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the entire area is nearly $64,000. The
majority of Healdsburg's restricted afford-
able housing units are located in this
CBG. These are units that by agreement
are not allowed to convert to market-

rate rents/costs. The Parkland Farms

area within this CBG is a newer develop-
ment that included from its inception

a percentage of lower-income housing
units. Ninety-five units of Healdsburg's
restricted very-low and low-income units
are located in this development (Ninety-
two sponsored by Burbank Housing, which
is a local nonprofit organization dedicated
to increasing the supply of low-income
housing in Sonoma County). An additional
eighty-one units of restricted very-low
and low-income rental units are also
located within this CBG, in the Oak Grove
Apartments Complex on Grove Street.

Areas west of Highway 101 were not added
to the study area, however, 241 individu-
als residing there were identified as being
below the federal poverty level. This figure
is similar to the CBG in the study area
with the highest number of individuals
below the federal poverty level (254). This
area west of the highway is a low-density,
mostly vineyard area, where homes range
from multi-million dollar estate proper-
ties to low-income farm worker housing.
Therefore, while not included in the study
area per se, the low-income residents

of this large area are considered in this
plan and would benefit by improvements
in the more developed central city.

Census 2000 statistics do not capture
data from development built in the most
recent years, including several afford-
able housing developments. Burbank
Housing, for example, has constructed
two housing developments after 2000
Census data was collected. These provide
seventy restricted units for very-low and
low-income families. The City has also
constructed two developments after
2000, which provide fifteen restricted
units (three low/twelve moderate) for
families and four to homeless individuals.
Another sixty-four affordable apart-
ments are under construction near

the downtown, as well as seven transi-
tional housing units for the homeless.

Notable is that the next Census to be
conducted will be the 2010 Census, thus
2000 Census statistics presented in
this plan are nearly a decade old. Much
has happened in recent years to change
the economic picture of countless indi-
viduals, thus augmentation of these
statistics should include an understand-
ing of the current hardships many are
experiencing. The Press Democrat, for
example, recently reported that unem-
ployment in Healdsburg is calculated

by the State Employment Development
Department to be 10.8% (The Press
Democrat, Saturday, April 18, 2009).
The article also reported that the coun-
ty's overall unemployment rate is the
highest since records began in 1983.

Census Data

Based on the 2000 Census, the total
population of the study area is 7,667.

The numbers of people, families, and
workers found in the whole study area and
each individual CBG are shown below.

Study Area: 7,667 people, 1811
families, 3547 workers

CBG 13:1,092 people, 322 families,
528 workers

CBG 24: 1,241 people, 252 families,
572 workers

CBG 22: 715 people, 167 families,
403 workers

CBG 32: 916 people, 216 families,
478 workers

CBG 23: 879 people, 220 families,
472 workers

CBG 21:1,770 people, 362 families,
741 workers

CBG 12:1,054 people, 272 families,
353 workers

Median household income was $53,076
for the County as a whole, compared to
$46,108 for the study area as a whole,
per the 2000 Census. The highest con-
centrations of low-income residents

are in the CBGs in the western part of
Healdsburg's southern half, CBG 22 being
the highest at 49%. Most of the older,
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market-rate, very-low and low-income
housing is found here. An economics
snapshot of study area economics is
presented below. Poverty numbers rep-
resent household incomes under 200%
of the federal poverty level (poverty
levels are determined by a combination
of income and number in a household).
The first set is for the study area as a
whole; then each CBG is broken out:

Study Area: Households (HHs)
2,819, Average HH size 2.72,
Median HH Income $46,108

Persons in Poverty 2,679,
Percentage in Poverty 35%

CBG 13: Households (HHs) 359, Average
HH size 3.04, Median HH Income $63,942

Persons in Poverty 157,
Percentage in Poverty 14%

CBG 24: Households (HHs) 306, Average
HH size 4.06, Median HH Income $46,458

Persons in Poverty 511,
Percentage in Poverty 41%

CBG 22: Households (HHs) 264, Average
HH size 2.71, Median HH Income $47,778

Persons in Poverty 348,
Percentage in Poverty 49%

CBG 32: Households (HHs) 372, Average
HH size 2.46, Median HH Income $38,804

Persons in Poverty 373,
Percentage in Poverty 41%

CBG 23: Households (HHs) 365, Average
HH size 2.41, Median HH Income $56,417

Persons in Poverty 172,
Percentage in Poverty 20%

CBG 21: Households (HHs) 537, Average
HH size 3.30, Median HH Income $38,105

Persons in Poverty 808,
Percentage in Poverty 46%

CBG 12: Households (HHs) 616, Average
HH size 1.71, Median HH Income $31,250

Persons in Poverty 310,
Percentage in Poverty 29%

(Please see maps on pages 15 and
17, showing respectively median

household incomes and percent-
ages of the population in poverty)

Regarding ethnic heritages, the fol-
lowing Census 2000 data shows

study area and CBG racial summaries.
The numbers of “Black,” "American
Indian"" Hawaiian/Pacific Islander,” and
“Other" ethnic groups had little to no
representation in the study area.

Study Area: White 4,751 (62%),
Latino 2,756 (36%), Asian 55
(1%), 2 or more 90 (1%)

Total Non-white 2,935 (38%)

CBG 13: White 799 (73%), Latino 276
(25%), Asian 12 (1%), 2 or more 0 (0%)

Total Non-white 293 (27%)

CBG 24: White 571 (46%), Latino 670
(54%), Asian 0 (0%), 2 or more 0 (0%)

Total Non-white 670 (54%)

CBG 22: White 396 (55%), Latino 308
(43%), Asian 0 (0%), 2 or more 11 (2%)

Total Non-white 319 (45%)

CBG 32: White 624 (68%), Latino 267
(29%), Asian 0 (0%), 2 or more 15 (2%)

Total Non-white 292 (32%)

CBG 23: White 641 (73%), Latino 207
(24%), Asian 31 (4%), 2 or more 0 (0%)

Total Non-white 238 (27%)

CBG 21: White 769 (43%), Latino 975
(55%), Asian 12 (1%), 2 or more 14 (1%)

Total Non-white 1,001 (57%)

CBG 12: White 951 (90%), Latino 53
(5%), Asian 0 (0%), 2 or more 50 (5%)

Total Non-white 122 (12%)

The majority of the Latino population is
of Mexican heritage; and most speak at
least some English. The Latino popula-
tion, however, is not uniform in terms of,
for example, income, length of residence
in county or country, education, English
language proficiency, birth country,
legal status, nationality, or community
involvement. Much variation exists.
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The percentage of Hispanics/Latinos in
the study area is 36%, which is higher
than the 17.3% for Sonoma County as a
whole in 2000. As a county, the percent-
age of the population with Latino roots
has risen from 4% in 1970, to 6.9% in
1980, 10 10.2% in 1990, to 17.3% in 2000,
to the current estimate of over 22%.

The 2009 Sonoma County Demographic
Profile (Sonoma County Economic Board,
2009) reports that by about 2030 the
percentage of the population classified as
“White" will be 50% in Sonoma County,
dropping to 34% by 2050. The corre-
sponding Latino percentage is forecast

to be 50.7% by 2050 - a nearly 200%
increase from year 2000. The changing
percentages will be largely due to natural
increase and the differences in the birth
rates by ethnicity. During the 2004-2006
period the number of births per 1,000

in the population was twenty-four for
Latinos as compared to about eight for
Whites. For young adults (aged 15-19 years)
this rate per 1,000 females was about
seventy-two for Sonoma County Latinos;
about ten for Whites (2004-2006).

Focusing on transportation, it is useful
to understand how many people are
commuting and what their primary
modes of transportation are. The first
list below provides data on workers
who work at home, thus those who
avoid the commute altogether.

Study Area: 149 (4%)
CBG 13: 26 (5%)

CBG 24: 0 (0%)

CBG 22: 30 (7%)
CBG 32:12 (3%)

CBG 23: 53 (11%)
CBG 21 22 (3%)

CBG 12 6 (2%)

In the study area as a whole 84% of
commuters (2,997) drove cars, however,
in some of the CBGs the percentage of
carpooling was high — as much as 26%.
The following data shows the number of
people and percentages of commuters

they represent using various modes (2000
Census). There were no people reporting
motorcycles as their primary work mode.

Study Area: Drive Alone 2,435 (69%)
Carpool 562 (16%) Transit 96 (3%) Bike
35 (1%), Walk 163 (5%) Other 107 (3%)

CBG 13: Drive Alone 471(89%)
Carpool 26 (5%) Transit O (0%) Bike
0 (0%) Walk 5 (1%) Other 0 (0%)

CBG 24: Drive Alone 315 (55%) Carpool
150 (26%) Transit 24 (4%) Bike O
(0%) Walk 23 (4%) Other 60 (10%)

CBG 22: Drive Alone 226 (56%) Carpool
82 (20%) Transit 14 (3%) Bike 21
(5%) Walk 16 (4%) Other 14 (3%)

CBG 32: Drive Alone 385 (81%)
Carpool 56 (12%) Transit 18 (4%) Bike
0 (0%) Walk 7 (1%) Other O (0%)

CBG 23: Drive Alone 344 (73%)
Carpool 23 (5%) Transit 6 (1%) Bike O
(0%) Walk 46 (10%) Other 0(0%)

CBG 21: Drive Alone 404 (55%) Carpool
183 (25%) Transit 19 (3%) Bike 14
(2%) Walk 66 (9%) Other 33 (4%)

CBG 12: Drive Alone 290 (82%)
Carpool 42 (12%) Transit 15 (4%) Bike
0 (0%) Walk 0 (0%) Other O (0%)

While the cited data on travel modes

is useful, it should be noted that it is
limited in scope because it pertains
only to the primary mode used to get to
work. Trips for school, errands, medical
or business appointments, childcare,
recreation and shopping are not cap-
tured. The shortest leg of travel is also
not captured. For example a person’s
walking or bicycling to a bus stop to
continue their trip by bus for a greater
distance, would not be represented.

The percentage of people in the study
area who drove alone to work per the
2000 Census was 69% — nearly the same
as the 68% for the Bay Area as a whole,
but higher than the aggregated 59.8%

of the “Communities of Concerns.” Study
area transit use was noted to be 3%,
which is somewhat higher than the 2.4%
for Sonoma County as a whole; as well

as the 2.2% for Healdsburg as a whole.
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For the entire Bay Area, however, transit
use accounted for 9.7% and in the aggre-
gated "Communities of Concern" 13%.
Only six of the forty-four “Communities of
Concern” had a lower transit percentage.
The number walking to work in the study
area (5%) was higher than for Healdsburg
as a whole (4.4%) and for the Bay Area as
a whole (3.2%), as well as for the aggre-
gated "Communities of Concern” (4.8%).
One CBG reported a walking rate of 10%.
Outreach revealed that for some with low-
incomes, especially for the populations of
day labors and homeless, the percentage
of those walking and bicycling is signifi-
cantly higher. Many within these groups
cannot afford transit fares, and thus they
walk, bicycle or arrange rides as their
primary modes. Fortunately, the distances
many must travel to services such as

the Day Labor Center and work pick-up
sites is relatively short. For the day-labor
group transportation to work sites is for
the most part provided by employers.

As learned through study outreach,
carpooling and giving rides to others
within circles of family and friends was
reported to be widely utilized. Informal
networking to gain transportation
served the needs of many lower-income
seniors, laborers, and Latino family
members in particular. Others who are
car-less by choice or circumstance, can
avail themselves of the fixed-route or
(higher cost) dial-a-ride transit services.

Within the study area, most households
reported having at least one vehicle,
however, an average of 8% of house-
holds (219) had no vehicle. The following
shows the number and percentage of
“no-vehicle households" by CBG:

CBG13:13 (4%)

CBG 24: 35 (11%)
CBG 22:18 (7%)
CBG 32: 28 (8%)
CBG 23:18 (5%)
CBG 21: 32 (6%)
CBG12: 75 (12%)

(Please see map on page 18
showing car-less households)

The median age of Sonoma County's
population is thirty-seven and a half years
(in 2000). The numbers in two age groups
are expected to significantly increase
over the next eleven years. According to
the Sonoma County Demographic Profile
2009, the population of people sixty-five
years or older will rise by a projected
35,291 from 2007 to 2020. This group
includes the bubble of the “boomer"”
generation. Likewise the number of young
(aged minus one to twenty-four years)

is expected to grow an additional 25,793
people from 2007 to 2020. Interestingly,
and with significant ramifications for

the County's workforce structure, only
1,170 additional people between the

ages of twenty-five and sixty-four are
projected during the same period.

Shown below are the numbers within each
CBG of persons eighteen years and under;
and persons sixty-five years or older.

Study Area: Aged 18 years and under
1742; 65 years and over 1079

CBG 13: Aged 18 years and under
271; 65 years and overi132

CBG 24: Aged 18 years and under
380; 65 years and over 80

CBG 22: Aged 18 years and under
97; 65 years and over 48

CBG 32: Aged 18 years and under
219; 65 years and over 89

CBG 23: Aged 18 years and
under170; 65 years and over 127

CBG 21: Aged 18 years and under
519; 65 years and over 157

CBG 12: Aged 18 years and under
86; 65 years and over 446

(The maps on pages 20 and 22,
show the age distribution in the
Healdsburg study area)

School Data

In addition to the Census, another
interesting source of data is collected
pertaining to students in the local schools.
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