

What types of group housing are permitted in single family districts?  None 

What types of group housing are permitted in multifamily districts? 
Institutional residential by CUP in high density 
residential and commercial 

Manufactured Housing/Mobile Home (MH) Regulations    

Are MHs allowed in residential districts?  
Not specifically, allowed on county land when certain 
standards are met 

Does the county have MH standards? Yes, for single units and parks  

Does the county have a MH park district?  No 

Are MHs (parks/single units) allowed in other districts? Mobile home parks by CUP in high density residential 

Accessory Dwelling Unit (ADU) Regulations    

Does the code address accessory dwelling units?  Yes 

Are ADUs allowed in any districts, which ones? — 

Are ADUs allowed by special permit only? Yes, by CUP in residential districts 

Parking Requirements    

Number of parking spaces required for single family units 2 per DU 

Number of parking spaces required for multifamily units 1.5 per DU 

Are there lower standards for affordable/special needs housing? 1 per 2 beds 

ABBREVIATIONS  

"—" = no information was found or there are no regulations listed 

BR = bedroom 

CUP = conditional use permit 

DU = dwelling unit  

Note:  Increasing lot dimensions may be restricted to the availability of shared sewer systems, shared water systems and the firefighting capacities of the county or local fire district. 

Comment(s): 
 1/2 acre minimum lot size and 75 ft. minimum width do not promote affordability. 
 Multifamily conditional use permits should allow efficient densities and building heights. 
 Group living provisions are good, but could be allowed in low density residential. 
 Manufactured homes should be allowed in residential zone; park availability provisions are good. 
 Accessory dwelling provisions are good. 
 Single family parking standards could be lower. 
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Cassia County 
The following information was found through review of the Cassia County Regulations and County Code, Title 9: Zoning 
Regulations and Title: 10, Subdivision Regulations.  

Potential Affordable Housing Barriers  Cassia County Regulations  

Lot Dimensions   

Smallest minimum lot size in a residential district (with services) 1 acre, may be reduced in approved subdivision 

Narrowest lot width in a single family district — 

Minimum house size requirement (any district) — 

Highest density available in a multifamily (MF) district  No MF district, 1 DU per acre 

Tallest building height in a multifamily district No MF district, 35 ft. 

Where is multifamily permitted? By special permit? 
Permitted by CUP in multiple use, residential, and 
agricultural districts 

Affordable Housing Provisions    

Are there incentives for affordable housing?  

(density, lot size, fee waivers, other) 
No 

Group Housing    

What types of group housing are permitted in single family districts?  
Nursing home and rest homes by CUP in single family 
and permitted in multiple use district 

What types of group housing are permitted in multifamily districts? No MF district 

Manufactured Housing/Mobile Home (MH) Regulations    

Are MHs allowed in residential districts?  Yes, both are considered a single family DU 

Does the county have MH standards? Yes, for single units and parks  

Does the county have a MH park district?  No 

Are MHs (parks/single units) allowed in other districts? 
Mobile home parks by CUP in 2 agricultural residential 
and multiple use districts  

Accessory Dwelling Unit (ADU) Regulations    

Does the code address accessory dwelling units?  No 

Are ADUs allowed in any districts, which ones? — 

Are ADUs allowed by special permit only? — 

Parking Requirements    

Number of parking spaces required for single family units 2 per DU 

Number of parking spaces required for multifamily units 1.5 per DU 

Are there lower standards for affordable/special needs housing? 
Boarding house: 1 per sleeping room, nursing home 
and similar: 1 per 2 beds 

ABBREVIATIONS  

"—" = no information was found or there are no regulations listed 

BR = bedroom 

CUP = conditional use permit 

DU = dwelling unit  

Note:  Increasing lot dimensions may be restricted to the availability of shared sewer systems, shared water systems and the firefighting capacities of the county or local fire district. 

Comment(s): 
 1 acre minimum lot size does not promote affordability; minimum lot sizes in subdivision should be stated. 
 Multifamily conditional use permits should allow efficient densities and building heights. 
 A broader range of FHAA group living facilities could be accommodated. 
 Manufactured home and park availability standards are good. 
 Accessory dwelling provisions should be added to the code. 
 Single family parking standards could be lower. 
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Clark County 
The following information was found through review of the Clark County Development Code. The county is currently 
updating the Development Code, so the 2010 Draft was reviewed.  

Potential Affordable Housing Barriers  Clark County Regulations  

Lot Dimensions   

Smallest minimum lot size in a residential district (with services) 5,000 sq. ft.  

Narrowest lot width in a single family district 50 ft.  

Minimum house size requirement (any district) — 

Highest density available in a multifamily district  No MF district, - 

Tallest building height in a multifamily district No MF district, 35 ft. 

Where is multifamily permitted? By special permit? A conditional use in all districts but industrial 

Affordable Housing Provisions    

Are there incentives for affordable housing? (density, lot size, fee waivers, other) No 

Group Housing (Assisted living, Congregate care, Nursing homes, Boarding homes) Regulations 

What types of group housing are permitted in single family districts?  Shelters with 8 or less clients by CUP in all but  
industrial district  

What types of group housing are permitted in multifamily districts? No MF district  

Manufactured Housing/Mobile Home (MH) Regulations    

Are MHs allowed in residential districts?  Yes, both meeting performance standards 

Does the county have MH standards? Yes, for single manufactured homes and mobile/ 
manufactured home parks 

Does the county have a MH park district?  No 

Are MHs (parks/single units) allowed in other districts? Yes, parks by CUP in the residential and rural districts 

Accessory Dwelling Unit (ADU) Regulations    

Does the code address accessory dwelling units?  Yes, "guest house" 

Are ADUs allowed in any districts, which ones? Allowed in residential and rural districts, but not for 
rental purposes 

Are ADUs allowed by special permit only? A conditional use in the commercial district 

Parking Requirements    

Number of parking spaces required for single family units — 

Number of parking spaces required for multifamily units — 

Are there lower standards for affordable/special needs housing? — 

ABBREVIATIONS  

"—" = no information was found or there are no regulations listed 

BR = bedroom 

CUP = conditional use permit 

DU = dwelling unit  

Note:  Increasing lot dimensions may be restricted to the availability of shared sewer systems, shared water systems and the firefighting capacities of the county or local fire district. 

Comment(s): 
 5,000 sq. ft. minimum lot size and 50 ft. minimum lot width are among the best reviewed. 
 Multifamily conditional use permits should allow efficient densities and building heights. 
 Group living provisions are good, but could be expanded to include larger facilities for elderly. 
 Manufactured home and park availability standards are good. 
 Accessory dwelling provisions would better promote affordability if rental use allowed. 
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Clearwater County 
The following information was found through review of the Clearwater County Zoning and Subdivision Ordinances.  

Potential Affordable Housing Barriers  Clearwater County Regulations  

Lot Dimensions   

Smallest minimum lot size in a residential district (with services) 7,500 sq. ft.  

Narrowest lot width in a single family district 75 ft. 

Minimum house size requirement (any district) — 

Highest density available in a multifamily (MF) district  1 two family DU per 7,500 sq. ft. + 2,500 for each 
additional unit 

Tallest building height in a multifamily district 45 ft. 

Where is multifamily permitted? By special permit? Permitted in the medium-high residential dist., and by 
CUP in the suburban residential dist. 

Affordable Housing Provisions    

Are there incentives for affordable housing? (density, lot size, fee waivers, other) No 

Group Housing (Assisted living, Congregate care, Nursing homes, Boarding homes) Regulations  

What types of group housing are permitted in single family districts?  None 

What types of group housing are permitted in multifamily districts? Nursing, retirement, and boarding houses by CUP in 
medium-high density residential district  

Manufactured Housing/Mobile Home (MH) Regulations    

Are MHs allowed in residential districts?  Yes, mobile homes in all residential districts  

Does the county have MH standards? Yes, for mobile home ”courts” and within definition  

Does the county have a MH park district?  No 

Are MHs (parks/single units) allowed in other districts? Mobile home court by CUP in comm. districts  

Accessory Dwelling Unit (ADU) Regulations    

Does the code address accessory dwelling units?  No 

Are ADUs allowed in any districts, which ones? — 

Are ADUs allowed by special permit only? — 

Parking Requirements    

Number of parking spaces required for single family units 2 per DU 

Number of parking spaces required for multifamily units 1 per DU + 1 per each 2 DU over 4 units 

Are there lower standards for affordable/special needs housing? Nursing home: 1 per 2 beds and 1 per employee  

ABBREVIATIONS  

"—" = no information was found or there are no regulations listed 

BR = bedroom 

CUP = conditional use permit 

DU = dwelling unit  

Note:  Increasing lot dimensions may be restricted to the availability of shared sewer systems, shared water systems and the firefighting capacities of the county or local fire district. 

Comment(s): 
 7,500 sq. ft. minimum lot size and 75 ft. minimum lot width could be lowered for affordability. 
 Multifamily conditional use permits should allow efficient densities and building heights. 
 A broader range of FHAA group living facilities could be accommodated. 
 Manufactured home and park availability standards are good. 
 Accessory dwelling provisions should be added to the code. 
 Single family parking standards could be lower. 
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Custer County 
The following information was found through review of the Custer County Zoning Ordinance 2007-09 and Subdivision 
Ordinance 2007-10.  

Potential Affordable Housing Barriers  Custer County Regulations  

Lot Dimensions   

Smallest minimum lot size in a residential district (with services) 9,000 sq. ft.  

Narrowest lot width in a single family district — 

Minimum house size requirement (any district) — 

Highest density available in a multifamily (MF) district  No MF district, 1 DU per 9,000 sq. ft.  

Tallest building height in a multifamily district No MF district, 35 ft. 

Where is multifamily permitted? By special permit? Permitted in the commercial district, and by SUP in 
the transitional agricultural and residential districts 

Affordable Housing Provisions    

Are there incentives for affordable housing? (density, lot size, fee waivers, other) No 

Group Housing (Assisted living, Congregate care, Nursing homes, Boarding homes) Regulations  

What types of group housing are permitted in single family districts?  Boarding house by SUP 

What types of group housing are permitted in multifamily districts? No MF district 

Manufactured Housing/Mobile Home (MH) Regulations    

Are MHs allowed in residential districts?  Not allowed on any single family lot 

Does the county have MH standards? No 

Does the county have a MH park district?  No 

Are MHs (parks/single units) allowed in other districts? Mobile home parks allowed in commercial, by CUP in 
agricultural and agricultural transitional 

Accessory Dwelling Unit (ADU) Regulations    

Does the code address accessory dwelling units?  Yes 

Are ADUs allowed in any districts, which ones? Agricultural, industrial, commercial 

Are ADUs allowed by special permit only? Yes, in residential 

Parking Requirements    

Number of parking spaces required for single family units 2 per DU 

Number of parking spaces required for multifamily units 1.5 per DU 

Are there lower standards for affordable/special needs housing? Boarding house: 1 for each story 

ABBREVIATIONS  

"—" = no information was found or there are no regulations listed 

BR = bedroom 

CUP = conditional use permit 

SUP = special use permit  

DU = dwelling unit  

Note:  Increasing lot dimensions may be restricted to the availability of shared sewer systems, shared water systems and the firefighting capacities of the county or local fire district. 

Comment(s): 
 9,000 sq. ft. minimum lot size does not promote affordability. 
 Multifamily conditional use permits should allow efficient densities and building heights. 
 A broader range of FHAA group living facilities could be accommodated. 
 Manufactured homes should be allowed in residential zone; park availability provisions are good. 
 Accessory dwelling provisions are good. 
 Single family parking standards could be lower. 



PAGE 28, SECTION VI BBC RESEARCH & CONSULTING 

Elmore County 
The following information was found through review of the Elmore County Title 6: Zoning and Development 
Regulations.  

Potential Affordable Housing Barriers  Elmore County Regulations  

Lot Dimensions   

Smallest minimum lot size in a residential district (with services) 0 ft., has to meet setback and parking stds.  

Narrowest lot width in a single family district 50 ft. 

Minimum house size requirement (any district) — 

Highest density available in a multifamily (MF) district  45 DU per acre 

Tallest building height in a multifamily district 80 ft. 

Where is multifamily permitted? By special permit? Permitted in the recreation and res./mixed-use district, 
and by CUP in the commercial districts 

Affordable Housing Provisions    

Are there incentives for affordable housing? (density, lot size, fee waivers, other) No 

Group Housing    

What types of group housing are permitted in single family districts?  Assisted living and nursing homes by CUP, boarding 
house permitted 

What types of group housing are permitted in multifamily districts? Assisted living, boarding house, and nursing home  
by CUP 

Manufactured Housing/Mobile Home (MH) Regulations    

Are MHs allowed in residential districts?  Yes, manufactured homes in the definition of single 
family DU 

Does the county have MH standards? Yes, in definition and manufactured home park 
standards 

Does the county have a MH park district?  No 

Are MHs (parks/single units) allowed in other districts? Parks by CUP in general agriculture, residential, and 
recreation districts 

Accessory Dwelling Unit (ADU) Regulations    

Does the code address accessory dwelling units?  Yes 

Are ADUs allowed in any districts, which ones? Single family districts 

Are ADUs allowed by special permit only? Yes, by administrative approval 

Parking Requirements    

Number of parking spaces required for single family units 2 per DU 

Number of parking spaces required for multifamily units 1 per DU 

Are there lower standards for affordable/special needs housing? Boarding: 1 per 2 sleeping rooms, nursing: 1 per 8 beds  

ABBREVIATIONS  

"—" = no information was found or there are no regulations listed 

BR = bedroom 
CUP = conditional use permit 

DU = dwelling unit  

Note:  Increasing lot dimensions may be restricted to the availability of shared sewer systems, shared water systems and the firefighting capacities of the county or local fire district. 

Comment(s): 
 No minimum lot size and 50 ft. minimum lot width are among the lowest reviewed. 
 Multifamily density and height standards are among the best reviewed. 
 Group living provisions are among the best reviewed. 
 Manufactured home and park availability standards are good. 
 Accessory dwelling provisions are good. 
 Single family parking standards could be lower. 
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Franklin County 
The following information was found through review of the Franklin County Development Code Ordinance 2007-8-13.  

Potential Affordable Housing Barriers  Franklin County Regulations  

Lot Dimensions   

Smallest minimum lot size in a residential district (with services) 7,260 sq. ft. (plats) 

Narrowest lot width in a single family district 40 ft. (plats) 

Minimum house size requirement (any district) — 

Highest density available in a multifamily (MF) district  No MF district, 1 DU per 7,260 sq. ft.  

Tallest building height in a multifamily district No MF district, - 

Where is multifamily permitted? By special permit? (only districts are wellhead/watershed, floodplain, and 
airport overlay districts) 

Affordable Housing Provisions    

Are there incentives for affordable housing? (density, lot size, fee waivers, other) No 

Group Housing (Assisted living, Congregate care, Nursing homes, Boarding homes) Regulations 

What types of group housing are permitted in single family districts?  — 

What types of group housing are permitted in multifamily districts? No MF district 

Manufactured Housing/Mobile Home (MH) Regulations    

Are MHs allowed in residential districts?  — 

Does the county have MH standards? No 

Does the county have a MH park district?  No 

Are MHs (parks/single units) allowed in other districts? — 

Accessory Dwelling Unit (ADU) Regulations    

Does the code address accessory dwelling units?  No 

Are ADUs allowed in any districts, which ones? — 

Are ADUs allowed by special permit only? — 

Parking Requirements    

Number of parking spaces required for single family units — 

Number of parking spaces required for multifamily units — 

Are there lower standards for affordable/special needs housing? — 

ABBREVIATIONS  

"—" = no information was found or there are no regulations listed 

BR = bedroom 
CUP = conditional use permit 

DU = dwelling unit  

Note:  Increasing lot dimensions may be restricted to the availability of shared sewer systems, shared water systems and the firefighting capacities of the county or local fire district. 

Comment(s): 
 7,260 sq. ft. minimum lot size could be lowered for affordability; 40 ft. minimum lot width is the lowest reviewed. 
 Multifamily housing provisions should allow efficient densities and building heights. 
 Group living provisions addressing FHAA listed groups should be added to the code. 
 Manufactured homes should be allowed in residential districts; park availability provisions should be added to the code. 
 Accessory dwelling provisions should be added to the code. 
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Fremont County 
The following information was found through review of the Fremont County Development Code, Public Hearing Draft, 
October 27, 2010.  

Potential Affordable Housing Barriers  Fremont County Regulations  

Lot Dimensions   

Smallest minimum lot size in a residential district (with services) 1/2 acre 

Narrowest lot width in a single family district — 

Minimum house size requirement (any district) — 

Highest density available in a multifamily (MF) district  No MF district, 2 DU per acre 

Tallest building height in a multifamily district No MF district, 40 ft. 

Where is multifamily permitted? By special permit? All MF requires a Class II permit 

Affordable Housing Provisions    

Are there incentives for affordable housing? (density, lot size, fee waivers, other) PUD and rural village districts set out to maintain 
affordability through flexibility but still have low 
density standards (PUD: 5 DU per acre, RV: 75 DU  
per 100 acres) 

Group Housing (Assisted living, Congregate care, Nursing homes, Boarding homes) Regulations 

What types of group housing are permitted in single family districts?  All, group home is included in the definition of single 
family dwelling  

What types of group housing are permitted in multifamily districts? No MF district 

Manufactured Housing/Mobile Home (MH) Regulations    

Are MHs allowed in residential districts?  Yes, manufactured homes included in the definition of 
single family dwelling  

Does the county have MH standards? Yes, for single and parks 

Does the county have a MH park district?  No 

Are MHs (parks/single units) allowed in other districts? Only where single family dwellings are allowed 

Accessory Dwelling Unit (ADU) Regulations    

Does the code address accessory dwelling units?  Yes 

Are ADUs allowed in any districts, which ones? Residential districts 

Are ADUs allowed by special permit only? No 

Parking Requirements    

Number of parking spaces required for single family units 2 per DU 

Number of parking spaces required for multifamily units 2 per DU 

Are there lower standards for affordable/special needs housing? No 

ABBREVIATIONS  

"—" = no information was found or there are no regulations listed 

BR = bedroom 

CUP = conditional use permit 

DU = dwelling unit  

Note:  Increasing lot dimensions may be restricted to the availability of shared sewer systems, shared water systems and the firefighting capacities of the county or local fire district. 

Comment(s): 
 1/2 acre minimum lot size does not promote affordability. 
 Multifamily housing permits should allow efficient densities and building heights. 
 Group living provisions are good, provided definitions cover FHAA listed groups. 
 Manufactured home and park availability standards are good. 
 Accessory dwelling provisions are good. 
 Single family and multifamily parking standards could be lower. 
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Gem County 
The following information was found through review of the Gem County Title 11: Zoning Regulations and Title 12: 
Subdivision Regulations. 

Potential Affordable Housing Barriers  Gem County Regulations  

Lot Dimensions   

Smallest minimum lot size in a residential district (with services) 6,000 sq. ft.  

Narrowest lot width in a single family district 75 ft. max 

Minimum house size requirement (any district) — 

Highest density available in a multifamily (MF) district  1 DU per 6,000 sq. ft.  

Tallest building height in a multifamily district 30 ft. 

Where is multifamily permitted? By special permit? Permitted in the MF residential district 

Affordable Housing Provisions    

Are there incentives for affordable housing? (density, lot size, fee waivers, other) No 

Group Housing (Assisted living, Congregate care, Nursing homes, Boarding homes) Regulations 

What types of group housing are permitted in single family districts?  Halfway house by SUP 

What types of group housing are permitted in multifamily districts? Group home by SUP 

Manufactured Housing/Mobile Home (MH) Regulations    

Are MHs allowed in residential districts?  Yes, manufactured homes permitted where single 
family is allowed 

Does the county have MH standards? Yes, for single units and manufactured/mobile  
home parks  

Does the county have a MH park district?  No 

Are MHs (parks/single units) allowed in other districts? — 

Accessory Dwelling Unit (ADU) Regulations    

Does the code address accessory dwelling units?  No 

Are ADUs allowed in any districts, which ones? — 

Are ADUs allowed by special permit only? — 

Parking Requirements    

Number of parking spaces required for single family units 2 per DU 

Number of parking spaces required for multifamily units 1.5 per DU 

Are there lower standards for affordable/special needs housing? 1 per 2 beds 

ABBREVIATIONS  

"—" = no information was found or there are no regulations listed 

BR = bedroom 

CUP = conditional use permit 

SUP = special use permit 

DU = dwelling unit  

Note:  Increasing lot dimensions may be restricted to the availability of shared sewer systems, shared water systems and the firefighting capacities of the county or local fire district. 

Comment(s): 
 6,000 sq. ft. minimum lot size could be lowered for affordability; 75 ft. maximum lot width is good. 
 Multifamily maximum density and height could be raised for efficient development and affordability. 
 A broader range of FHAA group living facilities could be accommodated. 
 Manufactured home siting and park availability standards are good. 
 Accessory dwelling provisions should be added to the code. 
 Single family parking standards could be lower. 
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Gooding County 
The following information was found through review of the Gooding County Zoning Ordinance 78 and Subdivision 
Ordinance.  

Potential Affordable Housing Barriers  Gooding County Regulations  

Lot Dimensions   

Smallest minimum lot size in a residential district (with services) 10,000 sq. ft.  

Narrowest lot width in a single family district 75 ft. 

Minimum house size requirement (any district) — 

Highest density available in a multifamily (MF) district  No MF district, 1 DU per 10,000 sq. ft.  

Tallest building height in a multifamily district No MF district, 40 ft. 

Where is multifamily permitted? By special permit? Permitted by SUP in all districts except industrial 

Affordable Housing Provisions    

Are there incentives for affordable housing? (density, lot size, fee waivers, other) No 

Group Housing (Assisted living, Congregate care, Nursing homes, Boarding homes) Regulations 

What types of group housing are permitted in single family districts?  Rooming house and institutional residential by SUP 

What types of group housing are permitted in multifamily districts? No MF district 

Manufactured Housing/Mobile Home (MH) Regulations    

Are MHs allowed in residential districts?  Yes, both considered a single family dwelling  

Does the county have MH standards? Yes, within definition 

Does the county have a MH park district?  No 

Are MHs (parks/single units) allowed in other districts? Manufactured home “courts” by SUP in transitional, 
low-density res., industrial and, recreation districts  

Accessory Dwelling Unit (ADU) Regulations    

Does the code address accessory dwelling units?  No 

Are ADUs allowed in any districts, which ones? — 

Are ADUs allowed by special permit only? — 

Parking Requirements    

Number of parking spaces required for single family units — 

Number of parking spaces required for multifamily units — 

Are there lower standards for affordable/special needs housing? — 

ABBREVIATIONS  

"—" = no information was found or there are no regulations listed 

BR = bedroom 

SUP = special use permit 

DU = dwelling unit  

Note:  Increasing lot dimensions may be restricted to the availability of shared sewer systems, shared water systems and the firefighting capacities of the county or local fire district. 

Comment(s): 
 10,000 sq. ft. minimum lot size and 75 ft. minimum lot width do not promote affordability. 
 Multifamily housing permits should allow efficient densities and building heights. 
 Group living provisions are good, provided definitions cover FHAA listed groups. 
 Manufactured home siting and park availability standards are good. 
 Accessory dwelling provisions should be added to the code. 
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Idaho County 
The following information was found through review of the Idaho County Ordinance No. 20: Subdivision Regulations.  

Potential Affordable Housing Barriers  Idaho County Regulations  

Lot Dimensions   

Smallest minimum lot size in a residential district (with services) 8,000 sq. ft.  

Narrowest lot width in a single family district — 

Minimum house size requirement (any district) — 

Highest density available in a multifamily (MF) district  — 

Tallest building height in a multifamily district — 

Where is multifamily permitted? By special permit? — 

Affordable Housing Provisions    

Are there incentives for affordable housing? (density, lot size, fee waivers, other) — 

Group Housing (Assisted living, Congregate care, Nursing homes, Boarding homes) Regulations  

What types of group housing are permitted in single family districts?  — 

What types of group housing are permitted in multifamily districts? — 

Manufactured Housing/Mobile Home (MH) Regulations    

Are MHs allowed in residential districts?  Yes, considered a single family DU 

Does the county have MH standards? Yes, minimal standards for parks 

Does the county have a MH park district?  No 

Are MHs (parks/single units) allowed in other districts? — 

Accessory Dwelling Unit (ADU) Regulations    

Does the code address accessory dwelling units?  — 

Are ADUs allowed in any districts, which ones? — 

Are ADUs allowed by special permit only? — 

Parking Requirements    

Number of parking spaces required for single family units — 

Number of parking spaces required for multifamily units — 

Are there lower standards for affordable/special needs housing? — 

ABBREVIATIONS  

"—" = no information was found or there are no regulations listed 

BR = bedroom 

CUP = conditional use permit 

DU = dwelling unit  

Note:  Increasing lot dimensions may be restricted to the availability of shared sewer systems, shared water systems and the firefighting capacities of the county or local fire district. 

Comment(s): 
 8,000 sq. ft. minimum lot size does not promote affordability. 
 Multifamily housing provisions should be added to the code. 
 Group living provisions addressing FHAA listed groups should be added to the code. 
 Manufactured home siting and park availability standards are good. 
 Accessory dwelling provisions should be added to the code. 
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Jefferson County 
The following information was found through review of the Jefferson County Ordinance, Title 3: Zoning Ordinance and 
Subdivision Regulations.  

Potential Affordable Housing Barriers  Jefferson County Regulations  

Lot Dimensions   

Smallest minimum lot size in a residential district (with services) 1/5 acre 

Narrowest lot width in a single family district — 

Minimum house size requirement (any district) — 

Highest density available in a multifamily (MF) district  No MF district, 5 DU per acre 

Tallest building height in a multifamily district No MF District, 35 ft. 

Where is multifamily permitted? By special permit? Not permitted at all 

Affordable Housing Provisions    

Are there incentives for affordable housing? (density, lot size, fee waivers, other) No 

Group Housing (Assisted living, Congregate care, Nursing homes, Boarding homes) Regulations  

What types of group housing are permitted in single family districts?  Convalescent hospital, nursing home, sanitarium,  
rest home, or home for the aged  

What types of group housing are permitted in multifamily districts? No MF district 

Manufactured Housing/Mobile Home (MH) Regulations    

Are MHs allowed in residential districts?  Yes, manufactured homes in all residential districts  

Does the county have MH standards? Yes, for single units and manufactured home parks  

Does the county have a MH park district?  No 

Are MHs (parks/single units) allowed in other districts? Agricultural and recreation/commercial districts  

Accessory Dwelling Unit (ADU) Regulations    

Does the code address accessory dwelling units?  Yes 

Are ADUs allowed in any districts, which ones? Agricultural and R-5 (not R-1) 

Are ADUs allowed by special permit only? Yes, by CUP 

Parking Requirements    

Number of parking spaces required for single family units 2 per DU 

Number of parking spaces required for multifamily units — 

Are there lower standards for affordable/special needs housing? 1 per 2 beds/residents 

ABBREVIATIONS  

"—" = no information was found or there are no regulations listed 

BR = bedroom 

CUP = conditional use permit 

DU = dwelling unit  

Note:  Increasing lot dimensions may be restricted to the availability of shared sewer systems, shared water systems and the firefighting capacities of the county or local fire district. 

Comment(s): 
 1/5 acre minimum lot size does not promote affordability. 
 Multifamily housing provisions should be added to the code. 
 A broader range of FHAA group living facilities could be accommodated. 
 Manufactured home siting and park availability standards are good. 
 Accessory dwelling provisions are good but could be extended to R-1 district. 
 Single family parking standards could be lower. 
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Jerome County 
The following information was found through review of the Jerome County Zoning Ordinance.  

Potential Affordable Housing Barriers  Jerome County Regulations  

Lot Dimensions   

Smallest minimum lot size in a residential district (with services) 1 acre 

Narrowest lot width in a single family district 100 ft. 

Minimum house size requirement (any district) — 

Highest density available in a multifamily (MF) district  1 DU per acre (less with services) 

Tallest building height in a multifamily district 35 ft. 

Where is multifamily permitted? By special permit? Permitted in the commercial (4 DUs per building) 
and city impact area districts  

Affordable Housing Provisions    

Are there incentives for affordable housing? (density, lot size, fee waivers, other) No 

Group Housing (Assisted living, Congregate care, Nursing homes, Boarding homes) Regulations  

What types of group housing are permitted in single family districts?  Nursing and rest homes by CUP 

What types of group housing are permitted in multifamily districts? Nursing and rest homes by CUP 

Manufactured Housing/Mobile Home (MH) Regulations    

Are MHs allowed in residential districts?  Yes, considered a single family DU 

Does the county have MH standards? Yes, for MH parks and subdivisions 

Does the county have a MH park district?  No 

Are MHs (parks/single units) allowed in other districts? Commercial and industrial 

Accessory Dwelling Unit (ADU) Regulations    

Does the code address accessory dwelling units?  — 

Are ADUs allowed in any districts, which ones? — 

Are ADUs allowed by special permit only? — 

Parking Requirements    

Number of parking spaces required for single family units 2 per DU 

Number of parking spaces required for multifamily units 1.5 per DU 

Are there lower standards for affordable/special needs housing? 1 per 2 beds  

ABBREVIATIONS  

"—" = no information was found or there are no regulations listed 

BR = bedroom 

CUP = conditional use permit 

DU = dwelling unit  

Note:  Increasing lot dimensions may be restricted to the availability of shared sewer systems, shared water systems and the firefighting capacities of the county or local fire district. 

Comment(s): 
 1 acre minimum lot size and 100 ft. minimum lot width do not promote affordability. 
 Multifamily housing permits should allow efficient densities and building heights. 
 A broader range of FHAA group living facilities could be accommodated. 
 Manufactured home siting and park availability standards are good. 
 Accessory dwelling provisions should be added to the code. 
 Single family parking standards could be lower. 
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Kootenai County 
The following information was found through review of the Kootenai County Title (: Zoning Ordinance No. 401 and Title 
10: Subdivision Ordinance No. 394.  

Potential Affordable Housing Barriers  Kootenai County Regulations  

Lot Dimensions   

Smallest minimum lot size in a residential district (with services) 3,000 sq. ft.  

Narrowest lot width in a single family district — 

Minimum house size requirement (any district) — 

Highest density available in a multifamily district  1 DU per 3,000 sq. ft.  

Tallest building height in a multifamily district — 

Where is multifamily permitted? By special permit? Permitted in comm. and high density res. dists.; by 
special notice in the ag. suburban dist. 

Affordable Housing Provisions    

Are there incentives for affordable housing? (density, lot size, fee waivers, other) No 

Group Housing    

What types of group housing are permitted in single family districts?  
Retirement, nursing, and convalescent homes by 
CUP 

What types of group housing are permitted in multifamily districts? Retirement and convalescent homes by CUP 

Manufactured Housing/Mobile Home (MH) Regulations    

Are MHs allowed in residential districts?  Yes, manufactured (mobile) homes are permitted  

Does the county have MH standards? 
Yes, single standards within definition, have 
manufactured home park standards as well 

Does the county have a MH park district?  No 

Are MHs (parks/single units) allowed in other districts? 
Everywhere single family dwellings are permitted; 
parks by CUP in high-density res. 

Accessory Dwelling Unit (ADU) Regulations    

Does the code address accessory dwelling units?  Yes 

Are ADUs allowed in any districts, which ones? 
In all agricultural and residential districts, not for 
rental purposed 

Are ADUs allowed by special permit only? An accessory land use permit is required  

Parking Requirements    

Number of parking spaces required for single family units 1 per DU 

Number of parking spaces required for multifamily units — 

Are there lower standards for affordable/special needs housing? 1 per 5 beds 

ABBREVIATIONS  

"—" = no information was found or there are no regulations listed 

BR = bedroom 

CUP = conditional use permit 

DU = dwelling unit  

Note:  Increasing lot dimensions may be restricted to the availability of shared sewer systems, shared water systems and the firefighting capacities of the county or local fire district. 

Comment(s): 
 3,000 sq. ft. minimum lot size is among the lowest reviewed, and promotes affordability. 
 Multifamily housing approvals should allow efficient densities and building heights. 
 A broader range of FHAA group living facilities could be accommodated. 
 Manufactured home siting and park availability standards are good. 
 Accessory dwelling provisions are good but would better promote affordability if rental use permitted. 
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Latah County 
The following information was found through review of the Latah County Ordinance No. 269, Land Use Ordinance.  

Potential Affordable Housing Barriers  Latah County Regulations  

Lot Dimensions   

Smallest minimum lot size in a residential district (with services) 9,600 sq. ft.  

Narrowest lot width in a single family district 70 ft. 

Minimum house size requirement (any district) — 

Highest density available in a multifamily (MF) district  No MF district, 1 DU per 9,600 sq. ft.  

Tallest building height in a multifamily district No MF district, 3 story apartment building by CUP 

Where is multifamily permitted? By special permit? Permitted by CUP in the commercial district 

Affordable Housing Provisions    

Are there incentives for affordable housing? (density, lot size, fee waivers, other) No 

Group Housing (Assisted living, Congregate care, Nursing homes, Boarding homes) Regulations 

What types of group housing are permitted in single family districts?  None 

What types of group housing are permitted in multifamily districts? No MF district  

Manufactured Housing/Mobile Home (MH) Regulations    

Are MHs allowed in residential districts?  Yes, considered a single family dwelling  

Does the county have MH standards? Yes, for manufactured home parks  

Does the county have a MH park district?  No 

Are MHs (parks/single units) allowed in other districts? Yes, wherever single family dwellings are allowed 

Accessory Dwelling Unit (ADU) Regulations    

Does the code address accessory dwelling units?  Yes 

Are ADUs allowed in any districts, which ones? All parcels that are not eligible for additional building 
permits, not for rent 

Are ADUs allowed by special permit only? No 

Parking Requirements    

Number of parking spaces required for single family units — 

Number of parking spaces required for multifamily units — 

Are there lower standards for affordable/special needs housing? — 

ABBREVIATIONS  

"—" = no information was found or there are no regulations listed 

BR = bedroom 

CUP = conditional use permit 

DU = dwelling unit  

Note:  Increasing lot dimensions may be restricted to the availability of shared sewer systems, shared water systems and the firefighting capacities of the county or local fire district. 

Comment(s): 
 9,600 sq. ft. minimum lot size and 70 ft. minimum lot width do not promote affordability. 
 Multifamily housing permits should allow efficient densities and building heights. 
 Group living provisions addressing FHAA listed groups should be added to the code. 
 Manufactured home siting and park availability standards are good. 
 Accessory dwelling provisions are good but would better promote affordability if rental use permitted. 
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Lemhi County 
The following information was found through review of the Lemhi County Development Code, Ordinance 2009-3.  

Potential Affordable Housing Barriers  Lemhi County Regulations  

Lot Dimensions   

Smallest minimum lot size in a residential district (with services) 1/4 acre 

Narrowest lot width in a single family district 100 ft. 

Minimum house size requirement (any district) — 

Highest density available in a multifamily (MF) district  No MF district, 1 DU per 1/4 acre 

Tallest building height in a multifamily district No MF district, 35 ft. 

Where is multifamily permitted? By special permit? (only has overlay districts and districts specific to 
areas of the county - no standard districts) 

Affordable Housing Provisions    

Are there incentives for affordable housing? (density, lot size, fee waivers, other) No 

Group Housing (Assisted living, Congregate care, Nursing homes, Boarding homes) Regulations 

What types of group housing are permitted in single family districts?  None 

What types of group housing are permitted in multifamily districts? No MF district 

Manufactured Housing/Mobile Home (MH) Regulations    

Are MHs allowed in residential districts?  Yes, both are considered a single family DU 

Does the county have MH standards? Yes, for single units and manufactured/mobile 
home parks  

Does the county have a MH park district?  No 

Are MHs (parks/single units) allowed in other districts? Everywhere single family DU are allowed 

Accessory Dwelling Unit (ADU) Regulations    

Does the code address accessory dwelling units?  Yes 

Are ADUs allowed in any districts, which ones? Residential 

Are ADUs allowed by special permit only? No 

Parking Requirements    

Number of parking spaces required for single family units 2 per DU 

Number of parking spaces required for multifamily units 2 per DU 

Are there lower standards for affordable/special needs housing? Rest homes: 2 per bed 

ABBREVIATIONS  

"—" = no information was found or there are no regulations listed 

BR = bedroom 

CUP = conditional use permit 

DU = dwelling unit  

Note:  Increasing lot dimensions may be restricted to the availability of shared sewer systems, shared water systems and the firefighting capacities of the county or local fire district. 

Comment(s): 
 1/4 acre minimum lot size and 100 ft. minimum lot width do not promote affordability. 
 Multifamily housing permits should allow efficient densities and building heights. 
 Group living provisions addressing FHAA listed groups should be added to the code. 
 Manufactured home siting and park availability standards are good. 
 Accessory dwelling provisions are good. 
 Single family and multifamily parking standards could be lower. 



BBC RESEARCH & CONSULTING SECTION VI, PAGE 39 

Lewis County 
The following information was found through review of the Lewis County Zoning and Development Ordinance No.  
97-2, Subdivision Ordinance No. 2002-06, and Amendment to the Lewis County Subdivision Ordinance No. 2002-06.  

Potential Affordable Housing Barriers  Lewis County Regulations  

Lot Dimensions   

Smallest minimum lot size in a residential district (with services) 1 acre (will consider less if services are available) 

Narrowest lot width in a single family district — 

Minimum house size requirement (any district) — 

Highest density available in a multifamily (MF) district  No MF District, 1 DU per acre 

Tallest building height in a multifamily district No MF district, 35 ft. 

Where is multifamily permitted? By special permit? Use table does not include MF  

Affordable Housing Provisions    

Are there incentives for affordable housing? (density, lot size, fee waivers, other) No 

Group Housing (Assisted living, Congregate care, Nursing homes, Boarding homes) Regulations  

What types of group housing are permitted in single family districts?  Retirement and group homes by CUP 

What types of group housing are permitted in multifamily districts? No MF district 

Manufactured Housing/Mobile Home (MH) Regulations    

Are MHs allowed in residential districts?  Yes, both are in definition of single family DU 

Does the county have MH standards? Yes, within definition  

Does the county have a MH park district?  No 

Are MHs (parks/single units) allowed in other districts? 
Only one multiple use district, allowed as a single 
family DU  

Accessory Dwelling Unit (ADU) Regulations    

Does the code address accessory dwelling units?  No  

Are ADUs allowed in any districts, which ones? — 

Are ADUs allowed by special permit only? — 

Parking Requirements    

Number of parking spaces required for single family units — 

Number of parking spaces required for multifamily units — 

Are there lower standards for affordable/special needs housing? Group homes: 1 per 250 sq. ft.  

ABBREVIATIONS  

"—" = no information was found or there are no regulations listed 

BR = bedroom 

CUP = conditional use permit 

DU = dwelling unit  

Note:  Increasing lot dimensions may be restricted to the availability of shared sewer systems, shared water systems and the firefighting capacities of the county or local fire district. 

Comment(s): 
 1 acre minimum lot size does not promote affordability; minimum size with services should be stated. 
 Multifamily housing provisions should be added to the code. 
 A broader range of FHAA group living facilities could be accommodated. 
 Manufactured home siting provisions are good; park availability provisions should be added to the code. 
 Accessory dwelling provisions should be added to the code. 
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Lincoln County 
The following information was found through review of the Lincoln County Zoning Ordinance 1212-08-1 and 
Subdivision Ordinance 1212-08-3.  

Potential Affordable Housing Barriers  Lincoln County Regulations  

Lot Dimensions   

Smallest minimum lot size in a residential district (with services) 1/2 acre 

Narrowest lot width in a single family district — 

Minimum house size requirement (any district) — 

Highest density available in a multifamily (MF) district  1 DU per 1/2 acre 

Tallest building height in a multifamily district — 

Where is multifamily permitted? By special permit? Not allowed at all 

Affordable Housing Provisions    

Are there incentives for affordable housing? (density, lot size, fee waivers, other) No 

Group Housing (Assisted living, Congregate care, Nursing homes, Boarding homes) Regulations  

What types of group housing are permitted in single family districts?  None 

What types of group housing are permitted in multifamily districts? No MF district  

Manufactured Housing/Mobile Home (MH) Regulations    

Are MHs allowed in residential districts?  Yes, may be placed on any residential lot 

Does the county have MH standards? Yes, for single units within the definition and 
elsewhere  

Does the county have a MH park district?  No 

Are MHs (parks/single units) allowed in other districts? No 

Accessory Dwelling Unit (ADU) Regulations    

Does the code address accessory dwelling units?  No  

Are ADUs allowed in any districts, which ones? — 

Are ADUs allowed by special permit only? — 

Parking Requirements    

Number of parking spaces required for single family units — 

Number of parking spaces required for multifamily units — 

Are there lower standards for affordable/special needs housing? — 

ABBREVIATIONS  

"—" = no information was found or there are no regulations listed 

BR = bedroom 

CUP = conditional use permit 

DU = dwelling unit  

Note:  Increasing lot dimensions may be restricted to the availability of shared sewer systems, shared water systems and the firefighting capacities of the county or local fire district. 

Comment(s): 
 1/2 acre minimum lot size does not promote affordability. 
 Multifamily housing provisions should be added to the code. 
 Group living provisions addressing FHAA listed groups should be added to the code. 
 Manufactured home siting provisions are good; park availability provisions should be added to the code. 
 Accessory dwelling provisions should be added to the code. 
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Madison County 
The following information was found through review of the Madison County Code Book, Title 10: Unified Development 
Code as adopted in 2010. 

Potential Affordable Housing Barriers  Madison County Regulations  

Lot Dimensions   

Smallest minimum lot size in a residential district (with services) No minimum  

Narrowest lot width in a single family district 100 ft. 

Minimum house size requirement (any district) — 

Highest density available in a multifamily (MF) district  2 DU per acre (may be greater in town site zone but it 
is not in the UDO) 

Tallest building height in a multifamily district 35 ft. (may be greater in town site zone but it is not in 
the UDO) 

Where is multifamily permitted? By special permit? MF permitted in the town site zone 

Affordable Housing Provisions    

Are there incentives for affordable housing? (density, lot size, fee waivers, other) No 

Group Housing (Assisted living, Congregate care, Nursing homes, Boarding homes) Regulations 

What types of group housing are permitted in single family districts?  Minor assisted living allowed in all districts  

What types of group housing are permitted in multifamily districts? See above  

Manufactured Housing/Mobile Home (MH) Regulations    

Are MHs allowed in residential districts?  Yes, manufactured homes considered a single family DU 

Does the county have MH standards? Yes, for single units in definition and for mobile  
home parks  

Does the county have a MH park district?  No 

Are MHs (parks/single units) allowed in other districts? In all districts where single family is allowed 

Accessory Dwelling Unit (ADU) Regulations    

Does the code address accessory dwelling units?  Yes 

Are ADUs allowed in any districts, which ones? Permitted in all but comm. and heavy ind. dist. 

Are ADUs allowed by special permit only? No 

Parking Requirements    

Number of parking spaces required for single family units 2 per DU 

Number of parking spaces required for multifamily units 3 per first 20 DU, 2.25 per next 50 DU, 1.75 for each 
DU over 70 

Are there lower standards for affordable/special needs housing? Sanitariums/nursing homes: 1 per 2 beds 

Boarding homes: 1 per sleeping room 

ABBREVIATIONS  

"—" = no information was found or there are no regulations listed 

BR = bedroom 

CUP = conditional use permit 

DU = dwelling unit  

Note:  Increasing lot dimensions may be restricted to the availability of shared sewer systems, shared water systems and the firefighting capacities of the county or local fire district. 

Comment(s): 
 No minimum lot size promotes affordability; 100 ft. minimum lot width does not promote affordability.  
 Multifamily housing permits should allow efficient densities and building heights. 
 Group living provisions are good, provided definitions cover FHAA listed groups. 
 Manufactured home siting and park availability standards are good. 
 Accessory dwelling provisions are good. 
 Single family and multifamily parking standards could be lower. 
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Minidoka County 
The following information was found through review of the Minidoka County Zoning Ordinance and General 
Subdivision Provision.  

Potential Affordable Housing Barriers  Minidoka County Regulations  

Lot Dimensions   

Smallest minimum lot size in a residential district (with services) 1,500 sq. ft.  

Narrowest lot width in a single family district — 

Minimum house size requirement (any district) — 

Highest density available in a multifamily (MF) district  1 DU per 1,500 sq. ft.  

Tallest building height in a multifamily district 45 ft. 

Where is multifamily permitted? By special permit? MF (4 DU per building max) permitted in med. and high 
density residential, and by SUP in the other residential 
and agricultural districts 

Affordable Housing Provisions    

Are there incentives for affordable housing? (density, lot size, fee waivers, other) No 

Group Housing    

What types of group housing are permitted in single family districts?  Retirement home and senior housing, not in low density 
residential 

What types of group housing are permitted in multifamily districts? Assisted living, retirement home, sr. housing, 
congregate res., boarding house 

Manufactured Housing/Mobile Home (MH) Regulations    

Are MHs allowed in residential districts?  Yes 

Does the county have MH standards? Yes, for single units and manufactured (mobile) 
home parks 

Does the county have a MH park district?  No 

Are MHs (parks/single units) allowed in other districts? All except industrial  

Accessory Dwelling Unit (ADU) Regulations    

Does the code address accessory dwelling units?  In definitions as "guest house" but not allowed in any 
districts 

Are ADUs allowed in any districts, which ones? — 

Are ADUs allowed by special permit only? — 

Parking Requirements    

Number of parking spaces required for single family units 2 per DU 

Number of parking spaces required for multifamily units 2 per DU 

Are there lower standards for affordable/special needs housing? 1 per 2 beds  

ABBREVIATIONS  

"—" = no information was found or there are no regulations listed 

BR = bedroom 

SUP = special use permit 

DU = dwelling unit  

Note:  Increasing lot dimensions may be restricted to the availability of shared sewer systems, shared water systems and the firefighting capacities of the county or local fire district. 

Comment(s): 
 1,500 sq. ft. minimum lot size is the lowest reviewed, and promotes affordability.  
 Multifamily housing permits should allow efficient densities and building heights. 
 Group living provisions are good, provided definitions cover FHAA listed groups.  
 Manufactured home siting and park availability standards are good. 
 Accessory dwelling provisions should specify the zones where they are allowed, including residential. 
 Single family and multifamily parking standards could be lower. 



BBC RESEARCH & CONSULTING SECTION VI, PAGE 43 

Nez Perce County 
The following information was found through review of the Nez Perce County Zoning and Subdivision Ordinances.  

Potential Affordable Housing Barriers  Nez Perce County Regulations  

Lot Dimensions   

Smallest minimum lot size in a residential district (with services) 1/2 acre 

Narrowest lot width in a single family district 83 ft. 

 Minimum house size requirement (any district) — 

Highest density available in a multifamily (MF) district  No MF district, 1 DU per 1/2 acre 

Tallest building height in a multifamily district No MF district, 35 ft. 

Where is multifamily permitted? By special permit? Permitted by CUP in the agricultural and 
agricultural/residential districts 

Affordable Housing Provisions    

Are there incentives for affordable housing? (density, lot size, fee waivers, other) No 

Group Housing (Assisted living, Congregate care, Nursing homes, Boarding homes) Regulations  

What types of group housing are permitted in single family districts?  None 

What types of group housing are permitted in multifamily districts? No MF district 

Manufactured Housing/Mobile Home (MH) Regulations    

Are MHs allowed in residential districts?  Yes, all of them 

Does the county have MH standards? Yes, for manufactures/mobile home parks 

Does the county have a MH park district?  No 

Are MHs (parks/single units) allowed in other districts? Parks by CUP in ag. and ag. residential districts 

Accessory Dwelling Unit (ADU) Regulations    

Does the code address accessory dwelling units?  Yes 

Are ADUs allowed in any districts, which ones? All residential except for the highest density 
residential district  

Are ADUs allowed by special permit only? No 

Parking Requirements    

Number of parking spaces required for single family units 2 per DU 

Number of parking spaces required for multifamily units — 

Are there lower standards for affordable/special needs housing? 1 per 2 beds 

ABBREVIATIONS  

"—" = no information was found or there are no regulations listed 

BR = bedroom 

CUP = conditional use permit 

DU = dwelling unit  

Note:  Increasing lot dimensions may be restricted to the availability of shared sewer systems, shared water systems and the firefighting capacities of the county or local fire district. 

Comment(s): 
 1/2 acre minimum lot size and 83 ft. minimum lot width do not promote affordability.  
 Multifamily housing permits should allow efficient densities and building heights in a residential zone. 
 Group living provisions addressing FHAA listed groups should be added to the code. 
 Manufactured home siting and park availability standards are good. 
 Accessory dwelling provisions are good. 
 Single family parking standards could be lower. 
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Oneida County 
The following information was found through review of the Oneida County Development Code.  

Potential Affordable Housing Barriers  Oneida County Regulations  

Lot Dimensions   

Smallest minimum lot size in a residential district (with services) — 

Narrowest lot width in a single family district — 

Minimum house size requirement (any district) — 

Highest density available in a multifamily (MF) district  — 

Tallest building height in a multifamily district — 

Where is multifamily permitted? By special permit? MF permitted with Class II permit 

Affordable Housing Provisions    

Are there incentives for affordable housing? (density, lot size, fee waivers, other) No 

Group Housing (Assisted living, Congregate care, Nursing homes, Boarding homes) Regulations  

What types of group housing are permitted in single family districts?  — 

What types of group housing are permitted in multifamily districts? — 

Manufactured Housing/Mobile Home (MH) Regulations    

Are MHs allowed in residential districts?  Yes, manufactured homes included in definition of 
single family DU  

Does the county have MH standards? Yes, for single units in definition 

Does the county have a MH park district?  No 

Are MHs (parks/single units) allowed in other districts? — 

Accessory Dwelling Unit (ADU) Regulations    

Does the code address accessory dwelling units?  No 

Are ADUs allowed in any districts, which ones? — 

Are ADUs allowed by special permit only? — 

Parking Requirements    

Number of parking spaces required for single family units — 

Number of parking spaces required for multifamily units — 

Are there lower standards for affordable/special needs housing? — 

ABBREVIATIONS  

"—" = no information was found or there are no regulations listed 

BR = bedroom 

CUP = conditional use permit 

DU = dwelling unit  

Note:  Increasing lot dimensions may be restricted to the availability of shared sewer systems, shared water systems and the firefighting capacities of the county or local fire district. 

Comment(s): 
 Code only contains airport overlay and flood plain districts.  
 No minimum lot size and no minimum lot width standards promote affordability.  
 Availability of multifamily housing should be clarified. 
 Group living provisions addressing FHAA listed groups should be added to the code. 
 Availability of accessory dwelling units should be clarified. 

 



BBC RESEARCH & CONSULTING SECTION VI, PAGE 45 

Owyhee County 
The following information was found through review of the Owyhee County Code, Title 9: Zoning Regulations and Title 
10: Subdivision Regulations.  

Potential Affordable Housing Barriers  Owyhee County Regulations  

Lot Dimensions   

Smallest minimum lot size in a residential district (with services) Determined by Southwest District Health 

Narrowest lot width in a single family district — 

Minimum house size requirement (any district) — 

Highest density available in a multifamily (MF) district  — 

Tallest building height in a multifamily district — 

Where is multifamily permitted? By special permit? MF permitted by CUP in the residential and multi-
use district 

Affordable Housing Provisions    

Are there incentives for affordable housing? (density, lot size, fee waivers, other) — 

Group Housing (Assisted living, Congregate care, Nursing homes, Boarding homes) Regulations 

What types of group housing are permitted in single family districts?  Boarding, nursing, and convalescent homes by CUP 

What types of group housing are permitted in multifamily districts? No MF district  

Manufactured Housing/Mobile Home (MH) Regulations    

Are MHs allowed in residential districts?  Mobile home parks by CUP 

Does the county have MH standards? Yes, in definitions  

Does the county have a MH park district?  No 

Are MHs (parks/single units) allowed in other districts? — 

Accessory Dwelling Unit (ADU) Regulations    

Does the code address accessory dwelling units?  Yes  

Are ADUs allowed in any districts, which ones? Yes, residential - with a common wall for a member 
of the family  

Are ADUs allowed by special permit only? No 

Parking Requirements    

Number of parking spaces required for single family units — 

Number of parking spaces required for multifamily units — 

Are there lower standards for affordable/special needs housing? — 

ABBREVIATIONS  

"—" = no information was found or there are no regulations listed 

BR = bedroom 

CUP = conditional use permit 

DU = dwelling unit  

Note:  Increasing lot dimensions may be restricted to the availability of shared sewer systems, shared water systems and the firefighting capacities of the county or local fire district. 

Comment(s): 
 Minimum lot size with services should be stated; if possible no larger than 5,000 sq. ft. 
 Multifamily housing permits should allow efficient densities and building heights.  
 A broader range of FHAA group living facilities could be accommodated. 
 Manufactured homes should be allowed in residential districts; park availability provisions are good. 
 Accessory dwelling provisions would better promote affordability if not limited to family members. 
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Payette County 
The following information was found through review of the Payette County Code, Title 17: Zoning and Title 16: 
Subdivisions.  

Potential Affordable Housing Barriers  Payette County Regulations  

Lot Dimensions   

Smallest minimum lot size in a residential district (with services) 3,500 sq. ft.  

Narrowest lot width in a single family district 75 ft. 

Minimum house size requirement (any district) — 

Highest density available in a multifamily (MF) district  1 DU per 3,500 sq. ft.  

Tallest building height in a multifamily district 2 stories  

Where is multifamily permitted? By special permit? MF permitted in the higher density residential district 

Affordable Housing Provisions    

Are there incentives for affordable housing? (density, lot size, fee waivers, other) No 

Group Housing    

What types of group housing are permitted in single family districts?  None 

What types of group housing are permitted in multifamily districts? Assisted living, boarding house are permitted - 
congregate, convalescent, nursing homes by CUP in the 
higher density residential district  

Manufactured Housing/Mobile Home (MH) Regulations  

Are MHs allowed in residential districts?  
Yes, manufactured homes are permitted on single family 
lots 

Does the county have MH standards? Yes, for single units and manufactured home parks 

Does the county have a MH park district?  No 

Are MHs (parks/single units) allowed in other districts? Agricultural and transitional 

Accessory Dwelling Unit (ADU) Regulations    

Does the code address accessory dwelling units?  No 

Are ADUs allowed in any districts, which ones? — 

Are ADUs allowed by special permit only? — 

Parking Requirements    

Number of parking spaces required for single family units 
2 per DU, 2 per 2-3 BR, 3 per 4-5 BR, + I per each BR 
over 5 

Number of parking spaces required for multifamily units 
2 per DU, 2 per 2 BR, 3 per 3-4 BR, + I per each BR over 
5 

Are there lower standards for affordable/special needs housing? 1 per 2 beds 

ABBREVIATIONS  

"—" = no information was found or there are no regulations listed 

BR = bedroom 

CUP = conditional use permit 

DU = dwelling unit  

Note:  Increasing lot dimensions may be restricted to the availability of shared sewer systems, shared water systems and the firefighting capacities of the county or local fire district. 

Comment(s): 
 3,500 sq. ft. minimum lot size promotes affordability; 75 ft. minimum width does not. 
 Multifamily housing permits should allow efficient densities and building heights.  
 Group living provisions are good, provided definitions cover FHAA listed groups. 
 Manufactured home siting and park availability provisions are good. 
 Accessory dwelling provisions should be added to the code. 
 Single family and multifamily parking standards could be lower. 
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Power County 
The following information was found through review of the Power County Code, Title 10: Development Code.  

Potential Affordable Housing Barriers  Power County Regulations  

Lot Dimensions   

Smallest minimum lot size in a residential district (with services) 1 acre 

Narrowest lot width in a single family district — 

Minimum house size requirement (any district) — 

Highest density available in a multifamily (MF) district  12 DU per acre (with SUP) 

Tallest building height in a multifamily district No MF district, 35 ft. 

Where is multifamily permitted? By special permit? Permitted by CUP in the residential district 

Affordable Housing Provisions    

Are there incentives for affordable housing? (density, lot size, fee waivers, other) No 

Group Housing (Assisted living, Congregate care, Nursing homes, Boarding homes) Regulations 

What types of group housing are permitted in single family districts?  None 

What types of group housing are permitted in multifamily districts? None 

Manufactured Housing/Mobile Home (MH) Regulations    

Are MHs allowed in residential districts?  Yes, manufactured homes included in definition of 
single family DU 

Does the county have MH standards? Yes, for single units and for mobile home parks  

Does the county have a MH park district?  No 

Are MHs (parks/single units) allowed in other districts? Mobile home parks by CUP in rural residential district  

Accessory Dwelling Unit (ADU) Regulations    

Does the code address accessory dwelling units?  Yes 

Are ADUs allowed in any districts, which ones? Agricultural and residential 

Are ADUs allowed by special permit only? No 

Parking Requirements    

Number of parking spaces required for single family units 2 per DU 

Number of parking spaces required for multifamily units 2 per DU 

Are there lower standards for affordable/special needs housing? 2 per bed 

ABBREVIATIONS  

"—" = no information was found or there are no regulations listed 

BR = bedroom 

CUP = conditional use permit 

DU = dwelling unit  

Note:  Increasing lot dimensions may be restricted to the availability of shared sewer systems, shared water systems and the firefighting capacities of the county or local fire district. 

Comment(s): 
 1 acre minimum lot size does not promote affordability. 
 Multifamily housing permits should allow efficient densities and building heights.  
 Group living provisions addressing FHAA listed groups should be added to the code. 
 Manufactured home siting and park availability provisions are good. 
 Accessory dwelling provisions are good. 
 Single family and multifamily parking standards could be lower. 
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Shoshone County 
The following information was found through review of the Shoshone County Title 9: Zoning Regulations and Ordinance 
139: Subdivision Regulations.  

Potential Affordable Housing Barriers  Shoshone County Regulations  

Lot Dimensions   

Smallest minimum lot size in a residential district (with services) 7,700 sq. ft.  

Narrowest lot width in a single family district 70 ft. 

Minimum house size requirement (any district) — 

Highest density available in a multifamily (MF) district  
7,700 sq. ft. per unit + 2,000 sq. ft. per each 
additional DU 

Tallest building height in a multifamily district 45 ft. 

Where is multifamily permitted? By special permit? Permitted in the MF district 

Affordable Housing Provisions    

Are there incentives for affordable housing? (density, lot size, fee waivers, other) No 

Group Housing (Assisted living, Congregate care, Nursing homes, Boarding homes) Regulations  

What types of group housing are permitted in single family districts?  Nursing homes and homes for the aged by CUP 

What types of group housing are permitted in multifamily districts? 
Retirement, nursing, convalescent, and other group 
homes by CUP 

Manufactured Housing/Mobile Home (MH) Regulations    

Are MHs allowed in residential districts?  
Yes, both are allowed on most land zoned for 
residential uses 

Does the county have MH standards? Yes, for single units and mobile home parks  

Does the county have a MH park district?  No 

Are MHs (parks/single units) allowed in other districts? Mobile home parks by CUP in residential districts  

Accessory Dwelling Unit (ADU) Regulations    

Does the code address accessory dwelling units?  No 

Are ADUs allowed in any districts, which ones? — 

Are ADUs allowed by special permit only? — 

Parking Requirements    

Number of parking spaces required for single family units 2 per DU 

Number of parking spaces required for multifamily units 1.5 per DU 

Are there lower standards for affordable/special needs housing? 1 per 2 beds  

ABBREVIATIONS  

"—" = no information was found or there are no regulations listed 

BR = bedroom 

CUP = conditional use permit 

DU = dwelling unit  

Note:  Increasing lot dimensions may be restricted to the availability of shared sewer systems, shared water systems and the firefighting capacities of the county or local fire district. 

Comment(s): 
 7,700 sq. ft. minimum lot size and 70 ft. minimum lot width do not promote affordability. 
 Multifamily housing permits should allow efficient densities and building heights.  
 Group living provisions are good, provided definitions cover FHAA listed groups. 
 Manufactured home siting provisions are good. 
 Accessory dwelling provisions should be added to the code. 
 Single family parking standards could be lower. 
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Teton County 
The following information was found through review of the Teton County Code, Title 8: Zoning Regulations and Title 9: 
Subdivision Regulations.  

Potential Affordable Housing Barriers  Teton County Regulations  

Lot Dimensions   

Smallest minimum lot size in a residential district (with services) 7,000 sq. ft.  

Narrowest lot width in a single family district — 

Minimum house size requirement (any district) — 

Highest density available in a multifamily (MF) district  1 DU per 9,000 sq. ft.  

Tallest building height in a multifamily district 30 ft. 

Where is multifamily permitted? By special permit? Permitted in the R-1 district 

Affordable Housing Provisions    

Are there incentives for affordable housing? (density, lot size, fee waivers, other) No 

Group Housing (Assisted living, Congregate care, Nursing homes, Boarding homes) Regulations  

What types of group housing are permitted in single family districts?  Assisted living, retirement, nursing, convalescent, 
and group homes by CUP 

What types of group housing are permitted in multifamily districts? Assisted living, retirement, nursing, convalescent, 
and group homes by CUP 

Manufactured Housing/Mobile Home (MH) Regulations    

Are MHs allowed in residential districts?  Yes, both manufactured and mobile homes  

Does the county have MH standards? Yes, for parks within the park district and 
manufactured homes within definitions  

Does the county have a MH park district?  Yes 

Are MHs (parks/single units) allowed in other districts? Single units in all but the manufacturing district, 
manufactured parks allowed in mobile home district 

Accessory Dwelling Unit (ADU) Regulations    

Does the code address accessory dwelling units?  Yes 

Are ADUs allowed in any districts, which ones? Residential and by CUP in agricultural  

Are ADUs allowed by special permit only? In agricultural districts 

Parking Requirements    

Number of parking spaces required for single family units 2 per DU 

Number of parking spaces required for multifamily units 2 per DU 

Are there lower standards for affordable/special needs housing? 1 per 4 beds + 1 per employee 

ABBREVIATIONS  

"—" = no information was found or there are no regulations listed 

BR = bedroom 

CUP = conditional use permit 

DU = dwelling unit  

Note:  Increasing lot dimensions may be restricted to the availability of shared sewer systems, shared water systems and the firefighting capacities of the county or local fire district. 

Comment(s): 
 7,000 sq. ft. minimum lot size does not promote affordability. 
 Multifamily housing permits should allow efficient densities and building heights.  
 Group living provisions are good, provided definitions cover FHAA listed groups. 
 Manufactured home siting and park availability provisions are good. 
 Accessory dwelling provisions are good. 
 Single family and multifamily parking standards could be lower. 
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Twin Falls County 
The following information was found through review of the Twin Falls County Code, Title 8: Zoning and Title 10: 
Subdivisions.  

Potential Affordable Housing Barriers  Twin Falls County Regulations  

Lot Dimensions   

Smallest minimum lot size in a residential district (with services) 9,000 sq. ft. by CUP 

Narrowest lot width in a single family district 80 ft. 

Minimum house size requirement (any district) — 

Highest density available in a multifamily (MF) district  No MF district, 1 DU per 9,000 sq. ft.  

Tallest building height in a multifamily district No MF district, 35 ft. (this looks like the standard 
height, setbacks increase when height is greater  
than 35 ft.) 

Where is multifamily permitted? By special permit? MF not allowed at all 

Affordable Housing Provisions    

Are there incentives for affordable housing? (density, lot size, fee waivers, other) No 

Group Housing (Assisted living, Congregate care, Nursing homes, Boarding homes) Regulations  

What types of group housing are permitted in single family districts?  None 

What types of group housing are permitted in multifamily districts? No MF district 

Manufactured Housing/Mobile Home (MH) Regulations    

Are MHs allowed in residential districts?  Yes, both where residential use is allowed  

Does the county have MH standards? Yes, for mobile home parks and manufactured/ 
mobile homes 

Does the county have a MH park district?  No 

Are MHs (parks/single units) allowed in other districts? Agricultural and outdoor recreation 

Accessory Dwelling Unit (ADU) Regulations    

Does the code address accessory dwelling units?  Yes, it defines "guesthouse" 

Are ADUs allowed in any districts, which ones? None 

Are ADUs allowed by special permit only? — 

Parking Requirements    

Number of parking spaces required for single family units 2 per DU 

Number of parking spaces required for multifamily units 2 per DU 

Are there lower standards for affordable/special needs housing? No 

ABBREVIATIONS  

"—" = no information was found or there are no regulations listed 

BR = bedroom 

CUP = conditional use permit 

DU = dwelling unit  

Note:  Increasing lot dimensions may be restricted to the availability of shared sewer systems, shared water systems and the firefighting capacities of the county or local fire district. 

Comment(s): 
 9,000 sq. ft. minimum lot size does not promote affordability. 
 Multifamily housing provisions should be added to the code, and should permit efficient densities and heights. 
 Group living provisions should be added to the code. 
 Manufactured home siting and park availability provisions are good. 
 Accessory dwelling provisions need to specify districts where guesthouse are permitted, including residential. 
 Single family and multifamily parking standards could be lower. 
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Valley County 
The following information was found through review of the Valley County Land Use and Development Ordinance and 
Subdivision Regulations.  

Potential Affordable Housing Barriers  Valley County Regulations  

Lot Dimensions   

Smallest minimum lot size in a residential district (with services) — 

Narrowest lot width in a single family district — 

Minimum house size requirement (any district) — 

Highest density available in a multifamily (MF) district  — 

Tallest building height in a multifamily district No MF district, 35 ft. 

Where is multifamily permitted? By special permit? Permitted by CUP in the one multiple use district 

Affordable Housing Provisions    

Are there incentives for affordable housing? (density, lot size, fee waivers, other) No 

Group Housing (Assisted living, Congregate care, Nursing homes, Boarding homes) Regulations  

What types of group housing are permitted in single family districts?  None 

What types of group housing are permitted in multifamily districts? No MF district 

Manufactured Housing/Mobile Home (MH) Regulations    

Are MHs allowed in residential districts?  Yes, allowed as a single family DU 

Does the county have MH standards? Yes, standards are in a separate document  

Does the county have a MH park district?  No 

Are MHs (parks/single units) allowed in other districts? Mobile home subdivision by CUP in the one  
multiple use district 

Accessory Dwelling Unit (ADU) Regulations    

Does the code address accessory dwelling units?  Yes 

Are ADUs allowed in any districts, which ones? All districts subject to standards  

Are ADUs allowed by special permit only? No 

Parking Requirements    

Number of parking spaces required for single family units — 

Number of parking spaces required for multifamily units — 

Are there lower standards for affordable/special needs housing? — 

ABBREVIATIONS  

"—" = no information was found or there are no regulations listed 

BR = bedroom 

CUP = conditional use permit 

DU = dwelling unit  

Note:  Increasing lot dimensions may be restricted to the availability of shared sewer systems, shared water systems and the firefighting capacities of the county or local fire district. 

Comment(s): 
 No minimum lot size or width promotes affordability. 
 Multifamily housing permits should allow efficient densities and building heights.  
 Group living provisions should be added to the code. 
 Manufactured home siting and park availability provisions are good. 
 Accessory dwelling provisions are good. 
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Washington County 
The following information was found through review of the Washington County Title 5: Zoning and Title 6: Subdivisions.  

Potential Affordable Housing Barriers  Washington County Regulations  

Lot Dimensions   

Smallest minimum lot size in a residential district (with services) — 

Narrowest lot width in a single family district — 

Minimum house size requirement (any district) — 

Highest density available in a multifamily (MF) district  No MF district, - 

Tallest building height in a multifamily district No MF district, 35 ft. 

Where is multifamily permitted? By special permit? Not allowed at all 

Affordable Housing Provisions    

Are there incentives for affordable housing? (density, lot size, fee waivers, other) No 

Group Housing (Assisted living, Congregate care, Nursing homes, Boarding homes) Regulations 

What types of group housing are permitted in single family districts?  None 

What types of group housing are permitted in multifamily districts? No MF district 

Manufactured Housing/Mobile Home (MH) Regulations    

Are MHs allowed in residential districts?  Yes, both are permitted  

Does the county have MH standards? Yes, for single units and mobile/manufactured  
home parks 

Does the county have a MH park district?  No 

Are MHs (parks/single units) allowed in other districts? Parks by CUP in the commercial district  

Accessory Dwelling Unit (ADU) Regulations    

Does the code address accessory dwelling units?  No 

Are ADUs allowed in any districts, which ones? — 

Are ADUs allowed by special permit only? — 

Parking Requirements    

Number of parking spaces required for single family units 2 per DU 

Number of parking spaces required for multifamily units 1.5 per DU 

Are there lower standards for affordable/special needs housing? 1 per 2 beds 

ABBREVIATIONS  

"—" = no information was found or there are no regulations listed 

BR = bedroom 

CUP = conditional use permit 

DU = dwelling unit  

Note:  Increasing lot dimensions may be restricted to the availability of shared sewer systems, shared water systems and the firefighting capacities of the county or local fire district. 

Comment(s): 
 No minimum lot size or width promotes affordability. 
 Multifamily housing provisions should be added to the code.  
 Group living provisions should be added to the code. 
 Manufactured home siting and park availability provisions are good. 
 Accessory dwelling provisions should be added to the code. 
 Single family parking standards could be lower. 
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Idaho Summary and Conclusions 

The data in the county-by-county review above confirm that Idaho county land use regulations vary 
widely on most of these topics. In the paragraphs below we summarize the range of responses on each 
of the 9 key questions and highlight those practices that tend to encourage or discourage the 
affordability and availability of housing for those individuals and groups protected by the Federal Fair 
Housing Act Amendments of 1988. 

Minimum lot size. Given that some of Idaho’s counties are very rural, while others are fairly urban, 
it is not surprising that the smallest lots available vary widely among the counties. On the low end of 
the range, are Elmore (No requirement, but has to meet setbacks and parking), Minidoka (1,500 sq. 
ft.), Ada (2,000 sq. ft.), Kootenai (3,000 sq. ft.), Payette (3,500 sq. ft.) and Clark (5,000 sq. ft.). 
Most counties fall into the middle range from 6,000 sq. ft. to ½ acre as the smallest single family lot 
available. At the high end of the range are Bannock, Cassia, Jerome, Lewis, Power (1 acre) and Boise 
(2 acres). As noted above, large minimum lot sizes are the single largest regulatory contributor raising 
the costs of single family homes.  

While it may be appropriate for rural counties to use minimum lot sizes of 1 or 2 acres across much 
of their land to preserve rural/agricultural character and open vistas, there are usually areas where 
much smaller lots could be made available without compromising that character. Areas near existing 
towns or non-agricultural areas can often be zoned for more affordable lots with little or no impact 
on the general county character. In fact, traditional land use patterns in much of the west included 
small settlements and old townsites sprinkled among much larger tracts of range and farm land. Even 
rural counties should strive to zone some lands for smaller lot residential development in appropriate 
locations. Very importantly, however, smaller lot sizes are only appropriate where community and 
shared sewer services and treatment are available. Counties that do not have towns or communities 
with sanitary sewer services will probably not be able to accommodate small single family detached 
housing development. 

Minimum lot width. A second, smaller contributor to the price of single family homes is the 
minimum lot width for a residential lot. When the west was settled, many urban areas were platted 
with 25 foot wide lots, although builders often combined three lots into two 37.5 foot lot, or four 
lots into two 50 foot lots. Platting patterns often produced lots that were much deeper (often 100-
120 feet) than they were wide. However, post-war platting and house styles were often based on 
ranch houses that were much wider than they were deep, and so wider lots became the norm in many 
areas. Unfortunately, wide lots inflate the costs of roads (and in urban areas also the water pipes, 
sewer pipes, and storm drainage) because it takes a longer road to serve wide lots than to serve narrow 
lots. When lot widths increased from 25 feet to 75 feet, three times as much road must be paved – 
and maintained – across the front of the lot. Higher road costs are often recouped by raising lot 
prices.  

Many rural counties avoid this issue by not setting a minimum lot width, but those that do should 
avoid over-inflating that standard. Twenty-one Idaho counties impose minimum lot size for their 
smallest residential lots. The low end of the range includes Franklin (40 ft.), Clark (50 ft.), and 
Elmore (50 ft.). Most counties fall into a middle range with minimum lot widths between 60 and 75 
feet. The high end of the range tends to include those counties with the largest minimum lot size. 
That group includes Bingham and Twin Falls (80 ft.), Nez Perce (83 ft.), and Bannock, Butte, 
Jerome, Lemhi, and Madison (100 ft.). In many cases, these minimum lot widths work well for the 
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large lots to which they apply – a large lot with narrow frontage would look odd, would not preserve 
traditional landscapes, and would not accommodate many larger houses. But as counties move 
toward smaller and more affordable single family lots, reductions in size should be accompanied by a 
thoughtful reduction in minimum width (or by dropping minimum width altogether). Usually, a 50 
ft. minimum lot width is enough to accommodate a modest house and fit in with traditional western 
town site patterns.  

Highest multifamily density. As noted earlier, throughout the country (including the Rocky 
Mountain west), the need for attached and multifamily housing is rising. For many counties this is an 
uncomfortable fact, because their residents may dislike attached and multifamily housing or see them 
as indicators of poverty or urban lifestyles that they moved to the country to avoid. Nevertheless, as 
average wages continue to lag behind housing prices rural counties may find that even the most 
affordable of their single family housing stock is not affordable to many of their workers and citizens. 
The question becomes how to accommodate attached and multifamily product in appropriate 
(usually more urbanized). The economics—and therefore the price—of multifamily housing depend 
heavily on how many dwelling units can be built on the lot and how tall the buildings can be.  

Very few Idaho counties have adopted zoning districts that accommodate attached or multifamily 
housing. In fact, only five of the 43 counties have zones that establish maximum densities that 
accommodate multifamily. They include: 

 Ada at 20 dwelling units per acre; 

 Bonneville at 4 dwelling units per 9,000 sq. ft. – or about 19 units per acre; 

 Elmore at 45 dwelling units per acre; 

 Power at 12 dwelling units per acre; and 

 Shoshone at one additional dwelling unit for each 2,000 sq. ft. added to the basic minimum 
7,700 sq. ft. lot area, or about 19 units/acre.  

A few more counties allow additional densities that might permit attached units, but that are not 
high enough to support multifamily construction. Canyon County, for example, has a district 
allowing 8 dwelling units per acre, Caribou allows duplexes on half-acre lots, and Teton County 
allows 1 dwelling unit per 9,000 sq. ft. (approximately 4.8 units per acre). However, single family 
homes are often developed at these densities, so they may not allow land efficiencies that would 
encourage builders to provide attached units.  

In addition, several counties and have available overlay districts, conditional use permits, or planned 
unit development tools that could be used to allow higher densities or new types of development on a 
case-by-case basis. It is difficult to know whether these tools can be or have been used to approve 
attached or multifamily development. 

As Idaho’s counties prepare community plans or review development approvals, they should review 
demographic data to determine whether some of their residents or workers have wages that will only 
support rents or for attached or multifamily housing. If so, they should consider where in the county 
those types of units would be appropriate, and at what scale, and should zone land to accommodate 
those uses. The county should consider that the construction efficiencies of attached housing only 
begin to appear at densities above 12 dwelling units per acre. While county residents may fear the 
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zoning of large areas for these types of development, they can be limited in scale (no more than X 
dwelling units) and in locations where they have the least impact on traditional community character. 
Pro-active planning for these uses is preferable for these uses and will send clearer signals to the 
market about the types of housing that the county is prepared to approve. 

Tallest multifamily building. As with lot size and width above, the issues of multifamily density 
and height are related. In most non-urban counties tall buildings are not part of the historic 
development patterns and would only be appropriate near towns or other settlements. Multifamily 
building height regulations only create barriers to affordable housing if they prohibit the builder from 
achieving the maximum density allowed in the district or the maximum density achievable without 
moving to a more complex and expensive building code. The five counties that permit multifamily 
development in a designated zone district impose the following maximum heights. 

 Ada at 40 feet; 

 Bonneville at 20 feet; 

 Elmore at 80 feet; 

 Power at 35 feet; and 

 Shoshone at 45 feet.  

The “standard” maximum height permitted in most single family residential zone districts is 35 feet, 
which generally allows a two story building with a pitched roof or a three story building with a flat 
roof. Zoning ordinances that limit heights in multifamily districts to 35 feet may be making it 
difficult to achieve the higher densities necessary to make multifamily construction more affordable. 
Some common building codes allow structures to achieve heights of up to 75 feet before requiring 
more expensive and fire-resistant building construction techniques. Height limits in the 50 to 75 foot 
range give multifamily builders more leeway to achieve efficiencies of scale with affordable building 
techniques. While it may be difficult for counties with only one and two story structure to conceive 
of areas where taller buildings would be appropriate, those sites can sometimes be found near existing 
towns or urbanized areas. Importantly, however, the maximum height must be low enough that the 
local fire department or district can provide effective fire protection with available equipment and 
manpower.  

Group housing.  The Federal Fair Housing Act Amendments of 1988 (the “FHAA”, 41 U.S.C.A. 
§ 3601 et. seq.) makes it unlawful: 

“To discriminate in the sale or rental, or to otherwise make unavailable, or deny, a 
dwelling to any buyer or renter because of a handicap of (a) that buyer or renter, or 
(b) a person residing in or intending to reside in that dwelling after it is so sold, 
rented, or made available, or (c) any person associated with that buyer or renter”. 

A person with a “handicap” is a person with a physical or mental impairment that substantially limits 
one or more of his or her major life activities; or a person who has a record of such impairment, or a 
person who is regarded as having that type of impairment. The definition covers the frail, the elderly, 
persons with HIV, physically disabled, developmentally disabled, mentally ill, and recovering 
alcoholics and drug addicts. The definition does not cover persons currently using or addicted to 
alcohol or a controlled substance and not “recovering” and does not cover facilities or halfway houses 
for those in the criminal justice system. If a local government does not allow for residential uses for 
the types of individuals listed above, it may be deemed to have made those types of residences 
“unavailable”. In order to avoid claims under the FHAA, local zoning codes should allow group 
housing for the protected types of individuals in at least one zone district, and hopefully more than 
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one. Although it is good practice to allow small group homes by right in at least one zone district, 
zoning codes that allow those uses by conditional use permit have been upheld. 

Our survey of Idaho counties showed that most county code treatments of group living fall into one of 
three categories containing almost equal number of counties. The first category includes 16 counties 
whose group living provisions appear to have been drafted with the requirements of the FHAA in 
mind. In general, these counties were identified because their codes provided for “group homes”, 
“institutional housing”, “congregate care”, “assisted living”, “halfway houses”, “rehabilitation centers”, 
or other uses that are traditionally used to provide housing for persons in one or more of the categories 
listed in the FHAA (not just the elderly). 

 Bannock: Institutional housing and boarding houses are allowed by conditional use permit.  

 Bingham: Nursing homes, convalescent homes, congregate care, and boarding houses allowed  
by conditional use permit. 

 Boise: Group homes for physically and mentally disabled and elderly with up to 8 residents are 
allowed in the multiple use district. 

 Canyon: The definition of a single family dwelling unit includes occupancy by 8 or fewer 
unrelated mentally and/or physically handicapped. Group homes are available by conditional 
permit, and assisted care facility by administrative approval. 

 Caribou: Institutional residential uses are available by conditional use permit in the high  
density districts. 

 Clark: Shelters with 8 or fewer clients are allowed in the multiple use district and are available  
by conditional use permit in the single family districts. 

 Elmore: Assisted living, boarding houses, and nursing homes allowed by conditional use permit. 

 Fremont: Group homes are included in the definition of single family residential. 

 Gem: Nursing and rest homes, halfway houses, and rehabilitation centers allowed by special use 
permit. 

 Gooding: Institutional residential and boarding houses allowed by special use permit. 

 Lewis: Group homes and retirement homes allowed by conditional use permit. 

 Madison: Minor assisted living facilities allowed in all districts. 

 Minidoka: Assisted living facilities, retirement homes, senior housings, congregate residences,  
and boarding houses are permitted in the medium and high density residential districts. 

 Payette: Assisted living and boarding houses are permitted in the B (higher density) residential 
zone. Congregate, convalescent, and nursing homes by conditional use permit. 

 Shoshone: Convalescent, nursing, retirement homes, homes for the aged, and other group 
homes allowed by conditional use permit. 

 Teton: Assisted living, retirement, nursing, convalescent, and group homes are permitted by 
conditional use permit. 
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In order to confirm that these provisions in fact comply with the FHAA, these counties should review 
these provisions to ensure that they allow housing for all of the groups for which housing needs to be 
made available under federal law. 

A second category includes 13 counties whose zoning codes appear to address group living for the 
general population and the elderly but not those other categories of individuals identified in the 
FHAA. These codes typically permit “boarding houses”, “nursing homes”, “retirement homes”, or 
“convalescent homes” typically identified with care for the elderly. Counties in this category include: 

 Ada: Nursing homes and boarding houses are allowed by conditional use permit. 

 Adams: Nursing homes, retirement homes, and boarding houses allowed by conditional  
use permit. 

 Blaine: Continuing care retirement communities are considered “public utilities” and are allowed 
as a conditional use in the low, medium, and high density residential, and general commercial 
districts. 

 Bonneville: Boarding houses allowed in the medium density residential district.  

 Butte: Boarding and rooming houses by conditional use permit. 

 Camas: Boarding and rooming houses by conditional use permit. 

 Cassia: Nursing homes and rest homes allowed by conditional use permit in single family zones 
and permitted by right in the multiple use district.  

 Clearwater: Nursing and retirement homes and boarding houses allowed by conditional use 
permit in the medium-high density residential district. 

 Custer: Boarding houses are allowed by special use permit. 

 Jefferson: Convalescent hospital, nursing home, sanitarium, rest home, or home for the aged  
are permitted. 

 Jerome: Nursing and rest homes allowed by conditional use permit. 

 Kootenai: Nursing, retirement, and convalescent homes allowed by conditional use permit. 

 Owyhee: Boarding, convalescent, and nursing homes allowed by conditional use permit. 

Some of these county zoning codes may in fact provide housing for groups other than the elderly, 
depending on their definitions for the terms listed above. 

The third group includes the remaining 14 counties, whose codes do not appear to mention group 
housing facilities for those types of individuals protected by the FHAA. Once again, several counties 
and have available overlay districts, conditional use permits, or planned unit development tools that 
could be used to provide housing for groups protected by the FHAA on a case-by-case basis, but it 
not clear whether they can or have been used for that purpose. 
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In addition, § 42 U.S.C. 3604(f)(3)(B) of the FHAA provides that it is a violation of law for a 
government 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”. Because suits to enforce the provisions of the FHAA are not uncommon, counties can 
reduce their liability if they can answer the question “How would we respond to an application for 
group housing for the types of groups protected by the FHAA, either by pointing to a zone district or 
permit system by which they can be approved, or to a ‘reasonable accommodation’ process?” 

Manufactured housing and mobile homes. Manufactured housing and mobile homes remain 
one of the more affordable forms of housing available, and counties that do not accommodate them 
in some way may be limiting their citizens’ ability to find housing that they can afford. In general, 
more modern zoning codes use the terms “mobile homes” to refer to homes (usually “single-wides”) 
constructed before 1976, when the Federal National Manufactured Housing Construction and Safety 
Standards Act of 1974 (MHA) came into effect. That Act set safety standards for the construction of 
manufactured homes and prohibited local governments from adoption different construction and 
safety standards for those homes. Manufactured homes built before those standards came into effect 
are considered less safe than those built later, and are subject to lower levels of protection (generally 
by restricting them to mobile home parks) or are prohibited altogether (subject to nonconforming 
use principles). Although the MHA addresses building safety—not zoning, subdivision, or land use 
regulations—its intent was clearly to reduce local government barriers to manufactured housing. It is 
therefore good practice to permit manufactured homes that meet MHA in at least one residential 
zone, even if they are subject to design or development standards to ensure that they fit in with the 
character of the surrounding communities.  

Like many states, the Idaho legislature has adopted statutes addressing this topic. Idaho Code Title 
44, Chapter 25, Mobile Home Rehabilitation, has been enacted to ensure safe and affordable housing 
through (among other things) the requires installation of smoke detectors, specific wall materials, and 
proper electrical, gas, and water systems. A handful of the Idaho county codes specifically reference 
Idaho code requirements that pre-1976 mobile homes comply with these rehabilitation standards for 
approval of relocation an installation.  

Twenty-four Idaho counties defined manufactured homes and mobile homes separately, while 16 of 
those counties actually treated them differently with separate standards. Eight counties define the two 
types of housing differently but did not treat them differently for zoning purposes. The remaining 17 
Idaho counties reviewed do not define or differentiate manufactured homes from mobile homes – 
they use the two terms interchangeably.  

Generally, local government codes address manufactured housing and mobile homes in one of two 
ways, or combinations of those two ways. Forty-two of the 43 Idaho counties adopt one of these two 
strategies, while the Franklin County code is silent about manufactured homes and only referenced a 
separate county ordinance. 



BBC RESEARCH & CONSULTING SECTION VI, PAGE 59 

The first approach is to define single family homes to include manufactured homes that meet 
applicable development standards, or otherwise allowing them in some or all zones where single 
family homes are allowed. Counties in this category include: 

 Ada: Manufactured homes are considered a single family dwelling unit and allowed subject to 
standards in most residential districts as well as the two established manufactured home districts.  

 Bannock: Individual manufactured homes are allowed where single family dwellings are 
permitted subject to standards. 

 Bear Lake: Individual manufactured homes are allowed in residential districts (subject to 
standards that do not allow single-wide trailers), and mobile home parks are allowed by 
conditional use permits. 

 Bingham: Manufactured homes are considered a dwelling unit and allowed in all residential 
districts, and manufactured home parks are permitted by special use permit in the residential and 
commercial districts. 

 Blaine: Mobile homes are allowed in residential zones, subject to standards that do not allow 
single-wide trailers. 

 Boise: Manufactured homes are allowed in residential zones, subject to standards, and 
manufactured home parks are permitted subject to special subdivision standards.  

 Bonneville: Manufactured homes are permitted in all residential districts, subject to standards. 

 Boundary: Manufactured homes are allowed in residential districts subject to standards, if they 
are considered a single family dwelling unit.  

 Butte: Manufactured homes are included in the definition of single family homes, and 
manufactured home parks are permitted in the agricultural and transitional districts.  

 Camas: Mobile homes are allowed where single family dwelling are permitted, and mobile home 
parks are permitted by conditional use permit in the low- and high-density residential districts. 

 Canyon: Manufactured homes are allowed where single family uses are permitted. 

 Cassia: Manufactured homes are allowed in all residential districts and manufactured home parks 
are permitted by conditional use permit in the residential agricultural districts and the multiple 
use district subject to standards. 

 Clark: Manufactured homes are allowed in residential districts subject to standards and mobile 
home parks (subject to standards) in the residential and rural districts. 

 Clearwater: Mobile homes are allowed in residential districts, and manufactured home “courts” 
are permitted by conditional use permit in the commercial districts. 

 Elmore: Manufactured homes are allowed in single family residential districts, and manufactured 
home parks are permitted by conditional use permit in the agricultural, residential, and 
recreation districts. 
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 Fremont: Manufactured homes are included in the definition of single family homes, and 
manufactured home parks are permitted in the rural conservation, living and infill districts 
subject to standards.  

 Gem: Manufactured homes are allowed in residential districts subject to standards. 

 Gooding: Manufactured homes are defined as a single family dwelling unit, and manufactured 
home “courts” are permitted in agriculture, recreation, and commercial districts.  

 Idaho: Mobile homes are included in the definition of single family homes, and mobile home 
parks are subject to minimal standards.  

 Jefferson: Manufactured homes are permitted in residential districts subject to standards. 
Manufactured home parks are permitted in the agriculture and recreation/commercial districts. 

 Jerome: Manufactured homes are included in the definition of a dwelling, and are permitted in 
residential districts subject to standards. Manufactured home parks are permitted in the 
commercial and industrial districts.  

 Kootenai: Manufactured homes are permitted subject to standards and manufactured home 
parks are permitted by conditional use permit in the high-density residential district.  

 Latah: Manufactured homes are included in the definition of dwelling, and are permitted 
wherever single family dwelling units are permitted. Manufactured home parks are permitted in 
the suburban residential district subject to standards. 

 Lemhi: Manufactured homes are included in the definition of single family dwelling and 
permitted where single family dwellings are allowed.  

 Lewis: Manufactured homes are included in the definition of dwelling, and are allowed in the 
multiple use district subject to standards. 

 Lincoln: Manufactured homes may be placed on any residential lot, subject to standards. 

 Madison: Manufactured homes are considered single family dwellings, and manufactured home 
parks are permitted in districts where single family homes are permitted, subject to special 
subdivision standards. 

 Minidoka: Manufactured homes are allowed in all residential districts subject to standards. 

 Nez Perce: Manufactured homes are allowed in all residential districts, and manufactured home 
parks are allowed in the agricultural and agricultural-residential districts. 

 Oneida: Manufactured homes are included in the definition of a single family dwelling, and 
manufactured home parks are permitted subject to standards. 

 Payette: Manufactured homes are allowed on single family lots subject to standards, and 
manufactured home parks are allowed subject to standards. 

 Power: Manufactured homes are included in the definition of a single family dwelling unit, and 
manufactured home parks are permitted in the rural residential district subject to standards. 
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 Shoshone: Manufactured homes are allowed, subject to conditions, in the natural resource and 
multifamily districts and by conditional use permit in the single family residential district. 
Mobile home parks are permitted by conditional use permit in the residential district. 

 Teton: Manufactured homes are permitted in all districts except the manufacturing district while 
manufactured home parks are allowed only in the residential, mobile homes district.  

 Twin Falls: Manufactured homes are allowed where residential use is permitted, subject to 
standards. 

 Valley: Mobile homes are treated as single family dwelling units, and mobile home subdivisions 
are permitted by conditional use permit subject to compliance with the “Minimum Standards 
and Criteria for Approval of Development and Operation of Mobile Home Subdivisions and 
Parks, Travel Trailer Courts and Parks.” 

 Washington: Manufactured homes are allowed in residential districts, and mobile/manufactured 
home parks are permitted by conditional use permit in the commercial district subject to 
standards. 

Counties that restrict manufactured homes to manufactured home parks or districts, but do not allow 
them in other residential zones include: 

 Adams: Manufactured home parks are allowed in the commercial district, and by conditional use 
permit in the rural residential district. 

 Bonner: Manufactured home parks are allowed in the commercial, rural service center, and 
suburban districts by conditional use permit. 

 Caribou: Manufactured homes are permitted on lots within the county meeting specific 
regulations, but the code does not specify which districts. Manufactured home parks are allowed 
in the high density residential district by conditional use permit. 

 Custer: Mobile home parks are allowed in the commercial district, and by conditional use permit 
in the agriculture and agricultural transition district. 

 Owyhee: Manufactured home parks are allowed by conditional use permit. 

In summary, approximately 37 counties treat manufactured homes as the same (or almost the same) 
as stick-built manufactured homes and five counties limit manufactured homes to parks specially 
designed for that purpose. The prevailing practice in Idaho is therefore to accept manufactured 
homes on individual residential lots in at least some zone districts, and those counties that do not 
allow them on individual lots should consider doing so. 

Accessory Dwelling Units (ADUs). Accessory dwelling units (a second, smaller residential lot on a 
parcel that already contains a primary dwelling unit) have been identified as an important tool in 
promoting housing affordability. Their limited size helps reduce building or conversion costs, and 
because they are located on already existing lots there are no additional land costs. In some cases they 
are restricted to “internal” units (i.e. a conversion of space within an existing building), or to “external” 
units (i.e. a carriage house or barn conversion), but many local governments allow both types. 
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Over half (25) of Idaho county zoning codes address secondary dwelling units. However, many of 
those codes limit them to “guest houses” or “farm and ranch” operations or to occupancy by family 
members. As a practical matter, secondary dwelling units that are only to be occupied on an 
occasional basis by guests of the owner of the primary structure are not meaningful additions to the 
stock of affordable housing. They do not increase the amount of long-term housing available for 
those of limited means to rent or buy. On the other hand, secondary units that can be rented or 
occupied for support of farm or ranch operations do expand the supply of affordable housing, 
because they reduce pressures on the remainder of the housing stock to meet the needs of those 
workers. For the same reason, secondary units limited to family members also represent additions to 
the pool of affordable housing. 

Idaho counties tend to address secondary dwelling units in one of three ways. As noted in the 
Introduction to this section, 18 counties do not address them at all. This includes two counties that 
define the term “guest house” but do not indicate where they are allowed and one county that 
specifically doesn’t include residential uses in the definition of an accessory structure. Of the 
remaining counties, 6 limit them to guest houses that are probably not available for long-term 
occupancy in the housing market, or restrict them to use by family members or non-rental purposes, 
3 limit them to use in connection with farm and ranch operations, and 17 address them in other 
ways. The counties in each category are listed below. 

 Limited to guest house, family members, or non-rental: Counties that limit secondary units to 
guest house or that restrict them to use by family members or prohibit rental use include:  

 Bannock, Boundary (except in industrial district), Clark, Kootenai, Latah, and 
Owyhee. 

 Farm/Ranch use: Counties that limit occupancy to farm and ranch use include:  

 Adams, Bingham, and Butte. 

 Other: Counties that do not limit the use of secondary dwelling units, or limit them in different 
ways, include: 

 Ada: Permitted in low and medium density residential districts. 

 Bear Lake: Secondary residential or caretaker housing permitted in all districts. 

 Blaine: Allowed in all residential districts. 

 Bonner: One per lot permitted in all districts. 

 Camas: Allowed in agricultural and agricultural transition districts on lots  
of 2.5 acres or larger. 

 Canyon: Permitted in single family and medium density residential zones. 

 Caribou: Allowed by special permit in residential districts. 

 Custer: Allowed in agricultural, commercial, or industrial districts, and by  
special permit in residential districts. 

 Elmore: Allowed in residential districts. 

 Fremont: Allowed in residential districts. 
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 Jefferson: Allowed by conditional use permit in agriculture and residential-5 district. 

 Lemhi: Allowed in all residential districts. 

 Madison: Allowed in all but commercial and heavy industrial districts. 

 Nez Perce: Allowed in all residential districts except the highest density district. 

 Power: Allowed in agricultural and residential districts. 

 Teton: Allowed in residential districts, and by conditional use permit in agricultural districts. 

 Valley: Allowed in all districts. 

In general, this shows a strong acceptance of secondary dwelling units in many Idaho counties. Those 
counties that impose family use or non-rental requirements, or that limit these units to farm and 
ranch operations, should consider removing those restrictions in order to increase the value of 
secondary units as a form of affordable housing. In many cases, there would be no significant 
differences in land use impacts (and potential savings in enforcement costs) if those restrictions were 
removed. 

Parking requirements. Minimum parking requirements for residential uses affect housing 
affordability by requiring more land per dwelling unit. While the norm for many years has been to 
require two off-street parking spaces per dwelling unit, a growing number of communities are 
lowering that standard for certain types of housing where experience has shown that occupants may 
own fewer cars. While most single family lots (even small ones) can accommodate space for two cars 
in addition to the house, most zoning codes prohibit “tandem” parking – i.e. the parking of one car 
behind another in a garage or driveway – which means that two off-street spaces must be provided in 
a side-by-side configuration. That tends to lead to wider houses and wider lots to accommodate 
them, which increases housing prices because of the longer utilities needed to serve wider lots. In the 
case of multifamily housing, the two-spaces-per-dwelling-unit requirement can significantly reduce 
the number of dwelling units that a given parcel of land can accommodate. Since the lowest cost 
parking spaces are those at grade (i.e. not in garages either above or below ground), minimum 
parking requirements tend to shrink the footprint available for the apartments or condominiums, and 
that (along with low height limits) often restricts the final density of development below the 
maximum density that is in theory available under the zoning code. 

Unfortunately, minimum off-street parking requirements have a way of increasing over time. In 
response to a particular parking problem, the council or commissioners may raise parking standards 
for several types of uses. However, there is no corresponding pressure to reconsider and lower parking 
standards even if parking spaces are going unused. Studies routinely find that a significant amount of 
parking required by local governments is seldom if ever occupied, and we routinely find local 
governments whose parking standards for the same use differ by 100% or more. For these reasons, it 
is wise to revisit parking standards periodically and to consider which could be lowered in order to 
promote more efficient and affordable housing development. 

Of the 43 Idaho counties surveyed, 29 have minimum parking standards for single family homes; the 
remaining 14 are silent on the issue. All but two of the counties with minimum parking standards 
follow the “two-spaces-per-dwelling-unit” norm (or an even higher standard for units with many 
bedrooms) for minimum off-street parking. The two exceptions are Ada and Kootenai Counties, 
which use a one-space-per-dwelling-unit standard. 
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There is much more variation in how Idaho counties address parking for multifamily units. Of the 43 
counties surveyed, 27 have multifamily parking standards, while 16 do not. 

 2 per unit: 13 counties still use the two-per-unit standard (or a higher standard for guest parking 
and units with many bedrooms). This group includes: 

 Adams, Bingham, Boise, Bonneville, Canyon, Freemont, Lemhi, Madison 
(although a lower standard is applied to developments with more than 70 
units), Minidoka, Payette, Power, Teton, and Twin Falls Counties. 

 1.5 per unit: Another 11 counties require only one-and-a-half spaces per dwelling unit (although 
they may require more for larger units). This group includes: 

 Ada, Bannock, Blaine, Butte, Caribou, Cassia, Custer, Gem, Jerome, 
Shoshone, and Washington Counties. 

 1 per unit: Finally, a few counties use a one-space-per-unit standard (although larger units may 
require more). This group includes: 

 Bonner, Clearwater, and Elmore Counties. 

With about one-third of Idaho counties not imposing a minimum off-street parking requirement for 
multifamily housing, and another third using a standard of one or one-and-a-half spaces per unit, 
there is ample precedent for Idaho counties to reduce minimum parking standards below the 
traditional two-space standard.  

Because lower income households may own fewer cars, and because many special needs residents to 
not own cars, many local governments adopt lower parking standards for affordable or group housing 
developments. Twenty-five of the 43 counties surveyed had special parking standards for special types 
of housing uses. These standards vary greatly depending on the types of group living to which they 
apply, but the following generalizations can be made. 

Standard:  The most common standard in use is a one-space-per-two-beds standard, 
which is applied across a wide range of facilities including retirement 
homes, rest homes, boarding houses, assisted living facilities, and various 
types of group homes. While far less than 50% of the residents of these 
facilities may own cars, the “extra” accommodates parking for 
administrative staff and visitors. Counties using this standard include Butte, 
Caribou, Cassia (for nursing homes), Gem, Jefferson, Jerome, and Madison 
(for nursing homes), Minidoka, Nez Perce, Payette, Shoshone, and 
Washington. 

Interestingly, other counties apply a one-space-per-bed standard (100% 
greater) to some of the same uses. Counties using this standard include 
Bingham, Blaine, Bonneville, Cassia (for boarding houses), and Madison 
(for boarding houses). In light of experience in other Idaho counties, these 
standards could probably be lowered. As shown below, a few counties use 
standards lower than either the one-space-per-two-beds or the one-space-
per-bed standard, and counties seeking to promote affordability should 
consider those lower standards. 
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High: Some of the group living parking standards appear higher than is normal for 
the use involved, and might be lowered. These include:  

 Two spaces per rest home bed (Lemhi County). 

 One space per 250 sq. ft. of group living (Lewis County). 

 Two spaces per bed (Power County). 

Low: On the other hand, some parking standards used by Idaho counties are 
significantly lower than those in common use. Counties seeking to promote 
more affordable group housing may want to consult with these jurisdictions 
about the performance of these standards and (if the lower standards are 
working well) consider lowering their own standards.  

 One space per eight beds in nursing facilities (Ada and Elmore 
Counties). 

 One space per floor of boarding house (Custer County). 

 One space per five beds in nursing, retirement, or convalescent homes 
(Kootenai County). 

Housing incentives. Generally, the profitability of residential development depends strongly on 
the price for which the final units can be sold or rented. So dwelling units designed (or required) to 
be sold or rented at more affordable rates produce smaller profits – and smaller profit margins 
increase development risk. To maintain the same profit margin on affordable units (as compared with 
market rate units), the builder has to either (1) obtain the land a lower price than the market rate 
developer, or (2) build more units on the land than market rate developers, or (3) In most 
communities, however, land is sold to the buyer able to pay the highest price, so it is not likely that 
an affordable builder will obtain land at a lower price. In order to avoid paying subsidies, many local 
governments offer incentives that effectively allow affordable builders to build more units on the site. 
Typically, that involves allowing a higher development density, a taller height limit, smaller lot sizes, 
or lower parking requirements, or some combination of those tools. 

Unfortunately, none of the 43 counties survey had objective affordable housing incentives included 
in their zoning or subdivision ordinances. Fremont county includes a reference to affordability as an 
intended purpose behind both its PUD regulations and its Rural Village district, but it is not clear 
what types of incentives or flexibility is offered or whether those tools have been applied to promote 
affordable housing development. In addition, several counties and have available overlay districts, 
conditional use permits, or planned unit development tools that could be used to provide affordable 
housing incentives on a case-by-case basis, but it not clear whether they have been used for that 
purpose. 
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SECTION VII. 
Impediments to Fair Housing Choice 

This section summarizes the impediments to fair housing choice identified in the State of Idaho AI. 
These impediments are based on the research conducted for the study and discussed in Sections II 
through VI of this report. The section begins with a discussion of current activities to further fair 
housing.  

Please Note. The 2011 Analysis of Impediments is based on information available to researchers 
during late 2010 through late 2011. The analysis and conclusions presented herein are based on that 
point-in-time data, and it should be understood that: 

 Policies and procedures in place during this period are subject to change; 

 Although available data was assumed to be current and accurate at the time, actual 
practices or policies should be independently verified prior to any formal action; and 

 County level data should not in any way be interpreted as reflecting policies or practices 
of housing providers, municipalities or other independent jurisdictions or organizations 
located within a county. 

The purpose of this document is to identify and analyze data in order to recommend best practices 
within the context of current law and perceived or potential impediments to fair housing. It is not 
intended to imply or affirm that specific unlawful actions or omissions have occurred. 

Fair Housing Activities 

There are three primary entities that provide fair housing education and outreach statewide:  

 The Idaho Housing and Finance Association (IHFA);  

 Idaho Legal Aid; and  

 The Intermountain Fair Housing Council (IFHC).  

The Idaho Human Rights Commission enforces the state’s fair housing laws.  

IHFA—Current activities to further fair housing choice. Idaho Housing and Finance 
Association (IHFA) and the Idaho Department of Commerce (IDC), in partnership with a Coalition 
of various stakeholders, promotes awareness of fair housing and accessibility issues among housing 
and community professionals, customers and partners, and the general public. The Coalition’s main 
focus is to ensure that programs, services and activities are known and accessible to eligible 
individuals and entities in Idaho’s service area.  

IHFA has also been instrumental in expanding the Fair Housing Campaign developed by the City of 
Boise’s Fair Housing Task Force. This campaign—Good Neighbors + Fair Housing = Strong 
Communities—includes a toll free, statewide fair housing hotline through the already familiar 2-1-1 
service.   
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IHFA and IDC continue to affirmatively further fair housing in the following ways: 

 IHFA and the IDC formed a coalition in early 2010 with Idaho’s seven entitlement 
communities to coordinate the current Analyses of Impediments process for all jurisdictions in 
Idaho. The object of this collaboration is to achieve consistency across the state in identifying 
areas of noncompliance and to more efficiently develop and implement best practices in light of 
current case law and regulatory reform. The work of the coalition will extend forward over time 
to further a statewide culture of awareness and compliance. 

 IHFA (with initial co-sponsorship from the City of Boise) created and will continue to support 
www.fairhousingforum.org, the only Idaho-based online resource dedicated to providing 
practical informational resources and promoting awareness through respectful collaboration and 
cooperation among all stakeholders. IHFA and IDC will continue their active participation in 
and support of the Idaho Fair Housing Forum (‘the Forum’), a HUD-facilitated group of 
housing stakeholders working together to promote the principles of fair and accessible housing 
for all Idahoans. 

 IHFA will continue to sponsor and expand www.housingidaho.com/www.viviendaidaho.com, a 
free, multilingual and ADA-compliant rental listing and locator service. The purposes of this site 
are to increase efficiencies in Idaho’s rental market, offer providers a free and effective affirmative 
marketing tool, promote awareness of rights and responsibilities, and expand housing choices for 
tenants and case managers. IHFA has also introduced its Housing Assistance Guide in multiple 
languages via www.housingidaho.com (currently available in English, Spanish, French and 
Arabic.) Target audiences for this resource include tenants and the general public, housing 
providers, case managers, employers, and housing advocates. The guide provides information and 
referrals related to rental housing, fair housing, emergency shelter and other resources. 

 Using tools such as www.housingidaho.com, IHFA will continue to train Idaho case managers 
to expand the scope and diversity of housing search strategies on behalf of their clients. In this 
way IHFA supports expanded housing choice for all tenants. 

 IHFA will continue to distribute education and outreach materials (developed in partnership 
with Forum partners) to stakeholders throughout Idaho during scheduled regional Housing 
Coordination Roundtable meetings and other activities. These include the Forum pocket folders 
that contain information on fair housing basics, protected classes, prohibited activities and 
contact information to learn more or to file a fair housing complaint. Most recently, IHFA 
distributed over 600 pocket folders statewide: 300 to the NW Disability Action Center for use 
during fair housing training in early 2010, and 300 used during the April 19 Fair Housing 
conference featuring speaker Michael Allen. 

 IHFA is currently hosting a series of fair housing-related webinars presented by HUD FHEO 
professionals, and will continue to accommodate housing and community partners who wish to 
participate. 

 As resources allow, IHFA and IDC will support accredited training for Idaho planning 
professionals, policy makers and government staff to improve compliance in land-use, zoning 
and building codes, and other housing policies. Letters of support for such training have been 
provided by the Association of Idaho Cities, The Community Planning Association of 
Southwest Idaho (COMPASS), The Idaho Chapter of the American Planning Association, and 
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the University of Idaho Urban Research and Design Center. (this training was to have been 
funded by a FHIP-EOI grant) 

 IHFA and IDC (with other Idaho stakeholders) have produced and distributed tens of 
thousands of fair housing calendars, pocket folders and informational materials over the past 
decade. These partners have also co-sponsored numerous statewide fair housing conferences, 
workshops and other events designed to promote awareness of fair housing among diverse 
populations. Partners will continue to work with interested parties to combine resources and 
achieve common goals. 

 Since 1998, IHFA has sponsored biannual Regional Housing Roundtable meetings in each of 
Idaho’s key regions. These meetings are open to all housing and community partners, including 
lenders, homeless service providers, property managers, and developers, advocates, along with 
elected officials and their staff. IHFA uses this opportunity to share information and outreach 
materials related to fair housing and related laws. Together with lists for IDC’s sub grantees and 
Fair Housing Forum stakeholders, the Roundtable partners offer a cross-section of housing and 
related interest groups. 

 IDC will continue to maintain and update the fair housing chapter of its ICDBG Grant 
Administration Manual. This chapter provides information and guidance to assist cities and 
counties in meeting their obligation to further fair housing. 

 IDC has structured its application scoring criteria to ensure that cities and counties that have 
adopted the 2006 International Building Code will receive additional points. IHFA requires all 
sponsors to follow the 2006 International Building Code and applicable state and local building 
codes. 

 IDC will require each ICDBG grantee to develop a Fair Housing Plan as per the ICDBG Grant 
Administration Manual. As part of the plan, grantees are required to promote and educate their 
community about fair housing and assessing their fair housing impediments. 

 IDC and IHFA will continue to follow Section 3 requirements on all applicable HUD-funded 
projects. Grantees, contractors, and subcontractors must demonstrate a good faith effort to 
award contracts to Section 3 business concerns and utilize Section 3 residents for new 
employment, training, and contracting opportunities within the local community. IDC recently 
expanded its definition of Section 3 residents to include Section 8 housing assistance 
beneficiaries. IDC and IHFA will also continue to utilize the Idaho Procurement Technical 
Assistance Center (IPTAC). This helps ensure that each ICDBG funded project's solicitation 
and/or RFP is sent to disadvantaged businesses. IHFA encourages all project sponsors to use the 
IPTAC to meet Section 3 outreach requirements. 

 IDC will require each ICDBG grantee to develop a Fair Housing Plan as per the ICDBG grant 
manual. As part of the plan, grantees are required to promote and educate their community 
about fair housing and assess fair housing impediments. 
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IHFA—Proposed activities to further fair housing choice. In late 2010, IHFA, IDC and 
other partners applied for FHIP-EOI funds. Specific items addressed by the proposal included: 

 Multilingual public education and outreach to housing consumers (2011-2012  
and beyond). 

 Training for planning professionals, elected officials and local government on the 
relationship among land-use policy, planning and zoning, building codes and fair housing. 

 Multimedia presentation made available through media outlets, online and through K-12 
and higher education with potential national distribution. 

HUD denied funding for the proposal. It is therefore unclear which of the proposed initiatives will 
likely be implemented in the near future, although Coalition partners remain committed to pursuing 
informed fair housing strategies with productive outcomes. 

Idaho Legal Aid—Activities to further fair housing choice. In 2010, HUD awarded Idaho 
Legal Aid a Fair Housing Initiatives Program grant to “provide a statewide fair housing/fair lending 
education and outreach program targeted at low-income rural populations, persons with disabilities, 
recent immigrants, and single female heads-of-households with children. This program will include 
counseling homeowners at risk for mortgage default or foreclosure; conducting fair housing/fair 
lending presentations; staffing a bilingual, toll-free housing hotline; and maintaining a website. Idaho 
Legal Aid Services will advertise its services in English and Spanish. ILAS will refer housing 
discrimination complaints to HUD.”  

Intermountain Fair Housing Council—Activities to further fair housing choice. In 2010, 
HUD awarded IFHC a Fair Housing Initiatives Program grant to provide a full-service fair housing 
enforcement program throughout Idaho. As demonstrated in the Legal Cases analysis conducted for 
this AI, IFHC has an impressive record in prosecuting fair housing violations in Idaho.  

With funding received by HUD, IFHC will conduct complaint intake, investigation, mediation, and 
referral and will conduct tests for rental, sales, lending, and insurance discrimination. IFHC also will 
conduct inspections of multifamily housing for compliance with fair housing accessibility 
requirements. Additionally, IFHC will conduct six fair housing education and outreach events for 
housing providers, six events for community organizations, and three events for persons with limited 
English proficiency. IFHC also will appear on Spanish television and radio programs.  

Fair Housing Concerns and Impediments 

This section presents the fair housing impediments identified through the research conducted in this 
AI. Quantitative research involved a review of concentrations of race, ethnicity, single parent 
household and persons with disabilities; an analysis of home mortgage lending data; a review of fair 
housing complaints and legal cases; and an analysis of each county’s land use and zoning regulations 
for barriers to fair housing choice. Qualitative research—a stakeholder survey and interviews—was 
conducted to garner the perceptions of real estate, housing and social service professionals about fair 
housing barriers.   

The research conducted for the State of Idaho AI found several fair housing concerns and three fair 
housing impediments. 
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 For the purposes of this section, a “concern” is a fair housing issue that may create an 
impediment to fair housing choice; however, there is not a direct link to the cause or effect of the 
action.  

 An “impediment” has the cause or 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. 

The concerns and impediments presented below are not presented in any particular order.  

Fair Housing Concern No. 1. Fair housing information can be difficult to find and is 
not presented in Spanish or in a format accessible to persons with disabilities.  

An initial review of Idaho websites dedicated to fair housing found only two fair housing websites in 
the state (www.fairhousingforum.org and http://ifhcidaho.org ) with information in Spanish or 
languages other than English. None had information about alternative formats that persons with 
disabilities can access.  

In addition, no housing authorities’ websites were found to contain information about fair housing, 
even a “Q&A” about how to file a complaint or links to website of HUD, the Fair Housing Forum, 
Legal Aid or the Idaho Commission on Human Rights. In fair housing surveys of residents BBC has 
conducted in other states and cities, when residents are asked who investigates housing 
discrimination, one of the top answers is almost always “a Housing Authority.” As such, it is 
important that all public housing authorities in the state have fair housing information on their 
websites and, at the very least, a link to organizations with which a complaint can be filed (HUD, 
IFHC, Idaho Human Rights Commission).  

Fair housing information was not found on individual county websites.  

Service providers who responded to the survey conducted for this study estimate that 40 percent of 
housing violations go unreported. When asked to describe the reasons why some people do not report 
incidents, most service providers said this was due to a lack of knowledge of fair housing laws by 
certain segments of the population, in addition to fear of losing housing and/or retaliation as a result 
of filing a complaint. Lack of knowledge can be related to lack of information and/or the failure of 
fair housing campaigns, training and educational opportunities to reach residents most vulnerable to 
housing discrimination.  

Why is this a concern? Lack of fair housing information can become an impediment if such 
information is not equally available to all protected classes. In addition, an impediment could be 
created if inadequate fair housing information leads to lack of corrective action by housing providers 
and real estate professionals.  

Fair Housing Concern No. 2. Disability is the most common reason for fair housing 
complaints and legal action. This suggests that persons with disabilities may face 
difficulties accessing housing, yet Idaho counties have few or no strategies to address 
accessibility needs.  

From January 2006 through October 2009, almost 60 percent of the fair housing complaints filed in 
the state were related to discrimination related to disability. Fair housing lawsuits that have found fair 
housing violations have been largely related to 1) Failure of housing providers to make reasonable 
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accommodations to persons with disabilities; and 2) Noncompliance with design and construction 
accessibility provisions.  

Why is this a concern? Based on the complaints and lawsuits, persons with disabilities appear to have 
more difficulty finding housing because of discrimination and lack of accessibility. As part of their 
requirement to affirmatively further fair housing choice, local governments must work to remove fair 
housing barriers faced by persons with disabilities—particularly noncompliance with design and 
accessibility provisions, which can be identified through building inspections. Yet local governments 
in Idaho lack incentives for incorporating accessibility provisions into new construction. State law 
does not mandate accessibility provisions in new construction.  

In addition, as the state ages—especially rural areas that are losing population or growing very 
slowly—accessible housing, infrastructure and transportation will become increasingly important to 
ensure that all residents have equal access to basic community services.  

And, increasing the percentage of homes that are built with minimum accessibility standards can save 
public dollars by helping residents avoid institutionalization.  

Fair Housing Concern No.3. Fair housing education and outreach is conducted within 
the domain of enforcement. This may discourage housing and real estate 
professionals from receiving the assistance they need to comply with fair housing 
laws.  

The State of Idaho has two primary organizations that enforce federal and state fair housing laws: 
The Idaho Human Rights Commission and the Intermountain Fair Housing Council (IFHC).  

A review of the effectiveness of these organizations in enforcing fair housing laws and conducting fair 
housing education and outreach is beyond the scope of this study. Such monitoring is more 
appropriate for the funding and monitoring entities (e.g., HUD). However, in the stakeholder survey 
conducted for this AI, stakeholders consistently described the fair housing environment in Idaho as 
being litigious and hostile.  

Stakeholders responding to the AI survey and representing both the real estate and service provider 
industries requested that the fair housing training and education function be separated from the 
enforcement function. Stakeholders perceive this as necessary to create a cooperative relationship to 
fair housing compliance in Idaho. One respondent recommended that a fund be established solely for 
“training, technical assistance and for individuals and landlords to access to provide reasonable 
modification to housing units.”  

Why is this a concern? To the extent that an enforcement-oriented culture of education and training 
discourages housing and real estate professionals from seeking the assistance they need to comply 
with fair housing laws, an impediment to fair housing choice is created.  

Fair Housing Impediment No.1. Idaho counties’ land use regulations and zoning 
policies may create barriers to fair housing.  

Section VI of this AI contains a review of land use regulations for every county in Idaho in the 
context of creating or reducing barriers to fair housing choice. The review found that every county in 
the state has the opportunity to make changes to their land use regulations to expand housing options 
for existing and new residents. Most of the barriers to fair housing choice were found in group home 
regulations.  
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Specifically, some counties do not allow group housing in residential zones; others have very narrow 
definitions of the types of group homes allowed (e.g., nursing and rest homes). In addition, no 
counties have provisions in their code that encourage affordable or accessible housing development. 
Some counties lack land use regulations. 

In addition, IFHC estimates that there could be hundreds of Homeowner Association Organization 
(HOA) covenants that restrict group homes outright.  

Why is this an impediment? Regulations that have the effect of excluding certain protected classes can 
be found to be in violation of the Federal Fair Housing Act. Exclusion can take the form of 
disallowing group homes in certain areas and/or not providing an adequate supply of accessible and 
affordable housing. Persons with disabilities, because of limitations on their ability to work, have a 
disproportionate need for affordable housing.  

Lack of land use regulations can lead to inadvertent violations of fair housing law in land use and 
zoning decisions.  

Fair Housing Impediment No. 2. Idaho’s state fair housing law does not provide 
protections based on familial status.  

Idaho’s fair housing law should offer the same protections as the federal law.  

Why is this an impediment? Residents who are unfamiliar with fair housing law may believe that they 
are not protected from housing discrimination based on familial status because Idaho’s law does not 
cover familial status. In addition, housing providers may believe they can discriminate based on 
familial status because state law does not offer such protections.  

Fair Housing Impediment No. 3. State policies that limit local government ability to 
raise revenues for housing activities may restrict the ability of counties to address 
impediments.  

In the interviews conducted for the State of Idaho AI, stakeholders frequently mentioned that 
revenue opportunities that are utilized in other states are not available to Idaho communities. 
Furthermore, legislative restrictions on local government taxation and the formulaic distribution of 
state revenue sharing limit the ability of individual communities to address their specific housing 
needs.  

A review of the revenue sources available in Idaho communities relative to peer states—Montana, 
Nevada, Utah and Wyoming—found that local governments in Idaho have more restrictions than 
peer states on their ability to raise additional revenue to fund priorities, including affordable 
housing.1 Specifically; 

 Idaho redistributes a much smaller proportion of sales taxes revenues back to cities and counties 
(11.5 percent) than Utah and Wyoming. Nevada allows local governments more latitude to 
impose additional sales taxes.  

 Idaho limits how much property taxes can be raised each year. Property tax revenues are used by 
cities to support General Fund operations.  

                                                      
1
 Please see the memorandum in Appendix D prepared by Galena Consulting for a full review of revenue generating ability 

in Idaho compared to these peer states.  
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 Local governments in Idaho are significantly constrained in their ability to issue general 
obligation and revenue bond debt. Aside from the issuance of bonds judicially confirmed as 
being of an immediate or emergency need, all bond issuances must be approved by voters, some 
issuances needing a 2/3 majority to pass.  

 Local governments are restricted in the percentage they charge utilities companies for public 
right of ways.  

However, with the exception of Utah, few peer states appear to be using their broader revenue-
generating authority for the specific purposes of addressing affordable housing needs and reducing 
impediments to fair housing choice.  

Why is this an impediment? Improving fair housing conditions in a community requires funding. In 
some cases, the required funding is minimal, but in most communities reducing barriers to housing 
choice involves construction of new (affordable and accessible) housing and modifications to public 
infrastructure and transportation systems to accommodate persons with disabilities. The State of 
Idaho’s restriction on the ability of local governments to raise revenues means that funding for fair 
housing activities must be diverted from other areas of need. The state should give local governments 
the flexibility to raise revenues as residents choose which could include addressing fair housing 
impediments.  

Fair Housing Action Plan 

Statewide Recommendations 

Action item No. 1: Improve access to fair housing information. Legal Aid and the Idaho Human 
Rights Commission have websites with easy-to-understand fair housing information, including how 
to file a complaint. However, the information is not provided in a format that is equally accessible to 
Spanish speakers and some residents with disabilities.  

These websites could be improved with the following changes: 

 The Fair Housing Forum website (www.fairhousingforum.org) and IFHC’s website 
(http://ifhcidaho.org/) use the Google translator tool to offer information on the site in 
numerous languages. The Idaho Commission on Human Rights and Legal Aid websites should 
do the same.  

 Additionally, all fair housing websites should contain accessibility provisions for persons with 
disabilities. For example, some communities adopt the Section 508 web accessibility standards, 
http://www.section508.gov/index.cfm?fuseAction=stdsSum 

 Idaho Legal Aid Services, Inc. has both a short description of fair housing protected classes and a 
link to HUD (http://www.idaholegalaid.org/node/1355) and a very comprehensive, but lengthy, 
website dedicated to fair housing protections, http://www.idaholegalaid.org/node/1035. It would 
be useful if the websites could be consolidated into one, so that a Google search on housing 
discrimination in Idaho brings up the second site. The website could be improved by moving the 
information about filing a complaint to the top of the webpage and providing information in 
Spanish as well as in an accessible format. Residents seeking information on filing a complaint 
must scroll down 4 pages before they see which phone numbers to call.  
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IFHC’s website is new (http://ifhcidaho.org/index.html) and is currently difficult to find. A Google 
search for the organization reroutes to a mortgage lending organization 
(http://www.idahofairhousing.org/). It is unclear if this lender is regulated financial institution or 
predatory lending institution. IFHC should examine how to raise its visibility through search engines 
and/or purchase back its domain name.  

All housing authorities’ websites should contain fair housing information.  

Finally, Idaho should make the state AI and Fair Housing Action Plan available online to all cities 
and counties. A designated contact should be available to share information about the state AI and to 
assist with mitigating barriers in non entitlement areas, including land use and zoning laws. 

Action Item No. 2: Encourage amended land use and zoning codes to reduce fair housing 
barriers, especially those related to group homes. Every city and county within the state’s non 
entitlement areas should be encouraged to amend its land use and zoning codes to reduce fair housing 
barriers. The most important change is to allow group homes in all residential districts. IDC should 
consider penalizing a county’s application if the county is not (or has not) taken the identified 
proactive steps in its existing planning and zoning codes to reduce barriers to fair housing. In 
addition, cities/counties that adopt provisions to encourage accessibility standards in new 
construction and/or affordable housing incentives should score higher on funding applications.  

Action item No. 3: Amend state fair housing law to include familial status. Idaho’s fair housing 
law should offer the same protections as federal law. The state needs to add familial status as a 
protected class to its law.  

The state should also pursue “substantial equivalent status” with the Federal Fair Housing Act, so the 
state may receive federal funding and authorization to investigate fair housing complaints. This status 
can bring in approximately $3,000 per fair housing case and enhance the efficiency and capacity of 
both the federal and state government to address fair housing barriers.  

Action Item No. 4: Improve the fair housing education and outreach climate to further fair 
housing choice. Stakeholders who responded to the open-ended questions in the survey conducted 
for this AI (“Please feel free to add comments about fair housing and housing issues”) were critical of 
the process through which fair housing education and outreach is conducted in Idaho.  

It is important that the organizations conducting fair housing education, outreach and enforcement 
are doing it in a way that encourages fair housing compliance. Education and outreach processes that 
feel threatening and hostile will isolate stakeholders and real estate professionals and discourage them 
from furthering positive fair housing practices. If the current providers of fair housing education and 
outreach continue to be seen as ineffective, other organizations should be chosen to conduct fair 
housing activities.  

Funding organizations should separate the fair housing enforcement and education and training 
functions. The organization tasked with enforcement should be doing this independent of an 
objective, third party organization whose main role is business and consumer education and outreach.  
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Local Government Recommendations 

Figure VII-1 on pages 14 through 16 details the recommendations for addressing impediments by 
county. In general, the impediments fall into a few primary areas: 1) Barriers created by land use and 
zoning regulations; 2) Lack of incentives to promote affordable and/or accessible housing; and 3) 
Limited fair housing education. One barrier was identified for Blaine County related to the results of 
the HMDA data analysis.  

Land use and zoning regulations modifications. All counties could improve some aspects of 
their zoning and land use regulations to encourage basic accessibility standards in new construction 
and allow placement of group homes in residential districts. Counties that have not adopted the 
International Building Code should do so. Counties lacking land use and zoning regulations should 
create them. In addition, counties where affordable housing is lacking should add provisions to their 
regulations that incentivize the development of affordable and mixed-income housing.  

Increasing accessible and affordable housing. Counties should update their zoning and 
subdivision codes to adopt standards addressing impediments to accessibility for the elderly and 
handicapped. Examples of ordinances addressing this issue can be found in the Arvada, Colorado, 
Municipal Code, (Chapter 18, Article XIV, 'Visitability') and the Pima County, Arizona, Inclusive 
Home Design Ordinance (which are based on the American National Standards Institute's 
publication A117.1, 'Accessible and Usable Buildings and Facilities', published by the International 
Code Council.) Pima County's authority to adopt these types of building standards was upheld in 
Washburn v. Pima County, 81 P.3d 1030 (Az. Ct. Ap. ,2003)." 

In sum, the Pima County ordinance requires all new houses in the unincorporated areas of the 
county around Tucson be built with at least one entrance with no step, and doors at least 32 inches 
wide. It also requires  

 Lever door handles;  

 Reinforced walls in ground-floor bathrooms so it's easy for an occupant to install grab bars;  

 Switches no higher than 48 inches; and  

 Hallways 36 inches wide throughout the main floor.  

The Pima County ordinance was the first in the nation to require a zero-step entry in a single  
family home. 

Other critical changes for reducing barriers to housing choice and increasing affordability include: 

 Adopting minimum lot sizes that promote the development of affordable housing, at least in 
some residential zones. For example, the lot minimum in Kootenai County is 3,000 square feet. 
Elmore has no minimum. Minidoka allows 1,500 square feet. Most other counties have 
minimums in the range of 8,000 square feet to ½ acre. (As noted elsewhere, local availability of 
shared sewer and water systems and/or firefighting capacities may drive minimum lot sizes.) 

 Establishing multifamily districts.  

 Providing affordable housing incentives. These are most important in the least affordable 
counties of Blaine, Bonner, Boundary, Kootenai, Teton and Valley.  
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Less critical, but other changes counties should consider include: 

 Allowing Accessory Dwelling Units (ADUs) for residential use.  

 Making adjustments to parking requirements for density, senior/disabled and affordable 
housing. Kootenai County has the best regulations in this area.  

Housing choice toolkit. County land use regulations that attempt to promote housing choice should 
include as many of the following tools as is consistent with the county’s future development plans. 
While it is not necessary that each county code include all of these types of provisions, including 
more of them will further reduce barriers to housing choice. 

 Purpose statement. The code should reflect the county’s purpose to provide housing choice for 
its residents and to comply with applicable federal and state law regarding housing choice. 

 Small lots. At least one zone district (or overlay district or permit system) that allows small lots 
for single-family detached housing in some locations. While the appropriate minimum lot size 
will vary with the character of the county, a zone allowing minimum lot sizes in the 3,000-6,000 
square foot range would be appropriate for more urbanized areas of many counties. In addition, 
lot width requirements should be reasonable and consistent with minimum lot sizes; while some 
codes require minimum lot widths of 70 feet or more, small homes can be constructed on lots as 
narrow as 40 feet (or even less). Minimum lot size requirements are the type of regulation most 
responsible for increasing housing costs.  

 Multifamily parcels. At least one zone district (or overlay district or permit system) that allows 
the construction of multifamily housing, and mapping enough land into this district to allow a 
reasonable chance that some multifamily housing will be developed. In many rural counties, 
these mapped areas may be close to incorporated or urbanized areas. Maximum heights should 
be reasonable and consistent with the maximum density permitted; avoid mapping areas for 
multifamily densities and then imposing height restrictions that prohibit efficient development 
at those densities. Failure to provide opportunities for multifamily development has been 
identified as one of the four leading regulatory causes of increased housing costs. 

 Manufactured homes. Manufactured housing meeting HUD safety standards should be allowed 
somewhere (per the federal Manufactured Housing Act of 1974). While restricting these homes 
to manufactured home parks is common, the better practice is to allow them in at least one 
residential zone where the size and configuration matches the scale and character of the area. 

 Minimum house sizes. The zoning and subdivision regulations should not establish minimum 
house or dwelling unit sizes (beyond those in the building code). Minimum house size 
requirements have also been identified as a significant cause of increased housing prices in those 
communities where they are in place. 

 Group housing. The code should clarify that housing for groups protected by the Fair Housing 
Act Amendments of 1988 are treated as residential uses, and should generally allow those group 
housing uses in at least one residential district. While some communities require a special permit 
for these uses, others find that they can be allowed by right provided that they comply with 
standards limiting scale, character, and parking. Failure to provide for these uses in the code 
could subject the county to a developer’s request for “reasonable accommodation” under the Act, 
and failure to provide “reasonable accommodation” could be a violation of federal law. In light 
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of the aging of the American population, the code should also provide areas where congregate 
care, nursing home, and assisted living facilities may be constructed. 

 Accessory Dwelling Units. The code should allow accessory dwelling units in at least one zone 
district—either as an additional unit within an existing home structure or in an accessory 
building on the same lot. While some communities require a special permit for these uses, others 
find that they can be allowed by right provided that they comply with standards limiting scale, 
character, and parking. 

 Mixed Use. In order to promote affordability, housing should be allowed near businesses that 
employ workers, particularly moderate- and lower-income employees. To do that the code 
should permit residential units in at least one commercial zone district or should map some lands 
for multifamily development in close proximity to commercial districts. 

 Lower parking standards. Although the traditional standard of two parking spaces per dwelling 
unit may be reasonable for many areas of a county, a lower standard can and generally should be 
used for affordable housing, multifamily housing, group housing and special needs housing. 

 Flexibility on nonconforming structures. Although zoning codes generally require that 
nonconforming structures damaged or destroyed through fire or natural causes can only be 
rebuilt in compliance with the zoning code, an increasing number of codes are exempting 
affordable housing from this requirement. Often the most affordable housing in a community is 
located on lots that are too small or narrow for the district where they are located, or in 
multifamily buildings that have too many units for the district where they are located. If forced 
to replat with larger lots or to reduce density following a disaster, those affordable units may be 
lost, and allowing rebuilding with the same number of units as before may be the most efficient 
way to preserve this these units in the housing stock. 

 Incentives. In order to encourage the development of affordable housing, the code should 
recognize the difficult economics involved and should offer incentives. Common incentives 
include smaller lots, increased density in multifamily areas, reduced parking requirements, or 
waivers or reductions of application fees or development impact fees. Some communities provide 
additional incentives for housing that is restricted for occupancy at lower percentages of the Area 
Median Income (AMI). For example, developments restricted for households earning less than 
50 percent of AMI could receive more generous incentives than those for households earning less 
than 80 percent of AMI. While zoning and subdivision incentives alone are often not enough to 
make development for lower levels of AMI economically feasible, they can be part of a broader 
package of incentives (for example, including financial incentives or land contributions) that 
make those projects feasible. Any incentives offered should be updated as new housing studies 
are completed and new information about specific affordable housing needs is obtained. 

 Growth management exemptions. Most communities that operate a growth management system 
exempt affordable housing or allow it to compete for a separate pool of development rights in 
order to encourage this type of housing. 
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Address lending disparities in Blaine County. In Blaine and Gooding Counties, Hispanics 
had much lower loan origination rates than non-Hispanic applicants.  

 In Blaine County, 29 percent of Hispanic applicants had their mortgage loans originated, 
compared with 57 percent of non-Hispanic applicants — a difference of 28 percentage points. 
Hispanic applicants had their loans denied 38 percent of the time, compared to 22 percent for 
non-Hispanics. 

 In Gooding County, 39 percent of Hispanic applicants had their mortgage loans originated, 
compared with 47 percent of non-Hispanic applicants (a much smaller difference than in 
Blaine). Hispanic applicants had their loans denied 34 percent of the time, compared to 27 
percent for non-Hispanics. 

Blaine County should examine why its lending disparities between Hispanics and non-Hispanics are 
so high. Using this information, the county should work with local lenders, developers and funders to 
develop programs that will, for example, assist Hispanics with repairing credit histories, provide 
downpayment assistance and interest rate buy-downs, and/or increase the stock of affordable housing 
for purchase. 

Blaine is the most expensive county in the state and opportunities for workforce to reside in the 
county are already limited. Difficulty accessing credit to purchase a home exacerbates an already 
tough environment in which all but the highest income households can purchase homes.  
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Figure VII-1. 
County Level Fair Housing Recommendations, Idaho Counties, 2011 

County Adjust Minimum Lot Sizes
Provide Affordable 
Housing Incentives

Amend Group 
Housing Regulations Other Zoning/Land Use Changes Fair Housing Information Encourage Accessibility in Housing

Ada Among the lowest reviewed. Min. width could be lower. Multifamily 
density and building height could be higher.

None; should consider 
offering.

Need to allow more group 
home types.

Allow manufactured housing parks in residential 
zones. Lower multifamily parking requirements.

County website should contain fair housing 
information and links. 

Adopt standards for accessibility in new 
construction. 

Adams Should lower minimum lot sizes; have multifamily district with density. Need to allow more group 
home types.

Allow manufactured homes outside of parks. Lower 
parking requirements.

County website should contain fair housing 
information and links. 

Adopt standards for accessibility in new 
construction. 

Bannock Should be lower; do not facilitate affordability of housing. Multifamily 
permits should allow efficient density and height.

Lower parking requirements. County website should contain fair housing 
information and links. 

Adopt standards for accessibility in new 
construction. 

Bear Lake Should be lower; do not facilitate affordability of housing. Need to add group home 
provisions to code.

County website should contain fair housing 
information and links. 

Adopt standards for accessibility in new 
construction. 

Benewah N/A Adopt a zoning code. County website should contain fair housing 
information and links. 

Adopt standards for accessibility in new 
construction. 

Bingham Should be lower; do not facilitate affordability of housing. Multifamily 
permits should allow efficient density and height.

Need to allow more group 
home types.

Lower parking requirements. County website should contain fair housing 
information and links. 

Adopt standards for accessibility in new 
construction. 

Blaine Should be lower; do not facilitate affordability of housing. Multifamily 
densities should be higher.

None; should offer, given 
expensive housing.

Need to allow more group 
home types.

Adopt manufactured home park standards. Lower 
parking requirements.

County website should contain fair housing 
information and links. 

Adopt standards for accessibility in new 
construction. 

Boise Should be lower; do not facilitate affordability of housing. Multifamily 
permits should allow efficient density and height.

Among the best reviewed. Lower multifamily parking requirements. County website should contain fair housing 
information and links. 

Adopt standards for accessibility in new 
construction. 

Bonner Should be lower; do not facilitate affordability of housing. Multifamily 
densities should be higher.

None; should offer, given 
expensive housing.

Need to add group home 
provisions to code.

Allow manufactured parks in residential zones. Lower 
single family parking requirements.

County website should contain fair housing 
information and links. 

Adopt standards for accessibility in new 
construction. 

Bonneville Relatively low. Multifamily density could be higher. Need to allow more group 
home types.

Allow manufactured parks in residential zones. Lower 
parking requirements.

County website should contain fair housing 
information and links. 

Adopt standards for accessibility in new 
construction. 

Boundary Should lower minimum lot sizes; add multifamily provisions to code. Need to add group home 
provisions to code.

County website should contain fair housing 
information and links. 

Adopt standards for accessibility in new 
construction. 

Butte Should be lower; do not facilitate affordability of housing. Need to allow more group 
home types.

Lower single family parking requirements. County website should contain fair housing 
information and links. 

Adopt standards for accessibility in new 
construction. 

Camas Should be lower; do not facilitate affordability of housing. Multifamily 
permits should allow efficient density and height.

Need to allow more group 
home types.

County website should contain fair housing 
information and links. 

Adopt standards for accessibility in new 
construction. 

Canyon Should be lower; do not facilitate affordability of housing. Multifamily 
provisions should allow higher densities.

Among the best reviewed. Lower parking requirements. County website should contain fair housing 
information and links. 

Adopt standards for accessibility in new 
construction. 

Caribou Should be lower; do not facilitate affordability of housing. Should be allowed in low 
density residential.

Allow manufactured parks in residential zones. Lower 
single family parking requirements.

County website should contain fair housing 
information and links. 

Adopt standards for accessibility in new 
construction. 

Cassia Should be lower; minimum lot sizes in subdivisions should be given. Need to allow more group 
home types.

Lower single family parking requirements. County website should contain fair housing 
information and links. 

Adopt standards for accessibility in new 
construction. 

Note:  Increasing lot dimensions may be restricted to the availability of shared sewer systems, shared water systems and the firefighting capacities of the county or local fire district. 

Source: Clarion Associates and BBC Research & Consulting. 
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Figure VII-1. (continued) 
County Level Fair Housing Recommendations, Idaho Counties, 2011 

County Adjust Minimum Lot Sizes
Provide Affordable
Housing Incentives

Amend Group 
Housing Regulations Other Zoning/Land Use Changes Fair Housing Information Encourage Accessibility in Housing

Clark Among the best reviewed. Multifamily permits should allow efficient 
densities and heights.

None. Could be expanded to include 
large facilities for elderly.

County website should contain fair housing 
information and links. 

Adopt standards for accessibility in new 
construction. 

Clearwater Generally good, could be slightly lower. Multifamily permits should allow 
efficient densities and heights.

None. Need to allow more group 
home types.

Lower single family parking requirements. County website should contain fair housing 
information and links. 

Adopt standards for accessibility in new 
construction. 

Custer Should be lower; do not facilitate affordability of housing. Multifamily 
permits should allow efficient density and height.

None. Need to allow more group 
home types.

Lower single family parking requirements. County website should contain fair housing 
information and links. 

Adopt standards for accessibility in new 
construction. 

Elmore Among the best reviewed; promotes affordability. None. Among the best reviewed. Lower single family parking requirements. County website should contain fair housing 
information and links. 

Adopt standards for accessibility in new 
construction. 

Franklin Good, could be lower, smallest minimum lot width. Multifamily permits 
should allow efficient densities and heights.

None. Need to add group home 
provisions to code.

Should be allowed in residential zones. Park 
provisions should be added to code.

County website should contain fair housing 
information and links. 

Adopt standards for accessibility in new 
construction. 

Fremont Should be lower; do not facilitate affordability of housing. Multifamily 
permits should allow efficient density and height.

Yes. PUD and rural village 
districts set out to maintain 
affordability through 
flexibility.

Good, but should define 
groups.

Lower parking requirements. County website should contain fair housing 
information and links. 

Adopt standards for accessibility in new 
construction. 

Gem Good, could be lower. Multifamily maximum density and height could be 
raised.

None. Need to allow more group 
home types.

Lower single family parking requirements. County website should contain fair housing 
information and links. 

Adopt standards for accessibility in new 
construction. 

Gooding Should be lower; do not facilitate affordability of housing. Multifamily 
permits should allow efficient density and height.

None. Good. County website should contain fair housing 
information and links. 

Adopt standards for accessibility in new 
construction. 

Idaho Should be lower; do not facilitate affordability of housing. Multifamily 
provisions should be added to the code. 

None. Need to add group home 
provisions to code.

County website should contain fair housing 
information and links. 

Adopt standards for accessibility in new 
construction. 

Jefferson Should be lower; do not facilitate affordability of housing. Multifamily 
provisions should be added to the code. 

None. Need to allow more group 
home types.

Lower single family parking requirements. County website should contain fair housing 
information and links. 

Adopt standards for accessibility in new 
construction. 

Jerome Should be lower; do not facilitate affordability of housing. Multifamily 
permits should allow efficient density and height.

None. Need to allow more group 
home types.

Lower single family parking requirements. County website should contain fair housing 
information and links. 

Adopt standards for accessibility in new 
construction. 

Kootenai Among the best reviewed; promotes affordability. None; should offer, given 
expensive housing.

Need to allow more group 
home types.

Best single family requirements at 1/DU County website should contain fair housing 
information and links. 

Adopt standards for accessibility in new 
construction. 

Latah Should be lower; do not facilitate affordability of housing. Multifamily 
permits should allow efficient density and height.

None. Need to add group home 
provisions to code.

County website should contain fair housing 
information and links. 

Adopt standards for accessibility in new 
construction. 

Lemhi Should be lower; do not facilitate affordability of housing. Multifamily 
permits should allow efficient density and height.

None. Need to add group home 
provisions to code.

Lower parking requirements. County website should contain fair housing 
information and links. 

Adopt standards for accessibility in new 
construction. 

Lewis Should be lower; should state minimum size with services. Should add 
multifamily provisions to code.

None. Could allow more group home 
types.

Add park provisions. County website should contain fair housing 
information and links. 

Adopt standards for accessibility in new 
construction. 

Lincoln Should be lower; should add multifamily housing provisions. None. Need to add group home 
provisions to code.

Add park provisions. County website should contain fair housing 
information and links. 

Adopt standards for accessibility in new 
construction. 

Madison No minimum lot size promotes affordability, but minimum width does 
not.

None. Need to add group home 
provisions to code.

Lower parking requirements. County website should contain fair housing 
information and links. 

Adopt standards for accessibility in new 
construction. 

Note:  Increasing lot dimensions may be restricted to the availability of shared sewer systems, shared water systems and the firefighting capacities of the county or local fire district. 

Source:  Clarion Associates and BBC Research & Consulting. 
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Figure VII-1. (continued) 
County Level Fair Housing Recommendations, Idaho Counties, 2011 

County Adjust Minimum Lot Sizes
Provide Affordable
Housing Incentives

Amend Group 
Housing Regulations Other Zoning/Land Use Changes Fair Housing Information Encourage Accessibility in Housing

Minidoka Among the best reviewed; promotes affordability. Multifamily permits 
should allow efficient density and height.

None. Among the best reviewed. Lower parking requirements. County website should contain fair housing 
information and links. 

Adopt standards for accessibility in new 
construction. 

Nez Perce Should be lower; do not facilitate affordability of housing. Multifamily 
permits should allow efficient density and height.

None. Need to add group home 
provisions to code.

Lower single family parking requirements. County website should contain fair housing 
information and links. 

Adopt standards for accessibility in new 
construction. 

Oneida N/A N/A N/A Adopt code that addresses more than airport overlay 
and flood plain districts. 

County website should contain fair housing 
information and links. 

Adopt standards for accessibility in new 
construction. 

Owyhee Minimum lot size with services should be stated. Multifamily permits 
should allow efficient density and height.

None. Need to allow more group 
home types.

Allow manufactured homes in 
residential zones. 

County website should contain fair housing 
information and links. 

Adopt standards for accessibility in new 
construction. 

Payette No minimum lot size promotes affordability, but minimum width does 
not.

None. Lower parking requirements. County website should contain fair housing 
information and links. 

Adopt standards for accessibility in new 
construction. 

Power Should be lower; do not facilitate affordability of housing. Multifamily 
permits should allow efficient density and height.

None. Need to add group home 
provisions to code.

Lower parking requirements. County website should contain fair housing 
information and links. 

Adopt standards for accessibility in new 
construction. 

Shoshone Should be lower; do not facilitate affordability of housing. Multifamily 
permits should allow efficient density and height.

None. Lower single family parking requirements. County website should contain fair housing 
information and links. 

Adopt standards for accessibility in new 
construction. 

Teton Should be lower; do not facilitate affordability of housing. Multifamily 
permits should allow efficient density and height.

None; should offer, given 
expensive housing; also use 
in Valley

Good. Lower parking requirements. County website should contain fair housing 
information and links. 

Adopt standards for accessibility in new 
construction. 

Twin Falls Should be lower; do not facilitate affordability of housing. Multifamily 
provisions should be added to the code. 

None. Need to add group home 
provisions to code.

Lower parking requirements. County website should contain fair housing 
information and links. 

Adopt standards for accessibility in new 
construction. 

Valley No minimum lot size promotes affordability. Multifamily permits should 
allow efficient density and height.

None. Need to add group home 
provisions to code.

County website should contain fair housing 
information and links. 

Adopt standards for accessibility in new 
construction. 

Washington No minimum lot size promotes affordability. Multifamily provisions 
should be added to the code.

None. Need to add group home 
provisions to code.

Lower single family parking requirements. County website should contain fair housing 
information and links. 

Adopt standards for accessibility in new 
construction. 

Note:  Increasing lot dimensions may be restricted to the availability of shared sewer systems, shared water systems and the firefighting capacities of the county or local fire district. 

Source:  Clarion Associates and BBC Research & Consulting. 
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Ada County, IdahoAda County, Idaho
Race and EthnicityRace and Ethnicity Geographic Concentration Geographic Concentration 

of Hispanic Residentsof Hispanic Residents

Geographic Concentration Geographic Concentration 
of Non-White Residentsof Non-White Residents

Source:   2010 Census.

Source:   U.S. Census, Claritas.

Source:   U.S. Census, Claritas.

PopulationPopulation

Household TypeHousehold Type

Source:   Claritas, U.S. Census Small Area Income and Poverty Estimates (SAIPE)

Source:   U.S. Census, Claritas.

IncomeIncome

Source:   U.S. Census, Claritas.

Number

2010 Population (U.S. Census Bureau) 392,365

2000 Population (Census) 300,904

  2000-2010 growth 30.4%

  Growth per year (on average) 3.0%

2015 Projected population 439,874

2010-2015 Projected growth (no. of people) 47,509

Household Type

Senior households 29,553 19.9%

Single parent households 13,273 9.0%

Single father 3,991

Single mother 9,282

Married couples with children 36,039 24.3%

Large households (5+ family members) 14,380 9.6%

Percent of residents with a disability 15.0%

Number Percent

Income

Median household income (2009)

Households earning less than $15,000 11,708 7.8%

Households earning less than $25,000 25,022 16.7%

Residents below the poverty threshold 11.5%

Number Percent

58,314$  100%



Ada County, Idaho
Assisted LivingAssisted Living

Public Transit Providers 

Valley Ride

Treasure Valley Transit

Diamond Express Shuttle

Treasure Valley Metro

Commuters Bus

Public TransitPublic Transit

Source:  American Public Transportation 
Association (APTA).

Note:  Information is current as of November, 18 2010.
Source:  HUD, Multifamily Assistance and Section 8 Contracts Database.

EmploymentEmployment

HousingHousing

Source:  HUD, Claritas, U.S. Census, American Community Survey 5-year estimates, 
BBC Research & Consulting 

Source: Idaho Department of Labor, July 2011 County Reports.

Yes No Yes No

Total people employed 179,790

Unemployment rate  (July 2011) 8.4%

Agriculture 584$       $30,371    

Mining 1,648$    $85,688    

Construction 886$       $46,055    

Manufacturing 1,458$    $75,833    

Trade, Utilities & Transportation 695$       $36,131    

Information 909$       $47,283    

Financial Activities 907$       $47,158    

Professional and Business Services 788$       $40,951    

Educational and Health Services 803$       $41,753    

Leisure and Hospitality 283$       $14,708    

Other Services 475$       $24,692    

Government 835$       $43,400    

Can afford
median rent?

Per yearPer weekWages of Key Professions

Can afford
a median 

priced home?

Homeownership rate 68.5%

  Rental units 46,806

  Owner occupied units 101,639

2000 Median Home Value 122,400$  

2009 Median Home Value 189,297$  

  2000-2009 Increase/decrease in value 66,897$    

  Income needed to buy median priced home 48,269$    

  Percent of population who can afford median home 59.6%

Increase in 2000 income needed to afford 2010 home 17,058$    

Actual increase in median income, 2000-2010 11,754$    

2000 Median rent 555$          

2005-09 Median rent 668$          

  2000-2009 Increase/decrease in median rent 113$          

  Income needed to rent median priced unit 26,720$    

  Percent of population who can afford median rent 66.7%

HUD 2-bedroom Fair Market Rent 702$          

Number Senior/Disabled Housing: Family Housing:

Located in City of Boise Located in City of Boise 

ARC Living Residential Home (16 units) Shoreline Plaza  (80 units)

Centennial Manor (39 units) Treehouse Apartments (25 units)

Cottage at Boise (15 units) Wildwood (40 units)

Samaritan Village I (50 units) Wylie Street Station (40 units)

Samaritan Village II (50 units) Apple Pointe Apartments (30 units)

Barton Apartments (24 units) Dogwood Plaza (50 units)

Located in City of Eagle Bannock Arms Apartments (65 units)

Eagle Senior Village (20 units) Franklin Grove Apartments (40 units)

Greenbriar Apartments (46 units)

Harrison Hills (36 units)

Owyhee Place Apartments (32 units)

Pioneer Square Apartments (44 units)

Riverview Homes (40 units)

Located in City of Meridian

James Court Apartments (50 units)

Located in City of Kuna

Leisure Village VI (18 units)

Total assisted units = 5,547
(housingidaho.com)



Adams County, IdahoAdams County, Idaho
Race and EthnicityRace and Ethnicity Geographic Concentration Geographic Concentration 

of Hispanic Residentsof Hispanic Residents

Geographic Concentration Geographic Concentration 
of Non-White Residentsof Non-White Residents

PopulationPopulation

Household TypeHousehold Type

IncomeIncome

Source:   U.S. Census, Claritas.

Source:   Claritas, U.S. Census Small Area Income and Poverty Estimates (SAIPE)

Source:   U.S. Census, Claritas.

Source:   2010 Census.

Source:   U.S. Census, Claritas.

Source:   U.S. Census, Claritas.

Number 

2010 Population (U.S. Census Bureau) 3,976

2000 Population (Census) 3,476

  2000-2010 growth 14.4%

  Growth per year (on average) 1.4%

2015 Projected population 3,513

2010-2015 Projected growth (no. of people) -463

Income

Median household income (2009) 100%

Households earning less than $15,000 246 16.5%

Households earning less than $25,000 442 29.6%

Residents below the poverty threshold 14.7%

Number Percent

$38,168

Household Type

Senior households 592 33.9%

Single parent households 99 5.7%

Single father 38

Single mother 61

Married couples with children 353 20.2%

Large households (5+ family members) 105 7.0%

Percent of residents with a disability 20.3%

Number Percent



Adams County, Idaho

EmploymentEmployment

HousingHousing
Assisted LivingAssisted Living

Public TransitPublic Transit

Source:  HUD, Claritas, U.S. Census, American Community Survey 5-year estimates, 
BBC Research & Consulting 

Source:

American Public Transportation 
Association (APTA).

Note:
Information is current as of 
November, 18 2010.

Source:  
HUD, Multifamily Assistance and 
Section 8 Contracts Database.

Public Transit Providers 

None

Source: Idaho Department of Labor, July 2011 County Reports.

Yes No Yes No

Total people employed 1,676

Unemployment rate  (July 2011) 16.2%

Agriculture 669$        34,767$     

Mining N/A N/A

Construction 308$        16,009$     

Manufacturing 370$        19,258$     

Trade, Utilities & Transportation 562$        29,200$     

Information N/A N/A

Financial Activities 573$        29,818$     

Professional and Business Services 743$        38,656$     

Educational and Health Services 471$        24,486$     

Leisure and Hospitality 269$        13,968$     

Other Services 488$        25,373$     

Government 643$        33,433$     

Can afford
median rent?

Per yearPer weekWages of Key Professions

Can afford
a median 

priced home?

Other Assisted Housing:

Total assisted units = 37

(housingidaho.com)

Homeownership rate 79.3%

  Rental units 362

  Owner occupied units 1,386

2000 Median Home Value 99,500$    

2009 Median Home Value 157,484$  

  2000-2009 Increase/decrease in value 57,984$    

  Income needed to buy median priced home 40,157$    

  Percent of population who can afford median home 48.0%

Increase in 2000 income needed to afford 2010 home 14,785$    

Actual increase in median income, 2000-2010 9,094$      

2000 Median rent 314$          

2005-09 Median rent 434$          

  2000-2009 Increase/decrease in median rent 120$          

  Income needed to rent median priced unit 17,360$    

  Percent of population who can afford median rent 80.5%

HUD 2-bedroom Fair Market Rent 639$          

Number



Bannock County, IdahoBannock County, Idaho
Race and EthnicityRace and Ethnicity Geographic Concentration Geographic Concentration 

of Hispanic Residentsof Hispanic Residents

Geographic Concentration Geographic Concentration 
of Non-White Residentsof Non-White Residents

Source:   2010 Census.

Source:   U.S. Census, Claritas.

Source:   U.S. Census, Claritas.

PopulationPopulation

Source:   U.S. Census, Claritas.

2010 Population (U.S. Census Bureau) 82,839

2000 Population (Census) 75,565

  2000-2010 growth 9.6%

  Growth per year (on average) 1.0%

2015 Projected population 84,813

2010-2015 Projected growth (no. of people) 1,974

Number 

Household TypeHousehold Type
Source:   Claritas, U.S. Census Small Area Income and Poverty Estimates (SAIPE)

IncomeIncome

Source:   U.S. Census, Claritas.

Household Type

Senior households 6,603 21.9%

Single parent households 2,853 9.3%

Single father 889

Single mother 1,964

Married couples with children 9,948 32.4%

Large households (5+ family members) 3,554 11.8%

Percent of residents with a disability 16.9%

Number Percent

Income

Median household income (2009) 100%

Households earning less than $15,000 4,136 13.7%

Households earning less than $25,000 7,812 25.9%

Residents below the poverty threshold 14.1%

Number Percent

$46,447



Yes No Yes No

Total people employed 36,312

Unemployment rate (July 2011) 8.6%

Agriculture 507$        26,377$     

Mining N/A N/A

Construction 758$        39,410$     

Manufacturing 915$        47,555$     

Trade, Utilities & Transportation 535$        27,814$     

Information 610$        31,717$     

Financial Activities 782$        40,639$     

Professional and Business Services 557$        28,948$     

Educational and Health Services 625$        32,499$     

Leisure and Hospitality 227$        11,798$     

Other Services 457$        23,784$     

Government 707$        36,774$     

Can afford
median rent?

Per yearPer weekWages of Key Professions

Can afford
a median 

priced home?

Bannock County, Idaho
Assisted LivingAssisted Living

Public TransitPublic Transit

Note:  Information is current as of November, 18 2010.
Source:  HUD, Multifamily Assistance and Section 8 Contracts Database.

Source:  

American Public Transportation 
Association (APTA).

EmploymentEmployment

HousingHousing

Source:  HUD, Claritas, U.S. Census, American Community Survey 5-year estimates, 
BBC Research & Consulting 

Public Transit Providers 

Pocatello Regional Transit (PRT)

Idaho State University 
Commuter Express (ISUCE)

Source: Idaho Department of Labor, July 2011 County Reports.

Homeownership rate 67.8%

  Rental units 9,865

  Owner occupied units 20,817

2000 Median Home Value 87,000$    

2009 Median Home Value 127,996$  

  2000-2009 Increase/decrease in value 40,996$    

  Income needed to buy median priced home 32,638$    

  Percent of population who can afford median home 65.2%

Increase in 2000 income needed to afford 2010 home 10,454$    

Actual increase in median income, 2000-2010 9,463$      

2000 Median rent 385$          

2005-09 Median rent 488$          

  2000-2009 Increase/decrease in median rent 103$          

  Income needed to rent median priced unit 19,520$    

  Percent of population who can afford median rent 69.1%

HUD 2-bedroom Fair Market Rent 624$          

Number Senior/Disabled Housing: Family Housing:

Located in City of Pocatello Located in City of Pocatello

St. Anthony Place (88 units) Swisher Terrace (8 units)

Independence Homes (13 units)

Portneuf Homes (72 units)

Hawthorne Terrace (8 units)

El Rancho Heights (16 units)

Franklin Heights (16 units)

Stockman Terrace (7 units)

Total assisted units = 1,008
(housingidaho.com)



Bear Lake County, IdahoBear Lake County, Idaho
Race and EthnicityRace and Ethnicity Geographic Concentration Geographic Concentration 

of Hispanic Residentsof Hispanic Residents

Geographic Concentration Geographic Concentration 
of Non-White Residentsof Non-White Residents

Source:   2010 Census.

Source:   U.S. Census, Claritas.

Source:   U.S. Census, Claritas.

Source:   U.S. Census, Claritas.

Household TypeHousehold Type

Source:   Claritas, U.S. Census Small Area Income and Poverty Estimates (SAIPE)

PopulationPopulation

2010 Population (U.S. Census Bureau) 5,986

2000 Population (Census) 6,411

  2000-2010 growth -6.6%

  Growth per year     (on average) -0.7%

2015 Projected population 5,388

2010-2015 Projected growth (no. of people) -598

Number 

IncomeIncome

Source:   U.S. Census, Claritas.

Income

Median household income (2009)

Households earning less than $15,000 250 11.9%

Households earning less than $25,000 498 23.8%

Residents below the poverty threshold 12.9%

Number Percent

43,923$   100%

Household Type

Senior households 755 33.1%

Single parent households 120 5.2%

Single father 33

Single mother 87

Married couples with children 664 29.1%

Large households (5+ family members) 320 15.3%

Percent of residents with a disability 17.2%

Number Percent



Bear Lake County, Idaho
Assisted LivingAssisted Living

Public TransitPublic Transit

Note:  Information is current as of November, 18 2010.
Source:  HUD, Multifamily Assistance and Section 8 Contracts Database.

Source: 
American Public Transportation 
Association (APTA).

Public Transit Providers 

None

EmploymentEmployment

HousingHousing

Source:  HUD, Claritas, U.S. Census, American Community Survey 5-year estimates, 
BBC Research & Consulting 

Source: Idaho Department of Labor, July 2011 County Reports.

Homeownership rate 81.3%

  Rental units 426

  Owner occupied units 1,855

2000 Median Home Value $71,400

2009 Median Home Value 111,285$  

  2000-2009 Increase/decrease in value 39,885$    

  Income needed to buy median priced home 28,377$    

  Percent of population who can afford median home 71.4%

Increase in 2000 income needed to afford 2010 home $10,170

Actual increase in median income, 2000-2010 $11,446

2000 Median rent 260$          

2005-09 Median rent 392$          

  2000-2009 Increase/decrease in median rent 132$          

  Income needed to rent median priced unit 15,680$    

  Percent of population who can afford median rent 87.3%

HUD 2-bedroom Fair Market Rent 613$          

Number Other Assisted Housing: Family Housing:

Located in City of Montpelier

Aspenwood (36 units)

Candlewood Apartments (17 units)

Total Assisted Units = 44
(housingidaho.com)

Yes No Yes No

Total people employed 3,133

Unemployment rate  (July 2011) 6.1%

Agriculture N/A N/A    

Mining N/A N/A    

Construction 363$       $18,898    

Manufacturing 499$       $25,959    

Trade, Utilities & Transportation 419$       $21,769    

Information 240$       $12,478    

Financial Activities 516$       $26,857    

Professional and Business Services 658$       $34,226    

Educational and Health Services 393$       $20,438    

Leisure and Hospitality 215$       $11,190    

Other Services 372$       $19,322    

Government 587$       $30,516    

Can afford
median rent?

Per yearPer weekWages of Key Professions

Can afford
a median 

priced home?



Benewah County, IdahoBenewah County, Idaho
Race and EthnicityRace and Ethnicity Geographic Concentration Geographic Concentration 

of Hispanic Residentsof Hispanic Residents

Geographic Concentration Geographic Concentration 
of Non-White Residentsof Non-White Residents

Source:   U.S. Census, Claritas.

Source:   2010 Census.

Source:   U.S. Census, Claritas.

Source:   U.S. Census, Claritas.

PopulationPopulation

Household TypeHousehold Type

Source:   Claritas, U.S. Census Small Area Income and Poverty Estimates (SAIPE)

IncomeIncome

Source:   U.S. Census, Claritas.

2010 Population (U.S. Census Bureau) 9,285

2000 Population (Census) 9,171

  2000-2010 growth 1.2%

  Growth per year     (on average) 0.1%

2015 Projected population 9,690

2010-2015 Projected growth (no. of people) 405

Number 

Income

Median household income (2009)

Households earning less than $15,000 541 14.3%

Households earning less than $25,000 1,095 28.9%

Residents below the poverty threshold 16.0%

Number Percent

$40,948 100%

Household Type

Senior households 1,220 31.8%

Single parent households 327 8.5%

Single father 115

Single mother 212

Married couples with children 965 25.1%

Large households (5+ family members) 354 9.4%

Percent of residents with a disability 21.0%

Number Percent



Benewah County, Idaho
Assisted LivingAssisted Living

Public TransitPublic Transit

Note:  Information is current as of November, 18 2010.
Source:  HUD, Multifamily Assistance and Section 8 Contracts Database.

Source: 
American Public Transportation 
Association (APTA).

EmploymentEmployment

HousingHousing

Source:  HUD, Claritas, U.S. Census, American Community Survey 5-year estimates, 
BBC Research & Consulting 

Public Transit Providers 

Benewah Area Transit (BAT)

Source: Idaho Department of Labor, July 2011 County Reports.

Yes No Yes No

Total people employed 3,656

Unemployment rate  (July 2011) 14.7%

Agriculture 744$      38,703$     

Mining 723$      37,583$     

Construction 595$      30,916$     

Manufacturing 845$      43,947$     

Trade, Utilities & Transportation 579$      30,112$     

Information 625$      32,506$     

Financial Activities 412$      21,408$     

Professional and Business Services 481$      24,995$     

Educational and Health Services 512$      26,646$     

Leisure and Hospitality 169$      8,766$       

Other Services 476$      24,737$     

Government 632$      32,859$     

Can afford
median rent?

Per yearPer weekWages of Key Professions

Can afford
a median 

priced home?

Homeownership rate 76.7%

  Rental units 895

  Owner occupied units 2,942

2000 Median Home Value 81,200$    

2009 Median Home Value 128,352$  

  2000-2009 Increase/decrease in value 47,152$    

  Income needed to buy median priced home 32,729$    

  Percent of population who can afford median home 60.5%

Increase in 2000 income needed to afford 2010 home 12,023$    

Actual increase in median income, 2000-2010 8,999$      

2000 Median rent 285$          

2005-09 Median rent 410$          

  2000-2009 Increase/decrease in median rent 125$          

  Income needed to rent median priced unit 16,400$    

  Percent of population who can afford median rent 83.8%

HUD 2-bedroom Fair Market Rent 715$          

Number Other Assisted Housing: Family Housing:

Located in City of Saint Maries 

Ridgeview Apartments (34 units) 

Total Assisted Units = 56
(housingidaho.com)



Bingham County, IdahoBingham County, Idaho
Race and EthnicityRace and Ethnicity

Geographic Concentration Geographic Concentration 
of Hispanic Residentsof Hispanic Residents

Geographic Concentration Geographic Concentration 
of Non-White Residentsof Non-White Residents

Source:   U.S. Census, Claritas.

Source:   2010 Census.

Source:   U.S. Census, Claritas.

Source:   U.S. Census, Claritas.

PopulationPopulation

Household TypeHousehold Type
Source:   Claritas, U.S. Census Small Area Income and Poverty Estimates (SAIPE)

2010 Population (U.S. Census Bureau) 45,607

2000 Population (Census) 41,735

  2000-2010 growth 9.3%

  Growth per year (on average) 0.9%

2015 Projected population 45,848

2010-2015 Projected growth (no. of people) 241

Number 

IncomeIncome

Source:   U.S. Census, Claritas.

Income

Median household income (2009)

Households earning less than $15,000 1,686 11.6%

Households earning less than $25,000 3,390 23.3%

Residents below the poverty threshold 15.8%

Number Percent

$45,542 100%

Household Type

Senior households 3,650 24.3%

Single parent households 1,361 9.1%

Single father 451

Single mother 910

Married couples with children 5,830 38.9%

Large households (5+ family members) 2,828 19.5%

Percent of residents with a disability 17.0%

Number Percent



Bingham County, Idaho
Assisted LivingAssisted Living

Public TransitPublic Transit

Note:  Information is current as of November, 18 2010.
Source:  HUD, Multifamily Assistance and Section 8 Contracts Database.

Source:  
American Public Transportation 
Association (APTA).

EmploymentEmployment

HousingHousing

Source:  HUD, Claritas, U.S. Census, American Community Survey 5-year estimates, 
BBC Research & Consulting 

Public Transit Providers 

 Idaho State University 
Commuter Express (ISUCE)

Source: Idaho Department of Labor, July 2011 County Reports.

Homeownership rate 77.1%

  Rental units 3,436

  Owner occupied units 11,563

2000 Median Home Value 81,700$    

2009 Median Home Value 114,810$  

  2000-2009 Increase/decrease in value 33,110$    

  Income needed to buy median priced home 29,275$    

  Percent of population who can afford median home 71.4%

Increase in 2000 income needed to afford 2010 home 8,443$      

Actual increase in median income, 2000-2010 8,808$      

2000 Median rent 340$          

2005-09 Median rent 416$          

  2000-2009 Increase/decrease in median rent 76$            

  Income needed to rent median priced unit 16,640$    

  Percent of population who can afford median rent 86.7%

HUD 2-bedroom Fair Market Rent 596$          

Number Senior/Disabled Housing: Family Housing:

Located in City of Blackfoot Located in City of Blackfoot
Cedar Street Living Center (12 units) Briarwood Apartments (40 units)

Sunset Manor (48 units)

Total Assisted Units = 479
(housingidaho.com)

Yes No Yes No

Total people employed 21,538

Unemployment rate  (July 2011) 8.2%

Agriculture 550$        28,598$    

Mining N/A N/A

Construction 591$        30,737$    

Manufacturing 754$        39,214$    

Trade, Utilities & Transportation 511$        26,556$    

Information 352$        18,327$    

Financial Activities 729$        37,932$    

Professional and Business Services 723$        37,599$    

Educational and Health Services 659$        34,289$    

Leisure and Hospitality 182$        9,481$        

Other Services 500$        25,974$    

Government 563$        29,288$    

Can afford
median rent?

Per yearPer weekWages of Key Professions

Can afford
a median 

priced home?



Blaine County, IdahoBlaine County, Idaho
Race and EthnicityRace and Ethnicity

Geographic Concentration Geographic Concentration 
of Hispanic Residentsof Hispanic Residents

Geographic Concentration Geographic Concentration 
of Non-White Residentsof Non-White Residents

Source:   2010 Census.

Source:   U.S. Census, Claritas.

Source:   U.S. Census, Claritas.

Household TypeHousehold Type

Source:   Claritas, U.S. Census Small Area Income and Poverty Estimates (SAIPE)

Source:   U.S. Census, Claritas.

PopulationPopulation
Number 

2010 Population (U.S. Census Bureau) 21,376

2000 Population (Census) 18,991

  2000-2010 growth 12.6%

  Growth per year (on average) 1.3%

2015 Projected population 23,420

2010-2015 Projected growth (no. of people) 2,044

IncomeIncome

Source: U.S. Census, Claritas.

Household Type

Senior households 1,822 20.7%

Single parent households 702 8.0%

Single father 237

Single mother 465

Married couples with children 2,683 30.4%

Large households (5+ family members) 582 6.3%

Percent of residents with a disability 10.2%

Number Percent

Income

Median household income (2009)

Households earning less than $15,000 648 7.1%

Households earning less than $25,000 1,254 13.7%

Residents below the poverty threshold 7.9%

Number Percent

$67,672 100%



Blaine County, Idaho
Assisted LivingAssisted Living

Public TransitPublic Transit

Note:  Information is current as of November, 18 2010.
Source:  HUD, Multifamily Assistance and Section 8 Contracts Database.

Source:  

American Public Transportation 
Association (APTA).

Public Transit Providers 

Mountain Rides

EmploymentEmployment

HousingHousing

Source:  HUD, Claritas, U.S. Census, American Community Survey 5-year estimates, 
BBC Research & Consulting 

Source:  Idaho Department of Labor, July 2011 County Reports.

Yes No Yes No

Total people employed 11,639

Unemployment rate  (July 2011) 9.0%

Agriculture 530$        27,543$     

Mining 951$        49,466$     

Construction 687$        35,727$     

Manufacturing 1,011$     52,579$     

Trade, Utilities & Transportation 609$        31,679$     

Information 808$        41,992$     

Financial Activities 1,065$     55,375$     

Professional and Business Services 1,015$     52,788$     

Educational and Health Services 866$        45,043$     

Leisure and Hospitality 378$        19,667$     

Other Services 630$        32,738$     

Government 378$        19,667$     

Can afford
median rent?

Per yearPer weekWages of Key Professions

Can afford
a median 

priced home?

Other Assisted Housing: Family Housing:

Total Assisted Units = 130 Located in City of Hailey

(housingidaho.com) Snow Mountain (40 units)

Homeownership rate 67.3%

  Rental units 2,884

  Owner occupied units 5,939

2000 Median Home Value 266,500$   

2009 Median Home Value 537,406$   

  2000-2009 Increase/decrease in value 270,906$   

  Income needed to buy median priced home 137,033$   

  Percent of population who can afford median home 18.0%

Increase in 2000 income needed to afford 2010 home 69,078$     

Actual increase in median income, 2000-2010 17,032$     

2000 Median rent 651$           

2005-2009 Median rent 782$           

  2000-2009 Increase/decrease in median rent 131$           

  Income needed to rent median priced unit 31,280$     

  Percent of population who can afford median rent 83.5%

HUD 2-bedroom Fair Market Rent 976$           

Number



Boise County, IdahoBoise County, Idaho
Race and EthnicityRace and Ethnicity

Geographic Concentration Geographic Concentration 
of Hispanic Residentsof Hispanic Residents

Geographic Concentration Geographic Concentration 
of Non-White Residentsof Non-White Residents

Source:   U.S. Census, Claritas.

Source:   2010 Census.

Source:   U.S. Census, Claritas.

Source:   U.S. Census, Claritas.

PopulationPopulation

Household TypeHousehold Type

Source:   Claritas, U.S. Census Small Area Income and Poverty Estimates (SAIPE).

IncomeIncome

Source: U.S. Census, Claritas.

2010 Population (U.S. Census Bureau) 7,028

2000 Population (Census) 6,670

  2000-2010 growth 5.4%

  Growth per year (on average) 0.5%

2015 Projected population 7,936

2010-2015 Projected growth (no. of people) 908

Number 

Income

Median household income (2009) 51,589$ 100%

Households earning less than $15,000 353 11.7%

Households earning less than $25,000 693 22.9%

Residents below the poverty threshold 12.7%

Number Percent

Household Type

Senior households 825 27.7%

Single parent households 175 5.9%

Single father 67

Single mother 108

Married couples with children 484 16.3%

Large households (5+ family members) 268 8.9%

Percent of residents with a disability 19.4%

Number Percent



Boise County, Idaho
Assisted LivingAssisted Living

Public TransitPublic Transit

Note:  Information is current as of November, 18 2010.
Source:  HUD, Multifamily Assistance and Section 8 Contracts Database.

Source: 

American Public Transportation 
Association (APTA).

EmploymentEmployment

HousingHousing

Source:  HUD, Claritas, U.S. Census, American Community Survey 5-year estimates, 
BBC Research & Consulting 

Source: Idaho Department of Labor, July 2011 County Reports.

None

Public Transit Providers

Homeownership rate 83.0%

  Rental units 506

  Owner occupied units 2,468

2000 Median Home Value 112,100$  

2009 Median Home Value 171,325$  

  2000-2009 Increase/decrease in value 59,225$    

  Income needed to buy median priced home 43,686$    

  Percent of population who can afford median home 58.0%

Increase in 2000 income needed to afford 2010 home 15,102$    

Actual increase in median income, 2000-2010 12,747$    

2000 Median rent 405$          

2005-09 Median rent 535$          

  2000-2009 Increase/decrease in median rent 130$          

  Income needed to rent median priced unit 21,400$    

  Percent of population who can afford median rent 81.5%

HUD 2-bedroom Fair Market Rent 702$          

Number Other Assisted Housing: Family Housing:

Located in City of Idaho City

Shadow Mountain Apart. (14 units) 

Total Assisted Units = 24 
(housingidaho.com)

Yes No Yes No

Total people employed 3,097

Unemployment rate  (July 2011) 8.9%

Agriculture 562$  $29,205   

Mining N/A N/A  

Construction 435$  $22,623   

Manufacturing 567$  $29,461   

Trade, Utilities & Transportation 382$  $19,856   

Information N/A $52,992   

Financial Activities 421$  $21,876   

Professional and Business Services 662$  $34,421   

Educational and Health Services 465$  $24,169   

Leisure and Hospitality 237$  $12,343   

Other Services 200$  $10,383   

Government 621$  $32,307   

Can afford
median rent?

Per yearPer weekWages of Key Professions

Can afford
a median 

priced home?



Bonner County, IdahoBonner County, Idaho
Race and EthnicityRace and Ethnicity Geographic Concentration Geographic Concentration 

of Hispanic Residentsof Hispanic Residents

Geographic Concentration Geographic Concentration 
of Non-White Residentsof Non-White Residents

Source:   U.S. Census, Claritas.

Source:   2010 Census.

Source:   U.S. Census, Claritas.

PopulationPopulation

Household TypeHousehold Type

Source:   Claritas, U.S. Census Small Area Income and Poverty Estimates (SAIPE)

IncomeIncome

Source: U.S. Census, Claritas.

Number 

2010 Population (U.S. Census Bureau) 40,877

2000 Population (Census) 36,835

  2000-2010 growth 11.0%

  Growth per year (on average) 1.1%

2015 Projected population 43,971

2010-2015 Projected growth (no. of people) 3,094

Source:   U.S. Census, Claritas.

Income

Median household income (2009)

Households earning less than $15,000 2,373 13.9%

Households earning less than $25,000 4,615 27.1%

Residents below the poverty threshold 15.7%

Number Percent

$44,884 100%

Household Type

Senior households 4,986 29.2%

Single parent households 1,290 7.6%

Single father 475

Single mother 815

Married couples with children 4,187 16.9%

Large households (5+ family members) 1,470 8.6%

Percent of residents with a disability 19.7%

Number Percent



Bonner County, Idaho
Assisted LivingAssisted Living

Public TransitPublic Transit

Note:  Information is current as of November, 18 2010.
Source:  HUD, Multifamily Assistance and Section 8 Contracts Database.

Source:  

American Public Transportation
Association (APTA).

Public Transit Providers 

Grizzly Transportation 

North Idaho Community Express

EmploymentEmployment

HousingHousing

Source:  HUD, Claritas, U.S. Census, American Community Survey 5-year estimates, 
BBC Research & Consulting 

Source: Idaho Department of Labor, July 2011 County Reports.

Homeownership rate 74.6%

  Rental units 4,343

  Owner occupied units 12,757

2000 Median Home Value 115,500$  

2009 Median Home Value 211,450$  

  2000-2009 Increase/decrease in value 95,950$    

  Income needed to buy median priced home 53,918$    

  Percent of population who can afford median home 41.4%

Increase in 2000 income needed to afford 2010 home 24,466$    

Actual increase in median income, 2000-2010 11,578$    

2000 Median rent 434$          

2005-2009 Median rent 543$          

  2000-2009 Increase/decrease in median rent 109$          

  Income needed to rent median priced unit 21,720$    

  Percent of population who can afford median rent 77.5%

HUD 2-bedroom Fair Market Rent 728$          

Number Other Assisted Housing: Family Housing:

Located in City of Sandpoint 

Bristlecone Apartments (30 units)

Located in City of Clark Fork

Lightning Creek Apartments (16 units)

Located in City of Preist River

Riverwood Apartments (24 units)

Total Assisted Units = 188
(housingidaho.com)

Yes No Yes No

Total people employed 17,268

Unemployment rate  (July 2011) 13.3%

Agriculture 561$        29,146$    

Mining 962$        50,023$    

Construction 559$        29,053$    

Manufacturing 651$        33,858$    

Trade, Utilities & Transportation 621$        32,310$    

Information 769$        40,005$    

Financial Activities 696$        36,174$    

Professional and Business Services 771$        40,077$    

Educational and Health Services 560$        29,128$    

Leisure and Hospitality 261$        13,594$     

Other Services 395$        20,525$     

Government 657$        34,139$     

Can afford
median rent?

Per yearPer weekWages of Key Professions

Can afford
a median 

priced home?



Bonneville County, IdahoBonneville County, Idaho
Race and EthnicityRace and Ethnicity

Geographic Concentration Geographic Concentration 
of Hispanic Residentsof Hispanic Residents

Geographic Concentration Geographic Concentration 
of Non-White Residentsof Non-White Residents

Source:   U.S. Census, Claritas.

Source:   2010 Census.

Source:   U.S. Census, Claritas.

Source:   U.S. Census, Claritas.

PopulationPopulation

Household TypeHousehold Type

Source:   Claritas, U.S. Census Small Area Income and Poverty Estimates (SAIPE).

IncomeIncome

Source: U.S. Census, Claritas.

Number 

2010 Population (U.S. Census Bureau) 104,234

2000 Population (Census) 82,522

  2000-2010 growth 26.3%

  Growth per year (on average) 2.6%

2015 Projected population 113,158

2010-2015 Projected growth (no. of people) 8,924

Household Type

Senior households 8,001 21.8%

Single parent households 3,322 9.1%

Single father 959

Single mother 2,363

Married couples with children 13,743 37.5%

Large households (5+ family members) 5,331 14.5%

Percent of residents with a disability 15.8%

Number Percent

Income

Median household income (2009)

Households earning less than $15,000 3,889 10.6%

Households earning less than $25,000 7,727 21.0%

Residents below the poverty threshold 11.7%

Number Percent

$53,063 100%



Bonneville County, Idaho
Assisted LivingAssisted Living

Public TransitPublic Transit

Note:  Information is current as of November, 18 2010.
Source:  HUD, Multifamily Assistance and Section 8 Contracts Database.

Source:  

American Public 
Transportation 
Association (APTA).

EmploymentEmployment

HousingHousing

Source:  HUD, Claritas, U.S. Census, American Community Survey 5-year estimates, 
BBC Research & Consulting 

Source: Idaho Department of Labor, July 2011 County Reports.

Public Transit Providers 

Targhee Regional Public Transport (TRPTA)

Idaho State University Commuter Express 

Homeownership rate 71.9%

  Rental units 10,293

  Owner occupied units 26,336

2000 Median Home Value 91,000$    

2009 Median Home Value 142,871$  

  2000-2009 Increase/decrease in value 51,871$    

  Income needed to buy median priced home 36,431$    

  Percent of population who can afford median home 66.0%

Increase in 2000 income needed to afford 2010 home 13,227$    

Actual increase in median income, 2000-2010 10,750$    

2000 Median rent 404$          

2005-2009 Median rent 528$          

  2000-2009 Increase/decrease in median rent 124$          

  Income needed to rent median priced unit 21,120$    

  Percent of population who can afford median rent 83.5%

HUD 2-bedroom Fair Market Rent 651$          

Number Senior/Disabled Housing: Family Housing:

Located in City of Idaho Falls Located in City of Idaho Falls

Teton View Senior Housing (88 units) Mountain Falls Apartments (27 units)

Riverside Senior Housing (40 units) Sandcreek Apartments (72 units)

Saturn Apartments (38 units)

Transitional Living Center (10 units)

Willowtree Apartments (28 units)

Mountain Falls Apartments (22 units)

Total Assisted Units = 1,732
(housingidaho.com)

Yes No Yes No

Total people employed 47,547

Unemployment rate  (July 2011) 7.3%

Agriculture 590$         30,702$    

Mining 421$         21,912$    

Construction 864$         44,944$    

Manufacturing 675$         35,090$    

Trade, Utilities & Transportation 605$         31,478$    

Information 627$         32,617$    

Financial Activities 744$         38,696$    

Professional and Business Services 734$         38,148$    

Educational and Health Services 648$         33,679$    

Leisure and Hospitality 241$         12,532$     

Other Services 456$         23,737$    

Government 699$         36,373$    

Can afford
median rent?

Per yearPer weekWages of Key Professions

Can afford
a median 

priced home?



Boundary County, IdahoBoundary County, Idaho
Race and EthnicityRace and Ethnicity Geographic Concentration Geographic Concentration 

of Hispanic Residentsof Hispanic Residents

Geographic Concentration Geographic Concentration 
of Non-White Residentsof Non-White Residents

Source:   U.S. Census, Claritas.

Source:   2010 Census.

Source:   U.S. Census, Claritas.

Source:   U.S. Census, Claritas.

PopulationPopulation

Household TypeHousehold Type

Source:   Claritas, U.S. Census Small Area Income and Poverty Estimates (SAIPE)

IncomeIncome

Source: U.S. Census, Claritas.

Number 

2010 Population (U.S. Census Bureau) 10,972

2000 Population (Census) 9,871

  2000-2010 growth 11.2%

  Growth per year (on average) 1.1%

2015 Projected population 11,856

2010-2015 Projected growth (no. of people) 884

Household Type

Senior households 1,343 30.7%

Single parent households 331 7.5%

Single father 129

Single mother 202

Married couples with children 1,194 27.0%

Large households (5+ family members) 447 10.2%

Percent of residents with a disability 17.9%

Number Percent

Income

Median household income (2009)

Households earning less than $15,000 767 17.5%

Households earning less than $25,000 1,355 31.0%

Residents below the poverty threshold 15.7%

Number Percent

38,116$  100%



Boundary County, Idaho
Assisted LivingAssisted Living

Public TransitPublic Transit

Note:  Information is current as of November, 18 2010.
Source:  HUD, Multifamily Assistance and Section 8 Contracts Database.

Source: 

American Public Transportation 
Association (APTA).

EmploymentEmployment

HousingHousing

Source:  HUD, Claritas, U.S. Census, American Community Survey 5-year estimates, 
BBC Research & Consulting 

Source:  Idaho Department of Labor, July 2011 County Reports.

Public Transit Providers 

None

Other Assisted Housing: Family Housing:

Total Assisted Units = 16 Located in City of Bonners Ferry

(housingidaho.com) Bonners Ferry Apartments (17 units)

Homeownership rate 76.7%

  Rental units 1,028

  Owner occupied units 3,393

2000 Median Home Value 101,200$  

2009 Median Home Value 160,133$  

  2000-2009 Increase/decrease in value 58,933$    

  Income needed to buy median priced home 40,832$    

  Percent of population who can afford median home 47.0%

Increase in 2000 income needed to afford 2010 home 15,027$    

Actual increase in median income, 2000-2010 6,004$      

2000 Median rent 359$          

2005-2009 Median rent 447$          

  2000-2009 Increase/decrease in median rent 88$            

  Income needed to rent median priced unit 17,880$    

  Percent of population who can afford median rent 78.9%

HUD 2-bedroom Fair Market Rent 715$          

Number

Yes No Yes No

Total people employed 4,270

Unemployment rate  (July 2011) 14.5%

Agriculture 632$        32,850$     

Mining N/A N/A   

Construction 567$        29,475$     

Manufacturing 880$        45,748$     

Trade, Utilities & Transportation 507$        26,357$     

Information 258$        13,437$     

Financial Activities 568$        29,517$     

Professional and Business Services 462$        24,013$     

Educational and Health Services 551$        28,638$     

Leisure and Hospitality 224$        11,645$     

Other Services 312$        16,224$     

Government 615$        31,990$     

Can afford
median rent?

Per yearPer weekWages of Key Professions

Can afford
a median 

priced home?



Butte County, IdahoButte County, Idaho
Race and EthnicityRace and Ethnicity Geographic Concentration Geographic Concentration 

of Hispanic Residentsof Hispanic Residents

Geographic Concentration Geographic Concentration 
of Non-White Residentsof Non-White Residents

Source:   U.S. Census, Claritas.

Source:   2010 Census.

Source:   U.S. Census, Claritas.

Source:   U.S. Census, Claritas.

PopulationPopulation

Household TypeHousehold Type

Source:   Claritas, U.S. Census Small Area Income and Poverty Estimates (SAIPE)

IncomeIncome

Source: U.S. Census, Claritas.

Number 

2010 Population (U.S. Census Bureau) 2,891

2000 Population (Census) 2,899

  2000-2010 Growth -0.3%

  Growth per year     (on average) 0.0%

2015 Projected Population 2,673

2010-2015 Projected Growth (no. of people) -218

Household Type

Senior households 357 31.6%

Single parent households 74 6.5%

Single father 22

Single mother 52

Married couples with children 333 29.5%

Large households (5+ family members) 134 12.4%

Percent of residents with a disability 17.6%

Number Percent

Income

Median household income (2009) 41,362$  100%

Households earning less than $15,000 178 16.4%

Households earning less than $25,000 326 30.1%

Residents below the poverty threshold 14.3%

Number Percent



Butte County, Idaho

Assisted LivingAssisted Living
Note: 
Information is current as of 
November, 18 2010.

Source:  
HUD, Multifamily Assistance and 
Section 8 Contracts Database.

Public TransitPublic Transit
Source: 
American Public Transportation 
Association (APTA).

Public Transit Providers 

Grizzly Transportation 

North Idaho Community Express

EmploymentEmployment

HousingHousing

Source:  HUD, Claritas, U.S. Census, American Community Survey 5-year estimates, 
BBC Research & Consulting 

Source: Idaho Department of Labor, July 2011 County Reports.

Other Assisted Housing:

Total Assisted Units = 29
(housingidaho.com)

Homeownership rate 76.6%

  Rental units 264

  Owner occupied units 865

2000 Median Home Value 69,100$   

2010 Median Home Value 97,500$   

  2000-2010 Increase/Decrease in Value 28,400$   

  Income needed to buy median priced home 24,862$   

  Percent of population who can afford median home 70.1%

Increase in income needed to afford 2010 home 7,242$     

Actual increase in median income 9,085$     

2000 Median Rent 239$        

2005-09 Median Rent 373$        

  2000-2009 Increase/Decrease in Median Rent 134$        

  Income needed to rent median priced unit 14,920$   

  Percent of population who can afford median rent 83.7%

HUD 2-bedroom Fair Market Rent 634$        

Number

Yes No Yes No

Total people employed, 1,399

Unemployment rate (July 2011) 7.8%

Agriculture 354$        $18,409    

Mining N/A N/A

Construction 1,191$     $61,921    

Manufacturing 1,388$     $72,199    

Trade, Utilities & Transportation 365$        $18,966    

Information N/A N/A

Financial Activities 567$        $29,468    

Professional and Business Services 1,571$     $81,684    

Educational and Health Services 571$        $29,677    

Leisure and Hospitality 206$        $10,732    

Other Services 417$        $21,662    

Government 839$        $43,621    

Can you afford
median rent?

Per yearPer weekWages of Key Professions

Can you afford
a median 

priced home?



Camas County, IdahoCamas County, Idaho
Race and EthnicityRace and Ethnicity Geographic Concentration Geographic Concentration 

of Hispanic Residentsof Hispanic Residents

Geographic Concentration Geographic Concentration 
of Non-White Residentsof Non-White Residents

Source:   U.S. Census, Claritas.

Source:   2010 Census.

Source:   U.S. Census, Claritas.

Source:   U.S. Census, Claritas.

PopulationPopulation

Household TypeHousehold Type

Source:   Claritas, U.S. Census Small Area Income and Poverty Estimates (SAIPE)

IncomeIncome

Source: U.S. Census, Claritas.

Number 

2010 Population (U.S. Census Bureau) 1,117

2000 Population (Census) 991

  2000-2010 growth 12.7%

  Growth per year (on average) 1.3%

2015 Projected population 1,251

2010-2015 Projected growth (no. of people) 134

Household Type

Senior households 134 27.5%

Single parent households 34 7.0%

Single father 18

Single mother 16

Married couples with children 123 25.3%

Large households (5+ family members) 40 8.3%

Percent of residents with a disability 14.3%

Number Percent

Income

Median household income (2009)

Households earning less than $15,000 41 8.5%

Households earning less than $25,000 99 20.6%

Residents below the poverty threshold 10.3%

Number Percent

48,554$ 100%



Camas County, Idaho

Public TransitPublic Transit

Note: 
Information is current as of 
November, 18 2010.

Source: 
HUD, Multifamily Assistance and 
Section 8 Contracts Database.

Source:  
American Public Transportation 
Association (APTA).

Public Transit Providers 

Grizzly Transportation 

North Idaho Community Express

EmploymentEmployment

HousingHousing

Source:  HUD, Claritas, U.S. Census, American Community Survey 5-year estimates, 
BBC Research & Consulting 

Assisted LivingAssisted Living

Source:  Idaho Department of Labor, July 2011 County Reports.

Other Assisted Housing:

Total Assisted Units = 2

(housingidaho.com)

Yes No Yes No

Total people employed 509

Unemployment rate  (July 2011) 14.2%

Agriculture 613$        31,869$     

Mining N/A N/A

Construction N/A N/A

Manufacturing N/A N/A

Trade, Utilities & Transportation 770$        40,057$     

Information N/A N/A

Financial Activities N/A N/A

Professional and Business Services 306$        15,921$     

Educational and Health Services 254$        13,184$     

Leisure and Hospitality 195$        10,122$     

Other Services N/A N/A

Government 615$        31,987$     

Can afford
median rent?

Per yearPer weekWages of Key Professions

Can afford
a median 

priced home?

Homeownership rate 76.8%

  Rental units 113

  Owner occupied units 374

2000 Median Home Value 91,100$    

2009 Median Home Value 159,677$  

  2000-2009 Increase/decrease in value 68,577$    

  Income needed to buy median priced home 40,716$    

  Percent of population who can afford median home 59.2%

Increase in 2000 income needed to afford 2010 home 17,486$    

Actual increase in median income, 2000-2010 13,708$    

2000 Median rent 379$          

2005-2009 Median rent 535$          

  2000-2009 Increase/decrease in median rent 156$          

  Income needed to rent median priced unit 21,400$    

  Percent of population who can afford median rent 83.9%

HUD 2-bedroom Fair Market Rent 677$          

Number



Canyon County, IdahoCanyon County, Idaho
Race and EthnicityRace and Ethnicity

Geographic Concentration Geographic Concentration 
of Hispanic Residentsof Hispanic Residents

Geographic Concentration Geographic Concentration 
of Non-White Residentsof Non-White Residents

Source:   2010 Census.

Source:   U.S. Census, Claritas.

Source:   U.S. Census, Claritas.

Source:   U.S. Census, Claritas.

PopulationPopulation
Number 

2010 Population (U.S. Census Bureau) 188,923

2000 Population (Census) 131,441

  2000-2010 growth 43.7%

  Growth per year (on average) 4.4%

2015 Projected population 221,995

2010-2015 Projected growth (no. of people) 33,072

IncomeIncome

Source: U.S. Census, Claritas.

Household TypeHousehold Type

Source:   Claritas, U.S. Census Small Area Income and Poverty Estimates (SAIPE)

Household Type

Senior households 14,563 22.9%

Single parent households 7,159 11.2%

Single father 2,232

Single mother 4,927

Married couples with children 24,577 38.6%

Large households (5+ family members) 9,820 14.8%

Percent of residents with a disability 18.2%

Number Percent

Income

Median household income (2009)

Households earning less than $15,000 7,839 11.8%

Households earning less than $25,000 16,131 24.3%

Residents below the poverty threshold 17.9%

Number Percent

44,158$  100%



Canyon County, Idaho
Assisted LivingAssisted Living

Public Public 
TransitTransit

Note:  Information is current as of November, 18 2010.
Source:  HUD, Multifamily Assistance and Section 8 Contracts Database.

Source:  

American Public 
Transportation 
Association (APTA).

EmploymentEmployment

HousingHousing

Source:  HUD, Claritas, U.S. Census, American Community Survey 5-year estimates, 
BBC Research & Consulting 

Public Transit Providers 

Commuters Bus (CB)

Treasure Valley Metro (TVM)

Valley InterArea Transportation Bus (Valley Ride )

Treasure Valley Transit (TVT)

Source:  Idaho Department of Labor, July 2011 County Reports.

Senior/Disabled Housing: Family Housing:

Located in City of Caldwell Located in City of Caldwell

Friendship Manor I (29 units) College Park Apartments (18 units)

Friendship Manor II (39 units) Hazel Park (40 units)

Colombia Gardens (18 units) Indiana Manor (9 units)

Landmark Towers (40 units)

Located in City of Nampa Southdale Apartments  (40 units)

Oakhaven (34 units) Sunnyridge Village (56 units)

Van Englen (27 units)

Total Assisted Units = 2,297

(housingidaho.com)

Yes No Yes No

Total people employed 76,109

Unemployment rate  (July 2011) 12.0%

Agriculture 472$      $24,518    

Mining 767$      $39,880    

Construction 599$      $31,155    

Manufacturing 707$      $36,788    

Trade, Utilities & Transportation 582$      $30,254    

Information 677$      $35,190    

Financial Activities 677$      $35,221    

Professional and Business Services 625$      $32,497    

Educational and Health Services 586$      $30,484    

Leisure and Hospitality 226$      $11,771    

Other Services 484$      $25,149    

Government 627$      $32,600    

Can afford
median rent?

Per yearPer weekWages of Key Professions

Can afford
a median 

priced home?

Homeownership rate 70.5%

  Rental units 18,758

  Owner occupied units 44,846

2000 Median Home Value 93,800$    

2009 Median Home Value 135,111$  

  2000-2009 Increase/decrease in value 41,311$    

  Income needed to buy median priced home 34,452$    

  Percent of population who can afford median home 63.0%

Increase in 2000 income needed to afford 2010 home 10,534$    

Actual increase in median income, 2000-2010 8,138$      

2000 Median rent 438$          

2005-2009 Median rent 577$          

  2000-2009 Increase/decrease in median rent 139$          

  Income needed to rent median priced unit 23,080$    

  Percent of population who can afford median rent 78.3%

HUD 2-bedroom Fair Market Rent 702$          

Number



Caribou County, IdahoCaribou County, Idaho
Race and EthnicityRace and Ethnicity

Geographic Concentration Geographic Concentration 
of Hispanic Residentsof Hispanic Residents

Geographic Concentration Geographic Concentration 
of Non-White Residentsof Non-White Residents

Source:   U.S. Census, Claritas.

Source:   2010 Census.

Source:   U.S. Census, Claritas.

Source:   U.S. Census, Claritas.

PopulationPopulation

Household TypeHousehold Type

Source:   Claritas, U.S. Census Small Area Income and Poverty Estimates (SAIPE)

IncomeIncome

Source: U.S. Census, Claritas.

Number 

2010 Population (U.S. Census Bureau) 6,963

2000 Population (Census) 7,304

  2000-2010 growth -4.7%

  Growth per year (on average) -0.5%

2015 Projected population 6,537

2010-2015 Projected growth (no. of people) -426

Household Type

Senior households 764 30.8%

Single parent households 160 6.1%

Single father 61

Single mother 99

Married couples with children 855 32.8%

Large households (5+ family members) 343 13.8%

Percent of residents with a disability 18.7%

Number Percent

Income

Median household income (2009)

Households earning less than $15,000 305 12.3%

Households earning less than $25,000 579 23.3%

Residents below the poverty threshold 10.8%

Number Percent

48,753$   100%



Caribou County, Idaho
Assisted LivingAssisted Living

Public TransitPublic Transit

Note:  Information is current as of November, 18 2010.
Source:  HUD, Multifamily Assistance and Section 8 Contracts Database.

Source

American Public Transportation 
Association (APTA).

EmploymentEmployment

HousingHousing

Source:  HUD, Claritas, U.S. Census, American Community Survey 5-year estimates, 
BBC Research & Consulting 

Note: * Data as of October 2010.
Source:  Idaho Department of Labor, November 2010  County Reports.

Public Transportation Providers

None

Yes No Yes No

Total people employed 3,564

Unemployment rate  (July 2011) 8.4%

Agriculture 502$        $26,087    

Mining 1,177$     $61,200    

Construction 1,001$     $52,050    

Manufacturing 1,474$     $76,624    

Trade, Utilities & Transportation 554$        $28,830    

Information 337$        $17,542    

Financial Activities 569$        $29,585    

Professional and Business Services 584$        $30,357    

Educational and Health Services 309$        $16,079    

Leisure and Hospitality 183$        $9,505    

Other Services 418$        $21,727    

Government 562$        $29,203    

Can afford
median rent?

Per yearPer week
Wages of 
Key Professions

Can afford
a median 

priced home?

Homeownership rate 79.3%

  Rental units 539

  Owner occupied units 2,067

2000 Median Home Value 77,300$    

2009 Median Home Value 109,591$  

  2000-2009 Increase/decrease in value 32,291$    

  Income needed to buy median priced home 27,945$    

  Percent of population who can afford median home 73.0%

Increase in 2000 income needed to afford 2010 home 8,234$      

Actual increase in median income, 2000-2010 10,935$    

2000 Median rent 334$          

2005-2009 Median rent 363$          

  2000-2009 Increase/decrease in median rent 29$            

  Income needed to rent median priced unit 14,520$    

  Percent of population who can afford median rent 88.3%

HUD 2-bedroom Fair Market Rent 613$          

Number Other Assisted Housing: Family Housing:

Total Assisted Units = 58 Located in City of Soda Springs

(housingidaho.com) Fountain Terrace Apartments (32 units)



Cassia County, IdahoCassia County, Idaho
Race and EthnicityRace and Ethnicity Geographic Concentration Geographic Concentration 

of Hispanic Residentsof Hispanic Residents

Geographic Concentration Geographic Concentration 
of Non-White Residentsof Non-White Residents

Source:   U.S. Census, Claritas.

Source:   2010 Census.

Source:   U.S. Census, Claritas.

Source:   U.S. Census, Claritas.

PopulationPopulation

Household TypeHousehold Type

Source:   Claritas, U.S. Census Small Area Income and Poverty Estimates (SAIPE)

IncomeIncome

Source: U.S. Census, Claritas.

Number 

2010 Population (U.S. Census Bureau) 22,952

2000 Population (Census) 21,416

  2000-2010 Growth 7.2%

  Growth per year (on average) 0.7%

2015 Projected Population 21,895

2010-2015 Projected Growth (no. of people) -1,057

Household Type

Senior households 2,056 26.8%

Single parent households 653 8.5%

Single father 226

Single mother 427

Married couples with children 2,936 38.3%

Large households (5+ family members) 1,347 18.7%

Percent of residents with a disability 18.0%

Number Percent

Income

Median household income (2009)

Households earning less than $15,000 998 13.9%

Households earning less than $25,000 2,094 29.1%

Residents below the poverty threshold 16.1%

Number Percent

40,543$  100%



Cassia County, Idaho
Assisted LivingAssisted Living

Public TransitPublic Transit

Note:  Information is current as of November, 18 2010.
Source:  HUD, Multifamily Assistance and Section 8 Contracts Database.

Source:  American Public Transportation Association (APTA).

EmploymentEmployment

HousingHousing

Source:  HUD, Claritas, U.S. Census, American Community Survey 5-year estimates, 
BBC Research & Consulting 

Source: Idaho Department of Labor, July 2011 County Reports.

Public Transit Providers 

Pocatello Regional Transit (PRT)

Idaho State University Commuter Express (ISUCE)

Other Assisted Housing: Family Housing:

Total Assisted Units = 341 Located in City of Burley

(housingidaho.com) Syringa Plaza (40 units)

Richlin Townhouses (16 units)

Yes No Yes No

Total people employed 10,267

Unemployment rate  (July 2011) 7.6%

Agriculture 555$        $28,848    

Mining 582$        $30,273    

Construction 589$        $30,624    

Manufacturing 720$        $37,463    

Trade, Utilities & Transportation 547$        $28,456    

Information 941$        $48,937    

Financial Activities 628$        $32,636    

Professional and Business Services 612$        $31,838    

Educational and Health Services 492$        $25,568    

Leisure and Hospitality 193$        $10,055    

Other Services 373$        $19,403    

Government 566$        $29,416    

Can afford
median rent?

Per yearPer weekWages of Key Professions

Can afford
a median 

priced home?

Homeownership rate 69.5%

  Rental units 2,339

  Owner occupied units 5,327

2000 Median Home Value 79,800$    

2009 Median Home Value 103,760$  

  2000-2009 Increase/decrease in value 23,960$    

  Income needed to buy median priced home 26,458$    

  Percent of population who can afford median home 69.0%

Increase in 2000 income needed to afford 2010 home 6,110$      

Actual increase in median income, 2000-2010 6,828$      

2000 Median rent 322$          

2005-2009 Median rent 393$          

  2000-2009 Increase/decrease in median rent 71$            

  Income needed to rent median priced unit 15,720$    

  Percent of population who can afford median rent 71.1%

HUD 2-bedroom Fair Market Rent 677$          

Number



Clark County, IdahoClark County, Idaho
Race and EthnicityRace and Ethnicity

Geographic Concentration Geographic Concentration 
of Hispanic Residentsof Hispanic Residents

Geographic Concentration Geographic Concentration 
of Non-White Residentsof Non-White Residents

Source:   2010 Census.

Source:   U.S. Census, Claritas.

Source:   U.S. Census, Claritas.

Source:   U.S. Census, Claritas.

PopulationPopulation
Number 

2010 Population (U.S. Census Bureau) 982

2000 Population (Census) 1,022

  2000-2010 Growth -3.9%

  Growth per year (on average) -0.4%

2015 Projected Population 885

2010-2015 Projected Growth (no. of people) -97

Household TypeHousehold Type

Source:   Claritas, U.S. Census Small Area Income and Poverty Estimates (SAIPE)

IncomeIncome

Source: U.S. Census, Claritas.

Household Type

Senior households 94 27.2%

Single parent households 30 8.7%

Single father 11

Single mother 19

Married couples with children 126 36.5%

Large households (5+ family members) 61 20.7%

Percent of residents with a disability 19.7%

Number Percent

Income

Median household income (2009)

Households earning less than $15,000 49 16.7%

Households earning less than $25,000 89 30.3%

Residents below the poverty threshold 16.1%

Number Percent

$38,600 100%



Clark County, Idaho

Assisted LivingAssisted Living

Public TransitPublic Transit

Note:  
Information is current as of 
November, 18 2010.

Source: 
HUD, Multifamily Assistance and 
Section 8 Contracts Database.

Source:  

American Public Transportation 
Association (APTA).

EmploymentEmployment

HousingHousing

Source:  HUD, Claritas, U.S. Census, American Community Survey 5-year estimates, 
BBC Research & Consulting 

Public Transit Providers 

Targhee Regional Public 
Transportation Authority (TRPTA )

Source: Idaho Department of Labor, July 2011 County Reports.

Yes No Yes No

Total people employed 250

Unemployment rate  (July 2011) 9.2%

Agriculture 558$        $28,991    

Mining N/A N/A 

Construction N/A N/A 

Manufacturing 793$        $41,227    

Trade, Utilities & Transportation 452$        $23,519    

Information 796$        $41,398    

Financial Activities 2,223$     $115,615    

Professional and Business Services 978$        $50,848    

Educational and Health Services 830$        $43,174    

Leisure and Hospitality N/A N/A

Other Services N/A N/A

Government 583$        $30,321    

Can afford
median rent?

Per yearPer weekWages of Key Professions

Can afford
a median 

priced home?

Homeownership rate 62.9%

  Rental units 128

  Owner occupied units 217

2000 Median Home Value 54,300$    

2009 Median Home Value 78,500$    

  2000-2009 Increase/decrease in value 24,200$    

  Income needed to buy median priced home 20,017$    

  Percent of population who can afford median home 77.0%

Increase in 2000 income needed to afford 2010 home 6,171$      

Actual increase in median income, 2000-2010 6,829$      

2000 Median rent 247$          

2005-2009 Median rent 340$          

  2000-2009 Increase/decrease in median rent 93$            

  Income needed to rent median priced unit 13,600$    

  Percent of population who can afford median rent 57.4%

HUD 2-bedroom Fair Market Rent 634$          

Number Other Assisted Housing:

Total Assisted Units =  N/A
(housingidaho.com)



Clearwater County, IdahoClearwater County, Idaho
Race and EthnicityRace and Ethnicity

Geographic Concentration Geographic Concentration 
of Hispanic Residentsof Hispanic Residents

Geographic Concentration Geographic Concentration 
of Non-White Residentsof Non-White Residents

Source:   U.S. Census, Claritas.

Source:   2010 Census.

Source:   U.S. Census, Claritas.

Source:   U.S. Census, Claritas.

PopulationPopulation

Household TypeHousehold Type

Source:   Claritas, U.S. Census Small Area Income and Poverty Estimates (SAIPE)

Number 

2010 Population (U.S. Census Bureau) 982

2000 Population (Census) 1,022

  2000-2010 Growth -3.9%

  Growth per year (on average) -0.4%

2015 Projected Population 885

2010-2015 Projected Growth (no. of people) -97

IncomeIncome

Source: U.S. Census, Claritas.

Income

Median household income (2009)

Households earning less than $15,000 444 14.0%

Households earning less than $25,000 912 28.8%

Residents below the poverty threshold 15.2%

Number Percent

$40,440 100%

Household Type

Senior households 1,374 37.5%

Single parent households 226 6.2%

Single father 85

Single mother 141

Married couples with children 505 13.8%

Large households (5+ family members) 236 10.4%

Percent of residents with a disability 24.8%

Number Percent



Clearwater County, Idaho

Assisted LivingAssisted Living

Public TransitPublic Transit

Note: 
Information is current as of 
November, 18 2010.

Source: 
HUD, Multifamily Assistance and 
Section 8 Contracts Database.

Source: 

American Public Transportation 
Association (APTA).

EmploymentEmployment

HousingHousing

Source:  HUD, Claritas, U.S. Census, American Community Survey 5-year estimates, 
BBC Research & Consulting 

Source: Idaho Department of Labor, July 2011 County Reports.

Public Transit Providers 

Targhee Regional Public 
Transportation Authority (TRPTA )

Other Assisted Housing:

Total Assisted Units = 27

(housingidaho.com)

Homeownership rate 76.7%

  Rental units 852

  Owner occupied units 2,808

2000 Median Home Value 77,500$    

2009 Median Home Value 119,571$  

  2000-2009 Increase/decrease in value 42,071$    

  Income needed to buy median priced home 30,489$    

  Percent of population who can afford median home 64.0%

Increase in 2000 income needed to afford 2010 home 10,728$    

Actual increase in median income, 2000-2010 7,762$      

2000 Median rent 317$          

2005-2009 Median rent 394$          

  2000-2009 Increase/decrease in median rent 77$            

  Income needed to rent median priced unit 15,760$    

  Percent of population who can afford median rent 85.0%

HUD 2-bedroom Fair Market Rent 635$          

Number

Yes No Yes No

Total people employed, 2,730

Unemployment rate (July 2011) 15.5%

Agriculture 693$  $36,025    

Mining N/A N/A 

Construction 735$  $38,195    

Manufacturing 635$  $33,025    

Trade, Utilities & Transportation 539$  $28,016    

Information 720$  $37,455    

Financial Activities 456$  $23,724    

Professional and Business Services 367$  $19,066    

Educational and Health Services 573$  $29,781    

Leisure and Hospitality 230$  $11,983    

Other Services 345$  $17,952    

Government 673$  $35,015    

Can afford
median rent?

Per yearPer weekWages of Key Professions

Can afford
a median 

priced home?



Custer County, IdahoCuster County, Idaho
Race and EthnicityRace and Ethnicity Geographic Concentration Geographic Concentration 

of Hispanic Residentsof Hispanic Residents

Geographic Concentration Geographic Concentration 
of Non-White Residentsof Non-White Residents

Source:   U.S. Census, Claritas.

Source:   2010 Census.

Source:   U.S. Census, Claritas.

Source:   U.S. Census, Claritas.

PopulationPopulation

Household TypeHousehold Type

Source:   Claritas, U.S. Census Small Area Income and Poverty Estimates (SAIPE)

IncomeIncome

Source: U.S. Census, Claritas.

Number 

2010 Population (U.S. Census Bureau) 4,368

2000 Population (Census) 4,342

  2000-2010 growth 0.6%

  Growth per year (on average) 0.1%

2015 Projected population 4,400

2010-2015 Projected growth (no. of people) 32

Household Type

Senior households 600 31.0%

Single parent households 109 5.6%

Single father 45

Single mother 64

Married couples with children 435 22.5%

Large households (5+ family members) 144 7.8%

Percent of residents with a disability 18.6%

Number Percent

Income

Median household income (2009) 100%

Households earning less than $15,000 278 15.0%

Households earning less than $25,000 530 28.5%

Residents below the poverty threshold 13.4%

Number Percent

43,250$ 



Custer County, Idaho

Assisted LivingAssisted Living

Public TransitPublic Transit

Note: 
Information is current as of 
November, 18 2010.

Source: 
HUD, Multifamily Assistance and 
Section 8 Contracts Database.

Source: 

American Public Transportation 
Association (APTA).

EmploymentEmployment

HousingHousing

Source:  HUD, Claritas, U.S. Census, American Community Survey 5-year estimates, 
BBC Research & Consulting 

Source: Idaho Department of Labor, July 2011 County Reports.

Public Transit Providers 

Targhee Regional Public 
Transportation Authority (TRPTA)

Valley Vista Care Transportation

Other Assisted Housing:

Total Assisted Units = 1

(housingidaho.com)

Yes No Yes No

Total people employed 2,236

Unemployment rate  (July 2011) 7.9%

Agriculture 416$        21,632$     

Mining 1,293$     67,244$     

Construction 598$        31,099$     

Manufacturing 791$        41,149$     

Trade, Utilities & Transportation 434$        22,568$     

Information 868$        45,139$     

Financial Activities 353$        18,354$     

Professional and Business Services 665$        34,596$     

Educational and Health Services 332$        17,289$     

Leisure and Hospitality 259$        13,465$     

Other Services 598$        31,093$     

Government 628$        32,665$     

Can afford
median rent?

Per yearPer weekWages of Key Professions

Can afford
a median 

priced home?

Homeownership rate 76.0%

  Rental units 465

  Owner occupied units 1,471

2000 Median Home Value 89,700$    

2009 Median Home Value 133,533$  

  2000-2009 Increase/decrease in value 43,833$    

  Income needed to buy median priced home 34,050$    

  Percent of population who can afford median home 60.0%

Increase in 2000 income needed to afford 2010 home 11,177$    

Actual increase in median income, 2000-2010 10,426$    

2000 Median rent 288$          

2005-2009 Median rent 417$          

  2000-2009 Increase/decrease in median rent 129$          

  Income needed to rent median priced unit 16,680$    

  Percent of population who can afford median rent 82.9%

HUD 2-bedroom Fair Market Rent 634$          

Number



Elmore County, IdahoElmore County, Idaho
Race and EthnicityRace and Ethnicity Geographic Concentration Geographic Concentration 

of Hispanic Residentsof Hispanic Residents

Source:   U.S. Census, Claritas.

Source:   2010 Census.

Source:   U.S. Census, Claritas.

Source:   U.S. Census, Claritas.

PopulationPopulation

Household TypeHousehold Type

Source:   Claritas, U.S. Census Small Area Income and Poverty Estimates (SAIPE)

Number 

2010 Population (U.S. Census Bureau) 27,038

2000 Population (Census) 29,130

  2000-2010 growth -7.2%

  Growth per year (on average) -0.7%

2015 Projected population 29,250

2010-2015 Projected growth (no. of people) 2,212

IncomeIncome

Source: U.S. Census, Claritas.

Geographic Concentration Geographic Concentration 
of Non-White Residentsof Non-White Residents

Household Type

Senior households 2,010 19.8%

Single parent households 956 9.4%

Single father 278

Single mother 678

Married couples with children 3,631 35.8%

Large households (5+ family members) 609 6.6%

Percent of residents with a disability 15.9%

Number Percent

Income

Median household income (2009)

Households earning less than $15,000 714 7.7%

Households earning less than $25,000 1,731 18.7%

Residents below the poverty threshold 12.0%

Number Percent

$47,923 100%



Elmore County, Idaho
Assisted LivingAssisted Living

Public TransitPublic Transit

Note:  Information is current as of November, 18 2010.
Source:  HUD, Multifamily Assistance and Section 8 Contracts Database.

Source: 

American Public Transportation 
Association (APTA).

EmploymentEmployment

HousingHousing

Source:  HUD, Claritas, U.S. Census, American Community Survey 5-year estimates, 
BBC Research & Consulting 

Source: Idaho Department of Labor, July 2011 County Reports.

Public Transit Providers 

Mountain Home Shuttle Service

Homeownership rate 61.0%

  Rental units 3,955

  Owner occupied units 6,185

2000 Median Home Value 88,900$    

2009 Median Home Value 131,772$  

  2000-2009 Increase/decrease in value 42,872$    

  Income needed to buy median priced home 33,601$    

  Percent of population who can afford median home 69.1%

Increase in 2000 income needed to afford 2010 home 10,932$    

Actual increase in median income, 2000-2010 12,545$    

2000 Median rent 399$          

2005-2009 Median rent 586$          

  2000-2009 Increase/decrease in median rent 187$          

  Income needed to rent median priced unit 23,440$    

  Percent of population who can afford median rent 83.2%

HUD 2-bedroom Fair Market Rent 647$          

Number Other Assisted Housing: Family Housing:

Total Assisted Units = 221 Located in City of Glenns Ferry

(housingidaho.com) Amstutz Apartments (12 units)

Located in City of Mountain Home

Day Meadows (44 units)

Sunset Manor (16 units)

Yes No Yes No

Total people employed 10,338

Unemployment rate  (July 2011) 9.9%

Agriculture 468$        $24,351    

Mining N/A N/A 

Construction 620$        $32,257    

Manufacturing 579$        $30,102    

Trade, Utilities & Transportation 534$        $27,793    

Information 717$        $37,269    

Financial Activities 616$        $32,042    

Professional and Business Services 619$        $32,194    

Educational and Health Services 514$        $26,731    

Leisure and Hospitality 222$        $11,525    

Other Services 520$        $27,065    

Government 663$        $34,482    

Can afford
a median 

priced home?
Can afford

median rent?

Per yearPer weekWages of Key Professions



Franklin County, IdahoFranklin County, Idaho
Race and EthnicityRace and Ethnicity Geographic Concentration Geographic Concentration 

of Hispanic Residentsof Hispanic Residents

Geographic Concentration Geographic Concentration 
of Non-White Residentsof Non-White Residents

Source:   U.S. Census, Claritas.

Source:   2010 Census.

Source:   U.S. Census, Claritas.

Source:   U.S. Census, Claritas.

PopulationPopulation

Household TypeHousehold Type

Source:   Claritas, U.S. Census Small Area Income and Poverty Estimates (SAIPE)

Number 

2010 Population (U.S. Census Bureau) 12,786

2000 Population (Census) 11,329

  2000-2010 growth 12.9%

  Growth per year (on average) 1.3%

2015 Projected population 13,443

2010-2015 Projected growth (no. of people) 657

IncomeIncome

Source: U.S. Census, Claritas.

Household Type

Senior households 1,055 25.9%

Single parent households 235 5.7%

Single father 71

Single mother 164

Married couples with children 1,687 41.4%

Large households (5+ family members) 922 23.5%

Percent of residents with a disability 13.9%

Number Percent

Income

Median household income (2009)

Households earning less than $15,000 296 7.5%

Households earning less than $25,000 702 17.9%

Residents below the poverty threshold 10.5%

$48,171 100%

Number Percent



Franklin County, Idaho
Assisted LivingAssisted Living

Public TransitPublic Transit

Note:  Information is current as of November, 18 2010.
Source:  HUD, Multifamily Assistance and Section 8 Contracts Database.

Source: 

American Public Transportation 
Association (APTA).

EmploymentEmployment

HousingHousing

Source:  HUD, Claritas, U.S. Census, American Community Survey 5-year estimates, 
BBC Research & Consulting 

Source: Idaho Department of Labor, July 2011 County Reports.

Public Transit Providers

None

Senior/Disabled Housing: Family Housing:

Located in City of Preston Located in City of Preston

Preston Senior Housing (14 units) Cedarwood Apartments (12 units)

Yes No Yes No

Total people employed 5,782

Unemployment rate  (July 2011) 5.8%

Agriculture 422$        $21,952    

Mining 656$        $34,092    

Construction 539$        $28,016    

Manufacturing 580$        $30,180    

Trade, Utilities & Transportation 502$        $26,121    

Information 335$        $17,412    

Financial Activities 441$        $22,914    

Professional and Business Services 615$        $31,983    

Educational and Health Services 367$        $19,088    

Leisure and Hospitality 180$        $9,373    

Other Services 312$        $16,248    

Government 453$        $23,574    

Can afford
median rent?

Per yearPer weekWages of Key Professions

Can afford
a median 

priced home?

Homeownership rate 79.3%

  Rental units 845

  Owner occupied units 3,234

2000 Median Home Value 96,300$    

2009 Median Home Value 133,162$  

  2000-2009 Increase/decrease in value 36,862$    

  Income needed to buy median priced home 33,955$    

  Percent of population who can afford median home 72.3%

Increase in 2000 income needed to afford 2010 home 9,399$      

Actual increase in median income, 2000-2010 11,355$    

2000 Median rent 390$          

2005-2009 Median rent 458$          

  2000-2009 Increase/decrease in median rent 68$            

  Income needed to rent median priced unit 18,320$    

  Percent of population who can afford median rent 89.2%

HUD 2-bedroom Fair Market Rent 677$          

Number



Fremont County, IdahoFremont County, Idaho
Race and EthnicityRace and Ethnicity Geographic Concentration Geographic Concentration 

of Hispanic Residentsof Hispanic Residents

Geographic Concentration Geographic Concentration 
of Non-White Residentsof Non-White Residents

Source:   U.S. Census, Claritas.

Source:   2010 Census.

Source:   U.S. Census, Claritas.

Source:   U.S. Census, Claritas.

PopulationPopulation

Household TypeHousehold Type

Source:   Claritas, U.S. Census Small Area Income and Poverty Estimates (SAIPE)

Number 

2010 Population (U.S. Census Bureau) 13,242

2000 Population (Census) 11,819

  2000-2010 growth 12.0%

  Growth per year (on average) 1.2%

2015 Projected population 13,036

2010-2015 Projected growth (no. of people) -206

IncomeIncome

Source: U.S. Census, Claritas.

Income

Median household income (2009)

Households earning less than $15,000 476 11.2%

Households earning less than $25,000 1,056 24.9%

Residents below the poverty threshold 14.5%

Number Percent

$42,622 100%

Household Type

Senior households 1,264 28.5%

Single parent households 295 6.6%

Single father 103

Single mother 192

Married couples with children 1,599 36.0%

Large households (5+ family members) 755 17.8%

Percent of residents with a disability 16.3%

Number Percent



Fremont County, Idaho
Assisted LivingAssisted Living

Public TransitPublic Transit

Note:  Information is current as of November, 18 2010.
Source:  HUD, Multifamily Assistance and Section 8 Contracts Database.

Source: 

American Public Transportation 
Association (APTA).

EmploymentEmployment

HousingHousing

Source:  HUD, Claritas, U.S. Census, American Community Survey 5-year estimates, 
BBC Research & Consulting.

Source:  Idaho Department of Labor, July 2011 County Reports.

Public Transit Providers 

Targhee Regional Public 
Transportation Authority (TRPTA)

Yes No Yes No

Total people employed 5,365

Unemployment rate  (July 2011) 8.2%

Agriculture 456$        $23,687     

Mining N/A N/A

Construction 694$        $36,100     

Manufacturing 921$        $47,901     

Trade, Utilities & Transportation 586$        $30,493     

Information N/A N/A

Financial Activities 601$        $31,226     

Professional and Business Services 482$        $25,072     

Educational and Health Services 471$        $24,499     

Leisure and Hospitality 233$        $12,110     

Other Services 449$        $23,342     

Government 607$        $31,576     

Can afford
median rent?

Per yearPer weekWages of Key Professions

Can afford
a median 

priced home?

Senior/Disabled Housing: Family Housing:

Located in City of Saint Anthony Located in City of Saint Anthony

S. Fremont Senior Housing (14 units) Pondside Gardens (24 units)

Total Assisted Units = 50 Located in City of Ashton

(housingidaho.com) Village Gardens (8 units)

Homeownership rate 80.8%

  Rental units 851

  Owner occupied units 3,585

2000 Median Home Value 78,300$    

2009 Median Home Value 115,574$  

  2000-2009 Increase/decrease in value 37,274$    

  Income needed to buy median priced home 29,470$    

  Percent of population who can afford median home 69.1%

Increase in 2000 income needed to afford 2010 home 9,504$      

Actual increase in median income, 2000-2010 9,244$      

2000 Median rent 306$          

2005-2009 Median rent 412$          

  2000-2009 Increase/decrease in median rent 106$          

  Income needed to rent median priced unit 16,480$    

  Percent of population who can afford median rent 87.0%

HUD 2-bedroom Fair Market Rent 634$          

Number



Gem County, IdahoGem County, Idaho
Race and EthnicityRace and Ethnicity Geographic Concentration Geographic Concentration 

of Hispanic Residentsof Hispanic Residents

Geographic Concentration Geographic Concentration 
of Non-White Residentsof Non-White Residents

Source:   U.S. Census, Claritas.

Source:   2010 Census.

Source:   U.S. Census, Claritas.

Source:   U.S. Census, Claritas.

PopulationPopulation

Household TypeHousehold Type

Source:   Claritas, U.S. Census Small Area Income and Poverty Estimates (SAIPE)

IncomeIncome

Source: U.S. Census, Claritas.

Number 

2010 Population (U.S. Census Bureau) 16,719

2000 Population (Census) 15,181

  2000-2010 growth 10.1%

  Growth per year (on average) 1.0%

2015 Projected population 17,414

2010-2015 Projected growth (no. of people) 695

Household Type

Senior households 2,222 34.2%

Single parent households 480 7.4%

Single father 161

Single mother 319

Married couples with children 1,770 27.3%

Large households (5+ family members) 778 12.9%

Percent of residents with a disability 21.3%

Number Percent

Income

Median household income (2009) 100%

Households earning less than $15,000 862 14.3%

Households earning less than $25,000 1,684 27.8%

Residents below the poverty threshold 14.6%

Number Percent

44,128$  



Gem County, Idaho
Assisted LivingAssisted Living

Public TransitPublic Transit

Note:  Information is current as of November, 18 2010.
Source:  HUD, Multifamily Assistance and Section 8 Contracts Database.

Source:  

American Public Transportation 
Association (APTA).

EmploymentEmployment

HousingHousing

Source:  HUD, Claritas, U.S. Census, American Community Survey 5-year estimates, 
BBC Research & Consulting 

Public Transit Providers

None

Source: Idaho Department of Labor, July 2011 County Reports.

Yes No Yes No

Total people employed 6,209

Unemployment rate  (July 2011) 11.5%

Agriculture 564$     29,305$     

Mining 669$     34,774$     

Construction 625$     32,501$     

Manufacturing 670$     34,858$     

Trade, Utilities & Transportation 502$     26,083$     

Information 503$     26,173$     

Financial Activities 634$     32,948$     

Professional and Business Services 718$     37,335$     

Educational and Health Services 444$     23,095$     

Leisure and Hospitality 209$     10,852$     

Other Services 374$     19,472$     

Government 563$     29,272$     

Can afford
median rent?

Per yearPer weekWages of Key Professions

Can afford
a median 

priced home?

Homeownership rate 75.9%

  Rental units 1,564

  Owner occupied units 4,931

2000 Median Home Value 99,500$    

2009 Median Home Value 152,572$  

  2000-2009 Increase/decrease in value 53,072$    

  Income needed to buy median priced home 38,904$    

  Percent of population who can afford median home 56.0%

Increase in 2000 income needed to afford 2010 home 13,533$    

Actual increase in median income, 2000-2010 9,656$      

2000 Median rent 431$          

2005-2009 Median rent 543$          

  2000-2009 Increase/decrease in median rent 112$          

  Income needed to rent median priced unit 21,720$    

  Percent of population who can afford median rent 76.7%

HUD 2-bedroom Fair Market Rent 680$          

Number Other Assisted Housing: Family Housing:

Total Assisted Units = 134 Located in City of Emmett

(housingidaho.com) Valley Manor Apartments (25 units)



Gooding County, IdahoGooding County, Idaho
Race and EthnicityRace and Ethnicity Geographic Concentration Geographic Concentration 

of Hispanic Residentsof Hispanic Residents

Geographic Concentration Geographic Concentration 
of Non-White Residentsof Non-White Residents

Source:   U.S. Census, Claritas.

Source:   2010 Census.

Source:   U.S. Census, Claritas.

Source:   U.S. Census, Claritas.

PopulationPopulation

Household TypeHousehold Type

Source:   Claritas, U.S. Census Small Area Income and Poverty Estimates (SAIPE).

Number 

2010 Population (U.S. Census Bureau) 15,464

2000 Population (Census) 14,155

  2000-2010 Growth 9.2%

  Growth per year (on average) 0.9%

2015 Projected Population 14,528

2010-2015 Projected Growth (no. of people) -936

IncomeIncome

Source: U.S. Census, Claritas.

Household Type

Senior households 1,698 30.7%

Single parent households 485 8.8%

Single father 176

Single mother 309

Married couples with children 1,305 26.1%

Large households (5+ family members) 773 15.5%

Percent of residents with a disability 19.4%

Number Percent

Income

Median household income (2009)

Households earning less than $15,000 604 12.1%

Households earning less than $25,000 1,237 24.8%

Residents below the poverty threshold 16.2%

Number Percent

44,312$ 100%



Gooding County, Idaho
Assisted LivingAssisted Living

Public TransitPublic Transit
Source: 

American Public Transportation 
Association (APTA).

EmploymentEmployment

HousingHousing

Source:  HUD, Claritas, U.S. Census, American Community Survey 5-year estimates, 
BBC Research & Consulting 

Source: Idaho Department of Labor, July 2011 County Reports.

Public Transit Providers 

College of Southern Idaho 
Trans IV Bus Service (Trans IV) 

Yes No Yes No

Total people employed 8,509

Unemployment rate  (July 2011) 6.7%

Agriculture 542$        28,175$     

Mining N/A N/A

Construction 549$        28,567$     

Manufacturing 811$        42,165$     

Trade, Utilities & Transportation 571$        29,673$     

Information 468$        24,321$     

Financial Activities 567$        29,498$     

Professional and Business Services 643$        33,424$     

Educational and Health Services 505$        26,248$     

Leisure and Hospitality 191$        9,938$        

Other Services 798$        41,470$     

Government 522$        27,133$     

Can afford
median rent?

Per yearPer weekWages of Key Professions

Can afford
a median 

priced home?

Note:  Information is current as of November, 18 2010.
Source:  HUD, Multifamily Assistance and Section 8 Contracts Database.

Homeownership rate 66.1%

  Rental units 1,877

  Owner occupied units 3,654

2000 Median Home Value 83,200$    

2009 Median Home Value 135,173$  

  2000-2009 Increase/decrease in value 51,973$    

  Income needed to buy median priced home 34,468$    

  Percent of population who can afford median home 63.0%

Increase in 2000 income needed to afford 2010 home 13,253$    

Actual increase in median income, 2000-2010 11,954$    

2000 Median rent 393$          

2005-2009 Median rent 455$          

  2000-2009 Increase/decrease in median rent 62$            

  Income needed to rent median priced unit 18,200$    

  Percent of population who can afford median rent 84.0%

HUD 2-bedroom Fair Market Rent 677$          

Number Other Assisted Housing: Family Housing:

Total Assisted Units = 32 Located in the City of Gooding

(housingidaho.com) Westside Court (30 units)



Idaho County, IdahoIdaho County, Idaho
Race and EthnicityRace and Ethnicity Geographic Concentration Geographic Concentration 

of Hispanic Residentsof Hispanic Residents

Geographic Concentration Geographic Concentration 
of Non-White Residentsof Non-White Residents

Source:   U.S. Census, Claritas.

Source:   2010 Census.

Source:   U.S. Census, Claritas.

Source:   U.S. Census, Claritas.

PopulationPopulation

Household TypeHousehold Type

Source:   Claritas, U.S. Census Small Area Income and Poverty Estimates (SAIPE)

Number 

2010 Population (U.S. Census Bureau) 16,267

2000 Population (Census) 15,511

  2000-2010 growth 4.9%

  Growth per year (on average) 0.5%

2015 Projected population 15,640

2010-2015 Projected  growth (no. of people) -627

IncomeIncome

Source: U.S. Census, Claritas.

Household Type

Senior households 2,438 35.7%

Single parent households 413 6.1%

Single father 162

Single mother 251

Married couples with children 1,499 21.9%

Large households (5+ family members) 532 8.6%

Percent of residents with a disability 21.1%

Number Percent

Income

Median household income (2009)

Households earning less than $15,000 1,129 18.2%

Households earning less than $25,000 2,036 32.8%

Residents below the poverty threshold 20.2%

Number Percent

36,753$  100%



Idaho County, Idaho
Assisted LivingAssisted Living

Public TransitPublic Transit

Note:  Information is current as of November, 18 2010.
Source:  HUD, Multifamily Assistance and Section 8 Contracts Database.

Source: 

American Public Transportation 
Association (APTA).

EmploymentEmployment

HousingHousing

Source:  HUD, Claritas, U.S. Census, American Community Survey 5-year estimates, 
BBC Research & Consulting 

Public Transit Providers

None

Source: Idaho Department of Labor, July 2011 County Reports.

Yes No Yes No

Total people employed 6,499

Unemployment rate  (July 2011) 11.5%

Agriculture 491$        25,516$     

Mining 821$        42,694$     

Construction 546$        28,402$     

Manufacturing 795$        41,346$     

Trade, Utilities & Transportation 596$        31,009$     

Information 504$        26,232$     

Financial Activities 585$        30,397$     

Professional and Business Services 791$        41,146$     

Educational and Health Services 505$        26,248$     

Leisure and Hospitality 217$        11,304$     

Other Services 323$        16,780$     

Government 689$        35,845$     

Can afford
median rent?

Per yearPer weekWages of Key Professions

Can afford
a median 

priced home?

Other Assisted Housing: Family Housing:

Total Assisted Units = 61 units Located in City of Grangeville

from housingidaho.com Tamarack Apartments (32 units)

Homeownership rate 76.5%

  Rental units 1,605

  Owner occupied units 5,229

2000 Median Home Value 89,900$    

2009 Median Home Value 139,575$  

  2000-2009 Increase/decrease in value 49,675$    

  Income needed to buy median priced home 35,590$    

  Percent of population who can afford median home 52.4%

Increase in 2000 income needed to afford 2010 home 12,667$    

Actual increase in median income, 2000-2010 7,253$      

2000 Median rent 333$          

2005-2009 Median rent 376$          

  2000-2009 Increase/decrease in median rent 43$            

  Income needed to rent median priced unit 15,040$    

  Percent of population who can afford median rent 81.8%

HUD 2-bedroom Fair Market Rent 683$          

Number



Jefferson County, IdahoJefferson County, Idaho
Race and EthnicityRace and Ethnicity

Geographic Concentration Geographic Concentration 
of Hispanic Residentsof Hispanic Residents

Geographic Concentration Geographic Concentration 
of Non-White Residentsof Non-White Residents

Source:   U.S. Census, Claritas.

Source:   2010 Census.

Source:   U.S. Census, Claritas.

Source:   U.S. Census, Claritas.

PopulationPopulation

Household TypeHousehold Type

Source:   Claritas, U.S. Census Small Area Income and Poverty Estimates (SAIPE)

Number 

2010 Population (U.S. Census Bureau) 26,140

2000 Population (Census) 19,155

  2000-2010 growth 36.5%

  Growth per year (on average) 3.6%

2015 Projected population 28,263

2010-2015 Projected growth (no. of people) 2,123

IncomeIncome

Source: U.S. Census, Claritas.

Household Type

Senior households 1,748 21.5%

Single parent households 561 6.9%

Single father 188

Single mother 373

Married couples with children 3,617 44.4%

Large households (5+ family members) 1,718 21.6%

Percent of residents with a disability 15.6%

Number Percent

Income

Median household income (2009)

Households earning less than $15,000 746 9.4%

Households earning less than $25,000 1,596 20.1%

Residents below the poverty threshold 11.1%

Number Percent

49,978$  100%



Jefferson County, Idaho
Assisted LivingAssisted Living

Public TransitPublic Transit

Note:  Information is current as of November, 18 2010.
Source:  HUD, Multifamily Assistance and Section 8 Contracts Database.

Source: 

American Public Transportation 
Association (APTA).

EmploymentEmployment

HousingHousing

Source:  HUD, Claritas, U.S. Census, American Community Survey 5-year estimates, 
BBC Research & Consulting 

Source: Idaho Department of Labor, July 2011 County Reports.

Public Transit Providers 

Idaho State University 
Commuter Express (ISUCE)

Targhee Regional Public 
Transportation Authority (TRPTA)

Other Assisted Housing: Family Housing:

Total Assisted Units = 99 Located in City of Roberts

( housingidaho.com) Market Lake Townhouses (8 units)

Located in City of Rigby

Meadowview Apartments (20 units)

Yes No Yes No

Total people employed 10,843

Unemployment rate  (July 2011) 8.3%

Agriculture 448$        23,275$     

Mining N/A N/A

Construction 540$        28,070$     

Manufacturing 561$        29,172$     

Trade, Utilities & Transportation 523$        27,190$     

Information 472$        24,538$     

Financial Activities 642$        33,362$     

Professional and Business Services 634$        32,983$     

Educational and Health Services 526$        27,355$     

Leisure and Hospitality 152$        7,899$        

Other Services 472$        24,523$     

Government 461$        23,956$     

Can afford
median rent?

Per yearPer weekWages of Key Professions

Can afford
a median 

priced home?

Homeownership rate 83.2%

  Rental units 1,372

  Owner occupied units 6,774

2000 Median Home Value 89,400$    

2009 Median Home Value 134,036$  

  2000-2009 Increase/decrease in value 44,636$    

  Income needed to buy median priced home 34,178$    

  Percent of population who can afford median home 68.3%

Increase in 2000 income needed to afford 2010 home 11,382$    

Actual increase in median income, 2000-2010 12,183$    

2000 Median rent 341$          

2005-2009 Median rent 421$          

  2000-2009 Increase/decrease in median rent 80$            

  Income needed to rent median priced unit 16,840$    

  Percent of population who can afford median rent 89.0%

HUD 2-bedroom Fair Market Rent 651$          

Number



Jerome County, IdahoJerome County, Idaho
Race and EthnicityRace and Ethnicity

Geographic Concentration Geographic Concentration 
of Hispanic Residentsof Hispanic Residents

Geographic Concentration Geographic Concentration 
of Non-White Residentsof Non-White Residents

Source:   U.S. Census, Claritas.

Source:   2010 Census.

Source:   U.S. Census, Claritas.

Source:   U.S. Census, Claritas.

PopulationPopulation

Household TypeHousehold Type

Source:   Claritas, U.S. Census Small Area Income and Poverty Estimates (SAIPE)

IncomeIncome

Source: U.S. Census, Claritas.

Number 

2010 Population (U.S. Census Bureau) 22,374

2000 Population (Census) 18,342

  2000-2010 growth 22.0%

  Growth per year (on average) 2.2%

2015 Projected population 22,434

2010-2015 Projected growth (no. of people) 60

Income

Median household income (2009) 100%

Households earning less than $15,000 791 11.1%

Households earning less than $25,000 1,686 23.7%

Residents below the poverty threshold 15.3%

Number Percent

$43,683

Household Type

Senior households 1,818 24.1%

Single parent households 750 10.0%

Single father 293

Single mother 457

Married couples with children 2,897 38.4%

Large households (5+ family members) 1,238 17.4%

Percent of residents with a disability 18.1%

Number Percent



Jerome County, Idaho
Assisted LivingAssisted Living

Note:  Information is current as of November, 18 2010.
Source:  HUD, Multifamily Assistance and Section 8 Contracts Database.

EmploymentEmployment

HousingHousing

Source:  HUD, Claritas, U.S. Census, American Community Survey 5-year estimates, 
BBC Research & Consulting 

Source: Idaho Department of Labor, July 2011 County Reports.

Public TransitPublic Transit
Source: 
American Public Transportation 
Association (APTA).

Public Transit Providers 

College of Southern Idaho 
Trans IV Bus Service (Trans IV) 

Senior/Disabled Housing: Family Housing:

Located in City of Hazleton Located in City of Jerome

Syringa Estates (20 units) Windwood (30 units)

Total Assisted Units = 217

(housingidaho.com)

Yes No Yes No

Total people employed 10,394

Unemployment rate  (July 2011) 8.3%

Agriculture 557$        28,938$     

Mining N/A N/A 

Construction 822$        42,737$     

Manufacturing 645$        33,533$     

Trade, Utilities & Transportation 630$        32,742$     

Information 670$        34,863$     

Financial Activities 509$        26,476$     

Professional and Business Services 616$        32,050$     

Educational and Health Services 587$        30,543$     

Leisure and Hospitality 249$        12,936$     

Other Services 459$        23,855$     

Government 533$        27,710$     

Can afford
median rent?

Per yearPer weekWages of Key Professions

Can afford
a median 

priced home?

Homeownership rate 66.3%

  Rental units 2,538

  Owner occupied units 5,002

2000 Median Home Value 90,700$    

2009 Median Home Value 131,478$  

  2000-2009 Increase/decrease in value 40,778$    

  Income needed to buy median priced home 33,526$    

  Percent of population who can afford median home 64.0%

Increase in 2000 income needed to afford 2010 home 10,398$    

Actual increase in median income, 2000-2010 8,933$      

2000 Median rent 396$          

2005-2009 Median rent 499$          

  2000-2009 Increase/decrease in median rent 103$          

  Income needed to rent median priced unit 19,960$    

  Percent of population who can afford median rent 82.8%

HUD 2-bedroom Fair Market Rent 677$          

Number



Kootenai County, IdahoKootenai County, Idaho
Race and EthnicityRace and Ethnicity Geographic Concentration Geographic Concentration 

of Hispanic Residentsof Hispanic Residents

Geographic Concentration Geographic Concentration 
of Non-White Residentsof Non-White Residents

Source:   U.S. Census, Claritas.

Source:   2010 Census.

Source:   U.S. Census, Claritas.

Source:   U.S. Census, Claritas.

PopulationPopulation

Household TypeHousehold Type

Source:   Claritas, U.S. Census Small Area Income and Poverty Estimates (SAIPE).

IncomeIncome

Source: U.S. Census, Claritas.

Number 

2010 Population (U.S. Census Bureau) 138,494

2000 Population (Census) 108,685

  2000-2010 growth 27.4%

  Growth per year (on average) 2.7%

2015 Projected population 158,866

2010-2015 Projected growth (no. of people) 20,372

Household Type

Senior households 14,256 26.3%

Single parent households 4,946 9.1%

Single father 1,627

Single mother 3,319

Married couples with children 16,258 30.0%

Large households (5+ family members) 5,202 9.5%

Percent of residents with a disability 18.1%

Number Percent

Income

Median household income (2009)

Households earning less than $15,000 5,943 10.8%

Households earning less than $25,000 11,959 21.8%

Residents below the poverty threshold 13.6%

Number Percent

47,909$  100%



Kootenai County, Idaho
Assisted LivingAssisted Living

Public TransitPublic Transit

Note:  Information is current as of November, 18 2010.

Source:  HUD, Multifamily Assistance and Section 8 Contracts Database.

Source: 
American Public 
Transportation 
Association (APTA).

EmploymentEmployment

HousingHousing

Source:  HUD, Claritas, U.S. Census, American Community Survey 5-year estimates, 
BBC Research & Consulting 

Source: Idaho Department of Labor, July 2011 County Reports.

Public Transit Providers 

Citylink

 North Idaho Community Express (NICE)

Senior/Disabled Housing: Family Housing:

Located in City of Coeur d'Alene Located in City of Coeur d'Alene

Prarie Run (21 units) Coeur d'Alene Manor (60 units)

Heritage Place (129 units) English Village (55 units)

Heritage Place III (25 units) Howard Place (40 units)

Lynn Peterson House (14 units) Lake Country Apartments (44 units)

Lincoln Way Terrace (18 units)

Located in City of Post Falls

Post Falls Terrace (12 units) Located in City of Spirit Lake

Meadowood Glen (20 units) Maple Tree Court (12 units)

Timberlane Apartments (8 units)

Total Assisted Units = 1,320

(housingidaho.com)

Yes No Yes No

Total people employed 63,053

Unemployment rate  (July 2011) 11.6%

Agriculture 642$       33,386$         

Mining 4,620$    240,236$       

Construction 670$       34,828$         

Manufacturing 720$       37,440$         

Trade, Utilities & Transportation 569$       29,612$         

Information 863$       44,868$         

Financial Activities 790$       41,058$         

Professional and Business Services 643$       33,420$         

Educational and Health Services 610$       31,703$         

Leisure and Hospitality 288$       15,001$         

Other Services 452$       23,513$         

Government 735$       38,233$         

Can afford
median rent?

Per yearPer weekWages of Key Professions

Can afford
a median 

priced home?

Homeownership rate 70.8%

  Rental units 15,847

  Owner occupied units 38,353

2000 Median Home Value 116,400$  

2009 Median Home Value 207,072$  

  2000-2009 Increase/decrease in value 90,672$    

  Income needed to buy median priced home 52,801$    

  Percent of population who can afford median home 45.2%

Increase in 2000 income needed to afford 2010 home 23,120$    

Actual increase in median income, 2000-2010 9,638$      

2000 Median rent 497$          

2005-2009 Median rent 635$          

  2000-2009 Increase/decrease in median rent 138$          

  Income needed to rent median priced unit 25,400$    

  Percent of population who can afford median rent 78.0%

HUD 2-bedroom Fair Market Rent 740$          

Number



Latah County, IdahoLatah County, Idaho
Race and EthnicityRace and Ethnicity Geographic Concentration Geographic Concentration 

of Hispanic Residentsof Hispanic Residents

Geographic Concentration Geographic Concentration 
of Non-White Residentsof Non-White Residents

Source:   2010 Census.

Source:   U.S. Census, Claritas.

Source:   U.S. Census, Claritas.

Source:   U.S. Census, Claritas.

PopulationPopulation
Number 

2010 Population (U.S. Census Bureau) 37,244

2000 Population (Census) 34,935

  2000-2010 growth 6.6%

  Growth per year (on average) 0.7%

2015 Projected population 36,363

2010-2015 Projected growth (no. of people) -881

IncomeIncome

Source: U.S. Census, Claritas.

Household TypeHousehold Type

Source:  Claritas, U.S. Census Small Area Income and Poverty Estimates (SAIPE)

Household Type

Senior households 2,737 18.6%

Single parent households 841 5.8%

Single father 288

Single mother 553

Married couples with children 3,504 23.8%

Large households (5+ family members) 860 6.3%

Percent of residents with a disability 12.2%

Number Percent

Income

Median household income (2009)

Households earning less than $15,000 2,472 18.0%

Households earning less than $25,000 4,258 31.0%

Residents below the poverty threshold 16.5%

Number Percent

41,098$  100%



Latah County, Idaho
Assisted LivingAssisted Living

Public TransitPublic Transit

Note:  Information is current as of November, 18 2010.

Source:  HUD, Multifamily Assistance and Section 8 Contracts Database.

Source:  

American Public Transportation 
Association (APTA).

EmploymentEmployment

HousingHousing

Source:  HUD, Claritas, U.S. Census, American Community Survey 5-year estimates, 
BBC Research & Consulting 

Source: Idaho Department of Labor, July 2011 County Reports.

Public Transit Providers 

Moscow Valley Transit

Wheatland Express (Washington)

Senior/Disabled Housing: Family Housing:

Located in City of Moscow Located in City of Moscow

Independence Hill Housing (34 units) McConnell Building (37 units)

Oakridge Apartments (13 units)

Total Assisted Units = 389

(housingidaho.com)

Yes No Yes No

Total people employed 15,643

Unemployment rate  (July 2011) 8.2%

Agriculture 766$        $39,816    

Mining N/A N/A   

Construction 590$        $30,692    

Manufacturing 834$        $43,388    

Trade, Utilities & Transportation 477$        $24,795    

Information 639$        $33,235    

Financial Activities 565$        $29,397    

Professional and Business Services 721$        $37,504    

Educational and Health Services 526$        $27,327    

Leisure and Hospitality 215$        $11,169    

Other Services 449$        $23,335    

Government 742$        $38,561    

Can afford
median rent?

Per yearPer weekWages of Key Professions

Can afford
a median 

priced home?

Homeownership rate 56.2%

  Rental units 6,443

  Owner occupied units 8,265

2000 Median Home Value 118,200$  

2009 Median Home Value 168,135$  

  2000-2009 Increase/decrease in value 49,935$    

  Income needed to buy median priced home 42,873$    

  Percent of population who can afford median home 48.5%

Increase in 2000 income needed to afford 2010 home 12,733$    

Actual increase in median income, 2000-2010 8,133$      

2000 Median rent 423$          

2005-2009 Median rent 543$          

  2000-2009 Increase/decrease in median rent 120$          

  Income needed to rent median priced unit 21,720$    

  Percent of population who can afford median rent 73.5%

HUD 2-bedroom Fair Market Rent 628$          

Number



Lemhi County, IdahoLemhi County, Idaho
Race and EthnicityRace and Ethnicity Geographic Concentration Geographic Concentration 

of Hispanic Residentsof Hispanic Residents

Geographic Concentration Geographic Concentration 
of Non-White Residentsof Non-White Residents

Source:   U.S. Census, Claritas.

Source:   2010 Census.

Source:   U.S. Census, Claritas.

Source:   U.S. Census, Claritas.

PopulationPopulation

Household TypeHousehold Type

Source:   Claritas, U.S. Census Small Area Income and Poverty Estimates (SAIPE).

IncomeIncome

Source: U.S. Census, Claritas.

Number 

2010 Population (U.S. Census Bureau) 7,936

2000 Population (Census) 7,806

  2000-2010 growth 1.7%

  Growth per year (on average) 0.2%

2015 Projected population 7,962

2010-2015 Projected growth (no. of people) 26

Household Type

Senior households 1,253 35.0%

Single parent households 222 6.2%

Single father 72

Single mother 150

Married couples with children 749 20.9%

Large households (5+ family members) 257 7.6%

Percent of residents with a disability 21.8%

Number Percent

Income

Median household income (2009) 37,727$  100%

Households earning less than $15,000 596 17.6%

Households earning less than $25,000 1,170 34.6%

Residents below the poverty threshold 18.4%

Number Percent



Lemhi County, Idaho
Assisted LivingAssisted Living

Public TransitPublic Transit
Source:  

American Public 
Transportation 
Association (APTA).

EmploymentEmployment

HousingHousing

Source:  HUD, Claritas, U.S. Census, American Community Survey 5-year estimates, 
BBC Research & Consulting 

Public Transit Providers 

Targhee Regional Public 
Transportation Authority (TRPTA)

Source: Idaho Department of Labor, July 2011 County Reports.

Other Assisted Housing: Family Housing:

Total Assisted Units = 41 Located in City of Salmon

(housingidaho.com) Imperial Apartments (32 units)

Yes No Yes No

Total people employed 3,295

Unemployment rate (July 2011) 11.1%

Agriculture 462$         24,011$     

Mining N/A N/A

Construction 674$         35,063$   

Manufacturing 592$         30,773$   

Trade, Utilities & Transportation 466$         24,227$   

Information 299$         15,536$   

Financial Activities 421$         21,910$   

Professional and Business Services 543$         28,211$   

Educational and Health Services 351$         18,229$   

Leisure and Hospitality 227$         11,819$   

Other Services 334$         17,342$   

Government 717$         37,309$   

Can afford
median rent?

Per yearPer weekWages of Key Professions

Can afford
a median 

priced home?

Note:  Information is current as of November, 18 2010.
Source: HUD, Multifamily Assistance and Section 8 Contracts Database.

Homeownership rate 74.1%

  Rental units 926

  Owner occupied units 2,650

2000 Median Home Value 91,300$    

2009 Median Home Value 139,164$  

  2000-2009 Increase/decrease in value 47,864$    

  Income needed to buy median priced home 35,485$    

  Percent of population who can afford median home 54.0%

Increase in 2000 income needed to afford 2010 home 12,205$    

Actual increase in median income, 2000-2010 7,549$      

2000 Median rent 319$          

2005-2009 Median rent 380$          

  2000-2009 Increase/decrease in median rent 61$            

  Income needed to rent median priced unit 15,200$    

  Percent of population who can afford median rent 82.3%

HUD 2-bedroom Fair Market Rent 634$          

Number



Lewis County, IdahoLewis County, Idaho
Race and EthnicityRace and Ethnicity Geographic Concentration Geographic Concentration 

of Hispanic Residentsof Hispanic Residents

Geographic Concentration Geographic Concentration 
of Non-White Residentsof Non-White Residents

Source:   U.S. Census, Claritas.

Source:   2010 Census.

Source:   U.S. Census, Claritas.

Source:   U.S. Census, Claritas.

PopulationPopulation

Household TypeHousehold Type

Source:   Claritas, U.S. Census Small Area Income and Poverty Estimates (SAIPE)

IncomeIncome

Source: U.S. Census, Claritas.

Number 

2010 Population (U.S. Census Bureau) 3,821

2000 Population (Census) 3,747

  2000-2010 growth 2.0%

  Growth per year (on average) 0.2%

2015 Projected population 3,540

2010-2015 Projected growth (no. of people) -281

Income

Median household income (2009) 38,789$  100%

Households earning less than $15,000 255 16.6%

Households earning less than $25,000 512 33.3%

Residents below the poverty threshold 15.2%

Number Percent

Household Type

Senior households 612 36.9%

Single parent households 121 7.3%

Single father 44

Single mother 77

Married couples with children 378 22.8%

Large households (5+ family members) 119 7.7%

Percent of residents with a disability 23.9%

Number Percent



Lewis County, Idaho
Assisted LivingAssisted Living

Public TransitPublic Transit

Note:  Information is current as of November, 18 2010.
Source:  HUD, Multifamily Assistance and Section 8 Contracts Database.

Source:  

American Public Transportation 
Association (APTA).

EmploymentEmployment

HousingHousing

Source:  HUD, Claritas, U.S. Census, American Community Survey 5-year estimates, 
BBC Research & Consulting 

Source: Idaho Department of Labor, July 2011 County Reports.

Public Transit Providers

None

Other Assisted Housing: Family Housing:

Total Assisted Units = None Located in City of Kamiah

(housingidaho.com) Burkhart Homes I (52 units)

Yes No Yes No

Total people employed 1,656

Unemployment rate  (July 2011) 7.4%

Agriculture 669$        $34,794    

Mining N/A N/A

Construction 514$        $26,751    

Manufacturing 617$        $32,076    

Trade, Utilities & Transportation 465$        $24,172    

Information N/A N/A

Financial Activities 581$        $30,232    

Professional and Business Services N/A N/A

Educational and Health Services 354$        $18,430    

Leisure and Hospitality 188$        $9,765    

Other Services 292$        $15,175    

Government 516$        $26,821    

Can afford
median rent?

Per yearPer weekWages of Key Professions

Can afford
a median 

priced home?

Homeownership rate 70.6%

  Rental units 487

  Owner occupied units 1,170

2000 Median Home Value 78,200$    

2009 Median Home Value 125,139$  

  2000-2009 Increase/decrease in value 46,939$    

  Income needed to buy median priced home 31,909$    

  Percent of population who can afford median home 58.0%

Increase in 2000 income needed to afford 2010 home 11,969$    

Actual increase in median income, 2000-2010 8,305$      

2000 Median rent 274$          

2005-2009 Median rent 390$          

  2000-2009 Increase/decrease in median rent 116$          

  Income needed to rent median priced unit 15,600$    

  Percent of population who can afford median rent 82.6%

HUD 2-bedroom Fair Market Rent 635$          

Number



Lincoln County, IdahoLincoln County, Idaho
Race and EthnicityRace and Ethnicity

Geographic Concentration Geographic Concentration 
of Hispanic Residentsof Hispanic Residents

Geographic Concentration Geographic Concentration 
of Non-White Residentsof Non-White Residents

Source:   U.S. Census, Claritas.

Source:   2010 Census.

Source:   U.S. Census, Claritas.

PopulationPopulation

Household TypeHousehold Type

Source:   Claritas, U.S. Census Small Area Income and Poverty Estimates (SAIPE).

Number 

2010 Population (U.S. Census Bureau) 5,208

2000 Population (Census) 4,044

  2000-2010 growth 28.8%

  Growth per year (on average) 2.9%

2015 Projected population 4,821

2010-2015 Projected growth (no. of people) -387

IncomeIncome

Source: U.S. Census, Claritas.

Source:   U.S. Census, Claritas.

Household Type

Senior households 407 23.9%

Single parent households 135 7.9%

Single father 60

Single mother 75

Married couples with children 668 39.2%

Large households (5+ family members) 237 14.5%

Percent of residents with a disability 17.1%

Number Percent

Income

Median household income (2009)

Households earning less than $15,000 176 10.8%

Households earning less than $25,000 396 24.2%

Residents below the poverty threshold 12.1%

Number Percent

$43,885  



Lincoln County, Idaho
Assisted LivingAssisted Living

Public TransitPublic Transit

Note:  Information is current as of November, 18 2010.
Source:  HUD, Multifamily Assistance and Section 8 Contracts Database.

Source:  

American Public Transportation 
Association (APTA).

EmploymentEmployment

HousingHousing

Source:  HUD, Claritas, U.S. Census, American Community Survey 5-year estimates, 
BBC Research & Consulting 

Source: Idaho Department of Labor, July 2011 County Reports.

Public Transit Providers

None

Other Assisted Housing: Family Housing:

Total Assisted Units = 5 Located in City of Shoshone

(housingidaho.com) Riverside Sawtooth (20 units)

Yes No Yes No

Total people employed 2,192

Unemployment rate  (July 2011) 14.2%

Agriculture 517$        26,900$      

Mining N/A N/A

Construction 534$        27,752$      

Manufacturing 870$        45,215$      

Trade, Utilities & Transportation 388$        20,153$      

Information N/A N/A

Financial Activities 290$        15,078$      

Professional and Business Services 551$        28,650$      

Educational and Health Services 458$        23,836$      

Leisure and Hospitality 186$        9,694$        

Other Services 499$        25,930$      

Government 603$        31,365$      

Can you afford
median rent?

Per yearPer weekWages of Key Professions

Can you afford
a median 

priced home?

Homeownership rate 71.3%

  Rental units 490

  Owner occupied units 1,215

2000 Median Home Value 78,100$    

2009 Median Home Value 123,087$  

  2000-2009 Increase/decrease in value 44,987$    

  Income needed to buy median priced home 31,386$    

  Percent of population who can afford median home 67.0%

Increase in 2000 income needed to afford 2010 home 11,471$    

Actual increase in median income, 2000-2010 10,829$    

2000 Median rent 383$          

2005-2009 Median rent 424$          

  2000-2009 Increase/decrease in median rent 41$            

  Income needed to rent median priced unit 16,960$    

  Percent of population who can afford median rent 86.7%

HUD 2-bedroom Fair Market Rent 677$          

Number



Madison County, IdahoMadison County, Idaho
Race and EthnicityRace and Ethnicity

Geographic Concentration Geographic Concentration 
of Hispanic Residentsof Hispanic Residents

Geographic Concentration Geographic Concentration 
of Non-White Residentsof Non-White Residents

Source:   U.S. Census, Claritas.

Source:   2010 Census.

Source:   U.S. Census, Claritas.

Source:   U.S. Census, Claritas.

PopulationPopulation

Household TypeHousehold Type

Source:   Claritas, U.S. Census Small Area Income and Poverty Estimates (SAIPE)

IncomeIncome

Source: U.S. Census, Claritas.

Number 

2010 Population (U.S. Census Bureau) 37,536

2000 Population (Census) 27,467

  2000-2010 growth 36.7%

  Growth per year (on average) 3.7%

2015 Projected population 43,625

2010-2015 Projected growth (no. of people) 6,089

Household Type

Senior households 1,429 13.5%

Single parent households 361 3.4%

Single father 98

Single mother 263

Married couples with children 3,927 37.0%

Large households (5+ family members) 2,122 20.1%

Percent of residents with a disability 9.7%

Number Percent

Income

Median household income (2009) 100%

Households earning less than $15,000 1,382 13.1%

Households earning less than $25,000 3,128 29.7%

Residents below the poverty threshold 27.8%

Number Percent

40,505$  



Madison County, Idaho
Assisted LivingAssisted Living

Public TransitPublic Transit

Note:  Information is current as of November, 18 2010.
Source:  HUD, Multifamily Assistance and Section 8 Contracts Database.

Source: 

American Public Transportation 
Association (APTA).

EmploymentEmployment

HousingHousing

Source:  HUD, Claritas, U.S. Census, American Community Survey 5-year estimates, 
BBC Research & Consulting 

Public Transit Providers 

Targhee Regional Public 
Transportation Authority (TRPTA)

Idaho State University 
Commuter Express(ISUCE )

Source: Idaho Department of Labor, July 2011 County Reports.

Homeownership rate 48.2%

  Rental units 5,492

  Owner occupied units 5,119

2000 Median Home Value 99,300$    

2009 Median Home Value 148,307$  

  2000-2009 Increase/decrease in value 49,007$    

  Income needed to buy median priced home 37,817$    

  Percent of population who can afford median home 53.0%

Increase in 2000 income needed to afford 2010 home 12,496$    

Actual increase in median income, 2000-2010 7,583$      

2000 Median rent 275$          

2005-2009 Median rent 564$          

  2000-2009 Increase/decrease in median rent 289$          

  Income needed to rent median priced unit 22,560$    

  Percent of population who can afford median rent 74.6%

HUD 2-bedroom Fair Market Rent 596$          

Number Other Assisted Housing: Family Housing:

Total Assisted Units = 213 Located in City of Rexburg

(housingidaho.com) Rexburg Plaza (40 units)

Twin Pines Manor (11 units)

Village Communtiy Gardens (49 units)

Yes No Yes No

Total people employed 15,914

Unemployment rate  (July 2011) 7.8%

Agriculture 553$     28,775$     

Mining N/A N/A  

Construction 527$     27,393$     

Manufacturing 615$     31,968$     

Trade, Utilities & Transportation 443$     23,031$     

Information 437$     22,710$     

Financial Activities 525$     27,317$     

Professional and Business Services 449$     23,367$     

Educational and Health Services 826$     42,941$     

Leisure and Hospitality 193$     10,058$     

Other Services 364$     18,917$     

Government 566$     29,434$     

Can afford
median rent?

Per yearPer weekWages of Key Professions

Can afford
a median 

priced home?



Minidoka County, IdahoMinidoka County, Idaho
Race and EthnicityRace and Ethnicity Geographic Concentration Geographic Concentration 

of Hispanic Residentsof Hispanic Residents

Geographic Concentration Geographic Concentration 
of Non-White Residentsof Non-White Residents

Source:   U.S. Census, Claritas.

Source:   2010 Census.

Source:   U.S. Census, Claritas.

Source:   U.S. Census, Claritas.

PopulationPopulation

Household TypeHousehold Type

Source:   Claritas, U.S. Census Small Area Income and Poverty Estimates (SAIPE).

IncomeIncome

Source: U.S. Census, Claritas.

Number 

2010 Population (U.S. Census Bureau) 20,069

2000 Population (Census) 20,174

  2000-2010 Growth -0.5%

  Growth per year (on average) -0.1%

2015 Projected Population 18,093

2010-2015 Projected Growth (no. of people) -1,976

Household Type

Senior households 2,118 29.5%

Single parent households 593 8.3%

Single father 214

Single mother 379

Married couples with children 2,401 33.5%

Large households (5+ family members) 998 15.2%

Percent of residents with a disability 20.1%

Number Percent

Income

Median household income (2009) 100%

Households earning less than $15,000 926 14.1%

Households earning less than $25,000 1,949 29.7%

Residents below the poverty threshold 14.7%

Number Percent

40,818$  



Minidoka County, Idaho
Assisted LivingAssisted Living

Public TransitPublic Transit

Note:  Information is current as of November, 18 2010.
Source:  HUD, Multifamily Assistance and Section 8 Contracts Database.

Source:  

American Public 
Transportation Association  (APTA).

EmploymentEmployment

HousingHousing

Source:  HUD, Claritas, U.S. Census, American Community Survey 5-year estimates, 
BBC Research & Consulting 

Source: Idaho Department of Labor, July 2011 County Reports.

Public Transit Providers 

Pocatello Regional Transit  (PRT)

Homeownership rate 74.4%

  Rental units 1,837

  Owner occupied units 5,333

2000 Median Home Value 74,500$    

2009 Median Home Value 112,680$  

  2000-2009 Increase/decrease in value 38,180$    

  Income needed to buy median priced home 28,732$    

  Percent of population who can afford median home 65.0%

Increase in 2000 income needed to afford 2010 home 9,735$      

Actual increase in median income, 2000-2010 9,060$      

2000 Median rent 323$          

2005-2009 Median rent 338$          

  2000-2009 Increase/decrease in median rent 15$            

  Income needed to rent median priced unit 13,520$    

  Percent of population who can afford median rent 88.2%

HUD 2-bedroom Fair Market Rent 596$          

Number Other Assisted Housing: Family Housing:

Total Assisted Units = 109 Located in City of Rupert

(housingidaho.com) C Street Manor (38 units)

Sunset Manor IV (24 units)

Yes No Yes No

Total people employed 9,696

Unemployment rate  (July 2011) 7.5%

Agriculture 537$        $27,918    

Mining N/A N/A 

Construction 551$        $28,674    

Manufacturing 953$        $49,540    

Trade, Utilities & Transportation 616$        $32,010    

Information 612$        $31,803    

Financial Activities 566$        $29,439    

Professional and Business Services 476$        $24,776    

Educational and Health Services 418$        $21,712    

Leisure and Hospitality 218$        $11,345    

Other Services 391$        $20,339    

Government 517$        $26,868    

Can afford
median rent?

Per yearPer weekWages of Key Professions

Can afford
a median 

priced home?



Nez Perce County, IdahoNez Perce County, Idaho
Race and EthnicityRace and Ethnicity Geographic Concentration Geographic Concentration 

of Hispanic Residentsof Hispanic Residents

Geographic Concentration Geographic Concentration 
of Non-White Residentsof Non-White Residents

Source:   U.S. Census, Claritas.

Source:   2010 Census.

Source:   U.S. Census, Claritas.

Source:   U.S. Census, Claritas.

PopulationPopulation

Household TypeHousehold Type

Source:   Claritas, U.S. Census Small Area Income and Poverty Estimates (SAIPE)

IncomeIncome

Source: U.S. Census, Claritas.

Number 

2010 Population (U.S. Census Bureau) 39,265

2000 Population (Census) 37,410

  2000-2010 growth 5.0%

  Growth per year (on average) 0.5%

2015 Projected population 40,256

2010-2015 Projected growth (no. of people) 991

Household Type

Senior households 4,565 29.6%

Single parent households 1,397 8.6%

Single father 423

Single mother 974

Married couples with children 4,074 25.1%

Large households (5+ family members) 1,173 7.2%

Percent of residents with a disability 19.9%

Number Percent

Income

Median household income (2009)

Households earning less than $15,000 2,362 14.6%

Households earning less than $25,000 4,278 26.4%

Residents below the poverty threshold 13.4%

Number Percent

44,868$  100%



Nez Perce County, Idaho
Assisted LivingAssisted Living

Public TransitPublic Transit

Note:  Information is current as of November, 18 2010.
Source:  HUD, Multifamily Assistance and Section 8 Contracts Database.

Source:  
American Public 
Transportation 
Association (APTA).

EmploymentEmployment

HousingHousing

Source:  HUD, Claritas, U.S. Census, American Community Survey 5-year estimates, 
BBC Research & Consulting 

Source: Idaho Department of Labor, July 2011 County Reports.

Public Transit Providers 

Valley Transit 
(Regional Public Transportation)

Homeownership rate 68.2%

  Rental units 5,157

  Owner occupied units 11,084

2000 Median Home Value 102,900$  

2009 Median Home Value 152,883$  

  2000-2009 Increase/decrease in value 49,983$    

  Income needed to buy median priced home 38,984$    

  Percent of population who can afford median home 57.0%

Increase in 2000 income needed to afford 2010 home 12,745$    

Actual increase in median income, 2000-2010 8,326$      

2000 Median rent 401$          

2005-2009 Median rent 462$          

  2000-2009 Increase/decrease in median rent 61$            

  Income needed to rent median priced unit 18,480$    

  Percent of population who can afford median rent 81.6%

HUD 2-bedroom Fair Market Rent 655$          

Number Other Assisted Housing: Family Housing:

Total Assisted Units = 533 Located in City of Lewiston

(housingidaho.com) Adams Lane (31 units)

Burrell Street Station (40 units)

Western Village (49 units)

Craftin Apartments (50 units)

Fairview Terrace (11 units)

Garfield School (6 units)

The Highlander (102 units)

Millcreek Apartments (40 units)

Normal Hill Apartments (22 units)

Orchard Villa Apartments (56 units)

Yes No Yes No

Total people employed 17,589

Unemployment rate  (July 2011) 7.5%

Agriculture 872$     45,362$      

Mining 1,112$  57,826$      

Construction 771$     40,113$      

Manufacturing 940$     48,861$      

Trade, Utilities & Transportation 569$     29,597$      

Information 550$     28,593$      

Financial Activities 756$     39,323$      

Professional and Business Services 946$     49,204$      

Educational and Health Services 631$     32,829$      

Leisure and Hospitality 245$     12,742$      

Other Services 471$     24,484$      

Government 697$     36,266$      

Can afford
median rent?

Per yearPer weekWages of Key Professions

Can afford
a median 

priced home?



Oneida County, IdahoOneida County, Idaho
Race and EthnicityRace and Ethnicity

Geographic Concentration Geographic Concentration 
of Hispanic Residentsof Hispanic Residents

Geographic Concentration Geographic Concentration 
of Non-White Residentsof Non-White Residents

Source:   U.S. Census, Claritas.

Source:   2010 Census.

Source:   U.S. Census, Claritas.

Source:   U.S. Census, Claritas.

PopulationPopulation

Household TypeHousehold Type

Source:   Claritas, U.S. Census Small Area Income and Poverty Estimates (SAIPE)

IncomeIncome

Source: U.S. Census, Claritas.

Number 

2010 Population (U.S. Census Bureau) 4,286

2000 Population (Census) 4,125

  2000-2010 growth 3.9%

  Growth per year (on average) 0.4%

2015 Projected population 4,180

2010-2015 Projected growth (no. of people) -106

Household Type

Senior households 471 30.5%

Single parent households 82 5.3%

Single father 23

Single mother 59

Married couples with children 441 29.9%

Large households (5+ family members) 238 16.1%

Percent of residents with a disability 17.9%

Number Percent

Income

Median household income (2009) 100%

Households earning less than $15,000 165 11.2%

Households earning less than $25,000 362 24.6%

Residents below the poverty threshold 12.7%

Number Percent

43,792$  



Oneida County, Idaho
Assisted LivingAssisted Living

Public TransitPublic Transit

Note: 

Information is current as of 
November, 18 2010.

Source: 

HUD, Multifamily Assistance and 
Section 8 Contracts Database.

Source: 

American Public Transportation 
Association (APTA).

EmploymentEmployment

HousingHousing

Source:  HUD, Claritas, U.S. Census, American Community Survey 5-year estimates, 
BBC Research & Consulting 

Source: Idaho Department of Labor, July 2011 County Reports.

Public Transit Providers

None

Homeownership rate 81.6%

  Rental units 284

  Owner occupied units 1,260

2000 Median Home Value 88,300$    

2009 Median Home Value 139,463$  

  2000-2009 Increase/decrease in value 51,163$    

  Income needed to buy median priced home 35,562$    

  Percent of population who can afford median home 63.0%

Increase in 2000 income needed to afford 2010 home 13,046$    

Actual increase in median income, 2000-2010 9,288$      

2000 Median rent 351$          

2005-2009 Median rent 410$          

  2000-2009 Increase/decrease in median rent 59$            

  Income needed to rent median priced unit 16,400$    

  Percent of population who can afford median rent 87.2%

HUD 2-bedroom Fair Market Rent 613$          

Number

Senior/Disabled Housing:

Located in City of Malad

Southside Senior Villas (11 units)

Total Assisted Units = 1

(housingidaho.com)

Yes No Yes No

Total people employed 2,166

Unemployment rate  (July 2011) 5.7%

Agriculture 451$       23,454$      

Mining N/A N/A

Construction 372$       19,369$      

Manufacturing 572$       29,760$      

Trade, Utilities & Transportation 416$       21,627$      

Information 431$       22,418$      

Financial Activities 734$       38,173$      

Professional and Business Services 694$       36,074$      

Educational and Health Services 284$       14,790$      

Leisure and Hospitality 170$       8,822$        

Other Services 287$       14,920$      

Government 442$       23,009$      

Can afford
median rent?

Per yearPer weekWages of Key Professions

Can afford
a median 

priced home?



Owyhee County, IdahoOwyhee County, Idaho
Race and EthnicityRace and Ethnicity Geographic Concentration Geographic Concentration 

of Hispanic Residentsof Hispanic Residents

Geographic Concentration Geographic Concentration 
of Non-White Residentsof Non-White Residents

Source:   U.S. Census, Claritas.

Source:   2010 Census.

Source:   U.S. Census, Claritas.

Source:   U.S. Census, Claritas.

PopulationPopulation

Household TypeHousehold Type

Source:   Claritas, U.S. Census Small Area Income and Poverty Estimates (SAIPE)

IncomeIncome

Source: U.S. Census, Claritas.

Number 

2010 Population (U.S. Census Bureau) 11,526

2000 Population (Census) 10,644

  2000-2010 growth 8.3%

  Growth per year (on average) 0.8%

2015 Projected population 11,126

2010-2015 Projected growth (no. of people) -400

Income

Median household income (2009) 100%

Households earning less than $15,000 547 14.4%

Households earning less than $25,000 1,112 29.2%

Residents below the poverty threshold 17.2%

Number Percent

38,599$  

Household Type

Senior households 1,128 27.7%

Single parent households 332 8.1%

Single father 111

Single mother 221

Married couples with children 1,358 33.3%

Large households (5+ family members) 660 17.3%

Percent of residents with a disability 21.0%

Number Percent



Owyhee County, Idaho

Assisted LivingAssisted Living

Public TransitPublic Transit

Note: 
Information is current as of 
November, 18 2010.

Source: 
HUD, Multifamily Assistance and 
Section 8 Contracts Database.

Source:  
American Public Transportation 
Association (APTA).

EmploymentEmployment

HousingHousing

Source:  HUD, Claritas, U.S. Census, American Community Survey 5-year estimates, 
BBC Research & Consulting 

Public Transit Providers

None

Source: Idaho Department of Labor, July 2011 County Reports.

Homeownership rate 70.1%

  Rental units 1,220

  Owner occupied units 2,856

2000 Median Home Value 83,100$    

2009 Median Home Value 128,682$  

  2000-2009 Increase/decrease in value 45,582$    

  Income needed to buy median priced home 32,813$    

  Percent of population who can afford median home 58.2%

Increase in 2000 income needed to afford 2010 home 11,623$    

Actual increase in median income, 2000-2010 9,548$      

2000 Median rent 324$          

2005-2009 Median rent 361$          

  2000-2009 Increase/decrease in median rent 37$            

  Income needed to rent median priced unit 14,440$    

  Percent of population who can afford median rent 86.4%

HUD 2-bedroom Fair Market Rent 702$          

Number Other Assisted Housing:

Total Assisted Units = 41

(housingidaho.com)

Yes No Yes No

Total people employed 4,152

Unemployment rate  (July 2011) 5.3%

Agriculture 420$        21,847$       

Mining 1,153$    59,937$       

Construction 804$        41,829$       

Manufacturing 568$        29,551$       

Trade, Utilities & Transportation 551$        28,641$       

Information 646$        33,586$       

Financial Activities 540$        28,091$       

Professional and Business Services 732$        38,054$       

Educational and Health Services 437$        22,730$       

Leisure and Hospitality 176$        9,172$         

Other Services 321$        16,710$       

Government 502$        26,114$       

Can afford
median rent?

Per yearPer weekWages of Key Professions

Can afford
a median 

priced home?



Payette County, IdahoPayette County, Idaho
Race and EthnicityRace and Ethnicity Geographic Concentration Geographic Concentration 

of Hispanic Residentsof Hispanic Residents

Geographic Concentration Geographic Concentration 
of Non-White Residentsof Non-White Residents

Source:   2010 Census.

Source:   U.S. Census, Claritas.

Source:   U.S. Census, Claritas.

Source:   U.S. Census, Claritas.

PopulationPopulation
Number 

2010 Population (U.S. Census Bureau) 22,623

2000 Population (Census) 20,578

  2000-2010 growth 9.9%

  Growth per year (on average) 1.0%

2015 Projected population 24,901

2010-2015 Projected growth (no. of people) 2,278

IncomeIncome

Source: U.S. Census, Claritas.

Household TypeHousehold Type

Source:   Claritas, U.S. Census Small Area Income and Poverty Estimates (SAIPE)

Income

Median household income (2009) 100%

Households earning less than $15,000 1,016 12.2%

Households earning less than $25,000 2,141 25.8%

Residents below the poverty threshold 15.5%

Number Percent

44,687$  

Household Type

Senior households 2,470 29.9%

Single parent households 779 9.4%

Single father 264

Single mother 515

Married couples with children 2,738 33.1%

Large households (5+ family members) 1,216 14.7%

Percent of residents with a disability 19.0%

Number Percent



Payette County, Idaho
Assisted LivingAssisted Living

Public TransitPublic Transit

Note:  Information is current as of November, 18 2010.

Source:  HUD, Multifamily Assistance and Section 8 Contracts Database.

Source:  

American Public Transportation 
Association (APTA).

EmploymentEmployment

HousingHousing

Source:  HUD, Claritas, U.S. Census, American Community Survey 5-year estimates, 
BBC Research & Consulting 

Public Transit Providers

None

Homeownership rate 72.5%

  Rental units 2,273

  Owner occupied units 5,989

2000 Median Home Value 88,200$    

2009 Median Home Value 129,248$  

  2000-2009 Increase/decrease in value 41,048$    

  Income needed to buy median priced home 32,957$    

  Percent of population who can afford median home 64.0%

Increase in 2000 income needed to afford 2010 home 10,467$    

Actual increase in median income, 2000-2010 11,280$    

2000 Median rent 383$          

2005-2009 Median rent 438$          

  2000-2009 Increase/decrease in median rent 55$            

  Income needed to rent median priced unit 17,520$    

  Percent of population who can afford median rent 84.6%

HUD 2-bedroom Fair Market Rent 641$          

Number Senior/Disabled Housing: Family Housing:

Located in City of Payette Located in City of Payette 

Housing Southwest No. 2 (12 units) Payette Manor Apartments (16 units)

Payette Plaza (24 units)

Total Assisted Units = 171 Payette Townhouses (27 units) 

(housingidaho.com)

Source: Idaho Department of Labor, July 2011 County Reports.

Yes No Yes No

Total people employed 9,866

Unemployment rate  (July 2011) 10.6%

Agriculture 412$     21,445$      

Mining N/A N/A

Construction 724$     37,643$      

Manufacturing 638$     33,187$      

Trade, Utilities & Transportation 609$     31,671$      

Information 1,503$  78,177$      

Financial Activities 622$     32,320$      

Professional and Business Services 501$     26,077$      

Educational and Health Services 634$     32,979$      

Leisure and Hospitality 180$     9,335$        

Other Services 383$     19,909$      

Government 515$     26,760$      

Can afford
median rent?

Per yearPer weekWages of Key Professions

Can afford
a median 

priced home?



Power County, IdahoPower County, Idaho
Race and EthnicityRace and Ethnicity Geographic Concentration Geographic Concentration 

of Hispanic Residentsof Hispanic Residents

Geographic Concentration Geographic Concentration 
of Non-White Residentsof Non-White Residents

Source:   2010 Census.

Source:   U.S. Census, Claritas.

Source:   U.S. Census, Claritas.

Source:   U.S. Census, Claritas.

PopulationPopulation
Number 

2010 Population (U.S. Census Bureau) 7,817

2000 Population (Census) 7,538

  2000-2010 growth 3.7%

  Growth per year (on average) 0.4%

2015 Projected population 7,824

2010-2015 Projected growth (no. of people) 7

IncomeIncome

Source: U.S. Census, Claritas.

Household TypeHousehold Type
Source:   Claritas, U.S. Census Small Area Income and Poverty Estimates (SAIPE)

Household Type

Senior households 680 25.7%

Single parent households 250 9.4%

Single father 83

Single mother 167

Married couples with children 963 36.5%

Large households (5+ family members) 1,216 46.0%

Percent of residents with a disability 19.4%

Number Percent

Income

Median household income (2009) 44,687$  100%

Households earning less than $15,000 1,016 12.2%

Households earning less than $25,000 2,141 25.8%

Residents below the poverty threshold 16.4%
   

Number Percent



Power County, Idaho

Assisted LivingAssisted Living

Public TransitPublic Transit

Note:  

Information is current as of 
November, 18 2010.

Source: 

HUD, Multifamily Assistance and 
Section 8 Contracts Database.

Source:  

American Public Transportation 
Association (APTA).

EmploymentEmployment

HousingHousing

Source:  HUD, Claritas, U.S. Census, American Community Survey 5-year estimates, 
BBC Research & Consulting 

Public Transit Providers 

Pocatello Regional Transit (PRT )

 Idaho State University 
Commuter Express (ISUCE)

Source: Idaho Department of Labor, July 2011 County Reports.

Homeownership rate 74.3%

  Rental units 679

  Owner occupied units 1,962

2000 Median Home Value 82,100$    

2009 Median Home Value 129,248$  

  2000-2009 Increase/decrease in value 47,148$    

  Income needed to buy median priced home 30,017$    

  Percent of population who can afford median home 64.0%

Increase in 2000 income needed to afford 2010 home 10,950$    

Actual increase in median income, 2000-2010 11,280$    

2000 Median rent 299$          

2005-2009 Median rent 404$          

  2000-2009 Increase/decrease in median rent 105$          

  Income needed to rent median priced unit 16,160$    

  Percent of population who can afford median rent 86.4%

HUD 2-bedroom Fair Market Rent 624$          

Number Other Assisted Housing:

Total Assisted Units = 101

(housingidaho.com)

Yes No Yes No

Total people employed 3,184

Unemployment rate  (July 2011) 10.1%

Agriculture 522$        27,135$      

Mining N/A N/A

Construction 564$        29,315$      

Manufacturing 842$        43,790$      

Trade, Utilities & Transportation 568$        29,558$      

Information N/A N/A

Financial Activities 545$        28,362$      

Professional and Business Services 1,230$     63,942$      

Educational and Health Services 531$        27,616$      

Leisure and Hospitality 161$        8,349$         

Other Services 508$        26,436$      

Government 528$        27,481$      

Can afford
median rent?

Per yearPer weekWages of Key Professions

Can afford
a median 

priced home?



Shoshone County, IdahoShoshone County, Idaho
Race and EthnicityRace and Ethnicity Geographic Concentration Geographic Concentration 

of Hispanic Residentsof Hispanic Residents

Geographic Concentration Geographic Concentration 
of Non-White Residentsof Non-White Residents

Source:   2010 Census.

Source:   U.S. Census, Claritas.

Source:   U.S. Census, Claritas.

Source:   U.S. Census, Claritas.

PopulationPopulation
Number 

2010 Population (U.S. Census Bureau) 12,765

2000 Population (Census) 13,771

  2000-2010 growth -7.3%

  Growth per year (on average) -0.7%

2015 Projected population 12,671

2010-2015 Projected growth (no. of people) -94

Household TypeHousehold Type

Source:   Claritas, U.S. Census Small Area Income and Poverty Estimates (SAIPE)

IncomeIncome

Source: U.S. Census, Claritas.

Household Type

Senior households 1,855 33.1%

Single parent households 451 8.0%

Single father 176

Single mother 275

Married couples with children 1,264 22.6%

Large households (5+ family members) 326 5.7%

Percent of residents with a disability

Number Percent

24.5%

Income

Median household income (2009) 37,510$  100%

Households earning less than $15,000 1,014 17.7%

Households earning less than $25,000 1,880 32.9%

Residents below the poverty threshold

Number Percent

14.5%



Shoshone County, Idaho
Assisted LivingAssisted Living

EmploymentEmployment

HousingHousing

Source:  HUD, Claritas, U.S. Census, American Community Survey 5-year estimates, 
BBC Research & Consulting 

Public TransitPublic Transit
Source: 

American Public Transportation 
Association (APTA).

Public Transit Providers 

North Idaho Community 
Express (NICE)

Source: Idaho Department of Labor, July 2011 County Reports.

Homeownership rate 71.7%

  Rental units 1,588

  Owner occupied units 4,017

2000 Median Home Value 65,800$    

2009 Median Home Value 107,201$  

  2000-2009 Increase/decrease in value 41,401$    

  Income needed to buy median priced home 27,335$    

  Percent of population who can afford median home 64.0%

Increase in 2000 income needed to afford 2010 home 10,557$    

Actual increase in median income, 2000-2010 8,737$      

2000 Median rent 313$          

2005-2009 Median rent 392$          

  2000-2009 Increase/decrease in median rent 79$            

  Income needed to rent median priced unit 15,680$    

  Percent of population who can afford median rent 81.4%

HUD 2-bedroom Fair Market Rent 596$          

Number Other Assisted Housing: Family Housing:

Total Assisted Units = 47 Located in City of Kellogg

(housingidaho.com) Amy Lyn Apartments (40 units)

Located in City of Pinehurst

Pinehurst Plaza (24 units)

Echo Pines (10 units)

Whispering Pines (20 units)

Located in City of Wallace

Silver Hills Apartments (24 units)

Note:  Information is current as of November, 18 2010.
Source:  HUD, Multifamily Assistance and Section 8 Contracts Database.

Yes No Yes No

Total people employed 5,175

Unemployment rate  (July 2011) 14.7%

Agriculture 835$        43,405$       

Mining 1,364$     70,919$       

Construction 586$        30,462$       

Manufacturing 628$        32,678$       

Trade, Utilities & Transportation 585$        30,404$       

Information 583$        30,299$       

Financial Activities 427$        22,216$       

Professional and Business Services 811$        42,147$       

Educational and Health Services 542$        28,207$       

Leisure and Hospitality 233$        12,106$       

Other Services 467$        24,293$       

Government 575$        29,877$       

Can afford
median rent?

Per yearPer weekWages of Key Professions

Can afford
a median 

priced home?



Teton County, IdahoTeton County, Idaho
Race and EthnicityRace and Ethnicity Geographic Concentration Geographic Concentration 

of Hispanic Residentsof Hispanic Residents

Geographic Concentration Geographic Concentration 
of Non-White Residentsof Non-White Residents

Source:   2010 Census.

Source:   U.S. Census, Claritas.

Source:   U.S. Census, Claritas.

Source:   U.S. Census, Claritas.

PopulationPopulation
Number 

2010 Population (U.S. Census Bureau) 10,170

2000 Population (Census) 5,999

  2000-2010 growth 69.5%

  Growth per year (on average) 7.0%

2015 Projected population 11,251

2010-2015 Projected growth (no. of people) 1,081

Household TypeHousehold Type

Source:   Claritas, U.S. Census Small Area Income and Poverty Estimates (SAIPE)

IncomeIncome

Source: U.S. Census, Claritas.

Income

Median household income (2009) 100%

Households earning less than $15,000 229 6.8%

Households earning less than $25,000 457 13.5%

Residents below the poverty threshold 10.3%

Number Percent

62,271$  

Household Type

Senior households 493 13.5%

Single parent households 241 6.6%

Single father 86

Single mother 155

Married couples with children 1,317 37.6%

Large households (5+ family members) 503 14.8%

Percent of residents with a disability 10.3%

Number Percent



Teton County, Idaho

Assisted LivingAssisted Living

Public TransitPublic Transit

Note: 

Information is current as of 
November, 18 2010.

Source: 

HUD, Multifamily Assistance and 
Section 8 Contracts Database.

Source: 

American Public Transportation 
Association (APTA).

EmploymentEmployment

HousingHousing

Source:  HUD, Claritas, U.S. Census, American Community Survey 5-year estimates, 
BBC Research & Consulting 

Public Transit Providers 

TRPTA (Targhee Regional Public 
Transportation Authority)

Source: Idaho Department of Labor, July 2011 County Reports.

Homeownership rate 70.9%

  Rental units 1,062

  Owner occupied units 2,589

2000 Median Home Value 131,800$  

2009 Median Home Value 222,786$  

  2000-2009 Increase/decrease in value 90,986$    

  Income needed to buy median priced home 56,808$    

  Percent of population who can afford median home 56.0%

Increase in 2000 income needed to afford 2010 home 23,200$    

Actual increase in median income, 2000-2010 19,416$    

2000 Median rent 507$          

2005-2009 Median rent 536$          

  2000-2009 Increase/decrease in median rent 29$            

  Income needed to rent median priced unit 21,440$    

  Percent of population who can afford median rent 89.8%

HUD 2-bedroom Fair Market Rent 634$          

Number Other Assisted Housing:

Total Assisted Units = 115

(housingidaho.com)

Yes No Yes No

Total people employed 4,863

Unemployment rate  (July 2011) 8.4%

Agriculture 387$      20,120$      

Mining N/A N/A

Construction 631$      32,829$      

Manufacturing 517$      26,881$      

Trade, Utilities & Transportation 504$      26,219$      

Information 741$      38,507$      

Financial Activities 549$      28,552$      

Professional and Business Services 776$      40,368$      

Educational and Health Services 461$      23,994$      

Leisure and Hospitality 320$      16,655$      

Other Services 541$      28,110$      

Government 676$      35,177$      

Can afford
median rent?

Per yearPer weekWages of Key Professions

Can afford
a median 

priced home?



Twin Falls County, IdahoTwin Falls County, Idaho
Race and EthnicityRace and Ethnicity Geographic Concentration Geographic Concentration 

of Hispanic Residentsof Hispanic Residents

Geographic Concentration Geographic Concentration 
of Non-White Residentsof Non-White Residents

Source:   2010 Census.

Source:   U.S. Census, Claritas.

Source:   U.S. Census, Claritas.

Source:   U.S. Census, Claritas.

PopulationPopulation
Number 

2010 Population (U.S. Census Bureau) 77,230

2000 Population (Census) 64,284

  2000-2010 growth 20.1%

  Growth per year (on average) 2.0%

2015 Projected population 82,529

2010-2015 Projected growth (no. of people) 5,299

Household TypeHousehold Type

Source:   Claritas, U.S. Census Small Area Income and Poverty Estimates (SAIPE)

IncomeIncome

Source: U.S. Census, Claritas.

Income

Median household income (2009)

Households earning less than $15,000 3,895 13.3%

Households earning less than $25,000 8,069 27.6%

Residents below the poverty threshold 12.3%

Number Percent

41,881$  100%

Household Type

Senior households 7,613 26.5%

Single parent households 2,590 9.0%

Single father 774

Single mother 1,816

Married couples with children 9,238 32.1%

Large households (5+ family members) 3,112 10.6%

Percent of residents with a disability 20.5%

Number Percent



Source: Idaho Department of Labor, July 2011 County Reports.

Yes No Yes No

Total people employed 35,670

Unemployment rate  (July 2011) 8.5%

Agriculture 525$     27,322$      

Mining 611$     31,789$      

Construction 619$     32,207$      

Manufacturing 693$     36,019$      

Trade, Utilities & Transportation 553$     28,732$      

Information 613$     31,874$      

Financial Activities 758$     39,438$      

Professional and Business Services 461$     23,970$      

Educational and Health Services 625$     32,515$      

Leisure and Hospitality 243$     12,641$      

Other Services 437$     22,706$      

Government 614$     31,915$      

Can afford
median rent?

Per yearPer weekWages of Key Professions

Can afford
a median 

priced home?

Twin Falls County, Idaho
Assisted LivingAssisted Living

Note:  Information is current as of November, 18 2010.
Source:  HUD, Multifamily Assistance and Section 8 Contracts Database.

EmploymentEmployment

HousingHousing

Source:  HUD, Claritas, U.S. Census, American Community Survey 5-year estimates, 
BBC Research & Consulting 

Public TransitPublic Transit

Source: 
American Public Transportation 
Association (APTA).

Public Transit Providers 

Idaho State University 
Commuter Express (ISUCE )

College of Southern Idaho 
Trans IV Bus Service (Trans IV)

Homeownership rate 66.5%

  Rental units 9,637

  Owner occupied units 19,123

2000 Median Home Value 92,800$    

2009 Median Home Value 132,955$  

  2000-2009 Increase/decrease in value 40,155$    

  Income needed to buy median priced home 33,902$    

  Percent of population who can afford median home 60.0%

Increase in 2000 income needed to afford 2010 home 10,239$    

Actual increase in median income, 2000-2010 7,327$      

2000 Median rent 507$          

2005-2009 Median rent 636$          

  2000-2009 Increase/decrease in median rent 129$          

  Income needed to rent median priced unit 25,440$    

  Percent of population who can afford median rent 72.2%

HUD 2-bedroom Fair Market Rent 689$          

Number Senior/Disabled Housing: Family Housing:

Located in City of Twin Falls Located in City of Twin Falls

Valley Vista Village (60 units) Cherrywood Apartments (40 units)

South Meadow Apartments (41 units)

Total Assisted Units = 1,281 Willswood Apartments (7 units)

(housingidaho.com) Located in City of Buhl

Meadowbrook (20 units)

Located in City of Kimberly

Kimberly Sunset Manor (24 units)

Located in City ofCastleford

Balanced Rock Townhouse (8 units)



Valley County, IdahoValley County, Idaho
Race and EthnicityRace and Ethnicity

Geographic Concentration Geographic Concentration 
of Hispanic Residentsof Hispanic Residents

Geographic Concentration Geographic Concentration 
of Non-White Residentsof Non-White Residents

Source:   2010 Census.

Source:   U.S. Census, Claritas.

Source:   U.S. Census, Claritas.

Source:   U.S. Census, Claritas.

PopulationPopulation
Number 

2010 Population (U.S. Census Bureau) 9,862

2000 Population (Census) 7,651

  2000-2010 growth 28.9%

  Growth per year (on average) 2.9%

2015 Projected population 9,707

2010-2015 Projected growth (no. of people) -155

Household TypeHousehold Type
Source:   Claritas, U.S. Census Small Area Income and Poverty Estimates (SAIPE)

IncomeIncome

Source: U.S. Census, Claritas.

Household Type

Senior households 1,136 25.9%

Single parent households 275 6.3%

Single father 101

Single mother 174

Married couples with children 996 22.7%

Large households (5+ family members) 252 6.4%

Percent of residents with a disability 16.0%

Number Percent

Income

Median household income (2009)

Households earning less than $15,000 336 8.5%

Households earning less than $25,000 768 19.4%

Residents below the poverty threshold 10.3%

Number Percent

52,409$   100%



Valley County, Idaho

Assisted LivingAssisted Living

Public TransitPublic Transit

Note: 
Information is current as of 
November, 18 2010.

Source: 

HUD, Multifamily Assistance and 
Section 8 Contracts Database.

Source: 

American Public Transportation 
Association (APTA).

EmploymentEmployment

HousingHousing

Source:  HUD, Claritas, U.S. Census, American Community Survey 5-year estimates, 
BBC Research & Consulting 

Public Transit Providers

None

Homeownership rate 75.2%

  Rental units 1,088

  Owner occupied units 3,305

2000 Median Home Value 134,200$  

2009 Median Home Value 212,544$  

  2000-2009 Increase/decrease in value 78,344$    

  Income needed to buy median priced home 54,197$    

  Percent of population who can afford median home 48.0%

Increase in 2000 income needed to afford 2010 home 19,977$    

Actual increase in median income, 2000-2010 14,980$    

2000 Median rent 431$          

2005-2009 Median rent 698$          

  2000-2009 Increase/decrease in median rent 267$          

  Income needed to rent median priced unit 27,920$    

  Percent of population who can afford median rent 77.5%

HUD 2-bedroom Fair Market Rent 639$          

Number Other Assisted Housing:

Total Assisted Units = 96

(housingidaho.com)

Yes No Yes No

Total people employed 3,600

Unemployment rate  (July 2011) 16.9%

Agriculture 677$  35,199$      

Mining 811$  42,152$      

Construction 593$  30,852$      

Manufacturing 507$  26,363$      

Trade, Utilities & Transportation 504$  26,194$      

Information 894$  46,466$      

Financial Activities 542$  28,199$      

Professional and Business Services 571$  29,679$      

Educational and Health Services 797$  41,444$      

Leisure and Hospitality 311$  16,150$      

Other Services 346$  17,995$      

Government 746$  38,796$      

Can afford
median rent?

Per yearPer weekWages of Key Professions

Can afford
a median 

priced home?

Source: Idaho Department of Labor, July 2011 County Reports.



Washington ashington County, Idahoounty, Idaho
Race and EthnicityRace and Ethnicity Geographic Concentration Geographic Concentration 

of Hispanic Residentsof Hispanic Residents

Geographic Concentration Geographic Concentration 
of Non-White Residentsof Non-White Residents

Source:   2010 Census.

Source:   U.S. Census, Claritas.

Source:   U.S. Census, Claritas.

Source:   U.S. Census, Claritas.

PopulationPopulation
Number 

2010 Population (U.S. Census Bureau) 10,198

2000 Population (Census) 9,977

  2000-2010 growth 2.2%

  Growth per year (on average) 0.2%

2015 Projected population 10,508

2010-2015 Projected growth (no. of people) 310

Household TypeHousehold Type

Source:   Claritas, U.S. Census Small Area Income and Poverty Estimates (SAIPE)

IncomeIncome

Source: U.S. Census, Claritas.

Income

Median household income (2009)

Households earning less than $15,000 570 14.7%

Households earning less than $25,000 1,117 28.8%

Residents below the poverty threshold

Number Percent

16.4%

40,063$   100%

Household Type

Senior households 1,443 35.8%

Single parent households 327 8.1%

Single father 106

Single mother 221

Married couples with children 749 18.6%

Large households (5+ family members) 458 11.8%

Percent of residents with a disability

Number Percent

19.7%



Washington County, Idaho

Assisted LivingAssisted Living

Note: 

Information is current as of 
November, 18 2010.

Source: 

HUD, Multifamily Assistance and 
Section 8 Contracts Database.

EmploymentEmployment

HousingHousing

Source:  HUD, Claritas, U.S. Census, American Community Survey 5-year estimates, 
BBC Research & Consulting 

Public TransitPublic Transit Public Transit Providers

None

Source: Idaho Department of Labor, July 2011 County Reports.

Homeownership rate 73.1%

  Rental units 1,085

  Owner occupied units 2,949

2000 Median Home Value 91,800$    

2009 Median Home Value 145,901$  

  2000-2009 Increase/decrease in value 54,101$    

  Income needed to buy median priced home 37,203$    

  Percent of population who can afford median home 54.0%

Increase in 2000 income needed to afford 2010 home 13,795$    

Actual increase in median income, 2000-2010 9,556$      

2000 Median rent 373$          

2005-2009 Median rent 389$          

  2000-2009 Increase/decrease in median rent 16$            

  Income needed to rent median priced unit 15,560$    

  Percent of population who can afford median rent 84.8%

HUD 2-bedroom Fair Market Rent 639$          

Number Other Assisted Housing:

Total Assisted Units = 126

(housingidaho.com)

Family Housing:

Located in City of Weiser

Della Manor Apartments (24 units)

Parkview Center (32 units)

Westside Estates (15 units)

Source: 

American Public Transportation 
Association (APTA).

Yes No Yes No

Total people employed 4,328

Unemployment rate  (July 2011) 10.6%

Agriculture 387$  20,127$     

Mining N/A N/A 

Construction 593$  30,848$     

Manufacturing 502$  26,115$     

Trade, Utilities & Transportation 522$  27,163$     

Information 745$  38,727$     

Financial Activities 575$  29,884$     

Professional and Business Services 511$  26,559$     

Educational and Health Services 441$  22,954$     

Leisure and Hospitality 203$  10,557$     

Other Services 461$  23,972$     

Government 564$  29,337$     

Can afford
median rent?

Per yearPer weekWages of Key Professions

Can afford
a median 

priced home?



APPENDIX B. 
Open Ended Responses— 
2011 Analysis of Impediments to Fair 
Housing Stakeholder Survey 
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APPENDIX B. 
Open Ended Responses 

Figure B-1. 
Open Ended Responses, Housing and Service  
Provider Stakeholder Survey conducted for 2011 State of Idaho AI 

Source:  BBC Research & Consulting, 2011 Social Service, Housing and Advocacy Organizations survey. 
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Figure B-1. (continued) 
Open Ended Responses, Housing and Service  
Provider Stakeholder Survey conducted for 2011 State of Idaho AI 

Source:  BBC Research & Consulting, 2011 Social Service, Housing and Advocacy Organizations survey. 
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Figure B-1. (continued) 
Open Ended Responses, Housing and Service  
Provider Stakeholder Survey conducted for 2011 State of Idaho AI 

Source:  BBC Research & Consulting, 2011 Social Service, Housing and Advocacy Organizations survey. 
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Figure B-1. (continued) 
Open Ended Responses, Housing and Service  
Provider Stakeholder Survey conducted for 2011 State of Idaho AI 

 

Source:  BBC Research & Consulting, 2011 Social Service, Housing and Advocacy Organizations survey. 
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Figure B-1. (continued) 
Open Ended Responses, Housing and Service  
Provider Stakeholder Survey conducted for 2011 State of Idaho AI 

Source:  BBC Research & Consulting, 2011 Social Service, Housing and Advocacy Organizations survey. 
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Figure B-1. (continued) 
Open Ended Responses, Housing and Service  
Provider Stakeholder Survey conducted for 2011 State of Idaho AI 

Source:  BBC Research & Consulting, 2011 Social Service, Housing and Advocacy Organizations survey. 
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Figure B-2. 
Open Ended Responses, Real Estate Professional  
Survey conducted for 2011 State of Idaho AI 

Source:  BBC Research & Consulting, 2011 Social Service, Housing and Advocacy Organizations survey. 
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Figure B-2. (continued) 
Open Ended Responses, Real Estate Professional  
Survey conducted for 2011 State of Idaho AI 

 
Source:  BBC Research & Consulting, 2011 Social Service, Housing and Advocacy Organizations survey. 
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Figure B-3.  
Questions and Answers, Stakeholder Interviews, 2011 State of Idaho AI 

 

Source:  Galena Consulting, 2011 State of Idaho AI Stakeholder Interviews. 
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Figure B-3. (continued) 
Questions and Answers, Stakeholder Interviews, 2011 State of Idaho AI 

 

 
Source:  Galena Consulting, 2011 State of Idaho AI Stakeholder Interviews 
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Figure B-3. (continued) 
Questions and Answers, Stakeholder Interviews, 2011 State of Idaho AI 

 

 
Source:  Galena Consulting, 2011 State of Idaho AI Stakeholder Interviews 
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Figure B-3. (continued) 
Questions and Answers, Stakeholder Interviews, 2011 State of Idaho AI 

 
Source:  Galena Consulting, 2011 State of Idaho AI Stakeholder Interviews 

 



APPENDIX C. 
Key Stakeholder Interview Responses— 
2009 Analysis of Impediments to Fair 
Housing and Community Resources 



 

• The development of the Fair Housing Forum: a diverse group with various stakes in the housing 
industry discussing issues and collaborating. 

 
•  The Fair Housing Forum: it has improved over the past 3 - 4 years, with more people involved, 

representing diverse perspectives. 
 

• Fair Housing Forum (run independently from HUD) where key stakeholders (decision makers) 
come together; however, the group is missing private landlords. 

 
•  The network through the Fair Housing Forum.  

 
• The Fair Housing Forum holds regular meetings (conference calls) to promote communication 

and input. It is quite a congenial group, overall, with many long-term, very committed members. 
Conference calls enable all regions to engage in the meetings.  

 
• Networking among housing professionals and their outreach to help social service providers 

understand how the “affordable housing maze” works. 
 

Enforcement 
 
•  Enforcement has helped. This is especially appropriate once providers are educated and have 

the knowledge to implement fair housing principles. 
 

•  There is a growing perception of the probability of enforcement (and economic consequence). 
 
 
B.  Regular Comments  

 
Education/Training/Outreach 
 
• Education funded through the FHIP grant. 
 
• Annual training offered by the Fair Housing Forum – it is phenomenal! 

 
• IFHC offering significant contact hours in education, anywhere, anytime. 

 
• Landlord training sponsored by the Cities of Nampa and Caldwell is well attended. 

 
• Annual training offered by the Fair Housing Forum – it is phenomenal! 

 
• Fair Housing Training (in ID Falls in July 2009 – the one with Brian Dale's assistance); although 

not many property managers, realtors, or mortgage bankers attend. 
 

• There is a good statewide awareness effort, and funding, through IHFA and the Department of 
Commerce, that has been ongoing for quite a while. It has resulted in outreach materials and 
dialogue among communities and stakeholders.  

 
• IHFA distributes information about IFHC's workshops. 
Stakeholder Cooperation/Collaboration 



 

 
• The Fair Housing Forum website provides good information. 

 
• The Fair Housing Forum has been very helpful in bringing many players to the table. 

 
• The Fair Housing Forum represents a very successful model and effort. This is the best model for 

community collaboration. It is entirely voluntary and allows HUD to actively participate and help 
identify opportunities for education and collaboration. It encourages problem solving and allows 
HUD to clarify issues. 
 

• The Fair Housing Forum! It brings together advocates, enforcement, communities, trainers (all 
stakeholders), encouraging collaboration and identification of key issues around the state. This 
allows tailoring of training to specific areas or state and/or issues. It provides an opportunity to 
speak with other people in the same situation. 

 
• The Fair Housing Forum is a useful, structural device to bring stakeholders together to talk in a 

structured way, on a regular basis, about fair housing. We are working to rotate education across 
the state (to promote access to training).  

 
• The Fair Housing Forum proactively brings together all parties to talk about the laws and 

educating, and sponsoring workshops for, the various stakeholders.  
 

• Organizations like the Idaho Fair Housing Forum that meet regularly in an open setting. 
 

• Helping set up the annual Fair Housing Conference - making that a collaborative effort. 
 

• There are people across Idaho working toward collaboration: sharing information, being 
proactive, and hearing the input of various stakeholders (including realtors).  

 
Enforcement 
 
• Enforcement has helped. This is especially appropriate once providers are educated and have 

the knowledge to implement fair housing principles. 
 
• Advocates (e.g., Legal Aid and Idaho Fair Housing Forum) are doing their jobs well in keeping 

landlords honest. 
 

• ADA being part of the building code - it is now enforceable. 
 

• Bringing the fair housing accessibility standards into the International Building Code has 
promoted widespread, uniform application.  

 
Refugees 
 
• Wendy Morgan's (Agency for New Americans) community meetings to promote 

education/outreach and awareness of refugee issues (i.e., how to collaborate as a community to 
improve resettlement and integration). 

 
• Many people with a lot of commitment to keeping people/refugees from becoming homeless. 

 



 

Other/Miscellaneous  
 
• The housingidaho.com website. 
 
• The survey process from IHFA is required - a good device. 
 
• Tenants can feel safe to access any resources 

 
 
Question 2: What is currently not working well with regard to affirmatively furthering access to fair 
housing and community resources? 
 

Education/Training/Outreach 
 
• The public perception is there is no issue (i.e., due to Idaho being a homogenous state). The 

public must be educated about the laws and how to implement them. Most issues stem from lack 
of understanding versus intentional discrimination. 

 
• IHFA may not be using the most current information and there may be more they could be doing 

to promote fair housing beyond mandatory minimums. Although the IFHC is seen as adversarial, 
this is the only way to authentically overcome/improve discrimination. Stakeholders are paying lip 
service versus having an authentic approach to overcoming barriers, and may view fair housing 
as an impediment to affordable housing. It may help to mandate education: require providers to 
undergo fair housing training annually, as part of their participation in IHFA programs.  

 
• Professionals/trainers taking a threatening approach to their education of landlords. A more 

respectful, productive communication style would yield better results. 
 

• Expanding landlord training to other communities across Idaho, sponsored by municipal 
government. (For example, a one-day training that also includes material on safety issues like 
gang/drug prevention training.) 

 
• Lack of guidebooks on how to implement laws (Fair Housing and ADA) written in simple, non-

legal/jargon language. Must be easy for owners and operators to understand. 
 

Enforcement 
 
• The Intermountain Fair Housing Council as a potential resource is perceived as belligerent and 

antagonistic. The character and communication style of the Council is not conducive to non-
threatening communication, as questions are interpreted as non-compliance. This creates an 
atmosphere of fear and avoidance. In contrast, other states have very constructive councils and 
improvement processes. IFHC is not constructive. 

 
• I have heard that the Intermountain Fair Housing Council uses unfair tactics (e.g., entrapment) 

with the goal of getting a settlement. Some providers feel like they have to settle, due to the 
significant financial impact of legal proceedings. The behavior and tactics of the IFHC are 
perceived as underhanded and below the belt, where those accused are guilty before proven 
innocent. A level of anger is projected by the council. 

 



 

• Although improvements have been made, there is still a struggle against an adversarial 
atmosphere (i.e., a deficit position) that has been created in Idaho. This has resulted from the 
approaches of certain advocates over the years, including activism, punishments, and fines. 

 
• The agency tasked with enforcement is too focused on enforcement versus education. This has 

caused separation (versus collaboration) among stakeholders. Lawsuits filed by enforcers have 
further promoted a feeling animosity among stakeholders. 

 
• A grievance process is needed to mitigate legal action. This approach is affordable and less 

adversarial. 
 

• They must sign off their rights to sue HUD. These claims always results in job losses and more. 
Long term everyone looses: property managers quit/close and housing availability decreases. 

 
• In general, there is a lack of faith in the process due to impact on property managers; "fair 

housing" loses credibility. 
 

• Private landowners are reluctant to follow federal guidelines because they do not want to be 
controlled by the government. They are missing the positive intent of the law. 

 
• Need recourse/protection for property managers for frivolous claims: process for a quick 

judgment call without much time/expense. Another entity should intervene (instead of HUD) - a 
neutral third party who will not gain financially from the outcome. 

 
• Fair housing law is inadequate in Idaho: state agencies do not have full enforcement authority 

equal to HUD's standards. 
 

• Realtors seem to hate when testers come out and conduct "gotcha" activities. This inhibits 
cooperation and collaboration among stakeholders. 

 
• Advocacy groups filing complaints without an actual person who brought it to them (i.e., a 

"gotcha" dynamic). This is creating an adversarial relationship between advocacy groups and 
providers. 

 
Funding 
 
• The IHFA Accessibility Improvement Program (AIP) is funded only by settlements. Funding 

should not be tied to enforcement; dedicated, continuous funding is needed. This has also 
created lack of trust to disclose issues/difficulties/questions to the Fair Housing Commission due 
to the perception that such disclosure may lead to enforcement action. Look to other agencies 
with diverse operational budget sources as examples (e.g., Human Rights Commission, Legal 
Aid). 

 
• There is discrimination against those with disabilities - which is largely unintentional - because 

there is a lack of funding for reasonable facility modifications. Generally, modifications were 
funded through the IHFA, but through settlement dollars. I would like the IHFA and State to 
determine another source to ensure continuous allocation of funding for public facility 
modifications. 

 
• Funding is lacking for educating the public and consumers. 

 



 

Stakeholder Cooperation/Collaboration 
 
• HUD should work more with property managers, realtors, and mortgage bankers versus focusing 

so much on government agencies. Property managers, realtors, and mortgage bankers all 
influence the client relationship, and that is where discrimination occurs. 

 
• We need more collaboration between the housing providers, consumers, and advocates. We also 

need interventions (like a working coalition) to genuinely address fair housing issues. 
 

• Property managers, realtors, and mortgage bankers should be at the table at the Fair Housing 
Task Force (Executive Directors and staff). Invite them to monthly task force meetings. 

 
• It has been difficult to figure out how to get commercial property managers to the table to 

problem-solve; many are out-of-state. 
 

Refugees 
 
• Refugees are in need of immediate housing and do not have the regular documentation required 

by screening policies (e.g., like credit reports) and established equivalent documents/methods are 
not always accepted. Families are often required to pay huge deposits. This limits where refugees 
can been housed, and it is difficult to access property managers to discuss specific 
circumstances. 

 
• Housing for refugees is a big concern. Without HUD identifying refugees as a special needs 

population, it is difficult to access CDBG funding (a nation-wide issue). 
 

State-Level Support 
 

• The legislature is not focused on fair housing. 
 

• It is striking that Idaho statute does not protect families with children. Entitlement cities, together 
with IHFA and other advocacy organizations, could advocate for an Idaho law change. It is ironic 
that Idaho is a "family values" state. This demonstrates a lack of commitment to fair housing. 

 
Other/Miscellaneous 
  
• HUD funds IFHC with FHIP money and needs to do a better job of monitoring the FHIP agencies. 

There also needs to be a feedback mechanism for housing providers and property managers 
where they do not have to worry about retaliation. 

 
• Working through national associations would be more effective than through city government as it 

is difficult for small municipalities to implement and enforce fair housing. Working through national 
associations is how fair housing will become enforced among property managers, realtors, and 
mortgage bankers.  

 
• Resources are inadequate to meet the needs of the community (i.e., the availability of Section 8 

and affordable housing - particularly 4 bedroom homes and bigger). 
 

• Entitlement cities often do not implement the strategies they document in their plans. In addition, 
they should be monitoring success and revising the plans, as needed. 

 



 

 
Question 3: What single change would make the greatest difference in improving the current state 
of access to fair housing and community resources?  What strategies could support its success?1 
 

Education/Training/Outreach 
 
A.) Although it may seem counterintuitive, rather than focusing on reaching out to the general 
community, reach out to community leaders. Engage community leadership more effectively in 
understanding the benefits of affirmatively furthering fair housing. One example of success is the 
prolonged effort to understand and implement the Americans with Disabilities Act.  
Strategy: Create training modules and explore delivery mechanisms (e.g., products to take to 
professional organizations/conferences). 
 
B.) Offer trainings at the existing respective conferences for each profession/ group to provide 
stakeholders easier access (re: time and money).  Currently, many must take time off and travel to 
centralized industry trainings. 
Strategy: Educate the public with fair housing PSAs (HUD has them). Put state money aside to run 
these, or HUD could run nationally. 
 
C.) Create and run a public campaign that is very positive (promoting inclusiveness). Explain that fair 
housing exists, its purpose, and the impact of fair housing laws. This will promote buy-in and 
cooperation. (The Forum already promotes a positive, proactive approach to fair housing.) 
Strategy: Create a united effort among all stakeholders to bring it together. 
 
D.) Continue developing the Fair Housing Forum and the funding agencies. 
Strategies:  

1. Further develop the website 
2. Annual trainings - the Fair Housing Forum should work together to determine what types of 

training should be offered and how. Training should be provided for both enforcers and 
providers to support everyone’s job performance. 

 
E.) Develop guidebooks on how to implement laws (Fair Housing and ADA) written in simple, non-
legal/jargon language; must be easy for owners and operators to understand. 
Strategy: Develop by the Feds so it is uniformly distributed. 
 
F.) National and State associations for property managers, realtors, and mortgage bankers need to 
make fair housing a higher priority and give it higher visibility. This would help reinforce no tolerance 
of discrimination. Currently, fair housing is not systemic in real estate transactions; rather, it is a fringe 
consideration. 
Strategy: Mandate fair housing training for renewal of certification. 
 
 
 
 
 
Funding 
 

                                                 
1 Strategies represent ideas to promote successful implementation, but not necessarily a comprehensive list.  Future 
planning efforts should consider, and add to, suggested strategies. 



 

A.) Require all stakeholders who receive federal funds to address impediments to fair housing to use 
them in a meaningful and measurable way (e.g. offering education, coalition meetings of critical 
stakeholders on various sides of the issues to address the larger goals/issues of fair housing and 
accessibility).   
Strategies:  

1. A strategic plan developed by a diverse group who is committed to implementing the 
identified goals.  

2. Create performance measures to analyze success. 
 
B.) More money and resources are needed to successfully fulfill the fair housing mission and protect 
families.        
Strategies:  

1. Other states have housing trust funds that extend beyond affordable housing and include fair 
housing issues.  

2. Partner to overcome adversity between landlords and advocates and come closer to the 
middle. 

 
C.) More money (public or private) is needed to fund housing rehabilitation and accessibility 
retrofitting.     
Strategies:  

1. Focus CDBG money on assisting specific accessibility issues.  
2. Conduct outreach to discover who needs help. 

 
D.) Funding from the legislature directed toward education, outreach, and enforcement of fair 
housing. 
Strategy: Solicit voter input to the legislature. However, change will most likely be crisis-driven; the 
housing crisis must worsen before legislature is likely to respond. 
 
Leadership 
 
A.) There must be a conversion/transformation in our consciousness and approach to celebrating 
diversity.  This includes an openness, inclusion, involvement, and integration of our society and an 
appreciation of everyone's uniqueness (diversity is not adversity). Idaho still tends to be a haven for 
those who do not appreciate/like diversity (e.g., the sentiment that there no longer is a need for fair 
housing organizations). We need to cope with our own contradictions.  
Strategies:  

1. Develop leadership who is truly committed and models this.  
2. Provide meaningful, interactive education, and enforcement that drives the cost of 

discrimination too high. 
 
B.) Secure new leadership for the Intermountain Fair Housing Council. 
Strategy: Provide a leader who can promote collegial collaboration, and remove barriers to 
knowledge and access. 
 
C.) The IFHC Board of Directors needs to replace the organization’s Executive Director. HUD should 
be the only enforcer. 
Strategy: There needs to be a mandatory mediation step and accompanying funding to make that 
possible. HUD has not funded this in Idaho, but has in other states like California. 
 
Other/Miscellaneous 
 



 

A.) Improve relationships between advocacy groups and providers.  
Strategies:  

1. Reduce financial incentives to advocacy groups (this would require a law change).  
2. Bring advocacy groups and providers together in trainings for advocacy groups to see 

providers' commitment to promoting fair housing. 
 
B.) Project-based, affordable housing providers should develop a universal application, perhaps 
amended with a unique application if needed. Currently, every provider has their own application and 
they are very long. This requires intensive work and is especially difficult for those with LEP. 
Strategy: Collaboratively develop a user-friendly, universal application. 

 
 
Question 4: Do you have any additional comments/thoughts on affirmatively furthering access to 
fair housing and community resources?  
 
Enforcement 
 
• Fair housing in Idaho is currently a minefield. People are trying to understand laws and regulations, 

yet are generally perceived as guilty until proven innocent. If questions are raised to HUD during a 
meeting, the Intermountain Fair Housing Council disregards them and provides their own 
interpretation and will sue anyone with a different interpretation. This creates a very adversarial 
atmosphere. 

 
• We need a mediation mechanism as a part of the enforcement process.  
 
• At the 2009 Idaho Real Estate Management (IREM) conference, property managers and real estate 

managers expressed much hostility and anger; they perceive “fair housing” as a dirty word. Frivolous 
claims are not dismissed when they should be, costing vast amounts of time and money; it seems like 
a moneymaking machine. If an individual is allowed to use his position to bully and extract funds, the 
whole intent of fair housing becomes frivolous and misused.  

 
• It is difficult for the Department of Commerce to obtain fair housing data from HUD to determine 

which fair housing issues are prevalent in different areas of the state. 
 
Stakeholder Cooperation/Collaboration 
 
• A major step forward for the Fair Housing Task Force would be getting professional associations for 

property managers, realtors, and mortgage bankers involved. This is not currently happening 
because HUD concentrates on its clients/grantees versus property managers, realtors, and mortgage 
bankers. This will enable the greatest HUD impact, and it would require a difference mindset at HUD 
(not currently apparent). 

 
• Partnering to overcome adversity between landlords and advocates and come closer to the middle. 
 
• Such a broad community issue requires a broad cross-section of the community to come to the table 

together, especially commercial property managers and government decision-makers. 
 
• Collaboration across the state has always been good, and has improved significantly over the past 

few years. There is a greater willingness to share information. 
 
• Collaboration has been very good. 



 

 
Education/Training/Outreach 
 
• We need more education of housing providers regarding renting to disabled persons on SSD. 

Housing providers are not renting to disabled persons because there are no repercussions to renters 
if the home is trashed (this is the perception of providers). 

 
• Promote the message that fair housing affects everyone. 
 
• Promote improved funding and maintenance of IHFA's AIP to ensure continued resources for 

providers. 
 
• HUD must be invited to the state-level to be represented at conferences and at the Fair Housing Task 

Force (intentional, proactive involvement). 
 
Funding 
 
• Federal fund recipients must be required to collect data on their success and have the 

implementation of their plans monitored. 
 
• We need an accessibility fund alternative to settlement funds (i.e., funds allocated specifically for fair 

housing).  
 
Other/Miscellaneous 
 
• Staff at HUD, City, IHFA (especially those working toward preventing homelessness) have been 

wonderful, committed, and creative. 
 
• The web site housingidaho.com has been very helpful. 
 
• Idaho has been proactive in this area. 
 
• Using a credit rating of 650 or above may be a significant barrier to accessing rental housing. It 

appears to be discrimination of a protected class, but it is not yet clear in the law, as low income/bad 
credit is not a protected class. This emerging issue needs to be addressed. 

 
• It is a work in progress and should continue to be an area of focus. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Question 5: Do you have any feedback on the 2009 Analysis of Impediments to Fair Housing and 
Community Resources Survey?  Was it clear and easy to complete?  How could it be improved for 
next time? 
 
Survey Methodology 



 

2009 Analysis of Impediments to Fair Housing and Community Resources 
Key Stakeholder Interview Responses 

 
 
The study contractor conducted phone interviews with key fair housing stakeholders within the 
Partner, Provider, and Government survey groups. Interview responses are presented with 
minimal paraphrasing/editing to preserve their original intent, and categorized by theme to 
facilitate interpretation. 
 
 
Question 1: What is currently working well with regard to promoting access to fair housing and 
community resources?  Which of these items has had the most significant impact on 
improvement?   
(Note:  “Priority Comments” refer to those items identified as having the most significant impact. 
The remaining items appear under the “Regular Comments” subheading.) 
 
A. Priority Comments 

 
Education/Training/Outreach 
 
•  Education/training across the state. 
 
•  Education: if stakeholders are educated, they will do the right thing. Examples of effective 

education include Idaho Fair Housing Forum training opportunities, HUD sponsored Access First 
training on how to make a unit accessible, and training through Legal Aid.  

 
• Participants discover the “right things” are easy to do. The city used CBDG funds to build an 

accessible house for a wheelchair-bound individual. This helped the public see the impact of 
accessibility efforts on an actual member of the community. 

 
• Education funded through the FHIP grant. 
 
• Additional education. There is a constant need for training in the property management industry 

as turnover is high. 
 
•  Abundant educational resources (including venues) are available. 
 
•  Fair housing education has been expanded to all stakeholder groups. 
 
Stakeholder Cooperation/Collaboration 
 
•  The network through the Fair Housing Forum.  

 
• The Fair Housing Forum is working above all else! It brings together advocates, enforcement, 

communities, trainers (all stakeholders). They collaborate, identify what is going wrong, and 
identify key issues around the state for which to tailor training. 

 
•  Fair Housing Month activities.  

 



 

 
• I liked the follow up interview. The interview-portion of the survey will be helpful in gathering rich data. 
 
• Including landlords and tenants is a big improvement that will help all voices be heard. 
 
Survey Design 
 
• The survey was very good and understandable.  
 
• The survey was very easy to complete. No concerns. 
 
• The survey was clear and easy to understand. 
 
• Survey was clear, concise, and easy to follow. 
 
• Nothing jumped out. I finished the survey without any problems. 
 
• Survey flowed well. 
 
• Easy to take. 
 
• I thought it was good and I liked having the opportunity to participate. 
 
• It was good survey; this is a difficult thing to do well. 
 
• The survey looked like it was developed by someone who knows what they are doing.  
 
• I appreciated the opportunity to participate. 
 
• No problems. 
 
• Survey was fine, user friendly. 
 
Specific Suggestions for Improvement 
 
• It was fine, although I would have liked to have an "N/A" option on some of the questions. I left these 

questions blank. 
 
• Put definitions on every page as they are needed throughout the survey, or include instructions to 

print definitions page for easy reference.  
 
• One (ranking) question was a little confusing.   
 
• The survey was a little lengthy. 
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To: Heidi Aggeler, BBC Research & Consulting 

From: Anne Wescott, Galena Consulting 

Date: August 24, 2011 

Re: Summary of Impediment to Funding Housing Programs for Idaho Cities and 
Counties 

Interviews conducted for the Idaho Analysis of Impediments to Fair Housing indicated a 
strong need for additional affordable housing for all demographic and special needs 
groups.  These interviews identified limited revenue opportunities as a primary 
impediment to addressing these needs. 
 
In some cases, general cutbacks in Federal, State and local operating budgets were cited as 
the barrier to the development of housing.  Examples included Federal reductions in 
HOME and Section 8 funding; decreases in State Medicaid funding to supplement client 
access to housing; and reductions in local revenue sources like property and sales tax 
revenue that cities might use to provide grants and low-interest loans for housing.  In other 
cases, general economic conditions affecting for-profit and non-profit housing developers 
were cited as the barrier.   
 
These two conditions have caused housing providers and advocates to look for alternate 
revenue sources.  Our interviews indicated that Idaho has few other revenue opportunities 
for addressing the increasing housing needs in its communities.  Revenue opportunities 
utilized in other states are not available to Idaho communities.  Furthermore, legislative 
restrictions on local government taxation and the formulaic distribution of state revenue 
sharing limits the ability of individual communities to address their specific housing needs. 
 
In this memorandum, I will outline: 
 

 The types of revenue sources available to local governments in Idaho, and the limits 
on the rate or use of these revenue sources; 

 The funding sources available to local governments in other states, and any limits 
on the rates or use of those sources; and 

 The use of other revenue sources by local governments in other states to specifically 
fund affordable housing. 
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Revenue Sources Available to Local Governments in Idaho 
 
Local governments in Idaho have a variety of revenue sources.  These include property 
taxes, state revenue sharing, franchise fees, user fees, highway and state liquor account 
distributions, licenses, permits, fines and forfeitures, grants, donations, interest income, 
and fund balance/cash reserves.  Each revenue source has some limits on its rate or use as 
follows: 
 
Property Taxes – Property tax revenue is generated by multiplying the assessed value of 
land and property in the jurisdiction, minus any exemptions, by the adopted levy rate.  
Since 1995, a law has been in effect that limits any increase in the property tax rate to 3%, 
plus the value of new construction and annexation.  These revenues are used by cities to 
support General Fund operations.  Cities that are experiencing little growth have relatively 
little control over the amount of property tax generated in a given year.  
 
State Revenue Sharing (Sales Taxes) – 11.5% of all sales tax revenue collected in Idaho is 
distributed by the State to cities and counties.  Approximately half of this amount is 
distributed equally among cities and counties according to city population and assessed 
market value.  The other half of the 11.5% is distributed according to a base set in 1999.  
Any excess in sales tax receipts over the 105% of the base level is distributed to cities and 
counties based on population.  These revenues are used by cities to support General Fund 
operations. Because of these distribution formulas, state revenue sharing amounts vary 
according to economic conditions, and benefit cities with larger population and assessed 
valuation.  
 
With the exception of a few resort communities, local governments in Idaho do not have 
the ability to adopt a local option sales tax.  Efforts to achieve authorization for local 
option taxes for transportation have failed in the Legislature over the past few years. 
 
Franchise Fees – Electric, natural gas, cable and phone companies pay cities an average of 
3% of gross revenues to utilize the public way for their operations.  These revenues are 
used by cities to support General Fund operations.  There is a cap on the percentage that 
can be charged to these companies, and cities receive strong pressure to keep the rates as 
low as possible. 
 
User Fees – User fees for services from municipal utility/enterprise funds such as water, 
sewer, stormwater, golf, airport, etc., are calculated based on the per unit cost to create 
capacity and provide service.  The revenues collected from these services stay within the 
enterprise funds.  In some cases, cities transfer some portion of these revenues to the 
General Fund, but usually only in an amount to offset administrative overhead.  General 
Fund user fees are charged for services utilized by specific users, such as recreation 
programs.  These revenues partially offset the costs to provide these programs.  Fees 
cannot be set at an amount higher than the cost to provide the service. 
 
Highway Distribution – Approximately 37% of fuel taxes and vehicle registration fees is 
distributed by the State to local highway jurisdictions.  30% of this amount goes to Idaho 



3 

cities based on population.  These funds are dedicated specifically for the maintenance, 
construction, and development of highways and bridges. 
 
State Liquor Distribution – The State controls liquor sales in Idaho.  After funding 
operating costs of the State Liquor Division, the State distributes 58% all revenue to cities 
and counties.  90% of the city portion is allocated to cities with liquor stores based on sales 
within the jurisdiction.  The other 10% is distributed to cities without liquor stores based 
on population.  
 
Licenses – Business license revenue is used to offset the cost of enforcing the business 
license ordinances, and administering the program.  License fees should not exceed these 
costs. 
 
Permits – Building permits, inspection fees, and various planning and zoning fees are 
assessed to new development.  These fees cannot exceed the cost to provide the service.  In 
times of rapid growth, excess revenues are sometimes distributed to other Departments 
within the General Fund. In recent years, as construction has declined, studies in several 
Idaho cities and counties have shown that these fees have not recovered the cost to provide 
the service. 
 
Fines and Forfeitures – Parking and other fines, and the value of forfeited property are a 
minor revenue source for local governments. 
 
Grants – Local governments seek grants for a number of municipal operations.  
Entitlement areas receive grants from HUD for CDBG and HOME.  Some cities receive 
public safety grants from the Departments of Justice and Homeland Security.  These funds 
have to be used for a specific purpose.  Grant funding continues to decrease. 
 
Donations – Donation revenue is a small percent of any local government, and must be 
used for its specific purpose. 
 
Interest Income – Interest income is a negligible revenue source. 
 
Sale of Property – One-time revenues from the sale of property can be directed toward any 
purpose consistent with the policies of a particular jurisdiction.   
 
Fund Balance/Cash Reserves – Local jurisdictions endeavor to hold a certain percentage of 
their General Fund revenues in Fund Balance, or cash reserves, for emergency purposes. 
 
Impact Fees – Development impact fees are assessed on new development to fund the cost 
of capital improvements necessitated by new growth.  Impact fees cannot be used to fund 
housing in the State of Idaho. 
 
Debt Issuance – Local governments in Idaho are significantly constrained in their ability to 
issue general obligation and revenue bond debt.  Aside from the issuance of bonds 
judicially confirmed as being of an immediate or emergency need, all bond issuances must 
be approved by the voters.  While some revenue bonds can be approved with a majority 



4 

vote, all general obligation and some revenue bonds must receive a 2/3 voter approval to 
pass.  Local governments in Idaho have successfully passed local property tax levies, 
including Boise’s Foothills Acquisition Levy.  Many other general obligation bonds have 
been voted down, including those for libraries and schools. 
 
Tax Increment Financing/Urban Renewal – Some Idaho cities have used tax increment 
financing to revitalize their community and enhance economic development.  The use of 
these funds is prescribed by State law. 
 
Housing Trust Funds – 41 states currently fund a housing trust.  The state of Idaho is one 
of 4 states with an unfunded housing trust fund (along with Arkansas, California, and 
Rhode Island).  Although 494 cities and 131 counties nationwide have housing trust funds, 
no cities or counties in Idaho currently have established such funds.   
 
In summary, Idaho cities and counties have a variety of revenue options available to them.  
The majority of these sources are restricted by State statute through caps on the rate at 
which property and franchise taxes can be assessed, prohibition of non-resort local option 
sales taxes, control over the distribution formulas for all shared revenue, and tough criteria 
for the issuance of debt.  Revenue sources not controlled by the State including permits, 
user fees, and grants are highly dependent on economic factors beyond their control.  Some 
sources, like housing trust funds, are either authorized but not funded, or authorized but not 
yet established. 
 
Revenue Sources Available to Local Governments in Peer States 
 
Our client has asked that we compare the revenue-generating ability of local governments 
in Idaho with that of four peer states – Montana, Nevada, Utah, and Wyoming.  This 
analysis follows: 
 
Montana – Montana has no sales tax, and therefore no sales tax revenue sharing with local 
governments.  Only four resort communities have been given the authority to assess local 
option sales taxes.  Because of this, local governments in Montana are highly dependent on 
property tax revenues.  Local governments are allowed to obtain voter approval for 
supplemental levies for specific purposes.  The residents of Bozeman, for example, passed 
a supplemental property tax levy in 2007 for increases in police and fire staffing and 
equipment.  The residents of Missoula routinely approve debt issuance for services 
including police and fire stations, the acquisition of open space, and recreation facilities.  
Local governments can also issue debt without a public vote for revenue bonds for projects 
like parking and utility infrastructure. 
 
The State allows local governments a local option motor vehicle tax and urban 
development district authority, and distributes gas tax revenues to be used specifically for 
street maintenance.   
 
The State of Montana operates a housing revolving loan fund.  However, no cities or 
counties in Montana have a housing trust fund.   
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Nevada – In addition to allowing local governments to pass supplemental voter-approved 
property tax levies, the State of Nevada allows its local governments more latitude in 
imposing additional sales taxes, either by voter approval or approval of the Legislature.  
Clark County, for example (which includes Las Vegas), imposes four additional county 
option taxes.  These taxes fund services including mass transit and additional police 
officers.  Lodging tax rates are as high as 13%, and provide some local governments in 
Nevada with a healthy revenue source.  Distributed State tax revenue sources include sales 
and use, cigarette and liquor, motor vehicle, and real estate transfer taxes.  Local 
governments can issue debt for a variety of projects. 
 
The State of Nevada operates the Account for Low Income Housing.  However, no cities 
or counties in Nevada have a housing trust fund.   
 
Utah – Like Idaho, local governments in Utah rely on property, sales, and franchise taxes; 
user fees; licenses and permits; and other miscellaneous revenues to fund local service 
provision.  Because the portion of State sales tax revenues distributed to local governments 
is based 50% on population and 50% on point of sale, however, some Utah cities and 
counties receive more in sales tax revenue than property tax revenue.  Local option taxes 
include those for mass transit, transportation, airports, highways, rural hospitals, zoos, arts, 
parks, and resort communities.  The additional sales tax local option authority grants up to 
2.35% above the 4.70% sales tax rate. 
 
The State of Utah funds the Olene Walker Housing Loan Fund, and the Pamela Atkinson 
Homeless Trust Fund.  Salt Lake City began its own Housing Trust Fund in 2000.  Salt 
Lake City funds its trust from a variety of revenue sources including interest income; loan 
repayments; tax increment funds; housing mitigation fees; contributions from developers, 
corporations, foundations and individuals; and General Fund appropriations. 
 
Affordable housing efforts are given an additional boost from two non-profit partnerships.  
Utah’s AAA Fair Credit Foundation facilitates the Individual Development Account 
network, which matches client savings for homeownership, college, and small business 
startup.  The 1% Campaign to End Chronic Homelessness focuses its $4 million 
endowment on supporting the Housing First initiative in Utah. 
 
Wyoming – Local governments in Wyoming receive their share of State revenue sources 
including sales and use tax, fuel taxes, wind production taxes, and cigarette taxes.  30% of 
state sales tax is distributed to cities and counties based on a formula of population and 
point of sale.  Cities and counties can assess up to 3% in additional voter-approved general 
purpose local option sales tax.  In addition, Wyoming cities and counties have the authority 
to assess voter-approved specific purpose local option sales taxes for specific projects.  
Property tax levies are limited to 8 mills. 
 
Wyoming is unique, however in the distribution of three other types of shared revenue – 
Federal mineral royalties, mineral severance tax revenue, and supplemental appropriations 
for direct distribution to cities and counties.  The Federal government collects a royalty on 
minerals produced on federal land, and 9.375% of these Mineral Royalties are distributed 
to cities based on population.  Severance Taxes are imposed by the State on the production 
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of minerals.  Cities receive their proportional share of 9.25% of these taxes based on 
population.  These revenues are entirely dependent on the mineral industry and the market 
for particular minerals.  In 2004, the Wyoming State Legislature began distributing 
additional State revenues to “supplement” revenues for local governments, based on 
population.  This revenue source has been cut severely in recent years. 
 
General obligation bonds and revenue bonds can be assessed up to 8 mills of the 
jurisdiction’s assessed property valuation.  General obligation bonds require voter 
approval. 
 
No housing trust funds exist in the State or localities of Wyoming. 
 
 
Findings 
 
Our interviews indicated that one impediment to the availability of fair and affordable 
housing in Idaho is the inability of local governments to increase revenues. This analysis 
finds that local governments in Idaho have more restrictions than in peer states on their 
ability to raise additional revenue to fund priorities including affordable housing.  
However, with the exception of Utah, few peer states appear to be utilizing their wider 
revenue-generating authority for the purpose of affordable housing.   
 
Local communities in Idaho have multiple unfunded priorities including transportation and 
other capital needs.  Even if the Idaho Legislature were to grant its cities and counties the 
ability to assess local option sales taxes, or increase property tax levies past the 3% cap, 
affordable housing might not be the primary beneficiary.   
 
Our analysis does indicate that providing local governments with the authority to establish 
a special purpose funding source, such as a housing trust fund, may reduce the need for 
affordable housing to compete for funding with other generally-funded needs.  The key, 
however, is to fund the trust.  The State of Utah and Salt Lake City can serve as good 
examples of a commitment to earmarking funds specifically for the purpose of affordable 
housing.  




