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APPENDIX A: ASSESSMENT OF FAIR HOUSING
With the adoption of AB 686, all Housing Elements completed January 1, 2019 or later must
include a program that promotes and affirmatively furthers fair housing throughout the
community for all persons, regardless of race, religion, sex, marital status, ancestry, national
origin, color, familial status, disability, or any other characteristics that are protected by the
California Fair Employment and Housing Act (FEHA), Government code Section 65008, and all
other applicable State and federal fair housing and planning laws. Under State law, affirmatively
furthering fair housing means “taking meaningful actions, in addition to combatting
discrimination, that overcome patterns of segregation and foster inclusive communities free
from barriers that restrict access to opportunity based on protected characteristics.”1
The law also requires that all Housing Elements completed as of January 1, 2021 or later include
an Assessment of Fair Housing (AFH) that is consistent with the core elements of the federal
Affirmatively Furthering Fair Housing (AFFH) Final Rule from July 2015. The following section
summarizes key findings from this Assessment of Fair Housing, which was completed in
accordance with current HCD guidance regarding the application of the new AB686
requirements, as well as a detailed reading of the California Government Code.2 The
assessment of fair housing includes the following components: a summary of fair housing issues
and assessment of the City’s fair housing enforcement and outreach capacity; an analysis of
segregation patterns and disparities in access to opportunities; an assessment of contributing
factors; and identification and prioritization of fair housing goals and actions. The analysis must
address patterns at a regional and local level and trends in patterns over time for the purposes
of promoting more inclusive communities. In addition, the Housing Element is required to
include a sites inventory that accommodates all income levels of the City’s share of the RHNA
that also serves the purpose of furthering more integrated and balanced living patterns, as
discussed in Chapter 5 of the Housing Element Update. The Housing Element must also include
responsive housing programs that affirmatively further fair housing, promote housing
opportunities throughout the community for protected classes, and address contributing factors
identified in the assessment of fair housing. These programs are included in Chapter 6 of this
Housing Element Update.

Sources of Information
The main sources of information for the following analysis are the U.S. Census Bureau (including
the Decennial Census and the American Community Survey), the HCD AFFH Data and Mapping
Resources Tool, the California Department of Fair Employment and Housing (DFEH), HUD Office
of Fair Housing and Equal Opportunity (FHEO), the State Tax Credit Allocation Committee (TCAC),

California Government Code § 8899.5 (a)(1)
Olmstead, Z. (April 23, 2020). AB 686 Summary of Requirements in Housing Element Law Government Code
Section 8899.50, 65583(c)(5), 65583(c)(10), 65583.2(a).

1
2
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the Contra Costa County Analysis of Impediments to Fair Housing Choice, and local knowledge
from the Town of Moraga staff.

Fair Housing Enforcement and Outreach
Data on fair housing enforcement and complaints can be used as an indicator of the overall
magnitude of housing complaints, and to identify characteristics of households experiencing
discrimination in housing. Pursuant to the California Fair Employment and Housing Act
[Government Code Section 12921 (a)], the opportunity to seek, obtain, and hold housing cannot
be determined by an individual’s “race, color, religion, sex, gender, gender identity, gender
expression, sexual orientation, marital status, national origin, ancestry, familial status, source
of income, disability, veteran or military status, genetic information, or any other basis prohibited
by Section 51 of the Civil Code.” Federal Law also prohibits many kinds of housing
discrimination.
Housing discrimination complaints can be directed to either HUD’s Office of Fair Housing and
Equal Opportunity (FHEO) or the California Department of Fair Employment and Housing (DFEH).
In Contra Costa County, local housing, social services, and legal service organizations include
the Fair Housing Advocates of Northern California (FHANC), Eden Council for Hope and
Opportunity (ECHO) Fair Housing, Bay Area Legal Aid, and Pacific Community Services.
Fair housing issues that may arise in any jurisdiction include but are not limited to:
• housing design that makes a dwelling unit inaccessible to an individual with a disability
• discrimination against an individual based on race, national origin, familial status,
disability, religion, sex, or other characteristic when renting or selling a housing unit
• disproportionate housing needs including cost burden, overcrowding, substandard
housing, and risk of displacement.
Only two complaints have been filed and resolved with FHEO in Moraga since 2013. A no cause
determination was made for one complaint related to discrimination by race or national origin,
and one complaint based on discrimination by family status was settled or conciliated. In Contra
Costa County, a total of 246 complaints were filed and resolved between 2013 and 2020,
including 97 complaints that were settled or withdrawn by the complainant after resolution. The
remaining complaints in the County included 123 complaints that were dismissed for no cause,
17 complaints that were withdrawn without resolution, and nine other types of complaints (see
Table 1).
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Table 1: FHEO Fair Housing Complaints by Resolution Type
Town of Moraga
Total,
Percent
2013-2021
of Total
0
0%
0
0%
1
50.0%
1
50.0%
0
0%
0
0%
0
0%
2
100.0%

Resolution
ALJ consent order entered after issuance of charge
Complainant failed to cooperate
Conciliation/settlement successful
No cause determination
Unable to locate complainant
Withdrawn after resolution
Withdrawn without resolution
Subtotal, Closed Complaints

Contra Costa County
Total,
Percent
2013-2020
of Total
1
0.4%
7
2.9%
73
29.8%
123
50.2%
1
0.4%
24
9.8%
17
6.9%
246
100.0%

Sources: HUD, Office of Fair Housing and Equal Opportunity, 2022; BAE, 2022.

In addition to data from the FHEO, this analysis also reviewed data for Moraga from the
California Department of Fair Employment and Housing (DFEH). As shown in Table 2, this source
also indicates very few fair housing complaints have been filed in Moraga.
Table 2: DFEH Fair Housing Complaints
Basis Type (a)
Disability
Familial Status
Marital Status
Race
Source of Income
Total, All Basis Types
Discriminatory Practice (a)
Denied equal terms and conditions
Denied reasonable accommodation
Denied reasonable accommodation for a disability or
medical condition
Denied rental/lease/sale
Evicted
Subjected to restrictive/covenant
Total, All Practices
Resolution
No cause determination
Settled by Legal: Post-civil Complaint
Total, All Resolutions

2018
3
1
0
0
0
4

Year Resolved
2019
2020
0
2
0
1
0
1
0
1
0
1
0
6

2021
1
0
0
0
0
1

Total, 20182021 (YTD)
6
2
1
1
1
11

Percent
of Total
54.5%
18.2%
9.1%
9.1%
9.1%
100.0%

0
3

0
0

1
0

0
0

1
3

11.1%
33.3%

0
1
0
1
5

0
0
0
0
0

0
1
1
0
3

1
0
0
0
1

1
2
1
1
9

11.1%
22.2%
11.1%
11.1%
100.0%

1
2
3

0
0
0

2
0
2

1
0
1

4
2
6

66.7%
33.3%
100.0%

Note:
(a) Each complaint may involve more than one basis type or discriminatory practice, but there is only one resolution per
complaint.
Sources: California Department of Fair Employment and Housing, 2022; BAE, 2022.
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Moraga Fair Housing Services
According to the Town’s website,3 the following fair housing resources are available in the Town
of Moraga:
 Information on senior housing, equal housing, and homeless resources are available on
the County’s website
 For fair housing services, the County directs tenants to contact either Bay Area Legal Aid
(BALA) or ECHO Housing.
 The Housing Authority of the County of Contra Costa provides information on multiple
housing programs available in the County, including Section 8.
 The Neighborhood Preservation Program is available to low income homeowners in
Moraga in need of assistance to eliminate poor property conditions.
 The Regional Center of the East Bay provides resources where people with
developmental disabilities can seek guidance and assistance with housing and more.

Eden Council for Hope and Opportunity (ECHO) Fair Housing
ECHO Fair Housing is a HUD-approved housing counseling agency that aims to promote equal
access in housing, provide support services to aid in the prevention of homelessness, and
promote permanent housing conditions. The organization provides education and charitable
assistance to the general public in matters related to obtaining and maintaining housing in
addition to rental assistance, housing assistance, tenant/landlord counseling, homeseeking,
homesharing, and mortgage and home purchase counseling. In Contra Costa County, ECHO Fair
Housing provides fair housing services, first-time home buyer counseling and education, and
tenant/landlord services (rent review and eviction harassment programs are available only in
Concord).

Integration and Segregation Patterns and Trends
Segregation is defined as the separation or isolation of a race/ethnic group, national origin
group, individuals with disabilities, or other social group by enforced or voluntary residence in a
restricted area, by barriers to social connection or dealings between persons or groups, by
separate educational facilities, or by other discriminatory means. To measure racial and ethnic
segregation in a given jurisdiction, the US Department of Housing and Urban Development (HUD)
recommends the dissimilarity index and the isolation index as further discussed below.

Race and Ethnicity
Moraga shows a race and ethnic mix somewhat different from the two-county East Bay Region.
As shown in Table 3, while their numbers and proportion have declined since 2000, White NonHispanic persons still make up a majority of the local population, while for the region they were
already slightly below half the population, and have declined to make up less than one-third of

3

https://www.moraga.ca.us/196/Housing-Resources
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the total population in 2020. In Moraga, the Black Non-Hispanic population increased between
2000 and 2010, but has since declined somewhat, but not to 2000 levels. Regionally, this
group has declined gradually as a share of population and in absolute numbers (while the overall
population was increasing), from 12.5 percent to 9.0 percent of the total, and from 297,975 to
257,493. The Asian Non-Hispanic population has increased substantially. The number of
persons identifying as Some Other Race or Two or More Races (non-Hispanic) and the Hispanic
population have also increased both in absolute numbers and as a proportion of the overall
population. As illustrated in the table below, the other categories have very limited populations
in the city.
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Table 3: Moraga and East Bay Region by Race and Ethnicity, 2000 - 2020

Not Hispanic nor Latino by Race
White
Black or African American
Native American Indian and Alaska Native
Asian
Native Hawaiian and Other Pacific Islander
Some other race alone
Two or more races
Subtotal, Not Hispanic nor Latino
Hispanic or Latino
Total, All Races

Not Hispanic nor Latino by Race
White
Black or African American
American Indian and Alaska Native
Asian
Native Hawaiian and Other Pacific Islander
Some other race alone
Two or more races
Subtotal, Not Hispanic nor Latino
Hispanic or Latino
Total, All Races

2000
Number
Percent
12,760
78.3%
161
1.0%
10
0.1%
2,010
12.3%
14
0.1%
41
0.3%
519
3.2%
15,515
95.2%

2010
Number
Percent
11,509
71.9%
258
1.6%
16
0.1%
2,371
14.8%
24
0.1%
43
0.3%
672
4.2%
14,893
93.0%

Town of Moraga
2020
Number
Percent
10,440
61.9%
197
1.2%
13
0.1%
3,143
18.6%
39
0.2%
70
0.4%
1,316
7.8%
15,218
90.2%

Change, 2000-2020
Number
Percent
(2,320)
-18.2%
36
22.4%
3
30.0%
1,133
56.4%
25
178.6%
29
70.7%
797
153.6%
(297)
-1.9%

Change, 2010-2020
Number
Percent
(1,069)
-9.3%
(61)
-23.6%
(3)
-18.8%
772
32.6%
15
62.5%
27
62.8%
644
95.8%
325
2.2%

775

4.8%

1,123

7.0%

1,652

9.8%

877

113.2%

529

47.1%

16,290

100.0%

16,016

100.0%

16,870

100.0%

580

3.6%

854

5.3%

2000
Number
Percent
1,140,504
47.7%
297,975
12.5%
8,954
0.4%
395,354
16.5%
11,615
0.5%
7,312
0.3%
89,157
3.7%
1,950,871
81.5%

Alameda and Contra Costa Counties
2010
2020
Change, 2010-2020
Number
Percent
Number
Percent
Number
Percent
1,015,482
39.7%
927,698
32.6% (212,806)
-18.7%
277,730
10.9%
257,493
9.0%
(40,482)
-13.6%
7,173
0.3%
6,684
0.2%
(2,270)
-25.4%
539,405
21.1%
755,031
26.5%
359,677
91.0%
16,313
0.6%
18,929
0.7%
7,314
63.0%
7,313
0.3%
18,806
0.7%
11,494
157.2%
100,431
3.9%
154,990
5.4%
65,833
73.8%
1,963,847
76.7%
2,139,631
75.1%
188,760
9.7%

Change, 2010-2020
Number
Percent
(87,784)
-8.6%
(20,237)
-7.3%
(489)
-6.8%
215,626
40.0%
2,616
16.0%
11,493
157.2%
54,559
54.3%
175,784
9.0%

441,686

18.5%

595,449

23.3%

708,649

24.9%

266,963

60.4%

113,200

19.0%

2,392,557

100.0%

2,559,296

100.0%

2,848,280

100.0%

455,723

19.0%

288,984

11.3%

Sources: U.S. Census Bureau, Decennial Census 2000 SF1 Table P8, 2010 SF1 Table P8, and 2020 PL 94-171, Table P2; BAE, 2022.
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Historic Patterns of Racial Discrimination
The Town of Moraga incorporated in 1974. By that time, overt legal discrimination in housing
had largely disappeared, due to the US Supreme Court making neighborhood covenants
restricting occupancy to certain races unenforceable in 1948, and the enactment of the
California Fair Employment and Housing Act of 1959, the California Fair Housing Act in 1963
(upheld by the US Supreme Court in 1967 following attempts to nullify it), and the federal Fair
Housing Act in 1968. However, prior discrimination in housing has set a pattern that still exists
today in the region, and other forms of housing discrimination still result in housing segregation
in the region.
"Roots, Race, and Place: A History of Racially Exclusionary Housing in the San Francisco Bay
Area"4 provides an overview and history of the discriminatory housing practices in the Bay Area
from the arrival of the first Europeans to current times. Key racially exclusionary policies and
practices over portions of historic times include the following:










State violence and dispossession
Extrajudicial and militia violence
Racially restrictive covenants and homeowner association bylaws
Implicitly racial zoning
Explicitly racial zoning
Racial steering and blockbusting
Racialized public housing policies
Urban renewal
White flight and municipal fragmentation

As discussed in this report, many of these practices prevented minority families from building
the equity in their homes that would have allowed them to consider new housing options even
absent overt and non-overt discrimination. For example, a recently released report, “Identifying
Bias and Barriers, Promoting Equity: An Analysis of the USPAP Standards and Appraiser
Qualifications Criteria.”5 discusses the impacts of racial bias in the appraisal process, where
minority applicants face implicit and explicit bias on the part of appraisers leading to
undervaluation of their homes. As a result, minority homeowners have had less ability to grow
the equity in their existing homes, limiting the ability to “trade up” to higher-value homes in
suburban communities such as Moraga. While not necessarily facing overt discrimination in

Moore, Eli, Nicole Montojo, and Nicole Mauri. "Roots, Race, and Place: A History of Racially Exclusionary Housing in
the San Francisco Bay Area." Haas Institute for a Fair and Inclusive Society, University of California, Berkeley. October
2019. haasinstitute.berkeley.edu/rootsraceplace.

4

Yap, Maureen, Morgan Williams, Lisa Rice, Scott Chang, Peter Christensen, Stephen M. Dane. “Identifying Bias and
Barriers, Promoting Equity: An Analysis of the USPAP Standards and Appraiser Qualifications Criteria.” The Appraisal
Subcommittee
of
the
Federal
Financial
Institutions
Examination
Council,
January
2022.
https://www.asc.gov/Documents/OtherCorrespondence/2022-01-14%20NFHA%20et%20al_Analysis.pdf.

5
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Moraga’s local housing market, minority households may be underrepresented due historic
regional and national discriminatory practices.

Dissimilarity Index
The Dissimilarity Index is one of two key metrics recommended for use in fair housing analysis
as part of the federal AFFH rule. It measures the evenness with which two groups are distributed
across the geographic units that make up a larger area, such as Census block groups within a
City. The index can range from zero to 100, with zero meaning no segregation, or spatial
disparity, and 100 indicating complete segregation between the two groups. The index score
can be interpreted as the percentage of one of the two groups that would have to move to
produce an even distribution. According to HUD, an index score above 55 is considered high,
while 40 to 54 is considered moderate, and below 40 is considered low.6 The sub-city analysis,
including the calculation of both the dissimilarity and isolation indexes, relies on the use of block
group level data from 2010 and 2020 from the U.S. Census Bureau.
Dissimilarity index scores by race/ethnicity are generally low in Moraga (see Table 4). For 2020,
the scores range from 7.6 for non-Hispanic persons of two or more races to 50.0 for nonHispanic Native Hawaiian and Pacific Islanders. It should be noted that, as discussed above,
some minority groups make up a very small proportion of the City’s population; their higher
dissimilarity index scores may in part reflect their limited numbers. Most of the groups show a
decrease in the dissimilarity index between 2010 and 2020, indicating a trend of increasing
integration.
Table 4: Dissimilarity Index, Moraga, 2010 and 2020
Racial and/or Ethnic Group
Black or African American alone
American Indian and Alaska Native alone
Asian alone
Native Hawaiian and Other Pacific Islander alone
Some other race alone
Two or more races
Hispanic or Latino

Dissimilarity Index
2010
2020
38.0
23.8
24.4
23.7
11.6
9.7
48.0
50.0
37.2
18.9
9.7
7.6
22.5
16.6

Sources: U.S. Census Bureau, 2010 Decennial Census SF1 Table P9 and 2020 Decennial Census PL 94-171 Table P2, BAE,
2022.

Isolation Index
The other key metric recommended under the federal AFFH rule is the Isolation Index, which
compares a group’s share of the overall population to the average share within a given block

6 Cloud Nine Technologies and Brent Mast, (2017). Affirmatively Furthering Fair Housing Data and Mapping Tool
(AFFH-T) Data Documentation. HUD Office of Policy Development and Research, and Massey, D.S. and N.A. Denton.
(1993). American Apartheid: Segregation and the Making of the Underclass. Cambridge, MA: Harvard University
Press.
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group. Ranging from 0 to 100, the isolation index represents the percentage of residents of a
given race or ethnicity in a block group where the average resident of that group lives, correcting
for the fact that this number increases mechanically with that group’s share of the overall study
area’s population. Using Hispanic or Latino residents as an example, the isolation index of 0.9
in 2020 indicates that the average Hispanic or Latino resident lives in a block group where the
Hispanic or Latino share of the population exceeds the overall citywide average by only 0.9
percent. Isolation index values close to zero indicate that members of that minority group live
in relatively integrated neighborhoods. 7 8
As illustrated in Table 5, the isolation indexes in Moraga are extremely low for all groups in both
2010 and 2020. The data indicate that most racial and ethnic subpopulations live in areas with
high degrees of racial and ethnic integration. The isolation indexes showed some limited change
over the 2010 to 2020 period, but none of the scores indicate isolation is an issue for any group.
Table 5: Isolation Index, Moraga, 2010 and 2020
Racial and/or Ethnic Group
Non-Hispanic White
Black or African American alone
American Indian and Alaska Native alone
Asian alone
Native Hawaiian and Other Pacific Islander alone
Some other race alone
Two or more races
Hispanic or Latino

Isolation Index
2010
2020
1.2
1.1
1.9
0.3
0.05
0.03
1.0
0.6
0.2
0.2
0.2
0.1
0.1
0.2
2.1
0.9

Sources: U.S. Census Bureau, 2010 Decennial Census SF1 Table P9 and 2020 Decennial Census PL 94-171 Table P2, BAE,
2022.

Geographic Distribution of Residents by Race and Ethnicity
Figure 1 through Figure18 below illustrate the geographic concentrations of the overall nonWhite population and the non-Hispanic populations of White, Black, Native American/Alaska
Native, Asian, Pacific Islanders, Some Other Race, and Two or More Races, and Hispanic or
Latino residents by Census block group, for both the Town of Moraga and a comparison region,
referred to here as the “East Bay Region” and defined as Alameda and Contra Costa Counties
combined.
It should be noted that neither Census block group nor tract boundaries align well with the
Town’s boundary, and the block groups and tracts shown in this analysis include portions of
surrounding areas, particularly Orinda and Lafayette. These communities are demographically

HUD. (2013). AFFH Data Documentation. Available at: http://www.huduser.org/portal/publications/pdf/FR-5173P-01_AFFH_data_documentation.pdf
8 Glaeser, E. and Vigdor, J. (2001). Racial Segregation in the 2000 Census: Promising News. Washington, DC: The
Brookings
Institution,
Center
on
Urban
and
Metropolitan
Policy.
Available
at:
http://www.brookings.edu/es/urban/census/glaeser.pdf
7
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similar to Moraga. Additionally, the maps here only highlight the portions of block groups and
tracts that are within Moraga.
As shown in Table 3 above, approximately 38 percent of Moraga’s total population is other than
White non-Hispanic. The proportion of this population varies from 29.5 percent to 44.1 percent
by Census block group, as shown in Figure 1. The higher minority concentrations are in the
block groups in the center of Moraga. The East Bay Region shows areas of higher minority
concentration than are found in Moraga, particularly in the older communities along the Bay and
the cities along the Highway 4 corridor. Regionally, the non-White concentrations by block group
range from 13.6 percent to 100 percent.
The percentage of non-Hispanic White population by block group ranges from 55.9 percent to
70.5 percent in Moraga (see Figure 3). The geographic pattern is the reverse of that above, with
the highest concentrations found in the north and south ends of Moraga. In the two-county
region, the concentrations range from zero to 86.4 percent; the highest concentrations of nonHispanic White persons are found in the State Highway 24 corridor east of the Oakland Hills and
the central portion of the Interstate 680 corridor, as shown in Figure 4.
The largest minority population in Moraga is the non-Hispanic Asian population, at 18.6 percent
of the town-wide population as of 2020. By block group, the percentage varies modestly, from
12.8 percent to 21.6 percent (see Figure 5). Regionally, the proportion for this group ranges
from 3.8 percent to 89.3 percent. The largest cluster of block groups with high proportions of
non-Hispanic Asians is found in the Fremont area in southwestern Alameda County (see Figure
6).
The next largest category is Hispanic/Latino population, at 9.8 percent of the town-wide
population as of 2020. By block group, the percentage ranges from 6.3 percent to 13.6 percent,
indicating a lack of concentration for this group in any particular area of the town (see Figure 7).
Regionwide, the lowest concentrations (from zero to ten percent) are in the center of the region
in the State Highway 24 corridor east of Oakland and the Interstate 680 corridor from Walnut
Creek south, as shown in Figure 8. The highest proportions, from 50.0 to 88.7 percent, are
found in the Bay Point, Richmond, Oakland, and Hayward areas.
The non-Hispanic Black population in Moraga is extremely small and not clustered anywhere in
the town, accounting for just 1.2 percent of the citywide population as of 2020 and with no block
group exceeding 1.85 percent of the overall population. In the East Bay Region, the range varies
widely by block group, from zero to 57.6 percent, as shown in Figure 10. The lowest
concentrations are found in central and southeast Contra Costa County and in southeast
Alameda County, with the highest concentrations found along the eastern and northern Bay
shoreline, in part reflecting historic segregation patterns.
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The Non-Hispanic Hawaiian Native/Pacific Islander, Native American, and Some Other Race
Alone populations in Moraga and the East Bay Region are extremely small, none constituting
even one percent of the town-wide or regionwide population as of 2020 (see Figure 11 through
Figure 166). There are no block groups in Moraga for any of these groups where the
concentration exceeds 1.2 percent. Regionally, there are greater concentrations, but no block
group has more than ten percent of its population in one of these racial/ethnic categories.
According to 2020 Census data, non-Hispanic persons of two or more races make up
approximately 7.8 percent of the town-wide population. The concentration by block group only
ranges from 5.9 percent to 9.7 percent, as illustrated in Figure 17) Regionally the percentage
by block group ranges from 1.8 percent to 40 percent. The highest proportions are clustered
along the inner East Bay shoreline and nearby block groups, from Oakland north through El
Cerrito (see Figure18).
Summary of Geographic Distribution of Residents by Race and Ethnicity. The data discussed
above and illustrated in the following figures highlight that Moraga’s population is predominantly
non-Hispanic White, with small populations of individuals belonging to other racial and ethnic
groups. Non-Hispanic White residents comprise the majority of the population in all Census
block groups in Moraga. While Moraga is somewhat similar to neighboring areas in terms of the
racial and ethnic composition of the population, the Town is significantly less diverse than the
broader region. The high cost of housing in Moraga, coupled with significant wealth and income
gaps between racial and ethnic groups, is likely a key factor contributing to the differences
between the Town and the surrounding region in terms of the racial and ethnic composition of
the population
The Housing Plan chapter of the Town’s Housing Element Update includes key actions that the
Town will take during the Housing Element planning period to facilitate the production of housing
that will be affordable by design and deed-restricted affordable in Moraga. These actions will
help to affirmatively further fair housing in Moraga by helping to support residential mobility and
access to opportunity. Key programs include
 General Plan and Zoning Ordinance Updates that will increase the Town's capacity to
accommodate residential development, particularly multifamily development (see
Programs 1, 2, 3, 4, and 5)
 Programs to reduce or remove constraints to residential development, including
removing constraints to the development of affordable and special-needs housing (see
Programs 11, 25, 26, 28, 29, 30, 32, and 36)
 Programs to work with developers and other stakeholders to facilitate residential
development, particularly multifamily housing, affordable housing, and special needs
housing (see Programs 10, 12, 33, 37, and 41)
 Adoption of an inclusionary housing ordinance (see Program 14) and implementation of
the State Density Bonus (see Program 9)
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Programs to promote the production of ADUs (see Program 15) and SB 9 projects (see
Program 18)
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Figure 1: Census Block Groups by Percent Non-White, Moraga

Note: Includes all categories except White non-Hispanic persons.
Sources: U.S. Census Bureau, 2020 Decennial Census; BAE, 2022.
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Figure 2: Census Block Groups by Percent Non-White, East Bay Region

Note: Includes all categories except White non-Hispanic persons.
Sources: U.S. Census Bureau, 2020 Decennial Census; BAE, 2022.
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Figure 3: Census Block Groups by Percent Non-Hispanic White, Moraga

Sources: U.S. Census Bureau, 2020 Decennial Census; BAE, 2022.

DRAFT Moraga Housing Element | Appendix A: Assessment of Fair Housing

A-15

Figure 4: Census Block Groups by Percent Non-Hispanic White, East Bay Region

Sources: U.S. Census Bureau, 2020 Decennial Census; BAE, 2022.
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Figure 5: Census Block Groups by Percent Non-Hispanic Asian, Moraga

Sources: U.S. Census Bureau, 2020 Decennial Census; BAE, 2022.
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Figure 6: Census Block Groups by Percent Non-Hispanic Asian, East Bay Region

Sources: U.S. Census Bureau, 2020 Decennial Census; BAE, 2022.
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Figure 7: Census Block Groups by Percent Hispanic or Latino, Moraga

Sources: U.S. Census Bureau, 2020 Decennial Census; BAE, 2022.
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Figure 8: Census Block Groups by Percent Hispanic or Latino, East Bay Region

Sources: U.S. Census Bureau, 2020 Decennial Census; BAE, 2022.
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Figure 9: Census Block Groups by Non-Hispanic Black, Moraga

Sources: U.S. Census Bureau, 2020 Decennial Census; BAE, 2022.
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Figure 10: Census Block Groups by Non-Hispanic Black, East Bay Region

Sources: U.S. Census Bureau, 2020 Decennial Census; BAE, 2022.
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Figure 11: Census Block Groups by Percent Non-Hispanic Pacific Islander, Moraga

Sources: U.S. Census Bureau, 2020 Decennial Census; BAE, 2022.
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Figure 12: Census Block Groups by Percent Non-Hispanic Pacific Islander, East Bay
Region

Sources: U.S. Census Bureau, 2020 Decennial Census; BAE, 2022.
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Figure 13: Census Block Groups by Percent Non-Hispanic Native American, Moraga

Sources: U.S. Census Bureau, 2020 Decennial Census; BAE, 2022.
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Figure 14: Census Block Groups by Percent Non-Hispanic Native American, East Bay
Region

Sources: U.S. Census Bureau, 2020 Decennial Census; BAE, 2022.
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Figure 15: Census Block Groups by Percent Non-Hispanic Other Race Alone, Moraga

Sources: U.S. Census Bureau, 2020 Decennial Census; BAE, 2022.
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Figure 16: Census Block Groups by Percent Non-Hispanic Other Race Alone, East
Bay Region

Sources: U.S. Census Bureau, 2020 Decennial Census; BAE, 2022.
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Figure 17: Census Block Groups by Percent Non-Hispanic Persons of Two or More
Races, Moraga

Sources: U.S. Census Bureau, 2020 Decennial Census; BAE, 2022.
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Figure18: Census Block Groups by Percent Non-Hispanic Persons of Two or More
Races, East Bay Region

Sources: U.S. Census Bureau, 2020 Decennial Census; BAE, 2022.

Persons with a Disability
In 1988, Congress added protections against housing discrimination for persons with disabilities
through the FHA, which protects against intentional discrimination and unjustified policies and
practices with disproportionate effects. The FHA also includes the following unique provisions
for persons with disabilities: (1) prohibits the denial of requests for reasonable accommodations
for persons with disabilities, if necessary, to afford an individual equal opportunity to use and
enjoy a dwelling; and (2) prohibits the denial of reasonable modification requests. With regards
to fair housing, persons with disabilities have special housing needs because of the lack of
accessible and affordable housing, and the higher health costs associated with their disability.
In addition, many may be on fixed incomes that further limit their housing options.
Figure shows the percent of persons with a disability by Census tract in Moraga based on ACS
data from 2015-2019. The tracts range from 3.9 percent to 10.4 percent of the civilian
noninstitutionalized population having one or more type of disability. The highest proportion is
found in the census tract covering the Rheem Valley Manor neighborhood and St. Mary’s
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College. As shown in Figure 20, for the East Bay Region, the proportion of the population that
reports one or more disabilities ranges from 2.0 percent to 34.3 percent by Census tract. The
highest proportions of disabled persons are clustered in the northern part of Contra Costa
County, with other areas with high concentration scattered elsewhere. Near Moraga, the tracts
containing the Rossmoor retirement community all show a high percentage of persons with one
or more disabilities.
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Figure 19: Population with a Disability by Census Tract, Moraga

Sources: U.S. Census American Community Survey, 2015-2019 data; BAE, 2022.
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Figure 20: Population with a Disability by Census Tract, East Bay Region

Sources: U.S. Census American Community Survey, 2015-2019 data; BAE, 2022.

Familial Status
Under the FHA, housing providers (e.g., landlords, property managers, real estate agents, or
property owners) may not discriminate because of familial status. Familial status refers to the
presence of at least one child under 18 years old, pregnant persons, or any person in the process
of securing legal custody of a minor child (including adoptive or foster parents). Examples of
familial status discrimination include refusing to rent to families with children; evicting families
once a child joins the family (through birth, adoption, or custody); enforcing overly restrictive
rules regarding children’s use of common areas; requiring families with children to live on
specific floors, buildings, or areas; charging additional rent, security deposit, or fees because a
household has children; advertising a preference for households without children; and lying
about unit availability.
Families with children often have special housing needs due to lower per capita income, the
need for affordable childcare, the need for affordable housing, or the need for larger units with
three or more bedrooms. Single parent households are also protected by fair housing law. Of
particular consideration are female-headed households, who may experience greater housing
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affordability challenges due to typically lower household incomes compared to two-parent
households. Often, sex and familial status intersect to compound the discrimination faced by
single mothers.
Family status affects housing choices both in the type of housing desired and the ability to afford
that housing. Households with more than one adult, especially married couple households, tend
to have higher incomes and thus can better afford housing. Most children under 18 in Moraga
live in married-couple households. By Census tract, between 80.5 percent and 96.4 percent of
children under 18 reside in married-couple households (as shown in Figure 18), indicating no
areas within Moraga with a majority of children in single-parent or other non-married couple
households. This is in contrast to the East Bay Region, shown in Figure 19, where the
percentage of children in in married-couple households ranges from only 10.6 percent to 100
percent. The lower percentages tend to be in areas that also have higher concentrations of nonWhite minorities. Because single-earner households tend to have lower incomes than twoearner households, it is likely that these trends are at least partly attributable to the high cost
of housing in Moraga, which makes homes in Moraga too costly for many single-parent
households, particularly female-headed households with children. As noted above, the Housing
Plan chapter of Moraga’s Housing Element Update includes a series of programs to increase the
variety of housing types in Moraga to add more units that could be affordable by design, such
as multifamily units or townhomes, a well as deed-restricted affordable units. These include
General Plan and Zoning Ordinance Updates, removing constraints on the development of
affordable and special-needs housing, facilitating residential development by working with
developers and other stakeholders, adoption of an inclusionary ordinance, and implementation
of the State Density Bonus.
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Figure 18: Percent of Children in Married-Couple Households, 2015-2019, Moraga

Sources: U.S. Census American Community Survey, 2015-2019 data; BAE, 2022.
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Figure 19: Percent of Children in Married-Couple Households, 2015-2019, East Bay
Region

Sources: U.S. Census American Community Survey, 2015-2019 data; BAE, 2022.

Households with only one parent or guardian present, especially female-headed households,
are more likely to face problems in finding affordable housing. Figure 20 shows the distribution
in Moraga. The number and proportion of children in female-headed households is small. The
percentage of Moraga children who live in female-headed households with no spouse or partner
present ranges from 2.5 percent to 9.6 percent by Census tract (see Figure 20). In contrast, for
the East Bay Region there are tracts where up to 87.2 percent of children live in female-headed
households with no spouse or partner present, as illustrated by Figure 214. Echoing other
distributions of minority households, the tracts with higher percentages tend to be in the
northern and western portions of the region.
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Figure 20: Percent of Children in Single-Female Headed Households, Moraga

Sources: U.S. Census American Community Survey, 2015-2019 data; BAE, 2022.
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Figure 214: Percent of Children in Single-Female Headed Households, East Bay
Region

Sources: U.S. Census American Community Survey, 2015-2019 data; BAE, 2022.
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Income
As shown in Table 6, Moraga is a higher-income community; the median annual household
income in Moraga during the 2015-2019 ACS survey period was $140,378 (2019 dollars),
compared to $99,607 in the two-county region. Almost half of the town’s households had
incomes of $150,000 or more, while only 31.4 percent of the region’s households had incomes
at that level. At the lower end of the income scale, approximately 15 percent of Moraga
households and 26 percent of the region’s households had incomes below $50,000.
Table 6: Household Income Distribution and Median Income, 2015-2019

Household Income
Less than $14,999
$15,000 to $24,999
$25,000 to $34,999
$35,000 to $49,999
$50,000 to $74,999
$75,000 to $99,999
$100,000 to $149,999
$150,000 and above
Total Households
Median Household Income

Town of Moraga
Number Percent
233
4.0%
208
3.5%
140
2.4%
320
5.5%
631
10.8%
560
9.5%
953
16.2%
2,822
48.1%
5,867
100.0%

Alameda and Contra
Costa Counties
Number
Percent
68,516
7.0%
50,789
5.2%
53,107
5.5%
75,989
7.8%
123,193
12.7%
116,207
12.0%
179,073
18.4%
305,072
31.4%
971,946
100.0%

$140,378

$99,607

Note: Incomes are in 2019 dollars.
Sources: U.S. Census Bureau, American Community Survey, 2015-2019 five-year sample period, B19001 and S1903; BAE,
2022.

Figure 22, below, shows the geographic distribution of households by median household income
by block group in Moraga. The median by block group ranges widely from $98,693 to $227,917;
however, even the lowest median is roughly equal to the median for the overall region. The
block group with the lowest median income contains a large number of multifamily complexes
and the Rheem Valley area.
As illustrated in Figure 236, the East Bay Region shows a broad range of median annual
household incomes by block group, ranging from only $13,472 to $248,125.9 The lower-income
block groups follow the pattern of being found in the western and northern portions of the region.

There are several block groups, including one in Moraga, that have median incomes that are not calculated because
the median is above the top of the highest ACS category ($250,000 or more).

9
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Figure 225: Distribution of Median Household Income by Block Group, Moraga

Sources: U.S. Census Bureau, American Community Survey, 2015-2019 five-year sample period; BAE, 2022.
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Figure 23: Distribution of Median Household Income by Block Group, East Bay
Region

Sources: U.S. Census Bureau, American Community Survey, 2015-2019 five-year sample period; BAE, 2022.

Figure 24 displays additional information regarding income levels in Moraga, showing the
percentage of persons in low- to moderate-income households by Census tract, based on a
special compilation of ACS Census data compiled for use by HUD programs. The range by tract
in Moraga is limited, ranging from 8.0 percent to 22.3 percent. The East Bay Region shows a
much wider range, with the percentage of persons in low- to moderate-income households by
tract ranging from zero to 89.3 percent (see Figure). Not surprisingly, the location pattern for
the region mirrors that for median household income, with high proportions of low- to moderateincome households associated with low median household incomes.
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Figure 24: Percent of Low to Moderate Income Population by Census Tract, Moraga

Sources: HUD; U.S. Census American Community Survey, 2011-2015 data.
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Figure28: Percent of Low to Moderate Income Population by Census Tract, East Bay
Region

Sources: HUD; U.S. Census American Community Survey, 2011-2015 data.

Figure shows poverty status by Census tract in Moraga. The population in poverty is very limited,
with the percentage by Census tract ranging from 0.5 percent to 5.4 percent. In the region, the
percent of the population living in poverty ranges widely from zero to 66.1 percent, indicating
significant disparity in income by neighborhood. The tracts with the highest concentrations are
found in the western and northern portions of the region, closer to the Bay shoreline than
Moraga, similar to the income distribution patterns. Moraga, along with most of the core and
southeast portions of the region, has low levels of individuals living in poverty (see Figure 25).
These trends are consistent with the high cost of housing in Moraga and the Town’s limited
supply of housing to serve lower-income households. As noted above, the Housing Plan chapter
of the Housing Element Update includes a range of actions to address these needs.
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Figure29: Poverty Status by Census Tract, Moraga

Sources: U.S. Census Bureau, American Community Survey, 2015-2019 five-year sample period; BAE, 2022.
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Figure 25: Poverty Status by Census Tract, East Bay Region

Sources: U.S. Census Bureau, American Community Survey, 2015-2019 five-year sample period; BAE, 2022.

Racially and Ethnically Concentrated Areas of Poverty
To assist communities in identifying racially and ethnically concentrated areas of poverty (also
known as RCAPs and ECAPs), HUD developed a definition that relies on a racial and ethnic
concentration threshold, as well as a poverty test. The racial and ethnic concentration threshold
requires that an RCAP or ECAP have a non-White population of 50 percent or more. The poverty
test defines areas of “extreme poverty” as those where 40 percent or more of the population
lives at or below the federal poverty line, or those where the poverty rate is three times the
average poverty rate in the metropolitan area, whichever is less. Thus, an area that meets the
racial/ethnic concentration criterion and the poverty test would be classified as a R/ECAP.
Identifying R/ECAPS facilitates an understanding of entrenched patterns of segregation and
poverty due to the legacy effects of historically racist and discriminatory housing laws. Based
on these criteria, there are no R/ECAP areas in Moraga. There are a small number of R/ECAP
areas in the East Bay Region, primarily in Oakland (see Figure 26), indicating areas of linked
segregation and poverty.
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Figure 26: Racially and Ethnically Concentrated Areas of Poverty, East Bay Region

Sources: U.S. Census Bureau, American Community Survey, 2014-2018 five-year sample data; HUD; BAE, 2020

The absence of affordable neighborhoods near Moraga indicates that low-wage workers (e.g.,
retail and service industry workers) employed in the town, who may also be minorities, may have
trouble finding suitable housing nearby, leading to long commute times from other parts of the
region. In Moraga itself the overall poverty rate of 4.1 percent is exceeded for the non-Hispanic
Asian and the Hispanic populations, with other minority populations showing almost no
individuals in poverty (see Table 7); however, there are also very limited populations of these
groups in the town. At least some of the population with income levels below the poverty
threshold in Moraga may be St. Mary’s students, which tend to be more racially and ethnically
diverse than Moraga’s population overall and are also more likely to have limited incomes. The
low minority poverty levels are likely due the fact that many individuals and families living in
poverty are unable to find any housing affordable in the town, even in the case of accepting a
severe cost burden. The Needs Assessment chapter of the Housing Element Update indicates
that a typical home value in Moraga was $1,69 million in 2020 according to Zillow, while rents
for multifamily units averaged over $2,000 per month. The Housing Plan chapter of the Housing
Element Update includes several policies to increase the variety and range of affordability of
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housing in Moraga, in addition to programs that will help to connect first-time homebuyers to
resources to help them better afford housing in Moraga.
Table 7: Poverty by Race and Ethnicity, Town of Moraga, 2015-2019

Racial/Ethnic Group
White alone
Black or African American alone
American Indian and Alaska Native
Asian alone
Native Hawaiian/Other Pacific Islander
Some other race alone
Two or more races
Total, All Races
Hispanic or Latino
Not Hispanic or Latino
Total, All Ethnicities

Total
Population
11,922
33
16
2,549
148
200
780
15,648

Total
Below
Poverty
453
1
0
193
0
0
0
647

Poverty
Rate
3.8%
3.0%
0.0%
7.6%
0.0%
0.0%
0.0%
4.1%

840
14,808
15,648

57
590
647

6.8%
4.0%
4.1%

Note:
(a) Includes only those for whom poverty status was determined.
Sources: U.S. Census Bureau, ACS 2019 five-year sample period, S1701; BAE, 2022.

Racially and Ethnically Concentrated Areas of Affluence
R/ECAPs show one side of concentrations by race and wealth. On the other side are “areas of
affluence” where non-minority affluent populations are concentrated. HCD devised a measure
which calls out Census tracts with relatively high concentrations of both White population and
higher household incomes, as detailed in the HCD AFFH Data and Mapping Tool. These areas
are designated as “Racially Concentrated Areas of Affluence,” or RCAAs.

Racially Concentrated Areas of Affluence (RCAAs) are defined by the HUD as communities with
a large proportion of affluent and non-Hispanic White residents. According to a policy paper
published by the HUD, non-Hispanic Whites are the most racially segregated group in the United
States. In the same way neighborhood disadvantage is associated with concentrated poverty
and high concentrations of people of color, distinct advantages are associated with residence
in affluent, White communities. RCAAs are currently not available for mapping on the AFFH Data
Viewer. As such, an alternate definition of RCAA from the University of Minnesota Humphrey
School of Public Affairs is used in this analysis. RCAAs are defined as census tracts where (1)
80 percent or more of the population is white, and (2) the median household income is
$125,000 or greater (slightly more than double the national median household income in
2016).
There are no RCAAs in Moraga or the East Bay Region. However, there are some income
disparities in the city and more in the region, as indicated above in the discussion of household
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income and in Figure 22 and Figure 23. In general, higher incomes are found in affluent
suburban areas such as Moraga with lower concentrations of minority populations.

Disparities in Access to Opportunity
Access to opportunity refers to the link between place-based characteristics (e.g., education,
employment, safety, and a clean environment) and critical life outcomes (e.g., health, wealth,
and life expectancy). Ensuring access to opportunity means both improving the quality of life
for residents of low-income communities, as well as supporting residents’ mobility and access
to “high resource” neighborhoods.
AB 686 requires the needs assessment to include an analysis of access to opportunities. To
facilitate this assessment, HCD and the State Tax Credit Allocation Committee (TCAC) convened
an independent group of organizations and research institutions under the umbrella of the
California Fair Housing Task Force, which produces an annual set of Opportunity Maps. The
maps identify areas within every region of the state “whose characteristics have been shown by
research to support positive economic, educational, and health outcomes for low-income
families – particularly long-term outcomes for children.”10
TCAC and HCD created these “Opportunity Maps,” using reliable and publicly available data
sources to derive 21 indicators to calculate opportunity index scores for Census tracts in each
region in California. The TCAC/HCD Opportunity Map categorizes Census tracts into five groups
based on the opportunity index scores:
 Highest Resource
 High Resource
 Moderate Resource/Moderate Resource (Rapidly Changing)
 Low Resource
 High Segregation & Poverty
Before an area receives an opportunity index score, some Census tracts are filtered into the
High Segregation & Poverty category. The filter identifies Census tracts where at least 30
percent of population is below the federal poverty line and there is a disproportionate share of
households of color. After filtering out High Segregation and Poverty areas, the TCAC/HCD
Opportunity Map allocates the 20 percent of tracts in each region with the highest relative
opportunity index scores to the Highest Resource designation and the next 20 percent to the
High Resource designation. The remaining non-filtered tracts are then evenly divided into Low
Resource and Moderate Resource categories.

10 California Fair Housing Task Force. December 2020. Methodology for the 2021 TCAC/HCD Opportunity Map.
Available at: https://www.treasurer.ca.gov/ctcac/opportunity/2021-hcd-methodology.pdf
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As illustrated in Figure 272, all of the tracts in Moraga are in the Highest Resource category.
Tracts in the East Bay range across the categories available, with the Low Resource tracts
following the pattern found for income and poverty concentrations, largely being found in the
western and northern parts of the region nearer the Bay (see Figure 283). There are also several
High Segregation and Poverty tracts found in Oakland.
High resource tracts are areas that offer residents a high quality of life and access to opportunity
through economic advancement, high educational attainment, or clean environmental health.
Moderate resource areas have access to many of the same resources as the high resource
areas but may have fewer job opportunities, lower performing schools, lower median home
values, or other factors that lower their indexes across the various economic, educational, and
environmental indicators. Low resource areas are characterized as having fewer opportunities
for employment and education, or a lower index for other economic, environmental, and
educational indicators. These areas have greater quality of life needs and should be prioritized
for future investment to improve opportunities for current and future residents. The High
Resource and Highest Resource tracts are found in the central portions of the region, from the
Lamorinda area east and south on I-680.
As a high-resource area, a key component of affirmatively furthering fair housing in Moraga is
providing access to opportunity, which means implementing inclusive housing policies that
enable lower-income populations, racial and ethnic minority groups, and populations with
special housing needs to benefit from the resources that Moraga offers. The Needs Assessment
chapter of the Housing Element Update indicates that the Town has become more diverse,
although to a lesser extent than the county and the region. In 2020, 62 percent of its residents
identify as non-Hispanic White, compared to 36 percent regionwide. Asian residents represent
18.9 percent of the population (compared to 12.4 percent in 2000) and Hispanic residents
represent 9.8 percent (compared to 4.8 percent in 2000). The percentage of African American
residents is 1.2 percent while 8.2 percent of the Town’s residents identity as multi-racial or
other. The Housing Plan chapter of the Housing Element Update includes several programs to
increase access to opportunity through more inclusive housing programs, as summarized in
Housing Element Program 42.
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Figure 27: 2021 TCAC/HCD Opportunity Map by Census Tract, Moraga

Sources: California Tax Credit Allocation Committee; HCD; U.S. Census Bureau, American Community Survey, 2014-2018 five-year sample data; BAE,
2022.
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Figure 28: 2021 TCAC/HCD Opportunity Map by Census Tract, East Bay Region

Sources: California Tax Credit Allocation Committee; HCD; U.S. Census Bureau, American Community Survey, 2014-2018 five-year sample data; BAE,
2022.

Access to Education
Moraga’s schools all reflect the general distribution by race within the town, as shown in Figure
29. The variation between schools is minimal. The proportion of White students is slightly below
the town’s proportion overall, and the proportion of those of two or more races is larger,
reflecting a likely shift as the population changes and ages.
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Figure 294: Moraga School District Student Enrollment by Race/Ethnicity, 2021
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10.5%

13.9%

14.8%

17.6%

15.1%

17.6%

Camino Pablo
Elementary

Donald L. Rheem
Elementary

Los Perales
Elementary

Joaquin Moraga
Intermediate

Campolindo High

1.4%

0%

Asian

Black or African American

Hispanic or Latino

Two or More Races

White

All Other Groups

Note: High school is located in Moraga, but is part of the Acalanes Union High School District
Sources: CA Department of Education, Census Day Enrollment by School, 2021; BAE, 2022.

One of the factors used to develop the Opportunity Index discussed previously is education. The
Opportunity Index considers three education criteria in equal measure: math proficiency for 4th
graders, reading proficiency for 4th graders, high school graduation rates, and the student
poverty rate, to create an “Education Domain” score ranging from 0 to 100 percent for each
Census tract (or in some cases, rural block group), with a higher score representing better
educational opportunities.11 The entirety of Moraga shows high Education Domain scores, as
illustrated in Figure 305. Regionally, the geographic distribution of the score follows the pattern
for income, poverty, and percent minorities, with high scores associated with higher incomes,
and lower scores found in the areas at the other end of the income scale (see Figure 31). While
Moraga shows little differentiation by tract in this measure of educational access and quality,
that is not true for the region as a whole.
Recently, the Moraga School District (MSD) provided a letter to the Town of Moraga that stated
“the future of housing in Moraga is important to MSD for two principal reasons. First, state

The methodology for this can be found in https://www.treasurer.ca.gov/ctcac/opportunity/2021-hcdmethodology.pdf.
11
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funding of public schools is directly related to pupil attendance. MSD receives funding from the
State of California based on the number of students who attend schools each day. Because of
the formula used by the State, Moraga is among the lowest-funded districts in California. Even
with generous local support, per-pupil funding in Moraga is significantly lower than in most other
Bay Area districts. Importantly, school attendance had been declining in Moraga and across the
state. Fewer students mean lower state funding. Reduced funding will directly impact programs
and staffing.” The Housing Plan portion of the Housing Element Update includes programs that
will expand options for affordable housing in Moraga, which can help to make Moraga more
accessible to families with school-aged children and provide housing for teachers and other
MSD staff.
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Figure 305: TCAC Education Domain Score, Moraga

Sources: California Tax Credit Allocation Committee; HCD; U.S. Census Bureau, American Community Survey, 2014-2018 five-year sample data; BAE,
2022.

DRAFT Moraga Housing Element | Appendix A: Assessment of Fair Housing

A-54

Figure 31: TCAC Education Domain Score, East Bay Region

Sources: California Tax Credit Allocation Committee; HCD; U.S. Census Bureau, American Community Survey, 2014-2018 five-year sample data; BAE,
2022.

Access to Employment
HUD has developed the Jobs Proximity Index as a way to measure access to employment
opportunities. As stated by HUD:
The Jobs Proximity Index quantifies the accessibility of a given residential neighborhood
(Census Block Group) as a function of its distance to all job locations within a CBSA, with
larger employment centers weighted more heavily.
The jobs proximity index quantifies the accessibility of a given residential neighborhood as
a function of its distance to all job locations within a CBSA, with larger employment centers
weighted more heavily. Values are percentile ranked with values ranging from 0 to 100.
The higher the index value, the better the access to employment opportunities for residents
in a neighborhood.12

https://hudgis-hud.opendata.arcgis.com/datasets/HUD::jobs-proximity-index/about. The index is currently based
on U.S. Census Longitudinal Employer-Household Dynamics data from 2014.
12
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In Moraga, the jobs proximity index values by block group fall in a narrow range between 46 and
60, (see Figure 32). However, many of the jobs in the town are lower-paying service and retail
jobs, and are not well matched to the local labor force as discussed in more detail in the Needs
Assessment chapter of the Housing Element Update. Regionally the index covers a much wider
range, from zero to 99. The highest index values are found in block groups around key urban
job centers along the I-880, I-80, I-680, and I-580 corridors ((see Figure 38). The mismatch
between the jobs in Moraga and the availability of housing for local workers is reflected in part
through challenges that local employers have with finding and retaining workers. For example,
the Moraga School District issued a letter dated April 13, 2022, that states “attracting and
retaining high-quality teachers and staff to MSD has increasingly become a challenge. Many of
these individuals find it difficult to live in Moraga due to the high cost of housing. Instead, they
accept positions in outlying areas where housing costs are lower and commute times are
shorter. Establishing policies and plans that provide opportunities for affordable housing will
increase MSD’s ability to attract and hire talented and diverse staff members who would gladly
want to work in our schools and serve our children.” As noted above, the Housing Plan chapter
of the Housing Element Update includes a variety of programs to increase the variety and
affordability levels among the Town’s housing stock, in part to better serve members of the local
workforce that want to live in Moraga.
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Figure 32: Jobs Proximity Index Score, Moraga

Source: HUD, based on U.S. Census Longitudinal Employer-Household Dynamics, 2014 Data.
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Figure 38: Jobs Proximity Index Score, East Bay Region

Source: HUD, based on U.S. Census Longitudinal Employer-Household Dynamics, 2014 Data.

Access to Transportation
Access to public transit is of paramount importance to households affected by low incomes and
rising housing prices, especially because lower income households are often transit dependent.
Public transit should strive to link lower income persons, who are often transit dependent, to
major employers where job opportunities exist. Access to employment via public transportation
can reduce welfare usage and increase housing mobility, which enables residents to locate
housing outside of traditionally low-income neighborhoods.
Bus service for Moraga is provided by County Connection, the transit provider for eastern Contra
Costa County, through local Route 6, which runs from Orinda Village and the Orinda BART station
to Moraga and St. Mary’s College to the Lafayette BART station. This route is shown in Figure
39. BART then provides access to its destinations in the East Bay Region and beyond. This bus
route runs every 30 to 60 minutes on weekdays and every 75 minutes on weekends. Relative
to the larger job centers with more frequent service, Moraga is somewhat more distant to access
via transit for both in-commuters and local residents working elsewhere.
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The Center for Neighborhood Technology has developed AllTransit, a proprietary set of metrics
to measure transit access, based on various sources of data including detailed data from transit
agencies.13 Included in their analysis are measures of transit quality, access to jobs, various
other measures, and an overall “Performance Index.” Moraga shows a low performance index,
due in part to a small number of trips per week, and a limited number of transit-accessible jobs.
An estimated 1,426 of 2,703 jobs (52.8 percent) are within ½ mile of transit, but there are no
jobs or households living within that distance of high frequency transit. Populations that rely on
transit, such as persons with disabilities, are disproportionately affected by these issues.
Figure 39: Moraga Transit Map

Source: County Connection

13

https://www.cnt.org/tools/alltransit, accessed January 20, 2022.
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CNT has developed another metric, the H+T (Housing and Transportation) Index, which takes
into account housing and transportation costs for a typical household. 14 By their metric, in order
to remain affordable housing costs plus transportation costs should equal 45 percent or less of
total household income. They estimate this burden at the Census block group level, so
disparities in this total estimated cost can be seen at a local or a regional level. Based on their
estimates, for every block group in Moraga, the costs of housing plus transportation would be
excessively high for what CNT calls a typical moderate-income household, as shown in Figure
33. This means that a household with an income in this range would, on average, be costburdened when considering combined housing and transportation costs. There are limited
areas in the East Bay Region where a moderate-income household would have housing and
transportation costs equal to or less than 45 percent of total household income. The lowest
percentages tend to be found in the more urbanized western portions of the region from
Hayward north to San Pablo (see Figure 34).

https://htaindex.cnt.org/.
For
https://htaindex.cnt.org/about/HTMethods_2016.pdf.
14
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Figure 33: Percent of Income to Housing + Transportation for a Typical ModerateIncome Household in Moraga

Source: Housing + Transportation Index, Center for Neighborhood Technology.
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Figure 34: Percent of Income to Housing + Transportation for a Typical ModerateIncome Household in East Bay Region

Source: Housing + Transportation Index, Center for Neighborhood Technology.

Access to a Clean Environment
CalEnviroScreen was developed by the California Environmental Protection Agency (CalEPA) to
evaluate pollution sources in a community while accounting for a community’s vulnerability to
the adverse effects of pollution. Measures of pollution burden and population characteristics
are combined into a single composite score that is mapped and analyzed. Higher values on the
index indicate higher cumulative environmental impacts on individuals arising from these
burdens and population factors.
The California Office of Environmental Health Hazard Assessment (OEHHA) compiles these
scores to help identify California communities disproportionately burdened by multiple sources
of pollution. In addition to environmental factors (pollutant exposure, groundwater threats, toxic
sites, and hazardous materials exposure) and sensitive receptors (seniors, children, persons
with asthma, and low birth weight infants), CalEnviroScreen also considers socioeconomic
factors such as educational attainment, linguistic isolation, poverty, and unemployment.
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CalEnviroScreen provides a methodology to assist in identifying whether a local community is
disproportionately burdened by pollution. For every Census tract in the state, CalEnviroScreen
produces a score using environmental, health, and socioeconomic information derived from
government sources, with higher scores associated with a higher pollution burden. The original
layer was developed by California's Office of Environmental Health Hazard Assessment on behalf
of the California Environmental Protection Agency and released in early 2017.15 The analysis
here uses the draft CalEnviroScreen version 4.0, released in the first half of 2021. As shown in
Figure 352, the scores by tract in Moraga are very low, with no tract scoring above ten percent
(higher scores indicate a higher pollution burden). Regionally, the highest scores tend to be
concentrated in western and northern neighborhoods, indicating disproportionate impacts from
pollution in areas that also tend to have lower incomes and larger minority populations (see
Figure 363).

15

For more information, see https://oehha.ca.gov/calenviroscreen.
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Figure 352: Pollution Levels in Moraga

Source: DRAFT CalEnviroScreen Version 4.0.
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Figure 363: Pollution Levels in the East Bay Region

Source: DRAFT CalEnviroScreen Version 4.0.

Disproportionate Housing Needs and Displacement Risk
The following section assesses the extent to which protected classes in Moraga, particularly
members of racial and ethnic minority groups, experience disproportionate housing needs and
are at risk for displacement.

Minority Homeownership Rates
Rates of home ownership often vary widely by race and ethnicity, both within local jurisdictions
and throughout larger regions. As shown in Table 8, Moraga has a high overall home ownership
rate, at 82 percent of all households. Most race/ethnic groups in the town have similar rates.
The exceptions are for the small “some other race alone” category16 where the rate is only 55
percent, and for the two or more races group with a rate of 68 percent among only 164
households. These rates may show disproportionate ownership rates, but the small numbers of

16 As shown in the table footnote, as used here this includes several groups that have been combined due to very
small numbers of households in each group; even grouped together there are only 130 households total.
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households in each group regardless of tenure show a more significant lack of overall minority
representation in Moraga relative to the overall region. These trends likely reflect a combination
of economic factors and historic discrimination in the housing market in Moraga and the broader
region. Regionally, the overall homeownership rate is lower at only 59 percent of households,
with a similar disparity between race/ethnic groups, with the exception of Hispanic households,
which showed an ownership rate of 87 percent in Moraga (albeit for a small number of
households) in contrast to a rate of only 44 percent in the East Bay Region.
Table 8: Distribution of Homeowners by Race/Ethnicity, Moraga and East Bay Region
Town of Moraga

Householder by Race
White Alone
Non-Hispanic White Alone
Asian Alone
Some other race alone (a)
Two or more races
Total, All Races
Hispanic or Latino

Household Tenure
Owner
Renter
3,895
765
3,759
765
754
159
71
59
112
52
4,832
1,035

Total
Households
4,660
4,524
913
130
164
5,867

Ownership
Rate
84%
83%
83%
55%
68%
82%

27

204

87%

Household Tenure
Owner
Renter
337,693
180,921
297,958
142,528
141,350
76,297
70,267
122,554
19,825
23,039
569,135
402,811

Total
Households
518,614
440,486
217,647
192,821
42,864
971,946

Ownership
Rate
65%
68%
65%
36%
46%
59%

167,392

44%

177

Alameda and Contra Costa Counties

Householder by Race
White Alone
Non-Hispanic White Alone
Asian Alone
Some other race alone (a)
Two or more races
Total, All Races
Hispanic or Latino

73,577

93,815

(a) Includes Black or African American Alone, American Indian and Alaska Native Alone, Native Hawaiian and Other Pacific
Islander Alone, and Some Other Race Alone. Categories with less than 100 households in Moraga were combined with Some
Other Race Alone.
Sources: U.S. Census Bureau, American Community Survey, 2015-2019 5-year sample data, B25003A-I, BAE, 2022.

Mortgage Loan Approvals by Race/Ethnicity and Income
The inability to obtain a mortgage can be a barrier to home ownership; historically, minorities
have tended to have more difficulty obtaining loans, creating a significant barrier to
homeownership. An analysis of Home Mortgage Disclosure Act (HMDA) data for home purchase
loan applications in Moraga in 2020 indicates that for most racial/ethnic groups, loan approval
rates are very high, at 85 percent or higher (see Figure 374). The Black Non-Hispanic approval
and origination rates are lower but are based on only three valid loan applications. This lower
application rate, however, may be indicative of the effects of historic discrimination in home
loan practices.

DRAFT Moraga Housing Element | Appendix A: Assessment of Fair Housing

A-66

67%

80%
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85%

85%

67%

90%

85%

88%

93%

100%

93%

Figure 37: Disposition of Home Loans by Race/Ethnicity in Moraga, 2020

60%
33%

50%
40%

0%

0%

4%

10%

6%

20%

0%

15%

30%

0%
Asian NonHispanic

Black/African
American NonHispanic
Approval

White NonHispanic

Origination

Other Minority
Race NonHispanic

Hispanic or
Latino

Denial

Notes:
Hispanic applicants include all persons claiming Hispanic origin regardless of race. Analysis includes only home purchase
loans and excludes those originated by lenders not subject to HMDA. Excludes applications that were withdrawn and files
that were closed due to incompleteness. Includes conventional, FHA, FSA/RHS, and VA home loans on 1-4 family single
family dwellings by race and ethnicity of applicant. Applications with missing ethnicity data are excluded.
Sources: FFIEC, Home Mortgage Disclosure Act data; BAE, 2022.

Geography of Mortgage Lending
A key aspect of fair housing choice is equal access to credit for the purchase or improvement of
a home. In the past, credit market distortions and other activities such as “redlining” were
prevalent and prevented some groups from having equal access to credit. The Community
Reinvestment Act (CRA) in 1977 and the subsequent Home Mortgage Disclosure Act (HMDA)
were designed to improve access to credit for all members of the community and hold the lender
industry responsible for community lending. Under HMDA, lenders are required to disclose
information on the disposition of home loan applications and on the race or national origin,
gender, and annual income of loan applicants.
However, lending discrimination continues to be a contributing factor to disproportionate
housing needs, as groups who struggle to obtain access to loans are more likely to experience
housing problems such as cost burdens, overcrowding, and substandard housing, and to be
renters rather than homeowners. When banks and other financial institutions deny loan
applications from people of color, they are less likely to achieve home ownership and instead
must turn to the rental market. As Contra Costa’s rental housing market grows increasingly
unaffordable, Blacks and Hispanics/Latinos are disproportionately impacted. Figure 37 above
shows that home loan applications by Black/Hispanic/Latino individuals are denied at higher
rates than those of Whites or Asians. Because Blacks and Hispanics/Latinos in the region are
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denied loans at far higher rates than Whites and Asians, their families are far more likely to have
less access to quality education, healthcare, and employment. Disparities in homeownership
between racial and ethnic groups are also a key factor in sustaining wealth gaps between racial
and ethnic groups, which further perpetuate disparities in homeownership, access to
opportunities, and displacement risk. To address this issue, the Housing Plan chapter of the
Housing Element Update includes Program 11, which includes participating in future issuances
of mortgage revenue bonds or mortgage tax credit programs by Contra Costa County, and
Program, as well as Program 24, which will provide first-time homebuyers with information on
home buyer counseling and education and the Mortgage Credit Certificate program. The
Housing Plan also includes programs to expand the range of housing types available in Moraga,
which could result in the creation of for-sale housing types that are affordable a wider range of
income levels.
Figure 38 on the following page illustrates the geographic distribution of originated loans by
Census tract in Moraga based on HMDA data for 2020. The rate of loan originations varies from
22 to 49 per 1,000 units. The lower rates are found in the northeastern tracts; these tracts
extend into other cities, but given the limited variation in the area’s demographic characteristics,
the variation does not appear to be tied to any noteworthy disparity in the types of residents in
each tract. In the two-county region, there is more variation, with the number of originated loans
by Census tract ranging from none to 188 per 1,000 units. The highest loan origination rates
tend to be inland suburban areas associated with construction of new housing such as
Brentwood and Dublin (see Figure 39).
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Figure 38: Number of Loans Originated Per 1,000 Housing Units in Moraga by Census
Tract, 2020

Sources: HMDA; BAE, 2022
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Figure 396: Number of Loans Originated Per 1,000 Housing Units in the East Bay
Region by Census Tract, 2020

Sources: HMDA; BAE, 2022

Prevalence of Housing Problems
Table 9 and Table 10 report the relative prevalence of housing problems among households
with incomes equal to, or less than, the area median by race and ethnicity. Households of a
given racial or ethnic heritage are considered to have a disproportionately greater need for
housing assistance if they experience housing problems at a significantly greater rate (ten
percentage points or more) than do households within the same income level as a whole,
regardless of race or ethnicity. The groups showing disproportionate housing problems at
various income levels include Black, Pacific Islander, and Hispanic households; however, for
African Americans and Pacific American Indians and Pacific Islanders, these findings are based
on extremely small numbers of households and the estimates are subject to significant sampling
error. For severe housing problems, only African Americans show disproportionate severe
housing problems in one lower income category, but once again, the number of households in
this group in Moraga is extremely small.
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Table 9: Housing Problems Rate by Race/Ethnicity, Moraga
Race/Ethnicity
White
Black/African American
Asian
American Indian
Pacific Islander
Hispanic
Subtotal, Housing Problems
Average Rate +10%

0-30%
76.0%
n.a.
56.5%
n.a.
n.a.
0.0%
68.0%
78.0%

Percent of AMI
31-50%
51-80%
88.5%
59.2%
n.a.
100.0%
13.8%
40.0%
n.a.
n.a.
n.a.
n.a.
100.0%
28.6%
84.1%
57.6%
94.1%
67.6%

81-100%
33.3%
n.a.
n.a.
n.a.
100.0%
0.0%
34.1%
44.1%

Total (b)
66.0%
100.0%
45.9%
n.a.
100.0%
41.7%
63.1%
73.1%

Notes:
Housing problems include lack of complete kitchen; lack of complete plumbing facility; more than one person per room; cost
burden greater than 30% of income. Includes all households within incomes at or below 100% of area median income.
Figures may not sum to total due to rounding. Cells highlighted in red indicate sub-groups for which the rate of housing
problems exceed the average rate of a given income group by ten percentage points or more.
Sources: U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development, 2014-2018 Comprehensive Housing Affordability Strategy
(CHAS) data; BAE, 2022.

Table 10: Severe Housing Problems Rate by Race/Ethnicity, Moraga
Race/Ethnicity
White
Black/African American
Asian
American Indian
Pacific Islander
Hispanic
Subtotal, Housing Problems
Average Rate +10%

0-30%
72.0%
n.a.
56.5%
n.a.
n.a.
0.0%
65.3%
75.3%

Percent of AMI
30-50%
50-80%
78.8%
32.4%
n.a.
100.0%
13.8%
0.0%
n.a.
n.a.
n.a.
n.a.
16.0%
28.6%
69.8%
32.6%
79.8%
42.6%

80-100%
27.8%
n.a.
n.a.
n.a.
0.0%
0.0%
24.4%
34.4%

Total (b)
52.6%
100.0%
35.6%
n.a.
0.0%
16.7%
49.1%
59.1%

Notes:
Housing problems include lack of complete kitchen; lack of complete plumbing facility; more than 1.5 persons per room; cost
burden greater than 50% of income. Includes all households within incomes at or below 100% of area median income.
Figures may not sum to total due to rounding. Cells highlighted in red indicate sub-groups for which the rate of housing
problems exceed the average rate of a given income group by ten percentage points or more.
Sources: U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development, 2014-2018 Comprehensive Housing Affordability Strategy
(CHAS) data; BAE, 2022.
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Housing Cost Burden
As described in the housing needs assessment, overpayment for housing is defined as a
household paying more than 30 percent of its gross income on housing related expenses, such
as rent, utilities, or mortgage payments. By this measure, 32 percent of all households in
Moraga were cost-burdened during the 2015-2019 ACS survey period. This proportion is slightly
lower than that for Contra Costa County overall and for the Bay Area (both at 36 percent). Slightly
less than three-fourths of Moraga households earning less than 80 percent of the HAMFI were
cost-burdened, compared to only 22 percent of households with incomes at 80 percent of HAMFI
and above.
Figure 47 shows the geographic distribution of overpayment for renters in Moraga and Figure
48 shows the geographic distribution of overpayment for homeowners. Overall, 41 percent of
renters overpaid for housing. The proportion of renters who were overpaying for housing in 2019
ranged from zero percent to 47 percent by Census tract. The highest proportions were found in
a tract containing a large cluster of multifamily properties in central Moraga.
In Moraga, 29 percent of homeowners were overpaying for housing, and the percentage of those
overpaying by tract ranges from 23 percent to 38 percent, likely due to the high ownership
housing costs in the city. The highest proportion of those with high housing cost burdens is in
the same part of Moraga as for renters. The Needs Assessment chapter of the Housing Element
indicates some of the greatest cost burden falls on very low income seniors most of which spend
more than half their incomes on housing (including property taxes, utilities, HOA dues, etc.).
For the region, the proportion of renters overpaying for housing by Census tract ranged from
zero percent to 83 percent, as shown in Figure 49 below. The highest proportions were found
in urban areas throughout the East Bay Region. For owners (see Figure 50) the proportions
range from zero to 75 percent, following a geographic pattern similar to that for renters.
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Figure 47: Overpayment by Renters, Moraga

Source: U.S. Census American Community Survey, 2015-2019 data.
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Figure 48: Overpayment by Homeowners, Moraga

Source: U.S. Census American Community Survey, 2015-2019 data.
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Figure 49: Overpayment by Renters, East Bay Region

Source: U.S. Census American Community Survey, 2015-2019 data.
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Figure 50: Overpayment by Homeowners, East Bay Region

Source: U.S. Census American Community Survey, 2015-2019 data.

Overcrowded Households
Overcrowding of residential units, in which there is more than one person per room, can be a
potential indicator that households are experiencing economic hardship and are struggling to
afford housing. In Moraga, very few households show overcrowded conditions. The percentage
of households by tract that are overcrowded ranges from zero to only 3.2 percent (see Figure
51).
The East Bay Region, however, shows large areas exhibiting overcrowded conditions, with the
proportion of overcrowded households by tract ranges from zero to nearly 38 percent. In
comparing with some other variables, these tracts tended to be those with lower incomes and
higher minority concentrations, with many of these tracts in the most urbanized areas in the
region (see Figure 41). This is evidence that many households in the region likely cannot find
and/or afford suitable housing.
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Figure 40: Overcrowded Households, Moraga

Source: U.S. Census American Community Survey, 2015-2019 data.
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Figure 412: Overcrowded Households, East Bay Region

Source: U.S. Census American Community Survey, 2015-2019 data.

Resident Displacement Risk
Displacement occurs when housing costs or neighboring conditions force current residents out
and rents become so high that lower-income people are excluded from moving in. Table 11
reports the number of households by income level and tenure by housing cost burden. A
household is considered to have a moderate housing cost burden if housing expenses exceed
30 percent of income, and to have a severe cost burden when housing expenses exceed 50
percent of income. Particularly for lower-income households, having housing costs that exceed
30 percent of household income often means that households are unable to afford housing
while also meeting other basic needs such as food and healthcare. As shown in Table 11, there
were an estimated 225 renter households in Moraga who earned less than 100 percent of
HAMFI and paid more than 30 percent of income for housing between 2014 and 2018. These
households are more likely than others to experience displacement as a result of increasing
housing costs. Owner households are generally less susceptible to housing displacement
because owners typically have a fixed mortgage payment, although low-income owner
households may still experience displacement pressure if they lack the resources for upkeep
and maintenance of their property or if they experience a reduction in income due to a job loss
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or other factors. The data in Table 11 indicate that there were an estimated 585 owner
households with incomes at or below 100 percent of HAMFI and moderate or severe housing
costs burden between 2014 and 2018. As discussed above, some minority groups in Moraga
are disproportionately likely to experience one or more housing problems (see Table 9 and Table
10), making these groups particularly vulnerable to displacement.
Table 11: Housing Cost Burdens by Income Bracket and Tenure, Town of Moraga,
2014-2018
Housing Cost Burden by Income Level
Household Income ≤30% HAMFI (a) (b)
With ≤ 30% Housing Cost Burden
With > 30%, but ≤ 50% Housing Cost Burden
With > 50% Housing Cost Burden
Not Computed (No or Negative Income)

Renter Households
Number
Percent
190
100.0%
28.9%
55
5.3%
10
65.8%
125
0.0%
0

Owner Households
Number
Percent
185
100.0%
10
5.4%
0
0.0%
120
64.9%
55
29.7%

All Households
Number
Percent
375
100.0%
65
17.3%
10
2.7%
245
65.3%
55
14.7%

Household Income >30% to ≤50% HAMFI (b)
With ≤ 30% Housing Cost Burden
With > 30%, but ≤ 50% Housing Cost Burden
With > 50% Housing Cost Burden

65
0
0
65

100.0%
0.0%
0.0%
100.0%

250
50
45
155

100.0%
20.0%
18.0%
62.0%

315
50
45
220

100.0%
15.9%
14.3%
69.8%

Household Income >50% to ≤80% HAMFI (b)
With ≤ 30% Housing Cost Burden
With > 30%, but ≤ 50% Housing Cost Burden
With > 50% Housing Cost Burden

175
0
90
80

100.0%
0.0%
52.9%
47.1%

285
195
20
70

100.0%
68.4%
7.0%
24.6%

460
195
110
150

100.0%
42.9%
24.2%
33.0%

Household Income >80% to ≤100% HAMFI (b)
With ≤ 30% Housing Cost Burden
With > 30%, but ≤ 50% Housing Cost Burden
With > 50% Housing Cost Burden

15
0
0
15

100.0%
0.0%
0.0%
100.0%

190
135
20
35

100.0%
71.1%
10.5%
18.4%

205
135
20
50

100.0%
65.9%
9.8%
24.4%

Household Income >100% to ≤120% HAMFI (b)
With ≤ 30% Housing Cost Burden
With > 30%, but ≤ 50% Housing Cost Burden
With > 50% Housing Cost Burden

65
20
45
0

100.0%
30.8%
69.2%
0.0%

440
285
90
60

100.0%
65.5%
20.7%
13.8%

505
305
135
60

100.0%
61.0%
27.0%
12.0%

Household Income >120% HAMFI (b)
With ≤ 30% Housing Cost Burden
With > 30%, but ≤ 50% Housing Cost Burden
With > 50% Housing Cost Burden

620
595
25
0

100.0%
96.0%
4.0%
0.0%

3,430
2,895
495
39

100.0%
84.4%
14.4%
1.1%

4,050
3,490
520
39

100.0%
86.2%
12.8%
1.0%

Total Households (b)
With ≤ 30% Housing Cost Burden
With > 30%, but ≤ 50% Housing Cost Burden
With > 50% Housing Cost Burden
Not Computed (No or Negative Income)

1,130
670
170
285
0

100.0%
59.6%
15.1%
25.3%
0.0%

4,780
3,570
670
479
55

100.0%
74.8%
14.0%
10.0%
1.2%

5,910
4,240
840
764
55

100.0%
71.9%
14.2%
13.0%
0.9%

Notes:
(a) CHAS data reflect HUD-defined household income limits. HAMFI stands for HUD Area Median Family Income.
(b) Totals do not equal the sum of individual figures due to independent rounding.
Sources: U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development, 2014-2018 Comprehensive Housing Affordability Strategy
(CHAS) data; BAE, 2022.
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Fair Housing Issues and Contributing Factors
The following sections summarize known fair housing issues and their contributing factors, as
identified through the fair housing assessment documented above. Where applicable, the
discussion notes instances where protected classes are disproportionately impacted.
Issue: The harm caused by segregation is manifest in disproportionate housing needs and
disparities in access to opportunities.
Contributing Factors: Moraga is a high opportunity environment that provides access to highquality resident services, job opportunities, and good quality schools. However, due to
segregated regional housing conditions, there are significant geographical and racial disparities
in access to opportunities in the East Bay Region. These disparities are evident through
differences in poverty rates, homeownership rates, and housing problems.
Issue: The high cost of housing in Moraga may disproportionately impact special needs
populations and non-White residents, who tend to have lower-incomes and therefore have a
disproportionate need for affordable housing.
Contributing Factors: Many special needs populations and households that that tend to have
low incomes, such as persons with disabilities, seniors on fixed incomes, and single parent
households, are disproportionately impacted by the high housing costs in Moraga. Due to the
high cost of housing, there are limited opportunities for lower income households to find housing
units they can afford in the town, so they end up clustered in other parts of the region.
Throughout the region, there are limited numbers of housing units that are designed specifically
with both accessibility and affordability in mind for residents with disabilities or other special
housing needs, which further exacerbates housing problems for these groups. As a result,
special needs populations and some minority residents tend to experience housing problems at
higher rates, with high housing cost burden being perhaps the most common housing problem.
Issue: Transportation problems and challenges create barriers in access to opportunities,
especially for residents with disabilities.
Contributing Factors: There is limited transit service available to residents of Moraga, potentially
limiting access to opportunities such as employment, education, health care services,
community amenities, and other public services. Transportation barriers and problems
disproportionately impact persons with disabilities. At least in some cases, access to public
transportation and/or alternative transportation infrastructure may present an impediment to
fair housing choice for those who rely on such services/facilities to access employment, resident
services, and educational opportunities.
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Issue: High housing costs in Moraga have created a high housing cost burden for many
residents, particularly low-income renters, which makes these households particularly
vulnerable to displacement.
Contributing Factors: High housing cost burden, and the associated displacement risk,
disproportionately impacts non-White residents, residents with disabilities, and other residents
with special needs that tend to have lower incomes. Households are also vulnerable to
displacement to the extent that high housing costs and a strong real estate market create an
incentive for property owners to convert deed-restricted affordable units to market rate, increase
rents on market-rate rental properties, or convert existing affordable units to other uses.
Displacement due to these changes has a disparate impact on communities of color, seniors,
people with disabilities, and other households that disproportionately rely on affordable units.

Prioritization of Contributing Factors
Housing Element law requires an identification and prioritization of contributing factors to fair
housing issues based on the fair housing assessment above.
This identification and
prioritization must give the highest priority to factors that limit or deny fair housing choice or
access to opportunity, or that negatively impact fair housing or civil rights.
Segregation and disproportionate impacts in Moraga are due in large part to historic causes of
segregation regionally, such that minority families were often not able to build the equity to
“move up” to Moraga’s more expensive housing and the community’s high quality of life. At
present, the barriers to entry into Moraga today are largely about household income and the
ability (or lack thereof) to afford the expensive market rate housing in the community rather than
race or other characteristics of protected classes. Groups that have been unable to build wealth
due to historic discrimination in housing and employment generally cannot afford to buy or rent
homes in Moraga. The limited minority representation in Moraga is not due to gentrification and
displacement – the town has never hosted a large lower-income population - but has become
less affordable over time, like the rest of the Bay Area. It is possible that children of some longtime residents cannot afford to live in the community and thus must move away when forming
their own households. Moraga also has a lack of designated affordable housing and many of
the local employment opportunities are service jobs with earnings inadequate to rent or buy
housing locally, meaning that many people who are employed locally need to commute into their
Moraga workplaces from residences in other more affordable communities.
To address these fair housing issues the Town of Moraga should prioritize mobility-based
strategies that can help a more diverse socio-economic cross-section of the regional population
successfully find and afford housing within the town. These strategies can include:
 Increasing the land available for the development of a diverse range of housing types,
including multifamily housing that can be built at densities that can support below-
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market rate housing development, particularly in areas that are near transit services,
schools, jobs, and other community amenities and services.
Increasing the local supply of affordable housing that can be made available to lowerincome workers, people with disabilities, seniors, and others with special needs through
various types of assistance, such as:
o assisting and facilitating affordable housing development through approval
streamlining, and partnerships with affordable housing developers.
o considering requirements for inclusionary housing in market rate housing
projects and providing density bonuses to project with qualifying affordable
units.
Advocating for increased resources, such as Section 8 vouchers to assist lower-income
households in affording housing in Moraga.
Educating property owners, real estate agents, and others on their obligations under
state law not to engage in unlawful discrimination in renting or selling homes, including
to not discriminate based on source of income as well as other protected factors, and
educating tenants on their rights under fair housing law.
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