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APPENDIX D: AFFIRMATIVELY FURTHERING FAIR HOUSING (AFFH) 

A. Introduction and Overview  

State law prohibits discrimination in the development process or in real property 

transactions, and it is the Cityõs policy to uphold the law in this regard. Fair housing issues 

are addressed in Hermosa Beach through coordination with fair housing organizations to 

process complaints regarding housing discrimination and to provide counseling in 

landlord/tenant disputes.  Anti -discrimination resource mater ials (e.g., handouts, booklets, 

and pamphlets) are made available to the public at City Hall, the library, and on the Cityõs 

website through links to the Housing Rights Center .  

Assembly Bill (AB) 686 requires that all housing elements due on or after Janu ary 1, 2021 

must contain an Assessment of Fair Housing (AFH) consistent with the core elements of the 

analysis required by the federal Affirmatively Furthering Fair Housing (AFFH) Final Rule of 

July 16, 2015. 

Under State law, affirmatively further fair hou sing means òtaking meaningful actions, in 

addition to combating discrimination, that overcome patterns of segregation and foster 

inclusive communities free from barriers that restrict access to opportunity based on 

protected characteristics.ó 

There are thr ee parts to this requirement:  

1. Include a Program that Affirmatively Furthers Fair Housing and Promotes Housing 

Opportunities throughout the Community for Protected Classes (applies to housing 

elements beginning January 1, 2019).  

2. Conduct an Assessment of Fair Housing that includes summary of fair housing 

issues, an analysis of available federal, state, and local data and local knowledge 

to identify, and an assessment of the contributing factors for the fair housing issues.  

3. Prepare the Housing Element  Land Inventory and Identification of Sites through 

the Lens of Affirmatively Furthering Fair Housing.  

1. Analysis Requirements  

An assessment of fair housing must consider the elements and factors that cause, increase, 

contribute to, maintain, or perpetuate s egregation, racially or ethnically concentrated 

areas of poverty, significant disparities in access to opportunity, and disproportionate 

housing needs.  The analysis must address patterns at a regional and local level and trends 

in patterns over time. This  analysis should compare the locality at a county level or even 

broader regional level such as a Council of Government, where appropriate, for the 

purposes of promoting more inclusive communities.  

For the purposes of this AFFH, òRegional Trendsó describe trends throughout Los Angeles 

County . òLocal Trendsó describe trends specific to the City of Hermosa Beach . 
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2. Sources of Information  

The City used a variety of data sources for the assessment of fair housing at the regional 

and local level. These include:  

Å U.S. Census Bureauõs Decennial Census (referred to as òCensusó) and American 

Community Survey (ACS)  

Å U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development (HUD) Comprehensive 

Housing Affordability Strategy (CHAS) data  

Å Los Angeles County Analysis of Imp ediments to Fair Housing Choice in March 

2018 (2018 AI) 

Å California Department of Housing and Community Development (HCD) 

Affirmatively Furthering Fair Housing (AFFH) Data Viewer  

Å Local Knowledge  

It is important to note that HCD released the HCD Data Viewer 2.0 during the drafting of 

this Assessment of Fair Housing Issues. The 2.0 version of the Data Viewer includes updated 

data  such as the 2017 -2021 ACS, 2023 Opportunity Map, and 2020 Census. Much of the 

regional mapping relies on the original HCD Data Viewe r and may not match exactly the 

2.0 Data Viewer used for some of the local narrative. However, several components of this 

Assessment of Fair Housing utilize datasets from various, but similar, time periods based on 

availability of the data (i.e., 2022 HUD CHAS data based on the 2015 -2019 ACS vs. 

demographics data using the 2016 -2020 ACS). The difference between datasets used in 

this analysis is negligible and does not obstruct the identification of demographic patterns 

and trends in the City.  

The tracts sho wn in Figure D-1 will be referred to throughout this Assessment of Fair Housing 

Issues. 
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Figure D-1: Hermosa Beach Tracts and Populations (2020)  

 
Source: 2016-2020 ACS (5-Year Estimates). 

B. Assessment of Fair Housing Issues  

1. Fair Housing Enforcement and Outreach  

Federal fair housing laws prohibit discrimination based on: race, color, religion, national 

origin, sex/gender, handicap/disability, and familial status. Specific f ederal legislation and 

court rulings include:  

Å The Civil Rights Act of 1866 - covers only race and was the first legislation of its 

kind  

Å The Federal Fair Housing Act 1968 - covers refusal to rent, sell, or finance  

Å The Fair Housing Amendment Act of 1988 - added  the protected classes of 

handicap and familial status  

Å The Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA) - covers public accommodations in 

both businesses and in multi -family housing developments  
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Å Shelly v. Kramer 1948 - made it unconstitutional to use deed restricti ons to 

exclude individuals from housing  

Å Jones v. Mayer 1968 - made restrictive covenants illegal and unenforceable  

California state fair housing laws protect the same classes as the federal laws with the 

addition of marital status, ancestry, source of income, sexual orientation, and arbitrary 

discrimination. Specific State legislation and regulations include:  

Å Unruh Civil Rights Act - extends to businesses and covers age and arbitrary 

discrimination  

Å California Fair Employment and Housing Act (Rumford Act) - covers the area of 

employment and housing, with the exception of single -family houses with no 

more than one roomer/boarder  

Å California Civil Code Section 53 - takes measures against restrictive covenants  

Å Department of Real Estate Commissionerõs Regulations 2780-2782- defines 

disciplinary actions for discrimination, prohibits panic selling and affirms the 

brokerõs duty to supervise 

Å Business and Professions Code - covers people who hold licenses, including real 

estate agents, brokers, and loan officers.  

The City has committed to complying with applicable federal and State fair housing laws 

to ensure that housing is available to all persons without regard to race, color, religion, 

national origin, disability, familial status, or sex as outlined in the 2018 AI. F urther, the Los 

Angeles County Development Authority (LACDA) prohibits discrimination in any aspect of 

housing on the basis of race, color, religion, national origin, disability, familial status, or sex.  

Regional Trend  

According to HUDõs Office of Fair Housing and Equal Opportunity (FHEO) records, 130 

housing discrimination cases were filed in Los Angeles County in 2020, compared to 291 in 

2010. In 2020, a majority of cases were related to disability (66%). Another 21 % of cases 

were related to racial bias. The percent of cases related to disability has increased 

significantly since 2010, when only 36 % of cases reported a disability bias. Public housing 

buildings, FHEO inquires by City and housing choice voucher (HCV) recipients by tract are 

shown in Figure D-2. HCVs are most concentrated in the area north east  of Hermosa  Beach , 

near Inglewood, the City of Los Angeles, and in the adjacent unincorporated County 

areas. Public housing buildings are conc entrated in the same area. However, there are 

many public housing buildings scattered throughout the County.  
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Figure D-2: Regional Public Housing Buildings, FHEO Inquiries, and HCVs by Tract  

 
Source: HCD AFFH Data Viewer (HUD, 2013-2021), 2022. 
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During the 2018 AI development process, LACDA implemented a series of outreach efforts 

including regional discussion groups, three sets of four focus groups each, aimed to 

address disability and access, education, employment and transportation, and healthy  

neighborhoods, and a Resident Advisory Board Meetings; community input meetings; and 

the 2017 Resident Fair Housing Survey. Regional discussions included developer groups, 

companies, organizations, and agencies, and government groups, including the City o f 

Hermosa Beach. The following topics were covered in the Government Discussion Group 

meeting:  

Å Lack of jurisdictions that have R/ECAP areas  

Å Discussion on community meetings  

Å Discussion of surveys 

Å City of Los Angeles R/ECAP areas  

Å Social engineering in the pa st due to highway, designing of public housing in 

poor areas by private, federal, and local governments  

Å Setting realistic goals and outcomes  

Å HRC- protect class different in state verses federal law  

Å Mortgages based on disparate impact -census areas  

Å Disparate  impacts on women  

Focus group meetings for preparation of the 2018 AI focused on the following contributing 

factors:  

Å Education  ð Attendees discussed the location of proficient schools, inadequate 

funding for schools both public and chart er, lack of information on the transfer 

process for parents, and child safety when walking to school. Attendees 

expressed concern about school of choice and funding for under -performing 

schools, promotion of educational opportunities to parents, ane safety . 

Å Transportation and Jobs  ð Attendees discussed lack of available clothing for 

employment, lack of resources and services for working families, stigma of 

transgender employees, and the prevalence of low skill workers. They expressed 

concern about the lack reliable transportation, jobs located far from workers, 

and childcare expenses.  

Å Healthy Neighborhoods  ð This focus group discussed location and access to 

grocery stores, illegal dumping, poor access to quality healthcare, and general 

public safety concern s such as safe streets and homeless encampments. There 

were concerns related to industrial facilities in communities highly burdened by 

air pollution, proximity to air pollution, bike and pedestrian improvements, and 

greenhouse gas emission reduction strat egies.  

Å Disability and Access  ð The disability and access focus group discussed 

availability of accessible housing options, lack of knowledge of the ADAõs Right 
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to Reasonable Accommodation, overlapping needs of people with multiple 

disabilities, and a long waitlist for accessible and affordable housing.  

A total of 6,290 responses were recorded from the 2017 Resident Fair Housing Survey. The 

survey found that most residents thought their neighborhood had adequate access to 

public transportation, cleanliness,  and schools, and that the condition of public spaces 

and buildings were good, very good, or excellent. More residents reported availability of 

quality public housing and job opportunities were only fair or poor. The survey also found 

that households with a person with a disability found it more difficult to get around their 

neighborhood or apartment complex. Access to opportunities, housing conditions, and 

populations of persons with disabilities in Hermosa Beach are further discussed below in this 

Assessment of Fair Housing Issues.  

Local Trend  

The City of Hermosa Beach  is a participating jurisdiction in the Los Angeles County CDBG 

Urban County program. Fair housing services for the City are provided through the Los 

Angeles County Development Authorityõs master agreement with the Housing Rights 

Center (HRC). HRC investigates and resolves discrimination complaints, conduct , 

discrimination auditing and testing, and education and outreach, including the 

dissemination of fair housing information such as written material, workshops, and seminars. 

They also provide landlord/tenant counseling, which is another fair housing service that 

involves informing landlords and tenants of their rights and responsibilities under fair housing 

law and other consumer protection r egulations, as well as mediating disputes between 

tenants and landlords. The Housing Rights Center has a main office location in downtown 

Los Angeles. As a participating jurisdiction in the Urban County program, Hermosa Beach  

does not have direct access to HRC staff or service records. HRCõs contract with the Los 

Angeles County Development Authority (LACDA) also does not include reporting fair 

housing reco rds by participating jurisdiction.  

According to the HCD AFFH Data Viewer, based on 2013 -2021 HUD records, the Office of 

Fair Housing and Equal Opportunity (FHEO) received six inquiries from Hermosa Beach 

residents during this period. Of the six inquiries,  one was related to disability, one to race, 

one to familial status, one to sex, and two were not related to a specific protected class. 

Total FHEO inquiries in Hermosa Beach represent 0. 3 inquiries per 1,000 people. The rate of 

inquiries per 1,000 persons  in the City is comparable to the adjacent jurisdictions of 

Redondo Beach, Torrance, and Gardena, but higher than Lawndale, Manhattan Beach, 

and El Segundo.  In 2023, HCD released the AFFH Data Viewer 2.0 which includes fair 

housing cases submitted to FHEO from January 2013 to November 2022 by City. During this 

period, four cases were submitted by Hermosa Beach residents. Of the four cases, one was 

filed on the basis of race, one on the basis of retaliation, and one on the basis of sex.  

There are no tracts i n Hermosa Beach with a substantial population of renters receiving 

housing choice vouchers (HCVs). To protect the confidentiality of renters receiving HCVs, 

tracts containing 10 or fewer voucher holders have been omitted from this dataset. 

Redondo Beach, T orrance, and Lawndale, south and east of the City, contain tracts with 

larger populations of HCV recipients. There are no public housing buildings or subsidized 

housing units in Hermosa Beach. FEHO Inquiries and the concentration of HCV recipients 

by tract  are shown in Figure D-3. 
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As discussed in Appendix C, the City held a series of public  meetings during the Housing 

Element update in an effort to include all segments of the community. Each meeting was 

publicized on the Cityõs website and meeting notices were also sent to persons and 

organizations with expertise in affordable housing and su pportive services. Interested 

parties had the opportunity to interact with City staff throughout the Housing Element 

update process and provide direct feedback regarding fair housing issues.  

The City also created a dedicated web page for the Housing Elemen t update 

(https://www.hermosabeach.gov/our -government/city -departments/community -

development/plans -programs/housing -eleme nt-update ) and provided opportunities for 

interested persons to participate in public meetings remotely, which made it possible for 

those with disabilities limiting their travel to participate and comment on the Housing 

Element regardless of their ability to attend the meetings.   

Public comments related to fair housing focused on the high cost of housing in coastal 

communities. In the Cityõs online housing survey (see Appendix C) none of the 25 

respondents stated fair housing was an issue in Hermosa Beach.  

 

https://www.hermosabeach.gov/our-government/city-departments/community-development/plans-programs/housing-element-update
https://www.hermosabeach.gov/our-government/city-departments/community-development/plans-programs/housing-element-update
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Figure D-3: FHEO Inquiries and HCVs by Tract  

 
Source: HCD AFFH Data Viewer (HUD, 2013-2021), 2022. 
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2. Integration and Segregation  

a.  Race and Ethnicity  

Ethnic  and racial composition of a region is useful in analyzing housing demand and any 

related fair housing concerns, as it tends to demonstrate a relationship with other 

characteristics such as household size, locational preferences and mobility. For example, 

prior studies have identified socioeconomic status, generational care needs, and cultural 

preferences as factors associated with òdoubling upó- households with extended family 

members and non -kin.1   These factors have also been associated with ethnicity and race. 

Other studies have also found minorities tend to congregate in metropolitan areas though 

their mobility trend predictions are complicated by economic status (minorities moving to 

the suburbs when they achieve middle class) or immigration status ( recent immigrants 

tends to stay in metro areas/ports of entry). 2 

To measure segregation in a given jurisdiction, the US Department of Housing and Urban 

Development (HUD) provides racial or ethnic dissimilarity trends. Dissimilarity indices are 

used to mea sure the evenness with which two groups (frequently defined on racial or 

ethnic characteristics) are distributed across the geographic units, such as block groups 

within a community. The index ranges from 0 to 100, with 0 denoting no segregation and 

100 indicating complete segregation between the two groups. The index score can be 

understood as the percentage of one of the two groups that would need to move to 

produce an even distribution of racial/ethnic groups within the specified area. For 

example, if an  index score above 60, 60% of people in the specified area would need to 

move to eliminate segregation.  The following shows how HUD views various levels of the 

index:  

Å <40: Low Segregation  

Å 40-54: Moderate Segregation  

Å >55: High Segregation  

Regional Trend  

As presented in Table D-1, Los Angeles County is characterized by a large Hispanic/Latino 

population, representing 48.3% of the total populatio n. The White population is the second 

largest population countywide (25.9%), followed by the Asian population ( 14.6%), and 

Black/African American population (7.8%). Of the selected jurisdictions in the proximity of 

Hermosa Beach, Hermosa Beach has the larg est White population of 75%. In general, the 

coastal cities, Hermosa Beach,  El Segundo, Manhattan Beach, and  Redondo Beach, have 

larger White populations compared to inland neighboring cities. The Hispanic/Latino 

population represents the largest proportio n of the population in Gardena and Lawndale. 

Comparatively, only 11.2% of the population in Hermosa Beach is Hispanic or Latino.  

 
1 Harvey, H., Duniforn, R., & Pilkauskas, N. (2021). Under Whose Roof? Understanding the living arrangements of 
children in doubled-up households. Duke University Press, 58 (3): 821ï846. https://doi.org/10.1215/00703370-9101102 
2 Sandefur, G.D., Martin, M., Eggerling-Boeck, J., Mannon, S.E., &. Meier, A.M. (2001).   An overview of racial and 
ethnic demographic trends. In N. J. Smelser, W.J. Wilson, & F. Mitchell (Eds.)  America becoming: Racial trends and 
their consequences. (Vol I, pp. 40-102). National Academy Press Washington, D.C. 
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Table D-1: Racial/Ethnic Composition of Neighboring Cities and County (2020)  

Race/Ethnicity 
Los Angeles 

County 
Hermosa 
Beach 

El Segundo Gardena Lawndale 
Manhattan 

Beach 
Redondo 
Beach 

Torrance 

White 25.9% 75.0% 61.3% 9.0% 14.3% 71.3% 59.2% 34.7% 

Black/African American 7.8% 0.7% 4.8% 20.8% 8.1% 0.4% 3.6% 2.7% 

American Indian/ 
Alaska Native 

0.2% 0.5% 0.0% 0.1% 0.2% 0.2% 0.2% 0.3% 

Asian 14.6% 6.1% 9.9% 25.7% 11.7% 14.6% 14.4% 37.4% 

Native Hawaiian/ 
Pacific Islander 

0.2% 0.0% 0.0% 0.5% 0.9% 0.1% 0.1% 0.3% 

Some other race 0.4% 0.3% 0.4% 1.0% 0.5% 0.2% 0.5% 0.3% 

Two or more races 2.6% 6.2% 7.7% 2.7% 1.8% 5.1% 6.6% 5.1% 

Hispanic/Latino 48.3% 11.2% 15.9% 40.3% 62.5% 8.1% 15.4% 19.1% 

Total Population 10,040,682 19,147 16,575 59,401 32,533 35,064 66,663 144,430 

Source: 2016-2020 ACS (5-Year Estimates). 

As explained above, dissimilarity indices measure segregation, with higher indices 

signifying higher segregation. In Los Angeles County , all minority (non -White) residents 

combined are considered highly  segregated from White residents, with an index score of 

58.53 in 2020 (Table  D-2). Since 1990, segregation between non -White (all non -white 

residents combined) and White residents has increased  slightly, indicating Los Angeles 

County has become increasingly segregated . Dissimilarity indices between Black  and 

White residents has decreased, while indices increased between Hispanic, Asian/Pacific 

Islander, and White residents during the same period. Based on HUDõs definition of the 

index, Black and White residents are highly segregated , Hispanic and White residents are 

highly  segregated, and Asian/Pacific Islander and White residents are moderately 

segregated.  

Table D-2: Racial/Ethnic Dissimilarity Trends ð Los Angeles County (1990 -2020) 

 1990 Trend 2000 Trend 2010 Trend Current 

Non-White/White 56.66 56.72 56.55 58.53 

Black/White 73.04 67.40 64.99 68.24 

Hispanic/White 60.88 63.03 63.35 64.33 

Asian or Pacific Islander/White 46.13 48.19 47.62 51.59 

Source: U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development (HUD) Affirmatively Furthering Fair Housing (AFFH) 
Database, 2020. 

Figure D-4 and Figure D-5 compare racial/ethnic minority populations by block group in 

the region in 2010 and 2018.  Non -White populations in nearly all areas of this section of Los 

Angeles County have increased since 2010. Racial/ethnic minority populations throughout 

the central areas of the County have intensified, while block groups in th e coastal areas 

also saw an increase in non -White populations.  

Figure D-5 shows that most areas in Los Angeles County have high concentration s of 

racial/ethnic minorities. Coastal cities, including Santa Monica , Manhattan Beach, 

Hermosa Beach, Redondo Beach, and Palos Verdes Estates generally have smaller non -

White populations. Most block groups in the South Bay, San Gabriel Valley, San Fernand o 

Valley and central Los Angeles areas have majority racial/ethnic minority populations. 
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Block groups in Hermosa Beach have  racial/ethnic minority populations comparable to 

coastal areas to the north and south, but significantly smaller populations than bl ock 

groups in jurisdictions to the east.  

Figure D-6 shows the racial/ethnic majority population by tract in the region surrounding 

Hermosa Beach. In general, the coastal areas, from Santa Monica to Long Beach, contain 

tracts that have White ma jority populations. Tracts to the east, in and around the cities of 

South Gate, Downey, and parts of Los Angeles have Hispanic majority populations. There 

are smaller pockets of Black majority populations in and surrounding Inglewood, Carson, 

and the City of Los Angeles. Asian majority populations occur in a few tracts in jurisdictions 

east of Hermosa Beach, such as Torrance, Gardena, and West Carson.  
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Figure D-4: Regional Racial/Ethnic Minority Populations by Block Group (2010) 

 
Source: HCD AFFH Data Viewer (ESRI 2010), 2022. 
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Figure D-5: Regional Racial/Ethnic Minority Populations by Block Group (2018)  

 
Source: HCD AFFH Data Viewer (ESRI 2018), 2022. 
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Figure D-6: Regional Racial/Ethnic Majority Populations by Tract (2018)  

 
Source: HCD AFFH Data Viewer (ESRI 2018), 2022. 
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Local Trend  

As mentioned above, Hermosa Beach is characterized by a White majority population.  As 

presented in Table D -3, 75% of the Hermosa Beach population is White. The Hispanic/Latino 

population is the second largest population in the City, representing 11.2% of the 

population.  Another 6.2% is two or more races and 6.1% is Asian. Since the 2006 -2010 ACS, 

the White population has decreased citywide. During this period, the American 

Indian/Alaska Native population, popul ation of some other race, population of two or 

more races, and Hispanic/Latino population increased.  

Table D-3: Racial/Ethnic Composition (2010 -2020) 

Race/Ethnicity 
2010 2020 

Persons Percent Persons Percent 

White 15,556 80.4% 14,358 75.0% 

Black/African American 131 0.7% 137 0.7% 

American Indian/Alaska Native 36 0.2% 89 0.5% 

Asian 1,274 6.6% 1,167 6.1% 

Native Hawaiian/Pacific Islander 19 0.1% 0 0.0% 

Some other race 5 0.0% 65 0.3% 

Two or more races 672 3.5% 1,179 6.2% 

Hispanic/Latino 1,662 8.6% 2,152 11.2% 

Total 19,355 100.0% 19,147 100.0% 

Source: 2006-2010 and 2016-2020 ACS (5-Year Estimates). 

Because Hermosa Beach is part of the Urban County program, dissimilarity HUD dissimilarity 

indices are not available for the City alone. HUD provides dissimilarity data for recipients of 

CDBG funds. The City of Hermosa Beach, as part of the Urban County pr ogram, may 

receive CDBG funds indirectly from LACDA.  

As shown in Figure D-6 above, all tracts in Hermosa Beach have White majority population s. 

Figure D-7 and Figure D-8 compare racial/ethnic minority populations in the City between 

2010 and 2019. In 2010, all block groups  in the City had non -White populations of 20% or 

smaller. As of 2019, most tracts in Her mosa Beach had non -White populations ranging from 

21% to 40%. This is consistent with the citywide trend, where 80.4% of the population was 

White in 2010 compared to only 75% in 2020. Tract 6210.05 in the northwestern section of 

the City has a smaller non -White population  of 18% compared to all other tracts in Hermosa 

Beach. However, the other tracts, tracts 6210.01, 6211.02, and 6211.04, also have small 

non -White populations ranging from 20% to 28%. Racial/ethnic minority populations are 

comparable citywid e. 

Sites Inventory  

Sites selected to meet the RHNA are also included in Figure D-8. The distribution of RHNA 

units by tract -level racial/eth nic minority population is presented in Table D -4. Consistent 

with the citywide trend, 8 6% of RHNA units are in tracts where 20% to 40% of the population 

belongs to a racial or ethnic minority group. As discussed above, three of the four tr acts 

comprising Hermosa Beach have non -White populations in this range. The remaining 1 4.2% 

of RHNA units, including 46 lower income units , 20 moderate income units,  and 19 above 

moderate income units  are in the northwestern tract where less than 2 0% of the population 
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is non-White.  The Cityõs RHNA strategy does not concentrate units of any income level in a 

single area of Hermosa Beach. It is also relevant to note that tract -level racial/ethnic 

minority populations are generally comparable citywide,  ranging from 18% to 28%.  

Table D-4: Distribution of RHNA Units by Racial/Ethnic Minority Population (2019)  

Racial/Ethnic Minority 
Population (Tract) 

Lower Income Units 
Moderate Income 

Units 
Above Moderate 

Income Units 
Total Units 

Units Percent Units Percent Units Percent Units Percent 

<20% 46 13.2% 20 11.2% 19 26.4% 85 14.2% 

20-40% 303 86.8% 158 88.8% 53 73.6% 514 85.8% 

40-60% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 

60-80% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 

>80% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 

Total 349 100.0% 178 100.0% 72 100.0% 599 100.0% 
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Figure D-7: Racial/Ethnic Minority Populations by Block Group (2010)  

 
Source: HCD AFFH Data Viewer (ESRI 2010), 2022. 
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Figure D-8: Racial/Ethnic Minority Populations by Tract and Sites Inventory  (2019) 

 
Source: 2015-2019 ACS (5-Year Estimates).
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b.  Persons with Disabilities  

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 b e on fixed incomes that further limits their housing options. Persons with 

disabilities also tend to be more susceptible to housing discrimination due to their disability 

status and required accommodations associated with their disability.  

Regional Trend 

Nearly 11% of the Los Angeles County population experiences one or more disability . As 

presented in Table D -5, the Black/African Americ an population has the highest disability 

rate countywide (14.9%), followed by the American Indian/Alaska Native population 

(13.4%), the non -Hispanic White population (12.7%), and the Native Hawaiian/Pacific 

Islander population (12.6%). All other racial/eth nic groups have disability rates equal to or 

less than the countywide average of 10.9%. Aging populations tend to have higher rates 

of disabilities. Over 50% of the population 75 years and older experiences a disability, 

compared to 23.3% of the population  aged 65 to 74, and 9% of the population aged 35 

to 64. Ambulatory difficulties and independent living difficulties are the most common 

disability types in the County. Approximately 5.8% and 5.6% of the population, respectively, 

experiences these disabilit ies. 

The population of persons experiencing disabilities at the tract -level is shown in Figure D-9 

for the region. L ess than 20 % of the population in most tracts in Los Angeles County are 

persons with disabilities. Tracts with disabled populations exceeding 20 percent are not 

concentrated in one area of the County. Tracts with larger shares of persons with disabilities 

closest to Hermosa Beach  are in Inglewood, Long Beach, and the City of Los Angeles. The 

concentration of persons with disabilities in Hermosa Beach  is generally comparable to  

neighboring jurisdictions. The coastal cities of Manhattan Beach, Hermosa Beach, and 

Redondo Beach tend to have smaller disabled populations compared to Gardena, 

Compton, and Inglewood.  

Table D-5: Disability Status by Race, Age, and Type ð Los Angeles County (2020)  

 Total Population Percent with Disability 

Total civilian noninstitutionalized population 9,970,085 10.9% 

Race/Ethnicity 

White alone 4,760,801 10.9% 

Black or African American alone 795,512 14.9% 

American Indian and Alaska Native alone 77,046 13.4% 

Asian alone 1,482,690 8.7% 

Native Hawaiian and Other Pacific Islander alone 24,777 12.6% 

Some other race alone 2,103,933 7.7% 

Two or more races 725,326 8.7% 

White alone, not Hispanic or Latino 2,580,560 12.7% 

Hispanic or Latino (of any race) 4,826,633 8.3% 

Age 

Under 5 years 593,017 0.6% 

5 to 17 years 1,581,972 4.0% 
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 Total Population Percent with Disability 

18 to 34 years 2,563,958 4.6% 

35 to 64 years 3,888,561 9.0% 

65 to 74 years 772,731 23.3% 

75 years and over 569,846 51.1% 

Type 

With a hearing difficulty N/A 2.5% 

With a vision difficulty N/A 2.0% 

With a cognitive difficulty N/A 4.2% 

With an ambulatory difficulty N/A 5.8% 

With a self-care difficulty N/A 3.0% 

With an independent living difficulty N/A 5.6% 

Source: 2016-202 ACS (5-Year Estimates). 
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Figure D-9: Regional Population of Persons with Disabilities by Tract (2019)  

 
Source: HCD AFFH Data Viewer (2015-2019 ACS), 2022. 
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Local Trend  

Hermosa Beach has a significantly smaller population of persons with disabilities compared 

to the County. Only 5.5% of the City population experience one or more disability 

compared to 10.9% countywide. This may be in part, due to the population of persons  

aged 75 and older. According to the 2016 -2020 ACS, 5.9% of the population countywide 

is 75 or older compared to only 4.5% of the population in Hermosa Beach. Since the 2008 -

2012 ACS, the population of persons with disabilities in Hermosa Beach has increas ed 

slightly from 5%. While there is only a small population of American/Indian Alaska Native 

residents in the City (90 persons), a large proportion (41.1%) experience a disability. The 

Black/African American (6.8%), Hispanic/Latino (5.8%), and non -Hispanic  White (5.8%) 

populations also have disabilities rates exceeding the citywide average. Approximately 

40% of persons aged 75 and older and 13.1% of persons aged 65 to 74 experience a 

disability, both smaller proportions compared to the respective population s countywide. 

Hearing difficulties, ambulatory difficulties, and independent living difficulties are all 

equally common in Hermosa Beach, where 2.1% of the population experiences each, 

respectively.  

As shown in Sites Inventory  

There are no tracts in the City where more than 10% of the population experiences a 

disability. There are no RHNA sites in areas where populations of persons with disabilities are 

heightened. 
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Figure D-10, all tracts in Hermosa Beach have populations of persons with disabilities under 

10%. 

Table D-6: Disability Status by Race, Age, and Type ð Hermosa Beach (2020)  

 Total Population Percent with Disability 

Total civilian noninstitutionalized population 18,974 5.5% 

Race/Ethnicity 

White alone 15,431 6.2% 

Black or African American alone 118 6.8% 

American Indian and Alaska Native alone 90 41.1% 

Asian alone 1,144 0.0% 

Native Hawaiian and Other Pacific Islander alone 0 - 

Some other race alone 402 2.5% 

Two or more races 1,789 1.6% 

White alone, not Hispanic or Latino 14,248 5.8% 

Hispanic or Latino (of any race) 2,131 6.6% 

Age 

Under 5 years 995 6.2% 

5 to 17 years 2,421 1.2% 

18 to 34 years 4,676 2.7% 

35 to 64 years 8,284 3.1% 

65 to 74 years 1,745 13.1% 

75 years and over 853 40.1% 

Type 

With a hearing difficulty N/A 2.1% 

With a vision difficulty N/A 1.5% 

With a cognitive difficulty N/A 1.8% 

With an ambulatory difficulty N/A 2.1% 

With a self-care difficulty N/A 0.9% 

With an independent living difficulty N/A 2.1% 

Source: 2016-202 ACS (5-Year Estimates). 

Sites Inventory  

There are no tracts in the City where more than 10% of the population experiences a 

disability. There are no RHNA sites in areas where populations of persons with disabilities are 

heightened. 
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Figure D-10: Population of Persons with Disabilities by Tract  and Sites Inventory  (2021) 

 
Source: HCD AFFH Data Viewer 2.0 (2017-2021 ACS), 2023.
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c.  Familial Status  

Under the Fair Housing Act, housing providers may not discriminate because of familial 

status. Familial  status covers: the presence of children under the age of 18, pregnant 

persons, 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, e.g., 

birth, adoption, custody, or requiring families with children to live on specific floors or in 

specific buildings or areas. Single parent households are also protect ed by fair housing 

law.  

Regional Trend  

According to the 2016-2020 ACS, 27.6% of households have children of the householder 

under age 18. Of the 27.6% of households with children, 18.8% are married couple 

households, 2.6% are male -headed households, and 6.2% are female -headed households.  

Figure D-11 shows households with children in Los Angeles County, Hermosa Beach, and 

jurisdictions adjacent to Hermosa Beach. Of the selected jurisdictions, Manhattan Beach 

has the largest proportion of households with children (34.3%), followed by Lawndale 

(31.9%), and Torrance (29.3%). Hermosa Beach has the smallest proportion of households 

with children compared to the County and neighboring cities. Lawndale has the largest 

proportion of single -parent male -headed households. All the selected cities have 

proportions of single -parent female -headed households below the countywide average 

of 6.2%. 

Figure D-12 shows the population of children living in single -parent female -headed 

households by tract in the region. Children in female -headed households are most 

concentrated in the area north east  of Hermosa Beach , including Inglewood, the City of 

Los Angeles, and unincorporated Los Angeles County communities, and the areas around 

Long Beach and Lakewood. In general, there are more children living in female -headed 

households in the central Los Angeles County areas compared to the South Bay, Westside, 

Gateway, San Fernando Valley, and San Gabriel Valley cities.  
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Figure D-11: Households with Children in Neighboring Cities and County (2020)  

 
Source: 2016-2020 ACS (5-Year Estimates). 
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Figure D-12: Regional Children in Female -Headed Households by Tract (2019)  

 
Source: HCD AFFH Data Viewer (2015-2019 ACS), 2022. 
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Local Trend  

According to the 2006 -2010 and 2016 -2020 ACS, the proportion of households with children 

has increased (Table D -7). Households with children represent 16.4% of households 

citywide in 2010, but 18.6% in 2020.  The proportion of married couples with children and 

single-parent female -headed households also i ncreased during this period. Female -

headed households with children require special consideration and assistance because 

of their greater need for affordable housing and accessible day care, health care, and 

other supportive services.  However, only 2.2% of  households in Hermosa Beach are single -

parent female -headed households compared to 6.2% countywide.  There are no tracts in 

Hermosa Beach where more than 20% of children reside in female -headed households 

(Figure D-13). Tract 6211.02 in the southeast section of the City has a smaller population of 

children in married couple households compared to other tracts. According to the HCD 

Data Viewer  2.0, based on the 2017 -2021 ACS, 64.7% of children reside in married couple 

households in tract 6211.02 compared to 80.4% to 94.6% of children in the remaining tracts.  

Hermosa Beach is characterized by a large population of persons living alone. 

Approxima tely 35% of households are persons living alone in the City compared to only 

25.8% countywide. However, 8.9% of households in both the County and City are elderly 

persons aged 65 and older living alone.  Figure D-15 shows that the northern tracts, tracts 

6210.01 and 6210.05, have larger populations of adults living alone compared to the 

southern tracts. According to 2017 -2021 ACS estimates,  tracts 6210.01 and 6210.05 also 

have larger populations of elderly adults, 15% and 21.2%, respectively, compared to tracts 

6211.02 and 6211.04 in southern Hermosa Beach (14.1% and 8.5%, respectively) ( Figure D-

16). 

Table D-7: Households with Children (2010 -2020) 

Household Type 
2010 2020 

Households Percent Households Percent 

Households with Children 1,542 16.4% 1,595 18.6% 

   Married Couple with Children 1,314 14.0% 1,310 15.2% 

   Male Householder with Children 113 1.2% 99 1.2% 

   Female Householder with Children 115 1.2% 186 2.2% 

Total Households 9,389 100.0% 8,596 100.0% 

Source: 2006-2010 and 2016-2020 ACS (5-Year Estimates). 

Sites Inventory  

There are no tracts with populations of children residing in single -parent female -headed 

households exceeding 20%. The distribution of RHNA units by population of children in 

married couple households is shown in Figure D-13 and Table D -8. Most RHNA units (78%) 

are in tracts where more than 80% of children live in married couple households, including 

88.5% of lower income units. The Cityõs RHNA strategy does not concentrate lower or 

moderate income units in areas where fewer children reside in married couple households. 

RHNA sites are distribute d throughout tracts with variable populations of children in married 

couple households to the greatest extent possible given the overall character of Hermosa 

Beach.  
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Table D-8: Distribution of RHNA Units by Children in Married Couple Households (2021)  

Children in Married 
Couple HHs (Tract) 

Lower Income Units 
Moderate Income 

Units 
Above Moderate 

Income Units 
Total Units 

Units Percent Units Percent Units Percent Units Percent 

<20% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 

20-40% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 

40-60% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 

60-80% 40 11.5% 65 36.5% 28 38.9% 133 22.2% 

>80% 309 88.5% 113 63.5% 44 61.1% 466 77.8% 

Total 349 100.0% 178 100.0% 72 100.0% 599 100.0% 
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Figure D-13: Children in Female -Headed Households by Tract and Sites Inventory (2021) 

 
Source: HCD AFFH Data Viewer 2.0 (2017-2021 ACS), 2023. 
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Figure D-14: Children in Married Couple Households by Tract and Sites Inventory (2021)  

 
Source: HCD AFFH Data Viewer 2.0 (2017-2021 ACS), 2023. 
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Figure D-15: Population Living Alone by Tract (2021)  

 
Source: HCD AFFH Data Viewer 2.0 (2017-2021 ACS), 2023. 
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Figure D-16: Population Aged 65 and Older by Tract (2021)  

 
Source: 2017-2021 ACs (5-Year Estimates). 
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d.  Income  

Identifying low or moderate income (LMI) geographies and individuals is important to 

overcome patterns of segregation. HUD defines a LMI area as a Census tract or block 

group where over 51 % of the population is LMI (base d on HUD income definition of up to 

80% of the Area Median Income).  

Regional Trend  

According to Comprehensive Housing Affordability Strategy  (CHAS)3 data based on the 

2015-2019 ACS, 55.6% of Los Angeles  County households are low income, earning 80 % or 

less than the area median income (AMI) ( Table D -9). A significantly larger proportion of 

renter households in Los Angeles  County are considered lower income . Over 69 % of renter 

households are lower income  compared to only 39.3% of owner households.  

Figure D-17 shows populations of low or moderate income (LMI) households in the region 

by block group. The central and south Los Angeles County areas tend to have larger LMI 

household populations. Coastal areas, including Hermosa Beach, tend to have smaller 

populations of low or moderate income households.  

Table D-9: Households by Income and Tenure ð Los Angeles County (2022)  

Income Category Owner-Occupied Renter-Occupied Total 

0%-30% of AMI 10.8% 30.6% 21.5% 

31%-50% of AMI 11.1% 18.9% 15.3% 

51%-80% of AMI 17.4% 19.9% 18.7% 

81%-100% of AMI 11.0% 8.9% 9.9% 

Greater than 100% of AMI 49.7% 21.7% 34.5% 

Total 1,519,515 1,797,280 3,316,795 

Source: HUD CHAS data (based on 2015-2019 ACS), 2022. 

 
3 Each year, the U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development (HUD) receives custom tabulations of American 
Community Survey (ACS) data from the U.S. Census Bureau. These data, known as the "CHAS" data (Comprehensive 
Housing Affordability Strategy), demonstrate the extent of housing problems and housing needs, particularly for low 
income households.  



Housing Element Technical Report  D-36 Adopted December 21, 2021/  

 Re-adopted (with revisions) August 8, 2023  

Figure D-17: Regional LMI Household Population by Block Group  (2020) 

 
Source: HCD AFFH Data Viewer (HUD 2020), 2022. 


