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Executive Summary

Each year, the U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development [HUD] requires
jurisdictions, such athe ColumbusConsolidated GovernmentGeorgia that are entitled to
receive funds from certain HUD Community Planning and Development grant programs, to
submit a fair housing certification to HUD. This certification states that the jurisdictions will
affirmativey further fair housing, and that their grants will be administered in compliance with
Title VI of the Civil Rights Act of 1964 and the Fair Housing Act of 1968.

Local entitl ement communities meet this obl
to Fair Housing Choiced [ Al] within their
strategies and actions to overcome any impediments to fair housing choice based on their
history, circumstances, and experiences. Through this process, local entitiem@mmunities
promote fair housing choices for all persons, to include Protected Classes, as well as provide
opportunities for racially and ethnically inclusive patterns of housing occupancy, identify
structural and systemic barriers to fair housing choiaad promote housing that is physically
accessible and usable by persons with disabilities.

As a Consolidated City/County government, tl@lumbusConsolidated Governmenis an
entittement community for the CDBG and HOME Programcludng all citizens & Columbus
andMuscogee CountyColumbusis the largest city in Georgia in terms of land agsashown
in FigureES.11.

This Executive Summary has been prepared to provide the reader with an overarching
understanding of the various issues regarding Hawusing choice irthe City of Columbus
Characteristics such as population growth, income variances, and racial/ethnic data are
discussed in brief and are intended only to provide the reader a concise summary of these
issues inthe City of Columbusand tteir relationship to the ability of persons to find and
occupy fair and affordable housing. Readers desiring a more thorough discussion and analysis (
these issues are encouraged to consult the full document.

In carrying out its local Analysis of Impeéints to Fair Housing Choicehe City of Columbus
has relied upon the following definitions regarding fair housing choice and impediments as
outlined by HUD:

1. Fair Housing Choiced is the ability of persons of similar income levels to have
available to them the same housing choices regardless of race, color, religion, sex,
national origin, familial status, or disability [herein referred to as citizens of
protected classes]; and

Impediments to Fair Housing Choicencludes any actions, omissions, or decisio
taken because of race, color, religion, sex, national origin, familial status, or disability
which restrict housing choices or the availability of housing choices, or any actions,
omissions, or decisions that have the effect of such restrictions.

Columbus Analysis of Impediments to Fair Housing Choice 2011




Hist orical Overview of Columbus and Muscogee County

The City of Columbus was founded in 1828 as a trading post to strengthen the western border
of Georgia. Columbus is one of only a few cities in the United States that was planned before
its founding. Columbuss located in the west central part of Georgia and encompasses an area
of approximately 218 square miles that border Alabama. Because of the Alabama border to the
west and the establishment of the US military base [Fort Benning] on the south and east, mo
of the growth in Columbus has been to the north. During the planning of the City, the State of
Georgia reserved a tract of 1,200 acres to be used for the courthouse, academies, a jail, and a
cemetery. An area of land was designated as the City Comm@ssreserved for use by the
public and is now the site of the Columbus Civic Center, Memorial Stadium, and Golden Ball
Park.

Operating as a Consolidated Government, the City has steadily increased its population year
after year. The City of Columbus ithe third largest Gty by population in Georgia and
Muscogee Countys the eighth largest @unty by population in Georgia according to the U.S.
Census. Interms of land area, Columbus is the largest city in Georgia.

Demographics

As of the 2000 Census con t Col umbus had a tot al popul
makeup consisted of 50.4% White; 43.7% Black or African American; 0.4% American Indian
and/or Native Alaskan; 1.5% Asian; 0.1% Pacific Islander; 1.9% from other races; 1.9% from twq
or more races; and 4.5% were Hispanic or Latino of any race. In Columbus, there were 69,819
households of which 39.1% had children under the age of 18 living with them; 44.7% were
married couples living together, 19.6% had a female head of household with nondhusba
present, and 31.7% were ndamilies. The average household size was 2.54 and the average
family size was 3.08.

As researched in the 2068009 American Community Survey estimates, there were 72,631
households [an increase of 3.6% over the 2000 Censusit, of which 36.2% had children
under the age of 18 living with them. Out of the total 72,631 households, 39.8% were married
couples living together. The 208009 Census estimates also revealed 22.0% of families had a
female head of household with noausband present. Columbus also had 33.9%-faomly
households. The average household size was 2.34 and the average family size was 2.89.

The 20052009 American Community Survey estimates total population of Columbus at
188,737. The racial makeup of thetyfCwas 48.1% White, 45.3% Black/African American, 0.3%
American Indian and/or Alaskan Native, 1.9% Asian, 0.2% Native Hawaiian or other Pacific
Islander, 1.8% some other race, and 2.4% two or more races; and 4.1% of Hispanic or Latino (of
any race).

Economic/Employment Analysis

As of the 2000 Census count, the median income for a famil@alumbuswas $41,244, and

the median income for a family was $39,798. Males had a median income of $30,328 versus
$24,336 for females. In 2000, the per capita incomeJolumbuswas $21,717.

Columbus Analysis of Impediments to Fair Housing Choice 2011




The median income for a household increased by 1.89% to $40,549, and the median income for
a family increased by 18.49% to $48,870 based on the 202609 Census estimates for
Columbus In 20056 2009 Census estimates, males @olumbushad a median income of
$36,250 [19.53% increase]; while females had a median income of $31,153 [28.01% increase
The per capita income fo€Columbusincreased by 18.91% to $27,863 based on 20@H09
Census estimates.

As of January 201B.7% of lhe labor force was unemployed, a sharp increase from rates that
held steadily under 5.5% through the first quarter of 2008. This increase is linked to the
economic recession felt in most parts of the United States. As compared to the unemployment
rate of January 2009 [8.2%] and January 2010 [9.9%], there is a slight decrease in the
unemployment rate for theCounty.

Public Schools

Public education in Columbus/Muscogee County is administered through one primary school
district. Muscogee County has 9 highc ho o | s . Muscogee Countyds
right above the state average of 78.9%, but there is a clear discrepancy between the best
performing schools in the County and the lowest performing schools.

The lowerperforming schools show the omection between socioeconomic status and
education. These schools all show a majority minority population and all have a high % of
economically disadvantaged students, while the higher performing schools are primarily white
with a low percentage of disadmtaged students.

Protected Class Analysis

Demographic data were accessed from several sources including the American Community
Survey for 2000, 2005 and 2009, the Decennial Census data for 2000, and from the 38
Comprehensive Plan for Columbus akldiscogee County.

The total population in 2000 was estimated at 186,291 and over the next decade the population
grew to 188,737 (1.3%). The Turner College of Business at Columbus State University projects
the Consolidated Columbus population to reach 2X#1by 2030 compared by Woods and
Pool e, l ncds. e s t Whta tegdentscompriséntiee gieatastgerceraagea of
residents in Columbus (48.1% in 2009) while African Americans are estimated at 45.4% of the
residents. However, the African Amean population had the greatest growth over the decade
(4.9%) compared to decreases in population among white residents and Hispanics.

For 2009, the disabled population within Consolidated Columbus was 37,083 persons or about
onefifth of the total resdent population. An estimated or®alf of the residents in 2009 were
minority. For those households with children, only 1.2% (2,191) was being raised by their
grandparents and 6.3% (1'1,797) had single mothers without a husband present in their
household. In 2009, there were 32,042 residents in poverty or 17.0% of the population.
Another demographic characteristic related to possible fair housing segregation is income.
Income data distributions are highly skewed and, as a result, the median incoméeprav
better statistical measure of central tendency than the mean income. It is clear that there are
disparate incomes between African American residents and white residents equating to about
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$25,000 per household. On a monthly basis, this disparitpéome can make the difference
between living in a predominately renter oriented minority neighborhood and an owner
occupied integrated neighborhood.

Minorities comprised approximately 51.4% of the total population in 2000 and 51.9% in 2009,
and they ha® a larger share of lower income households. African Americans resided within
65.8% rental and only 37.4% ownewsccupied households. African Americans were about
twice as likely as white residents to live in rental units.

Housing affordability in Colabus has decreased over recent years. This decrease in
affordability is the combined result of multiple factoiacluding greater pressure on the
housing market due to economic development and an increase in interest rates. Factors further
exacerbatinghi s si tuation are the aging of the co
affordable public housing units (Comprehensive Plan, p. 16). There are many vacant land
parcels, zoned for residential and commercial construction, found in historic partadrthe

city. These sites present ideal opportunities for infill development, which would take advantage
of existing infrastructure. There is a large concentration of vacant sites found in the Beallwood
neighborhood (Comprehensive Plan, p. 25).

Reseach on race and concentrated poverty has shown that minority residents are much more
likely to live in high poverty areas than whites with the same incomes. The impact of poverty is
perhaps greatest on families with children, and minority children arentae likely to be living

in poverty than white children in Consolidated Columbus. There is also a high correlation
between single parent households and the higher incidence of poverty among minorities.

Indices of Racial & Ethnic Segregation

Segregatiommong all three major raciaindethnic groups (White, Black, and Hispanic) was at
least moderate. The degree of White/Black segregation was high and increased slightly
between 1990 and 2000. Levels of Black/Hispanic and White/Hispanic segregation both
decreased during this period (by 10.1% and 3.8%, respectiviegtyjveen 1990 and 2000, the
average White household lived in a census tract with 19.9% more Black residents, while the
average Black household lived in a tract with a decreasing number okeW4stdents. The
average Hispanic household lived in an area with a decreasing number of White residents and
an increasing number of Black residents, but both the average White and Black household had
increased numbers of Hispanics living in their neighdaods.

Whites became less isolated between 1990 and 2000 while Blacks and Hispanics became mors
isolated; both White and Black households show a high level of isolatisolation indices
increased for subur ban WhverageMhite papulatiom,mpieating d t
that White households in suburban census tracts are more racially and ethnically isolated than
the average for Whites Cityvide.

Fair Housing Education

The Columbus Consolidated Government strives to educate housing orgemgaand the
general public on fair housing. The goal is to ensure that citizens know their rights and what to
do if their rights have been violated. There are several key players in the housing industry who
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participate in educational and compliance efort The Cityods Depart
Reinvestment, the Georgia Real Estate Commission, Metro Fair Housing Services, and the
Atlanta Regional Office of Fair Housing and Equal Opportunity, which is the governing agency
for fair housing and complaints fohé¢ State of Georgia. Each organization has its own fair
housing education goals and objectives and ideally, all of these organizations implemen
collaborative efforts to ensure that fair housing education is adequately promoted.

In Columbus, many of theotal nonprofits organizations have made significant efforts to
promote fair housing amongst their clients and to provide their clients with options in the
event of fair housing violations. To assist with educating real estate professionals, the Georgia
Red Estate Commission [GREC] administers license law that regulates brokers, sales persons
and community association managers. Their role is to protect the public interest by
empowering professionals with knowledge. GREC also monitors its licensees fdrovislaf

the federal and state fair housing laws. Unfortunately, these organizations cannot educate the
broader community about fair housing options.

Fair Housing Complaints

The Atlanta Office of Fair Housing and Equal Opportunity [FHEO] receives corgplayn
households regarding alleged violations of the Fair Housing Act for Cities and Counties in
Georgia. From January 1, 2000 throuDecember 30, 2010 there were 56omplaints filed
regarding housing located in Columbus or Muscogee County. Of these laontyy 9 were
determined to have cause. Of the cadésd, all 50have been closed. Note that complainants
often allege more than one typm instanceof discrimination in a single filing; thilnere were a

total of 127 allegations of discrimination nesith the 50 complaints filed.

The most common basis for complaint was alleged discrimination based on Color or Race with
63 [50%] complaints. Discrimination in regards to disability was the second most common
alleged complaint with 29 [23%] complairisscrimination in regards to sex [16], familial status
[9], and national origin [6] were also significant. Out of &7 complaints filed with the FHEO

in Atlant a, 9 had a o0Cause Determinationo
$27,234.

This review of complaints shows that the number of complaints in violation of the Fair Housing
Act is |limited. A lack of filed complaints
households do not file complaints because they are uneducated astprtitess for filing a
complaint. However, there are households that are aware that they are experiencing housing
discrimination, but they are simply not aware that this discrimination is against the law. Finally,
most households are more interested in aVing their first priority of finding decent affordable
housing and prefer to avoid going through the process of filing a complaint and following up to
ensure the case is resolved.

Historically, barriers to Fair Housing Choice have included practicabeofending community

that have denied mortgages to minorities, at a substantially higher rate than Caucasians. A
analysis of Home Mortgage Disclosure Act [HMDA] data from 2007, 2008, and 2009 reveals
this trend exists in areas of Columbus.
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While a trendis present in the loan originations and denials, it is not possible to determine if
discriminatory practices lead to such a trend based on HMDA data alone. To determine if the
lending sector could be considered an impediment to fair housing choice, #sems for denial
must be a known factor. Based on HMDA data, it is unclear if these minority applicants were
denied for authentic economic reasons; such a determination could only be made with further
research, including testing of the mortgage lendinguarterwriting practices in Columbus.

Home Mortgage Disclosure Act (HMDA) Data Analysis

Historically, barriers to Fair Housing Choice have included practices of the lending community
that have denied mortgages to minorities, at a substantially higherthate Caucasians. An
analysis of Home Mortgage Disclosure Act [HMDA] data from 2007, 2008, and 2009 reveals
this trend exists in areas of Columbus.

The analysis of HMDA data within Columbus will assist local and regional leaders to identify
credit needs tlat are not being met by lenders. Thus, the HMDA analysis will encourage local
policymakers, community leaders, and financial institutions to collaborate on marketing to
promote affordable lending products that reaptotected classes Each year, the leed must
report the number of loan applications it approved and denied. The lender must also indicate
how many of its loan approvals not accepted (the institution approved the loan but the
applicant refused). Finally, the lender must specify how manyatgis were withdrawn (the
applicant withdrew his application before the bank made a credit decision), and how many
applications were incomplete (the applicant did not provide all the necessary information).

While a trend is present in the loan originahs and denials, it is not possible to determine if
discriminatory practices lead to such a trend based on HMDA data alone. To determine if the
lending sector could be considered an impediment to fair housing choice, the reasons for denial
must be a knowrfactor. Based on HMDA data, it is unclear if these minority applicants were
denied for authentic economic reasons; such a determination could only be made with further
research, including testing of the mortgage lending and underwriting practices inl@&um

The City can initiate a variety of monitoring activities that provide further detailed information
about the results of policies, practices and procedures used in the housing industry. These
activities may range from reviewing and analyzing dat&alleato the general public, such as
HMDA data, to conducting carefully designed systematic fair housing audits to determine the
extent of discriminatory practices [if any] in a particular segment of the housing market.

Affordable Housing Snapshot

Affordability is an important aspect in regards to fair housing choice and individuals being able
to obtain secure, safe, and decent housing. It is also a significant factor for residents attempting
to select housing that meets their current family needs. The D&partment of Housing and

Ur ban Devel opment [ HUD] def i n-eetatedoekpensesi(reny a
and utilities) that do not c 0 s t' Homeowamerstoh a n

1 U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development,
http://www.hud.gov/offices/cpd/affablehousing/index.cfm
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renters who are paying more than 30 percent detr income on housingelated costs are at
risk for experiencing cost burdens.

HUD divides low and moderatancome households into categories, based on their relationship
to the median family: extremely leimcome (earning less than 30 percent of the MkEery
low-income (earning between 30 and 50 percent of the MFI);ilms@me (earning between 50
and 80 percent of the MFI) and moderdteeome (earning between 80 and 95 percent of the
MFI). According to HUD, the 2010 Median Family Income (MFI) forpardon household in
Columbus is $51,800.

Columbus has a total of 83,995 housing units, housing units, of which 7.8% was vacant as of thg
2009 ACS Estimates. Much of the housing stock in Columbus has aged, as evidenced by th
85.2% of units built prior to 990. The most common type of housing in the City is siigtaily
detached units. Of the total housing units, 83,995 [65.9%] were siagidy detached units,
while 26,422 [31.5%] were mufiamily units. According to the 2009 ACS Estimates, Columbus
hasa considerably smaller portion of mobile homes which is comprised of 2.6% of the total
housing units for the City.

According t02009 ACS Estimatethe City has 37.7% of owners spending more thar83@ of
their annual household income on housimated costs, while the City only has 8.6% of
owners who have housing costs ranging from 2529.9%. The percentage of owners with
mortgages with a 3@5% cost burden in Columbus will most likely increase in the upcoming
2010 Census due to the most recent eaamic downturn.

Similar to other areas of the country, the City of Columbus has experienced a dramatic
increase in foreclosure rates in the past two years. While the increasing number of foreclosures
has had a negative impact on the City as a whole, éotatn census tracts, the damage has been
much more severeAccording to the 2009 American Community Survey estimates, Columbus
has 39,908 owneoccupied housing units of which 779 are in foreclosure as stated in Realty
Tracds January 2@ high péreentage of ioreclosuee radea are located in
Census Tracts 31907 and 3190@hich is consistent with the high percentages of Jow
moderate income persons residing in these areas.

Counting both public housing units and housing units subsidizétbbging Choice Vouchers,

the Housing Authority of Columbus [HAC] controls a total of 3,995 housing units. Of these,
1,666 are public housing (not voucher) units and are distributed among 6 developments.
Additionally, 2,329 housing units are availableodgh Low Income Housing Tax Credit
(LIHTC) projects to provide more affordable housing options.

The lack of affordable housing can cause many seseict®r and even some professional
sector workers to live long distances from the places they work, h&sg in long commute
times and inordinate strain on the Cityds
grant funds have been utilized to address the need for sustaining affordable housing for
individuals andf ami | i es resi di ngg homebugeo bubsmpshossingb y
rehabilitation, and housing counseling.
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Infrastructure

Public transportation can play a significant role in increasing the supply of affordable housing to
groups in need and others protected under fair housing laws. Bkaei at hand regarding
transportation and fair housing choice revolves around the ease with which a citizen can travel
from home to work if he/she lives in a lower income area or an area of minority concentration.

If public transportation from a lower costeighborhood is inefficient in providing access to
employment centers, that neighborhood becomes inaccessible to those without dependable
means of transportation, particularly very lamcome residents, the elderly, and persons with
disabilities.

Columbus offers a wide array of transportation services for local residents and individuals who
may be commuting to the area. The 2009 American Community Survey estimates that 0.5% of
workers in the City of Columbus utilized public transit. Although a numberrahsportation
modes exist, such as driving, carpooling, public transportation, biking and walking, the most
common choice for commuting to work is driving alone. According to the 2009 American
Community Survey estimates, the percentage of workers usingvatp automobile for daily
transportation to work in the City has slightly decreased from 73.6% in 2006 to 70.8% in 2009.

Based on the conversations with ngmofits, community leaders, observations from survey
results, and transportation data, the datas revealed barriers to transportation exist in the
Northern, Southern and Eastern parts of the Ci#y.lack of public bus transportation in these
areas makes them inaccessible to {meome and elderly citizens who may depend solely on
public transit. Also, the potential for limited transportation options exists for commuters
traveling east to west in Columbus, due to the limiteadcess to transitteps and major
interstate connections.

Land Use & Zoning

Comprehensive planning is a critical means byclwlgiovernments address the interconnection
and complexity of their respective jurisdictions. The interconnectedness of land uses means
that a decision as to the use of a particular piece of property has consequences not only for
surrounding property, bufor a myriad of other issues as weirom a regulatory standpoint,

local government measures to control land use through zorofign define the range and
density of housing resources that can be introduggd a community.

The City regulates all landedv e | o p me nt within the consol
through its Unified Development Ordinance
Comprehensive Plalthe Cityds zoning code is not unr q
providing fo relatively small minimum lot sizes in multiple zoning districts. Zones for multi

to devel opment of a variety of

sufficiently broad so as not to restrict the ability of residents to live with roommates or aides,
which may be preferences particularly for lemcome or elderly or disabled residents.
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While group living in Personal Care Homes is effecjivelr est ri cted by th
facilities housing no more than six persons, sieedlle Personal Care Homes are given wide
latitude in where they may be located, economies of scale that may reduce client costs are lost
when larger group homes are disaaged by the zoning ordinance.

Zoning restrictions effectively preventing large groups of people (the homeless, those
recovering from addictions to drugs or alcohol, and those persons under judicial or corrective
control) from living in neighborhoods geives them of the usual social interactions that take

pl ace in such setti nzgnsmg ordindnbeiingposassappedirent  fair t h e
housing choice and proactive remediation is recommended.

Current Impediments and Recommendations

Impediment #1. Lack of Affordable Single and Multifamily Rental Housing

Affordability is an important aspect in regards to fair housing choice and individuals being able
to obtain secure, safe, and decent housing. It is also a significant factor for resitiemistiag

to select housing that meets their current family needs. Homeowners or renters who are
paying more than 30 percent of their income on housiated costs are at risk for
experiencing cost burdens. Housing choices are fundamentally limitedulsgtnald income and
purchasing power, in which low and moderateome persons in the City are significantly in
their restricted housing choices.

Fort Benningds expansion through the Base
scheduled for completiorBeptember 2011 will significantly increase the need for affordable

singlefamily and multifamily home rentals in Columbus. The BRAC project is expected to bring
46,000 new residents to Columbus and the surrounding areas. Along with the population
increaseof soldiers, the project anticipates that affordable housing will be needed for civilian
contractors, government workers and family members of soldiers.

According to the National Low 1|1 ncome

Report, h Colunbus, the Fair Market Rent (FMR) for a tve@droom apartment is $663 and in
order to afford this level of rent and utilities, without paying more than 30% of income on
housing, a household must earn $2,210 monthly or $26,520 anhu@hythe basis of thisalary
analysisa renter earning minimum wageust work above and beyond 40 hours per week to
meet the twobedroom FMR affordability rat@.he cost to rent these single family homes can

be expected to increase beyond the reach of many-ioeome householkl Moreover, the
demographic data show that minority families on average have lower per capita income and
larger household sizes in nearly all communities. These families find themselves in a highl
competitive market for the few larger rental units avhai&a

Additionally, the Housing Authority of Columbus has seen a dramatic decrease in federal
funding which as impacted the waiting lists for assisted housing, public housing and the Housing
Choice Voucher program in which the average the wiaittime can be as long as 2 years.

ZNational Low I ncome Housing Coalition, 00Out of Reac
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Recommendation

The Columbus Consolidated Governmemtust actively addresghe need to increase the
supply of affordable housing mpntinuing to implementhomebuyer programs through its
federal grant programs and local nonpradigencies. The Citghouldalso continue to utilize
HUD grants to further fund new and existing housing development and rehabilitation projects.
For example,(he Ci tyds NSP grant funds have been
affordable housm for individuals and families residing in Columbus by offering homebuyer
subsides and housing counseling. Additionétly City should adopt its proposegolicy to
reclaim and redevelop vacant, abandoned or blighted propertiestowin communities ande-
establish Columbusd Land Bank Committee to
abandon properties in Hown areas in its most recent its Comprehensive Plan.

Impediment #2. Lack of Accessibility to Public Transportation

Researchhas shown amajor link between public transportation, employment and affordable
housing opportunities throughout the natioBecausepublic transportationcan be arefficient
means of providing access to employmenthe availability and accessibility of public
transportation is critical in efforts to expand affordable housing to groups in need and to
Protected ClassesBased on the conversations with ngmofits, community leaders and
observations from survey results, and transportation data, the data has revealelinthted
transportation options exist in the Nrthern, Southern and Eastern parts of the Ci#ylack of
public bus transportation in these areas makes them inaccessible particularly-toclomve and
disabled, elderly citizens who may depend solely dslipdransit.Also, the potential for limited
transportation options exists for commuters traveling east to west in Columbus, due to the
limited access to transitteps and major interstate connections.

Recommendation

Currently, t he Cmentyird conjulction withithe gColuhbuBheemixt City
Metropolitan Planning Organization ®@CMPO) is responsible for providing transportation
policy and overseeing the federal transpor
Planning Department haseen extremely proactive in addressing the transportation issues
throughout the City and has conducted numerous corridor studies and comprehensive
transportation planning studies and initiated several new projects including increasing trails
along 14 Street Pedestrian Bridge and Psalmond Raddon Road from Wilbur Drive to
Whittlesey Boulevard, Veterans Parkway from Old Moon Road to Hancock Road, and Eastern
Connector (Lynch Road) from Chattsworth Road to U.S. 80 (Macon Road) which will each
enhance theaccessibility and quality of life for all citizens.

The City should continually monitor the potential need for improved transit accessibility for
residents and be prepared to expand routes as may be required by future needs. Additionally,
it is imperatve that the City continue to analyze and repair existing infrastructure in the City
and increasdane miles to its arterial and collector road network in order to accommodate
new development. The population increases gnelater concentration of employmécenters
locating to different portions of Columbus will require the City to conduct a study of the
feasibility of expanding operating hours of METRA, perhaps in conjunction with less frequent
service, to accommodate workers with ngraditional work scheules.
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Impediment #3. Lack of Fair Housing Education

The current optiors for Fair Housing education classes, workshops and informational materials
are limited within the City of ColumbusAs indicatedby the results of the Columbus Fair
Housing Surveythere is strong need for improvement on fair housing educational efforts
directly to the housing indgtry and to the general publi®Vhen asked if survey respondents
were knowledgeable about their fair housing rights, 89 [40%] out of the 220 survey
respordents stated they were somewhat fdiai with fair housing rights, le 68 [31%)] of the
survey respondents stated they did not know their fair housing rights

Education and awareness of fair housing laws is imperative to alleviating housing discnminati
and should be an ongoing activity if it is to addrass lack of general awareness concerning
Fair Housing issues among residents and professionals in ColuAdtise City continues to

grow and expand with an increasingly diverse population, fair ihngusducation must be
continuous and presented in a context that is relative to the current community concerns.
Additionally, fair housing education must be presented in a manner that is linguistically
appropriate and culturally sensitive.

Recommendation

While the City and norprofit agencies within the City have promotional and education
materials readily available, in order to remove this impediment, the City and these agencies
should conduct further educational and outreach campaigns in order to ttangesing
providers and consumers using multiple media vehicles in English, Spanish and other languagfjts
common to Columbus residentst is imperative that the City actively address this impediment
by increasing efforts for citizens to participate in fdiousing education workshops or
symposiums to increase awareness of fair housing issues and filing comptiditisnally, the

City should also ensure that all publicatsonnotices andmaterials posted in the local
newspaper and on th€ i t webs#eare translated ito Spanish.A Fair Housing educational
campaign targeted at real estate professiomauld also be beneficial to the City as 27.6% of
survey respondents stated they had been discriminated against by a real estate agent.

Impediment #4. Zoning Restrictionson Group Living

Columbusd zoning code is generally support
who may desire group living arrangements, although the size of Personal Care Homes
permitted in residential zoning districts ispteat six or fewer residents. Such smatlale group
homes are permitted by the City in nearly every residential zoning district. However, facilities
housing recovering alcohol and drug abusers owoérnders and facilities sheltering homeless

persons & generally restricted by the City to neresidential zoning districts. In some cases,
these facilities are confined only to commercial or industrial districts theoretically alongside
interstate highways and among warehouses or automobile dealershiphe bnly housing
choices available to these groups of people are in-remmdential districts, residents will be
deprived of the usual social interactions that normally take place in residential areas. These
zoning regulations pose a significant impedhinto fair housing choice for some Columbus
residents.
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Recommendation

It is recommended that the City further study the effects of its Unified Development Ordinance
on the location of transitional housing types and homeless shelters. A committee of aatymu
members knowledgeable of zoning and development processes and of the work of transitional
housing facilities should be assembled to discuss this issue and should be charged wit
presenting a draft zoning amendment that both increases fair housingechnd ensures the
orderly use of land within the City.

Conclusion

While the Columbus Consolidated Government is diligently working towards achieving Fair
Housing Choice for its residents, there are still impediments in place and areas of concern that
warrant additional action in order to be fully resolved.

This Analysiss an attempt to identify major obstacles to fair housing access in the City of
Columbus as well as a proposal of viable recommendations for solutions to these impediments.
It is important to note that some of the impediments identified in this report may be related to
muni ci pal actions that may be beyond the

The recommendations proposed in this analysis address the issues relative to lack of affordable
housing, awmessibility to public transportation, lack of fair housing @tion and zoning
ordinancescan assist the City in achieving the reality of a City that truly embraces and
implements Fair Housing Choice.
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1. Introduction

Each year, the U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development [HUD] requires
Community Development Block Grant [CDB&ntitlement grantees, such d@kse Columbus
Consdidated Governmentto submit a certification that they will affirmatively further fair
housing, and that their grants will be administered in compliance with Title VI of the Civil Rights
Act of 1964 and the Fair Housing Act of 1968. Title VIII of the IQRights Act of 1968, as
amended, commonly known as the Fair Housing Act, prohibits discrimination in the sale or
rental of housing on the basis of race, color, religion, sex, and national origin. The Act was
amended in 1988 to provide stiffer penaltiesstablish an administrative enforcement
mechanism and to expand its coverage to prohibit discrimination on the basis of familial status
and disability. The Act al so requires the
Housing and Community DevelopmiePrograms in a manner that affirmatively furthers fair
housing.

Provisions to affirmatively further fair housing (AFFH) are principal and-stamgling
components of HUD®s housing and community
from the mandége of Section 808(e)(5) of the Fair Housing Act which requires the Secretary of
HUD to administer the Departmentds housing
affirmatively further fair housifg

Local entittement communities meet this obligatio by per f or mi ng an O0AN|(
to Fair Housing Choice [A.1.]16 within thei
strategies and actions to overcome these barriers based on their history, circumstances, and
experiences. In other wordghe City will define the problems, develop the solutions, and be
held accountable for meeting the standards they set for themselgs.analysis identifies the
impediments to fair housing choice in the jurisdiction, assesses current fair housingv@sfiati
and describes actions the jurisdiction will take to overcome the identified impediméhes.

City hasidentifed local impediments to fair housing choi@dwill take actions tht address

the impediments, at which timeUD will presume that theCityd & meeting its obligation and
certification to afirmatively further fair housing by:

Analyzing and eliminating housing discrimination within the jurisdiction;

Promoting fair housing choice for all persons;

Providing opportunities for racially and ethally inclusive patterns of housing
occupancy;

Promoting housing that is physically accessible to all persons to include those persons
with disabilities;

And, fostering compliance with the nondiscrimination provisions of the Fair Housing
Act.

% U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development Office of Fair Housing and Equal OppoFRaititgousing
Planning Guide: Volun{€Hhapter 1: Fair Housing Planning Historical Overview, Rgei3)996.
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Through thg processthe ColumbusConsolidated Governmenpromotes fair housing choices
for all persons, to include Protected Classes, as well as provides opportunities for racially and
ethnically inclusive patterns of housing occupancy, identifies structural stetngy barriers to

fair housing choice, and promotes housing that is physically accessible and usable by personjs
with disabilities.

Through its Community Planning and Develop
mobil ity and wi dreohchace. gherDspartmérs alsb regueed Gommunity
Development Block Grant [CDBG] Program grantees (those Entitlement jurisdictsareh as

the ColumbusConsolidated Governmenthat administer the above identified CPD Programs)
to document AFFH actiongn the CDBG and Comprehensive Housing Affordability Strategy
[CHAS] annual performance reports that are submitted to HUD.
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2. Definitions & Data Sources

As defined inThe Fair Housing Planning Guidd he definition of 0 A
Ho u s i n B]deqdirds R rantee to:

A Conduct an analysis to identify impediments to fair housing choice within the
jurisdiction;

A Take appropriate actions to overcome the effects of any impediments identified
through the analysis; and

A Maintain records reflecting thanalysis and actions taken in this redard

As described inrhe Fair Housing Planning GtndeCHAS statute at Section 104(21) defines the
term ocertificationd within the context of
[AFFH] to be:

A written assertion
Based on supporting evidence
Available for inspection by the Secretary, the Inspector General and the public
Deemed accurate for purposes of this Act unless the Secretary determines otherwise
after:
0 Inspecting the evidence
o Providing de notice and opportunity for comment

In carrying out its local Analysis of Impediments to Fair Housing ChthieeCity of Columbus
utilized the following definition of oOFair

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

As defined inThe Fair Housing Planning Gtirgedefinitions of impediments to fair housing
choice include

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

A Any actions, omissions, or decisions which havesfiect of restricting housing choices
or the availability of housing choices on the basis of race, color, religion, sex, disability,
familial status, or national oridin

4 U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development Office of Fair Housing and Equal OppoFRaitityousing
Planning Guide: Volume 1 (Chapter 1: Fair Housing PlannialgQ¥isteigev, Page 1#)arch 1996.

® |bid. Page 16.

® Ibid. Page 26.
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In carrying out its local Analysis of Impediments to Fair Housing Chdaiee,Colunmbus
Consolidated Governmenttilized the following definition of Protected Classes:

A Title VIII of the Civil Rights Act of 1968 prohibits housing discriminakiased on race,
color, national origin or ancestry, sex, or religion. Th888 Fair Housing Ameiments
Act added familial status and menaald physical handicap as protected classes.

Though different municipal j ur i s diefmition aseds m4g
throughoutthismal ysi s i s congruent with HUDOs def i

o<

A The U.S Department of Housing and Urban Development (HUD) defines "affordable" as
housing that costs no more than 30% of a household's total monthly gross income. For
rental housing, the 30% amount would be inclusive of any tepeidt utility costs. For
homeowners, the 30% amount would include the mortgage payment, property taxes,
homeowners insurance, and any homeowner s|o

According to the Nati on alOutlobReach data repo, H o uffs i
citizens in Columbus in order mainteaffordable housing costs for rent and utilities,

without paying more than 30% of income on housing, a household must earn $2,631

monthly or $31,567 annually

Data Sources Used in This Analysis
Census Data ¢ Data collected by the Decennial Census fatlp 2000 and 1990 is used in
this Analysis (Census 1990 data is only used in conjunction with more recent data in order
to illustrate trends). The Decennial Census data is used by the US Census Bureau to create
several different datasets:

0 2000 Census Sumary File 1 (SF 19 This dataset contains what is known as
0100 percent dat ao, meaning that it CC
household that participated in the 2000 Census and is not based on a
representative sample of the population. Thougls thataset is very broad in
terms of coverage of the total population, it is limited in the depth of the
information collected. Basic characteristics such as age, sex, and race are
collected, but not more detailed information such as disability statusjpateon,
and income.

2000 Census Summary File 3 (SF &) Containing sample data from
approximately one in every six US households, this dataset is compiled from
respondents who received the o0l ong fqrm
and highly detaitkdataset contains information on such topics as ancestry, level

of education, occupation, commute time to work, and home value.

1990 Census Summary Tape File 1 (ST& Cpmparable to the Census 2000 SF
1, this dataset cont aedfrosm every Bodsehold that e n tff d

" National Low Income Housing Coalition, Out of Reach 2010. Source: http://www.nlihc.org
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participated in the 1990 Census and is not based on a representative sample of
the population. Only basic characteristics such as age, sex, and race are
contained in this dataset.

1990 Census Summary Tape File 3 (ST& Gpmparable to the Census 2000 SF

3, this dataset contains sample data from the approximately one in every six US
households who received the o0l ong fo
and highly detailed dataset contains information on such topics astandevel

of education, occupation, commute time to work, and home value.

American Community Survey [ACS] 0 The American Community Survey is a
relatively new component of the decennial census program that collects population and
housing data every yeathus providing communities with more current data throughout

the 10 years between censuses. ACS data is compiled from an annual sample of
approximately 3 million addresses. This data is released in two different formats:ys@agle
estimates and mulifear estimates.

0 2008 ACS 1iYear Estimate® Based on data collected between January 2008 and
December 2008, these singyear estimates represent the most current
information available from the US Census Bureau, however, these estimates are
only publishedor geographic areas with populations of 65,000 or greater.

20062008 ACS 3Year Estimate®d More current than Census 2000 data and
available for more geographic areas than the AG&ar Estimates, this dataset

is one of the most frequently used. It otains data collected between January
2006 and December 2008 and is published for geographic areas with populations
of 20,000 or greater.

20052009 ACS SYear Estimate®d More current than Census 2000 data and
available for more geographic areas than @S tYear Estimates, this dataset

is one of the most frequently used. It contains data collected between January
2005 and December 2009 and is published for geographic areas with populations
of 20,000 or greater.

2009ACS 1Year Estimates The 2009 ACSl-year estimates are based on data
collected betweenJanuary 20089nd December 2009 The data is published for
selected geographic areas with population$56f0000r greater and epresents
the average characteristics over calendar year 2009. Hpeat estimates have
smaller sample size than they8ar and Syear estimates and are more current
than the 3year and Syearestimates

Federal Financial Institutions Examining Council [FFIEC] 0 The FFIEC collects and
publishes certain data used in connectiwith federal reporting responsibilities under the
Home Mortgage Disclosure Act and the Community Reinvestment Act.
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0 FFIEC 2009 Census RepodiAll FFIEC Census Reports from 2003 forward are

based upon Census 2000 data iwhoi2D08 t h
are based on Census 1990 data. While most data fields in the 2009 Reports
contain Census 2000 figures, some fields contain more current estimates that
are arrived at through data processing by other federal agencies (most notably, a
2009 Estimted Median Family Income both by MSA and by census tract is
provided by HUD, using HUD®G6s own, i ndfep

Home Mortgage Disclosure Act [HMDA] Datd Financial institutions subject to

the HMDA (including banks, credit unions, and otheortgage lenders) must
annually submit certain mortgage loan data to the FFIEC. The FFIEC aggregateg
and publishes the data. The most current HMDA data used in this Analysis is
based on loan records from the 2802008,and 2M@9 calendar yeax

Stakehold er Surveys 0 In conjunction with thisAnalysissurveys were designed to collect

to collect information from key groups of community stakeholders. In all cases, these
surveys were distributed in hardopy format and were also hosted online through
SurveyMnkey.com to provide an alternative means of response.

o City of ColumbusFair Housing Surve® This survey was designed to collect
input from a broad spectrum of the community and received responses frem
Columbusresidents and nomesidents. The surye consisted of 8 distinct
guestions, allowing a mixture of both multiple choice and epaded responses.

In all, there were264 respondents to this survey, though not every question was
answered by every respondent. As a result, where a percentagaunvkeys
respondents is cited in thiAnalysis it refers only to the percentage of
respondents to the particular question being discussed and may not be a
percentage of the fuR64 survey respondents. Surveys were received ovéd6a

day period, fromFebruay 7, 2011 to March24, 2011 Paper surveys received
were manually entered by the Survey Administrator into SurveyMonkey for
tabul ation and analysis. To prevent [ob
bars the submission of multiplsurveys A Spaish translation of the same
survey was also made available in hard copy and online. This survey ret®ived
responses.

Stakeholder Interviews o Key groups of community stakeholders were identified,
contacted, and interviewed as part of thi8nalysis These stakeholders included

representatives on noprofit organizations (especiallyon-profit housing developers) and

municipal officials

Public Meetings 0 A total of three public meetings were held in order to provide a forum

for City and Qunty residems and other interested parties to contribute to this Analysis.
Two of thesemeetingswere held at 6:00pm on Monday, February 14, 2011 and Tuesday,
February 15, 2011 foresidents to attendand an afternoon meeting held at 2:00pm on
Monday, February 14,021 for nonprofit organization and other professional services
providers to attend These meetings were advertised via flyers (in English and Spanish)
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distributed by the @y using its various email distribution lists. Nprofits receiving the
posters were asked to print and post or distribute them as appropriateepending upon

the setting and the number of attendees, the format of these meetings ranged from
roundtable discussions, to moderated forums. Notes were taken of the public comments at
all meetings.

3. Limitations of This Analysis

The following information, herein defined #ee City of Columbué Anal ysi s of |
Fair Housing Choice, was prepared for the purposes as previously described. Therefore, this
report seeks to identify impedients and develop a proposed Fair Housing Action Plan as
proposed solutions. Many of the impediments identified in this report will require additional
research ad on-going analysis by the @itdDepartment of Community Reinvestmeitaff.

This report doesnot constitute a comprehensive planning guide; it simply provides analysis as
to the current situation and prepares a plan of action to ameliorate existing impediments.
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4. Historical Overview of Columbus and Muscogee County

The City of Columbus watinded in 1828 as a trading post to strengthen the western border

of Georgia. Columbus is one of only a few cities in the United States that was planned before
its founding. Columbus is located in the west central part of Georgia and encompasses an area
of approximately 218 square miles that bordéklabama. Because of the Alabama border to
the west and the establishment of the US military base [Fort Benning] on the south and east,
most of the growth in Columbus has been to the north. During the planmihthe City, the

State of Georgia reserved a tract of 1,200 acres to be used for the courthouse, academies, a
jail, and a cemetery. An area of land designated as the City Commons was reserved for use b
the public and is now the site of the Columbus Ci@enter, Memorial Stadium, and Golden

Ball Park.

Columbus was situated on the Chattahoochee River making it a center of shipping [textiles] and
military manufacturing [water and rail transportation]. The central business district is a major
employmentarea however; most of the population centers are located on the outskirts of the
business district. Since its incorporation, the City has extended its city limits eight times to
maintain pace with urban development. In 1970, the citizens of Columbus asdolyae
County decidedto consolidateto the City and County governmeastto improve services for

the citizens.

Steadily increasing its population year after year, The City of Columbus is the third largest city
by population in Georgia and Muscogee Couistthe eighth largest @inty by population in
Georgia according to the U.S. Census. In terms of land area, Columbus is the largest city in
Georgia.

In 1971, he governments of the City of Columbus and Muscogee County were consolidated
into a single gowament by an act of the Georgia General Assemliyplumbus Consolidated
Governmentisa O maoyreifc i ty manager 6 form of governnjen
governmentds | egislative body and i s raadsponlsi
regul ations. The Counci |l i s presi ded ovipr
spokesperson and is charged with executionf al
Mayor is aided in administrative tasks by the City Manager, who must be nomibatédte
Mayor and confirmed by Council.
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Figure 4.1 Columbus Boundaries Map
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5. Demographics

As of the 2000 Census count, Columbus had a total population of 186,291CThé y 6 s r &
makeup consisted of 50.4% White; 43.7% Black or African American; 0.4% American Indian
and/or Native Alaskan; 1.5% Asian; 0.1% Pacific Islander; 1.9% from other races; 1.9% from twg
or more races;and4.5% were Hispanic or Latino of any rade Columbus, there were 69,819
households of which 39.1% had children under the age of 18 living with them; 44.7% were
married couples living together, 19.6% had a female head of household with no husband
present, and 31.7% were ndamilies. The averageousehold size was 2.54 and the average
family size was 3.08.

Table 5.1: Demographic Profile Highlights

Columbus Demographic Profile Highlights: 2000 Census
Columbus/Muscogee County
Total population 186,291

Male 90,617

Female 95,674
One race 182,807

White 93,936

Black or African American 81,488

American Indian and 716

Alaska Native

Asian 2,864

Native Hawaiian and 270

Other Pacific Islander

Other race 3,533
Two or more races 3,484
Hispanic o Latino 8,372

As researched in the 2008009 American Community Survey estimates, there were 72,631
households [an increase of 3.6% over the 2000 Census count], of which 36.2% had children
under the age of 18 living with them. Out of the total 72,63iukeholds, 39.8% were married
couples living together. The 202009 Census estimates also revealed 22.0% of families had a
female head of household with no husband present. Columbus also had 33.9f&nmign
households. The average household size was@84he average family size was 2.89.

The 20052009 American Community Survey estimatég total population of Columbus at
188,737. The racial makeup of the City was 48.1% White, 45.3% Black/African American, 0.3%
American Indian and/or Alaskan Native9% Asian, 0.2% Native Hawaiian or other Pacific
Islander, 1.8% some other race, and 2.4% two or more races; and 4.1% of Hispanic or Latino (of
any race).
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Table 5. 2: Demographic Profile Highlights

Columbus Demographic Pro file Highlights:
2005-2009 Estimates
Columbus/Muscogee Coun

Total population 188,737

Male 89,470

Female 99,267

One race 184,172

White 90,761

Black or African Americar 85,457

American Indian and 632
Alaska Native

Asian 3,554

Native Hawaiian and 345
Other Pacific Islander

Other race 3,423

Two or more races 4 565

Hispanic or Latino 7,770

Table 5. 3: Historical Demographic Trends

Columbus Historical Demographic Trends

Native
Hawaiian/
Asian  Other
Pacific
Islander
1990 105,762 68,161 569 2,275 235
2000 93,936 81,488 716 2,864 270

20052009 90,761 85,457 632 3,554 345

American
Black/African Indian/
American Alaskan
Native

White

Hispanic/Lating

5,294
8,372
7,770
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Based on this historical data, between 1990 and32@te City of Columbus has seen a 14.18%
decrease in the White population, a 25.3% increase in the Black or African American
population, a 56.2% increase in the Asian population, a 250% sacieathe Other race
population, and a 46.7% increase in the Hispanic or Latino population.

The historical shift in Col ufmblbetod]. Qva the B |
year period researched, Columbus has become more racially diverbée$\have consistently
made up thdargest sharef the population, although the Black or African American population
has become close to being the majority in Columbus. The Hispanic and Latino population
increased by 3,078 between 1990 and 2000, but eizeed by 602 in the 206009 estimates.
Over the past 19 yearminority populationsn Columbushas grown at a steady rate, while the
White population continues to decrease over time. A variety of economic and other influences
may have driven these hisioal population trends and shifts.

Figure 5. 1: Columbus Population 1990 -2009

Columbus Population 1990-2009

B Hispanic/Latino (any
race)
O Other race

B Native Hawaiian/Othg
Pacific Islander
O Asian

O American
Indian/Alaskan Native
M Black/African Americq

% of Total Population

O White

2005- 2009
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Economic Analysis

As of the 2000 Census count, the median income for a family in Columbus was $41,244, and
the median income for a familyas $39,798. Males had a median income of $30,328 versus
$24,336 for females. In 2000, the per capita income for Columbus was $21,717.

The median income for a household increased by 1.89% to $40,549, and the median income for
a family increased by 18.49% $48,870 based on the 2006 2009 Census estimates for
Columbus In 20056 2009 Census estimates, males@olumbushad a median income of
$36,250 [19.53% increase]; while females had a median income of $31,153 [28.01% increase
The per capita income foColumbusincreased by 18.91% to $27,863 based on 20@D09
Census estimates.

As of January 201B.7% of the labor force was unemployed, a sharp increase from rates that
held steadily unde6% between 2006and 2008. This increase is linked to the ewmic
recession felt in most parts of the United States. As compared to the unemployment rate of
January 2010 [9.9%], there is a slight decreafesimnemployment rate for the City

Figure 5. 2: Columbus/ Muscogee County Une mployment Rate
2005-2010

4 T T T T T
o1s04a 01s06 o1s07 o158 01/049 o110
hMonth

Figure 5.10: Columbus Musco gee County Unemployment Rate: 2005 -2010,[ Sour c e : Bureau of
Area Unemployment Statistics, Series LAUT3179803
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Employment

Columbus benefits from a dynamic economy that continues to offer its residents employment
opportunities at many income levels despite the increasing unemployment rate. As depicted in
the tabl e bel oferce inCladesi2th®ucf worker® in &ducational, healthcare,
and social services. The next largest sectors of the workforce are at 14.6% in finance, insurance
and real estate follwed by 13% in the retail trade industry. Taken together, tigeiaulture,
forestry, mining, fishing and huntisgctor accounted for less than 1% of the workforce.

Table 5.4 Columbus Civilian Employed Population 16 years and over

# % of
Employed | Employed
Agriculture, forestry,_ fl_shlng and htimg, 505 0.70%

and mining

Construction 2,832 4,10%

Manufacturing 5,681 8.20%

Wholesale trade 1,377 2.00%

Retail trade 9,062 13.00%

Transportation a_lrjq warehousing, and 3.222 4.60%

utilities

Information 1,859 2.70%

Finance and insurance, and reabestand 10,161 14.60%
rental and leasing

Professional, scientific, and manageme

and administrative and waste managem 5,855 8.40%

services

Educational se_rwces,_and health care a 14371 20.60%

social assistance

INDUSTRY

Arts, entertalnm_ent, and recreatlo_rand 7.112 10.20%
accommodation and food services

Other services, ex_cept public 3.033 4.40%
administration

Public administration 4,626 6.60%
Columbus Civilian Employed Population 16 years and over: Source: 2009 ACS Estimates
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As depicted inte t abl e bel ow, Co |l u mb distributed betveesther i
government setor and private sector, with gparticular focus on healthcareand business
solutions The largest employer in the City is Fort Benniagd the second largest employesr
Total System Services, Inc [TSYS], a prit@esactionprocessing company.

Table 5.5: Columbus 6 M aBmeloyers

\ Columbus Major Employers # of Employees \
Fort Benning (US Army) 33,779 |
TSvYs 6,000 |
Muscogee County School Dist 5,927 |
AFLAC, Incorporated 3,300 |
Columbus Consolidated Government | 2,847 |
Columbus Regional Healthcare Sys | 2,603 |
\W.C. Bradley Company [ 2,000 |
Blue Cross/Blue Shield of Georgia 1,700 |
Swift Denim, Inc. 1,600 |
|
|
|
|
|
|
|
|
|
|
|

St. Francis Hospital, Inc. 1,409
T 0 m6 ad, Ife.q(1,600 Total Company 500

\Cagles Inc. 1,300
\Callaway Gardens Resort, Inc. 1,300
Mead Westvaco 1,100
IMBIA 1,000
\Pezold Management Assoc, Inc 1,000
TSYS Business Process Management| 1,000
Columbus Foundry, L.P. 750

Hogan Transport [ 725

Interstate Brands Corp (Dolly Madison] 700

Columbus Top Employers: Source: Columbus Georgia Chamber of Commerce
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Based on 2000 Census data, 16.1% of families and 18.7% of the total population in Columbug
fell below the poverty line. Of all children dar the age of 18, 26.0% lived in poverty while
12.4% of all City residents aged 65 or greater had income below the poverty level. Families
living below the poverty level were more common in the western portion of Muscogee County
along the border of Alabaa.

Table 5.6: Columbus Poverty Percentages

Columbus Poverty Percentages

All families 9.9%

With related children under 18 years 15.3%

With related children under 5 years only 16.6%

Married couple families 4.8%

With related children under 18 years 6.7%

With related children under 5 years only 6.3%

Families with female householder, no husband present 28.7%

With related children under 18 years 37.1%

With related children under 5 years only 45.6%

All people 13.5%

Under 18 years 18.6%

Related children under 18 years 18.2%

Related children under 5 years 21.5%

Related children 5 to 17 years 16.9%

18 years and over 11.8%

18 to 64 years 12.2%

65 years and over 9.8%

People in families 11.0%

Unrelated individuals 15 yeaand over 24.5%

ColumbusPoverty PercentageSource: Census 2€I®)9 Estimates
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Public Schools

Public education in Columbus/Muscogee County is administered through one primary school
district. Muscogee County has 9 high schools. MuscogeetCqu s gr aduati on r
justabove the state average of 78.9%, but there is a desaritybetween the best performing
schools in the County and the lowest performing schools. Intddgde below, areconomically
disadvantaged student is definas a student who is a member of a household that meets
income eligibility guidelines for free or reduepdce meals [less than or equal to 185% of
Federal Poverty Guidelines] under the National School Lunch Program. Muscogee County
boasts an abovavelage graduation rate, of which three public high schools (Columbus,
Hardaway, and Northside) had graduation rates over 92% in 2009. Northside and Columbus
both had less than 22% economically disadvantaged students, while Hardaway had 499
economically disa@wtaged students and performed well above average. Four schools (Carver,
Jordan, Kendrick, and Spencer) had graduation rates below 70%. These schools also had mor
than 70% economically disadvantaged students.

Table 5. 7: Muscogee County High School Demographics

Muscogee County High School Demographics: 2008 -2009
Black or
African Graduation Economically
White American | Hispanic | Other Rate Disadvantaged

Columbus/Muscogesg
County 30% 59% 4% 7% 79.8% 60.00%

Carver 1% 96% 1% 2% 663% 82.00%

Columbus 62% 23% 4% 11% 98.5% 4.00%

Early College
Academy* 8% 82% 2% 8% N/A 67.00%

Hardaway 41% 51% 3% 5% 92.0% 49.00%
Jordan Vocational 33% 60% 3% 3% 65% 80.00%
Kendrick 3% 93% 2% 2% 66.9% 72.00%
Northside 66% 26% 3% 4% 94.1% 22.00%
Spener 5% 85% 6% 4% 69.2% 80.00%
Shaw 33% 55% 5% 7% 80.2% 41.00%

Muscogee County High School Demographics/Graduation Rate; Source: GA Department of Education;
http://www.doe.k12.ga.us/ReportingFW.aspx?PageReq=111&PID=62&PTID=213&T=0&County|d=708&FY=2

SAT scores also show the correlation between socioeconomic status and education. Muscogee
Countyds aver age &vérdge (1410 vs.€1450)wWOnly Golmbsg Higbred

higher than the Countyand State Average withn averagescore of 1665 out of 2400. The
lowest performing public schools have SAT scorebWwethe County average; Speneét72,
Shawl275, Jordai1259, Carverl261, and Kendrickk286. These schools also have over 40%
economically disadvantaged students, with the majority bawmer 67% economically
disadvantaged students. However, Hardaway still achieved a high test score while still having
large economically disadvantaged population.
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Table 5.8: Muscogee County SAT Scores

Muscogee County High S chool
Average SAT Scores
Muscogee County 1410
Carver 1261
Columbus 1665
Early College Academy N/A
Hardaway 1348
Jordan 1259
Kendrick 1286
Northside 1393
Shaw 1275
Spencer 1172

The lowerperforming schools show the connection beien socioeconomic status and
education. These schools all show a majority minority population and all have penaggntage

of economically disadvantaged students, while the higher performing schools are primarily white
with a low percentage of disadvaged students.

Columbus Analysis of Impediments to Fair Housing Choice 2011




6. Protected Class Analysis

While the racial compositiorstatistics reveasome information as to the concentration of
minorities inColumbus they donot depict the full picture. In order to gain greater insight as to
the possible segregion of the Gtyd s popul ati on based on race,
origin and disability, the following Protected Class Analysis was prepared.

Population d Race and Ethnicity

Demographic data were accessed from several sources includindrtiexrican Community
Survey for 2000, 2005 and 2009, the Decennial Census data for 2000, and from the(@2®8
Comprehensive Plan for Columbus and Muscogee County.

The total population in 2000 was estimated at 186,291 and over the next decade the papulatio
grew to 188,737 (1.3%). The Turner College of Business at Columbus State University projects
the Columbus population to reach 219,100 by 2030 compapgdNoods and Poole, Iri. s
estimate for the same year. These projecs are found in Tablé.1

Table 6.1: Population Projections
Columbus, Georgia

Year

Total
Projected
Population

1

Percent
Change

Total
Projected
Population

2

Percent
Change

2000

186,291

2015

193,700

3.9%

206,300

10.6%

2020

198,300

2.4%

209400

1.5%

2025

203,300

2.6%

215,100

2.7%

2030

209,000

2.8%

219,100

1.9%

Notes: 1. Woods and Poole Economics, 2010.

2. Turner College of Business, Columbus State University, November 2007
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White residents compse the greatest percentage of residents in Columi&1% in 2009)
while African Americans are estimated at 45.4% of the residents. However, the African
American population had the greatest growth over the decade (4.9%) compared to decreases in
population among white residents and Hispanics ($eble6.2).

Table 6.2: Population Characteristics
Columbus, Georgia

Pct. Change
2000 to 2009

Total 186,29 175,930 | 188,737 +1.3%

White 91,444 82,678 90,761 -0.7%

(%) 48.9% 47.8% 48.1%

African American 81,446 80,252 85,457 +4.9%

(%) 43.7% 45.6% 45.3%

Hispanic 8,459 6,989 7,770 -8.1%

(%) 4.5% 4.0% 4.1%
Source:American Community Su(2690, 2005, 2009)

Category 2000 2005 2009

An analysis of the possible elements of housagregation includea determination of the

relative percentage of oOprotectedd groups
Bureau in its American Community Survey for the disabled population, those in poverty, single
females with children, gndparents caring for their grandchildren, the elderly population (over
65), and the minority population are displayed in Tahl®

For 2009, the disabled population within Columbus was 37,083 persons or abotfifttnef

the total resident population An estimated onéalf of the residents in 2009 were minority.

For those households with children, only 1.2% (2,19&)enbeing raised by their grandparents

and 6.3% (1'1,797) had single mothers without a husband present in their households. In 2009,
there were 32,042 residents in poverty or 17.0% of the population (see TaBle

Table 6. 3: Protected classes (2009)
Columbus , Georgia

Protected Group Population (2009) % of Total Population

Disabled Persons 37,083 19.6%
Resdents in Poverty 32,042 17.0%
Single Females with Children 11,797 6.3%
Grandparents Caring for Grandchildren 2,191 1.2%
Elderly Persons over 65 16,502 8.7%
Minority Population 94,319 50.0%
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From 2005 to 2009, the percentage of seniors in povertyéased from 10.9% to 12.8%. The
percentage of Afrian Americans in poverty withi@olumbus doubled to over onéourth (27%)

of the resident population by 2009. In addition, the number of single female mothers with
children in poverty nearly doubled ovehe decade from 2000 to 2009 from 3,803 to 6,477
(see Tables.4).

o0Overall indicators of poverty in the Colu
however, there are noted pockets of poverty and blighted conditions in older areas of the
community. o6 (Comprehensive Plan, p. 10) .

Table 6.4: Poverty Characteristics Comparison
Columbus and State of Georgia

Category

Georgia

2000
Columbus

2005
Columbus

2009
Columbus

Total Poverty

19.6%

17.0%

Over 65 in Pverty

12.9%

12.1%

10.9%

12.8%

African Americans in

24.7%

24.3%

13.8%

27.0%

Poverty
Total Single Mothers with

: > 3,803 6,477
Children in Poverty
Saurce: American Community Su(2695, 2009) andmerican FactFind@ureau of Census (2000)

The Turner College of Business, Columbus State University provided projections for the
population of elderly over 65 (see Tablé8p The senior population will increase to 23,500 by
2015, and by 2030, it will be 26,300, an increase of 11.9%tbee?2015 poplation.By 2028

wi || be
seni or

over a quarterofCo |l umbus d
pl ace i ncreased
(Comprehensive Plan, p. 10).

popul ati on

demand for housi

Table 6.5: Elderly (65 and Up) Population Projections
Columbus, Georgia

Year Projected Elderly

Population (65 and older)
23,500

24,100
2025 25,200
2030 26,300

Source: Turner College of Business, Columbus State Universityetdber 2007

2015
2020
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Another demographic characteristic related to possible fair housing segregation is income.
Income data distributions are highly skewed and, as a result, the median income provides a
better statistical measure of central tendency than the memome. Tablé.6 shows median
household income for 2000, 2005, and 2009. It is clear that there are disparate incomes
between African American residents and white residents equating to about $25,000 per
household. On a monthly basis, this dispanityricome can make the difference between living

in a predominately renter oriented minority neighborhood and an owner occupied integrated
neighborhood.

Table 6.6: Median Household Income
Columbus, Georgia

Category 2000 2005 2009
Total $41,244 $34,040 $40,549
African American $36,796
White --- --- $64,031

Source:American Community Su(2690, 2005, 2009)

Housing and Households Analysis
Minorities comprised approximately 51.4% of the total population in 20@D5n9% in 2009,

and they have a larger share of lower income households. In 2009, @alemonstrates that
African Americans resided within 65.8% rentahd only 37.4% ownevccupied households.
African Americans were about twice as likely as wihé@sidents to live in rental units (see Table

6.9.

Table 6. 7: African American Housing Units
Columbus, Georgia

Type of Tenure 2000 2005
Renters 15,994 18,074
(%) 52.5% 56.1%
Owners 12,784 13,752
(%) 31.6% 35.5%

Source:American Community Su(2e@0, 2005, 2009)

Columbus Analysis of Impediments to Fair Housing Choice 2011




Table 6.8: Tenure of Housing Units (2009 )
Columbus, Georgia

Category Owner Rental

Total 40,792 312,839

White 23,884 10,887

(%) 58.6% 34.2%
African American 15,254 19,408
(%) 41.4% 65.8%

Source:American Community Su(2699)

0Col umbus has an aged housi ndsusits lit priortowhet h
medi an age of the nation and stateds housi g
central core of Columbus, surrounding the Central Business District. Of special concern is
renter and owneroccupied housing units foolw and moderateincome households in the

North Highlands neighborhood. To better preserve housing stock, greater linkage should be
established between these households and the rehabilitation loan/grant programs administered

by the Columbus Community Rein’ed ment Department o (Comprehefns

According to the 20062011 Consolidated Plan for Columbus, approximately 13,505 homes in
Columbuspose a leatbased paint hazard. This estimate is based upon the-Based Paint
Hazards Technical AssistanBulletin 1, which states that approximately 62 percent (0%)

of pre-1978 housing will contain ledzhsed paint. (Comprehensive Plan, p. 16)

From 2000 to 2009, there was an increase in median rental rates. The fair market rent (FMR),
as developedythe U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development, grew by 40.5% over
the past decade. FMR was $467 in 2000, grew to $534 by 2005, and currently is $656 (2011).
The American Community survey reported the median gross rental rates ($500, $594, $693)
and the median contract rental rates ($322, $475, $693) for 2000, 2005 and 2009, respectively
(see Table 9). During this same period, median family income rose 18.5% ($41,244 to $48,870),
Median family income grew at a rate of only dmedf that of rentalrates. Multifamily vacancy
rates increased from 10.3% in 2000 to 15.4% by 2009. This trend in rental vacancy is

counteracted by the large number of rentals in bankruptcy or foreclosure that leads to
displacement of minorities as rentals are taken offrierket.
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Table 6.9: Rental Rates
Columbus, Georgia

Year

HUD Fair Market
Rent

Median Gross
Rent

Median Contract
Rent

2000

$467

$500

$322

2005

$534

$594

$475

2009

$656*

$693

$517

Source: HUD User (2011%), kaMarket Rersind American Community Su(2890, 2005, 2009)

oJust over 45 percent of the wvacant uni t s
compared to only 27 percent at the state level. These [data suggest] that there may be some
need to revtalize existing mukiamily units rather than further supplying the market with new
multi-family structures. The majority of vacant units in Columbus are for rent (55.1 percent).
Columbus has a small percentage of vacant units that are for seasooadatrenal, or
occasional use (5.7 percent) when compared to the state (21 percent). Another important
concern is the condition of vacant housing. Several recent area studies suggest that a large

guantity of Col umbusds vacantunhobsbnhngablte®d|k
Assessment Technical Addendum, Comprehensive Plan, p. 52).

Table 6.10: Vacant Housing Units
Columbus, Georgia

Category 2000
8.4%
10.3%

2.6%

2009
8.6%
15.4%
3.4%

Total

Rental

Owner

Source:American Community Su(26@0, 2009)

Table 6.11: Rental Housing Unit Vacancy
Columbus, Georgia

Year Vacancy Rate

2000

10.3%

2005

18.5%

2009

15.4%

Source:American Community Su(2690, 2005, 2009)
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Housing affordability in Columbus has decreased over recent years. This decrease in
affordability is the combined result of multiple factoiacluding greater pressure on the
housing market due to economic development and an increase in interest rates. Factioes fu
exacerbating hi s situation are the aging of the
affordable public housing units (Comprehensive Plan, p. 16). There are many vacant land
parcels, zoned for residential and commercial construction, doumhistoric portions of the

city. These sites present ideal opportunities for infill development, which would take advantage
of existing infrastructure. There is a large concentration of vacant sites found in the Beallwood
neighborhood (Comprehensived?l, p. 25). 6Columbus could greatly benefit from attracting
additionalnomppr of it housing devel opers to the com

HUD uses affordability measures to express the cost of a housing unit based on the cost of
adequate and $ae housing, what a family with the
and what a family in poverty can pay for housirgnit affordability relative to area median
income (AMI) is the percentage of area median income needed to afford the mdmbbing

cost associated with that unit. A unit is deemed affordable wihenhousehold that occupies it
spends less than 30 percent of its income on housing.

Affordabilitg [(Monthly Housing C9stsl2 / AMIx 0.30] x 100

The Affordability Index caulates the sum of average housing costs plus the average
transportation costs for a neighborhood (represented by a census block group), divided by

average neighborhood income. In the simplified formula, total housing costs include current
housing sales pres and rents, and total transportation costs equal the sum of the costs for
auto ownership, auto use, and transit. The index can be adjusted for an individual household to
reflect household income, the price members intend to pay for a new home, andtiauber

nei ghborhoodédés transportation costs.

Using the American Community Survey data for 2009, housing affordability is determined by
the percentage of monthly household income that is spent on gross rent. Cost Burdened
residents must use 30% or more tifeir income on rent (19% in Columbus) and Severely Cost
Burdened households spend at least dra&f of their incomes on rent (another 19% of
residents in Columbus). About oA#th of households with a mortgage in Columbus are paying
more than 30 percenof their income onhousing costsAnother one in ten households in
owner occupied units is severely cost burdened.

The areas near the Chattahoochee River anden@al Business Districthave a
disproportionately high level of overcrowding at 8.1 to 13&qent. These data suggest that
there is need for more affordable housingits in this area of the B/. (Comprehensive Plan, p.
16)
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Table 6.12: Median Home Value
Columbus, Georgia

Category 2000 2005 2009

Total $84,000 $113,000 $126,100

African American $73,500
White $90,400

Source:American Community Su(2e@5, 2009) andmericamractFindeBureau of
Census (2000)

Within Columbus, the Comprehensive Plan reports that the construction of rewsing
peaked during the decades of the 196006s ang 1
(197006s ané B @Oss)uggeBh that a notabl e pefrc
stock may require S 0me r e h a b Technitah Addendut, ( (o m
Comprehensive Plan, p. 49). Recent sales data are displayed ir6Ti&ble

Table 6.13: Home Sales Data 2004 -2007
Columbus, Georgia

Price Interval 2004 2005 2006
< $50,000 32 172 133
$50,000- $70,000 44 178 175
$70,000- $90,000 67 268 260
$90,000- $120,000 76 416 397
$120,000-$180,000 899 903
$180,000- $250,000 85 539 625
> $250,000 75 486 519

Yearly Total 549 2,958 3,012
Source: Ackerman and Company, September 2007

0Al abama a@eatgwalaes a $0 percewnt of fair market value, whereas Georgia assesses
property value at 40 percent of fair market value. These assessment pralctreeisthe cost of

taxes for persons living in Alabama over Geor@ach factors will likely cause a pentage of

the new members of the Columbus labor force to consider living in Alabama over Georgia. This
factor can make predicting housingdemandmore al | engi ng. 6 ( Compr ehglns

Spatial Analysis of Protected Class Segregation

Several variabt related to demographics and housing were accessed and constructed into a
database by census tract. There are 56 census tracts within Columbus (Muscogee County),
according to the American Community Survey 2009, U.S. Bureau of the Census. In addition,
GI' S mapping was accessed from both PolicyMalp
display these variables geographically by census tract. Next, characteristics of segregation werg
determined by census tract. This analysis is provided as Bable
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Those census tracts with four or more characteristics of segregaftosct numbers0100,
01600,02400,02500,02700,02800,03000, and 034QGare shown on the following map. Table
6.14provides detail as to the types of segregation found in thesddrac

Figure 6.1: Census Tracts with Protected Class Segregation
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Table 6.14: Segregation Characteristics by Census Tract d Columbus , Georgia

HIGH PCT HIGH PCT HIGH PCT MEDIAN
CENSUS LOW PCT. OVER 40% OF OVER 50% OF OF SINGLE AGE OF
TRACT WHITE IN SENIORS MINORITY VACANT FEMALES HOME
POPULATION POVERTY IN POPULATION RENTALS WITH OVER 50
POVERTY CHILDREN YRS.

X X

X| X

X

X[ X| X X| X| X| X| X| X

x

X[ X| X[ X[ X

X[ X| X[ X| X

XXX X| X X X[ X[ X
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Census tracts wherd\frican American residents comprise a majority (over 50%) of the tract
populationare displayed in the map below.

Figure 6. 2: Census Tracts with Majority African American Population
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Table 6.15 displays a breakdown of the percentage of census tracts that contain minority
residents for the year 2009. Twensix tracts contain a majorttof minorities.

Table 6.15: Percentage of Census Tracts with Minorities (2009)
Columbus , Georgia

Percent Minority Frequency | Percent | Cumulative Percent

25% or less Minority 15 26.8 26.8
25-50% Minority 15 26.8 53.6

OVER 50% Minority 26 46.4 100.0
Total 56 100.0

A review of commuting times and types of transportation used to go to work, by census tract,
where more than 75% of the residents were African American compared to those
neighborhoods with less than 25% miityp populationsdemonstrated that workers from these
African American census tracts had longer commute times, often up to one hour, compared to
census tracts habitegrimarily by whites.

The U.S. Bureau of the Census collects information about the radfiindividual disability for
persons aged five and up using five categories of disability. For those that are working age, the
number of employment disabilities is also reported. Data from both the 2000 Decennial Census
and the 2005 and 2009 American @munity Survey show that residents with disabilities live in
most census tracts, but some neighborhoods/tracts have higher numbers of disabled persons.

Table 6.16: Percentage Census Tracts with Residents in Poverty (2009)
Colum bus, Georgia

Cumulative
Percent

Under 50% 51 91.1 91.1
Over 50% 5 8.9 100.0
Total 56 100.0

Percent in Poverty Frequency | Percent
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Table6.16andFigure6.3show the distribution ofesidents inpoverty by census tract and their

isolationfrom other residents.

Figure 6. 3: High Poverty Census Tracts
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There are few census tracts with home values that are below $75,000, and these tracts are
isolated from others and includenostly protected classesminorities, single females with
children, and the disabled. The distribution of median home Vayusensus tract is shown in
Table6.17.

Table 6.17: Distribution of Median Home Values by Census Tract s (2009)
Columbus , Georgia

Cumulative

Median Home Value Frequency |Percent
Percent

$75,000 or less 15 26.8 26.8
$75,000 to $100,000 16 28.6 554
Over $2000,000 in value 25 44.6 100.0
Total 56 100.0

Summary of Findings

Segregation cadirectly affect the quality of life in cities and neighborhoods. As new people
come into the areajt is important to understand what effect that change will have on the
dynamics ofhe city and its neighborhoods (Sawyer and Tatian, 2003, p. 1). Reatbanghan

di scrimination can expl ain or contpersobalt e
preference, language differences, immigrant status, education level, and income (Baye
McMillan, and Rueben, 2002; Ihlanfeldt and Scafidi, 2002).

Racial segmyation can prevent AfricaAmericans from accumulating equity and wealth in their
homes. In fact, research demonstrates that Afridanerican homeowners earn less equity in
their nonrental homes because their incomes are lower and they resided in aledsate
more segregated. The average Africamerican in the Columbus area had a median income of
$36,796 and owned a home valued at $73,500.

For every dollar of income, their home was worth about $2.00 in home value. By comparison,
the average white oner of a home enjoyed median incomes of $64,031 and used more of that
income in their home (median value of $90,400) which yields a lower value in their home of
$1.41 per dol | ar of i ncome. -etlonic rcamipositiod ofa | s
neighlmrhoods when deciding if and where to move. These patterns may result from a number
of underlying social processes. While regthnic prejudice may govern residential choices to
some degree, the ethnic composition of a neighborhood is also correlatdu otiter factors

that determine neighborhood attractiveness.

Another rising family configuration is grandparents raising grandchildren. In 2009, there were
2,191 grandpareriteaded households, responsible for the care of their grandchildren, in the

Columbus area. This increased to 2,885 grandparent households in 2005. Grandparents caring
for their grandchildren undoubtedly suffer a financial disadvantage when compared to other
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families with children in the Columbus region. This fatyipe consistentlyhas income less

than median income for all families. Examining poverty rates for elderly persons, in general, we
find that in 2000, 12.1% of seniors over 65 years of age were living below the poverty level.
This increased slightly by 2009 to 12.8%. Mwex, in addition to grandparents caring for their
grandchildren, there is evidence that other relatives, such as aunts and uncles, care for children
in their familiesMore research is needed to reach this growing family type and the needs for
adequate ah safe housing for these extended families.

The 2005 American Community Survey revealed that 5,247 residents within Columbus, aged 21
to 64, with disabilities were segregated. These areas of concentration coincide with

neighborhoods that house otherotected classes Of theseprotected classedisability is the

only one to whom a landlord must make reasonable accommodations and modifications to
provide hous-fngenhdhyoi sootubherdi sabl ed and

High conentrations of poverty do not occur by accident because housing policy and land use,
together with private sector interpretation of that policy, have directed lowome residents
toward rental housing. Although the total poverty rate in Columbus decredsaa 19.6% to
17.0% (2005 to 2009), poverty among African Americans doubled from 13.8% to 27.0% and
increased among the elderly (10.9% in 2005 and 12.8% in 2009). Research has shown that lo
income neighborhoods have higher rates of poor birth outconuesdiovascular disease, HIV,
depression, physical inactivity, and mortality, regardless of individual risk factors.
Neighborhood design and environmental degradation are factors.

0The concentration of nei ghbor ho olf70splooughr t vy
1990, and then declined moderately between 1990 and 2000. Numerous studies have focused
on the possible effects of residential neighborhoods on social and economic outcomes.
Persistent economic and racial residential segregation is ingdicatenduring racial and ethnic
inequalityo (Bruch, 2005, p. 1).

In fact, there could be at least three reasons why these segregated patterns exist:
A lllegal discrimination in the housing market limits the selection of neighborhoods
where persons ba particular race and ethnicity can live;
A Income differences across race and ethnic groups limit the selection of neighborhoods
where persons of a particular race and ethnicity can live; and,
A Personal preferences cause individuals to want to live inhtichoods with others of a
particular race and ethnicity.

Although no data directly measure the level of illegal discrimination and personal preferences
that add to racial and ethnic segregation, household income can be applied to demonstrate that
income differences could be a possible explanation. Census data show that African American
and Hispanic households have lower incomes than whites. The differences in incomes acrosg
racial and ethnic groups could be part of the explanation for the segregatioerpstthat are

found in Columbus. Since such a large share of African American residents has lower incomes
they may not be able to afford to Bvin many neighborhoods in theit§. Thus, it is probable

that more African Americans live in lower cost neiginboods with rental units and more
whites live in higher priced, owner occupied units in other neighborhoods. In fact, if income
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differences were the primary explanation, there would be a much higher probability that we
would discover African Americans, $fianics, and whites with similar income levels living in the
same neighborhoods. In fact, this is not the case.

What do different measures of segregation tell us about recent population changes in
Columbus? What is the level of segregation in the citg dow has it changed? Does
segregation disproportionately affect particular racial groupsaghborhoods in the city and, if

so, how? Segregation can be defined geneaallyhe extent to which different groups are
separated geographically from eachetfSawyer and Tatian, 2003, p. 1).

Relationship Between Variables of Segregation

Research on race and concentrated poverty has shown that minority residents are much more
likely to live in high poverty areas than whites with the same incomes. The irappoverty is
perhaps greatestn families with children, anahinority children are far more likely to be living

in poverty than white children in Columbus. There is also a high correlation between single
parent households and the higher incidence ofgrty among minorities. Tabl6.14 displays
those variables of segregation that are highly correlated within the Columbus area.
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The lack of quality public transportation in Columbus could also hamper this type of urban
developmen although the city operates the METRA bus system,dfxgtem has limited routes
and infrequent service. (JJG p. 18)

0The following is a I|ist of addhbusingonmsmdichih a c tffor
Columbus:
A Aging and substandard haug units near downtown;
Low density residential as the most common residential zoning., limiting housing
affordability;
Land speculation due to anticipated growth, leading to pricing out of certain groups of
population;
More affordable properties in raby jurisdictions;
Disparity between lending practices in minor@tgncentrated Census tracts;
Lack of appropriate, affordable housing for Fort Benning personnel and their
dependents;
Policies that discourage neprofit housing developers from accesgiaffordable housing
tax credit programs; and,
Decreasing size of affordable housing stock, tied to Hope IV projects and increasing
guantity of substandard unitsé (JJIG p. 8 )
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7.Indices of Racial & Ethnic Segregation

Douglas Massey and Nancy Dentordg8, 1993) developed a sophisticateulltidimensional
analysis of racial segregation (see Figute . The study concluded,
dimension is serious because it removes blacks from full participation in urban society and limits
theraccess to its benefits. o A score betwee
segregation and above 60 percent indicates high level of segregation.

Figure 7.1: Segregation within the Neighborhoods
The Index of Di ssimilarity

B Low Segregation Moderate Segregation HMHigh Segregation

.

10 20 30 40 50 60 70 80 90

Dissimilarity Index Value

Source: Massey and Denton, 1988.

The index of dissimilarigy the degree to which blacks and whites are evenly spreadng
nei ghborhoods and provides O0the percentage
an evemtegrabded, 6 r e 8ondwhere eaahl census mattireglicatea tha o
raci al composition of the metropolitan are
and Denton refer -wihoi ttehisedg rmagat iasn .0odb | ack

The dissimilarityndex equals 0.0, indicating complete integration of the two-@dups, when

all census tracts within the geographic area being analyzed have the same proportion of
population subgroup members as in the whole geographic area. The opposite extreme is when
the index equals 100.0, indicating complete segregation. In this extreme case, a few census
tracts consist entirely of members of one population gyroup, while all the others contain all

the members of the other population stgroup. Another, perhaps s&r way to interpret the

value of the index is that it indicates the percentage of eithergualip (e.g., blacks or whites)

who would have to move to another census tract in order for both sgdowups to be
distributed evenly to achieve complete integoati In a totally segregated environment (D =
100.0), 100% of either stdgroup would have to move to achieve complete integration.
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The Index of Dissimilarity is calculated mathematically as follows:
D =100*0.5*E | Pxi/PX- Pyi/Py|
Where:
D = the index of dissimilarity for two groups being compared within a specific
geographic area
PXi = the population of group x in census tract i

P =the total population of group x in the overall geographic area

PX_ = the population of group y in census tract i

PYI: the total population of group y in the overall geographic area

Ey: the Greek | etter oO0sigmaodo indicating t

0The dissimilarity index is | i mi irebétwderytwa h e
racial and ethnic groups. Other indices, however, are able to express segregation among
mul tiple populations more completelyd (Saw
are the exposure index and the diversity index.

Racial ancethnic isolation is gauged through an exposure index that measures the extent to
which a racial or ethnic group is exposed to members of the group, and to others. It is used to
understand whether two groups share common residential areas, and therefove ha
opportunities for contact. Low exposure indices mean that there is little shared area and few
chances for interaction.

It is not the size of the regi onsegegated arear i t
but the distribution of its racial andthnic groups. A critical indicator of segregation is an index

of the level of separation of whites from other races (isolation index). Within the suburban
homes, a high percent of white homeowners live in census tracts where a comparatively small
percentage of their neighbors are minorities.

Any thorough study of impediments to fair housing choice must include an analysis of where
different types of people live. While the description of past and present patterns of racial,
ethnic and income segregati@not conclusive proof of specific acts of illegal discrimination, it
can provide important insights into the extent to which discrimination continues to exist, and
the degree to which the effects of previous discrimination are being undone. Using cataus

at the tract level for the years 1990 and 2000, dimensions of residential segregation were
analyzed.

The exposure index indicates the racial c
member of a particular racial group. It is a weighted avera§eneighborhood racial
composition, where each census tract is weighted by the share of a particular race that lives in
that tract. This method is wuseful i n

This method is also affected by grospi z e . The | arger a p
popul ation, the more I|ikely its neig
population. We analyzed the differences between the exposure index in 1990
whites, blacksHi s pani cs, and Asians. The
overwhelmingly black in both 1990 and 2000.

ar
hb
and
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One of the advantages of the diversity index over most other segregation measures is that the
overall statistic can be decomposed to azaljnow segregation between groups contributes to

the overall level of segregation. For instance, for this report we analyzed how much the overall
level of segregation in the city consists of whites segregated from the nonwhite population
versus segregatioamong the nonwhite groups. By decomposing the diversity index, we found
that segregation between whites and nonwhites was a larger component of segregation in 2000
than segregation among the nonwhite groups.

The integration index provides a better mmae of how well multiple groups are integrated
with each other. The integration index can be thought of as representing what the typical
census tract looks like for the average person in a particular gioapn 0 aver age pe
a composite of allpesn's i n that group and a otypical
census tracts.

We use census tracts to represent neighborhoods in our analysis, and all three of our
segregation measures compare the racial and ethnic composition of tracts to seges.

Dissimilarity Index

In 1990, within Columbus, the dissimilarity index of white with black W& and it rose
slightly t063.6by 2000 (see Figuré.?). This is interpreted as 63.6% of black residents would
have had to move to white areas to aeklie the elimination of segregation during the year 2000
within Columbus (see Tablg.]).

Table 7.1: Index of Dissimilarity
Columbus , Georgia

DISSIMILARITY DISSIMILARITY
GROUP EXPOSURE INDEX -RACE INDEX -RACE
(1990) (2000)

WHITE WITH BLACK 62.7 63.6

WHITE WITH
HISPANIC
BLACK WITH
HISPANIC

44.3 42.6

52.3 47.0

Columbus Analysis of Impediments to Fair Housing Choice 2011




Figure 7.2: Dissimilarity Index & Race
Columbus , Georgia (1990, 2000)

== WHITE WITH BLACK
== WHITE WITH HISPANIC
BLACK WITH HISPANIC

DISSIMILARITY INDEX-RACE  DISSIMILARITY INDEX-RACE
(1990) (2000)
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Exposure Index

Another measureof residential segregation is a class of exposure indices dhaluatethe
racial/ethnic composition of the tract where the average member of a given group lives. These
indices include both the exposure of a race to itself (Isolation Index) and the espauhat

race to other races (Exposure Index). Both of these indices of exposure range from 0 to 100,
where a larger value implies that the average member of that race resides within a census tract
that has a greater percentage of residents from othaces. These indices depend on two
conditions: the overall size of the other group and each group's settlement pattern. Tdble
provides the exposure index data for years 1990 and 2000. The data are displayed in/E3gure

Table 7.2: Exposure Index
Columbus, Georgia

EXPOSURE EXPOSURE
GROUP EXPOSURE INDEX -RACE INDEX -RACE
(1990) (2000)

WHITE WITH BLACK 19.6 23.5

WHITE WITH HISPANIC 29 4.5

BLACK WITH WHITE

BLACK WITH HISPANIC

HISPANIC WITH WHITE

HISPANIC WITH BLACK

During 1990 within Columbus, the average African American head of a household lived in a
neighborhood (census tract) that was only 29.8% white. This had decreased to only 25.9% by
the year 2000. For thewerage white household, the head of that household in 1990 resided in
an area that was only 19.6% African American, but this index had increased to 23.5% in 2000
Hispanics were more exposed to white neighbors (48.5% in 2000).
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Figure 7. 3: Exposure Index -Race
Columbus , Georgia (1990, 2000)
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Isolation Index

The isolation index is the percentage of
census tract where the average member of that ragralup resides. The isolation index has a
range of zero (for a small group that is well dispersed) to 100 (group members are entirely
isolated from other groups).

Table 7.3: Isolation Index
Columbus, Georgia

ISOLATION INDEX - ISOLATION
SIROTI RO = RACE (1990) INDEX -RACE (2000)

WHITE WITH WHITE 75.7 68.6

BLACK WITH BLACK 66.0 68.0

HISPANIC WITH HISPANIC 5.8 7.8

For the Columbus area, Tablg3 notes that the average head of a white household in 1990
was living in a neigbbhood that was 75.7% white. This had decreased some to 68.6% by 2000,
but the index remainechigh By comparison, the average African American resided in a
neighborhood (census tract) of 66% African Americans and this isolation index increased to
68% by2000. Hispanics experienced a similar increase in the isolation index (5.8% in 1990 and
7.8% in 2000), as displayed in Figure
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Figure 7.4: Isolation Index & Race
Columbus , Georgia (1990, 2000)

+—WHITEWITH WHITE
=E—-BLACKWITH BLACK
HISPANIC WITH HISPANIC

ISOLATION INDEX-RACE ISOLATION INDEX-RACE
(1990) (2000)
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Table 7.4 clearly shows that suburban areas isolated whites from minorities. When analyzing
the isolation index for the suburban area of Columbus, the index decreased for whites and
African Americans and increased for Hispanic suburbanif€ge isolation index decreased
slightly over the ded8®de of the 19900s (see

Table 7.4: Isolation Index
Suburban Area dColumbus, Georgia

ISOLATION INDEX - | ISOLATION INDEX -
SUBURBAN SUBURBAN
HOMEOWNERS HOMEOWNERS
(1990) (2000)

WHITE WITH WHITE 76.9 74.8

GROUP EXPOSURE

BLACK WITH BLACK 48.2 46.8

HISPANIC WITH HISPANIC 11 1.4

Figure 7.5: Isolation Index - Suburban
Homeowners Columbus , Georgia (1990, 2000)

—4—WHITEWITH WHITE
==BLACK WITH ELACK
—o—HISPANIC WITH HISPANIC

1.1 1.4
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. b
T

ISOLATION INDEX- ISOLATION INDEX-
SUBURBAN SUBURBAN
HOMEOWNERS (19290) HOMEOWNERS (2000)
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Residential segregation ishikr ent |l y spati al . OMost tract udi [ps
constitutes an appropriately sized spatial unit for capturing segregation. This assumption
obscures potential variation among regions (e.g., metropolitan areas) in the scale of segregatio
because tract measures cannot distinguish regions in which the racial composition changes ove
short distances from those in which differendesn composi ti on occur belft w
(Lee and Reardon et al., 2008, p. 7&¥)T her e i s a n allgpersonsrshating @ tract,t h gt
whether they are located in theore of the tract or near its edges, have no proximity to
residents outside the tract but are equall [
and Reardon et al., 2008, p. 767).

Summary of Findings
A Segregation among all three major raeiatiethnic groups (White, Black, and Hispanic)

was at least moderate. The degree of White/Black segregation was high and increased
slightly between 1990 and 2000. Levels of Black/Hispanic and Whpeftits
segregation both decreased during this period (by 10.1% and 3.8%, respectively).
Between 1990 and 2000, the average White household lived in a census tract with
19.9% more Black residents, while the average Black household lived in a tract with a
deaeasing number of White residents.
The average Hispanic household lived in an area with a decreasing number of White
residents and an increasing number of Black residents, but both the average White and
Black household had increased numbers of Hispaniog) lin their neighborhoods.
Whites became less isolated between 1990 and 2000 while Blacks and Hispanics becamg
more isolated; both White and Black households show a high level of isolation.
Isolation indices increased for suburban Whites as comparedhtet Ci t y 0 s vV e
White population, indicating that White households in suburban census tracts are more
racially and ethnically isolated than the average for Whitesvaitg.
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8. Fair Housing Education
Assessing Information About Fair Housing

The Columbis Consolidated Governmentvorks to educate housing organizations and the
general public on fair housing. The goal is to ensure that citizens know their rights and what to
do if their rights have been violated. There are several key players in the hondungjry who
participate in educational and compliance efforts: The tCyépartment of Community
Reinvestmentthe Georgia Real Estate Commission, Metro Fair Housing Services, and the
Atlanta Regional Office of Fair Housing and Equal Opportunity, whitiei governing agency

for fair housing and complaints for theafe of Georgia. Each organization has its own fair
housing education goals and objectives and ideally, all of these organizations implemen
collaborative efforts to ensure that fair housindueation is adequately promoted.

Metro Fair Housing Services is a nprofit civil rights organization [funded in part by a grant

from HUD] that has prwided fair housing services teeveral Atlanta Metropolitan areas
including Columbus for more than 3@&ya r s . l'ts primary mission (i s
and eliminate housing and lending inequities for all people, including those with disabilities,
through | eadership, education, outreach, pulbl
populatins throughout the state, this organization hopes to achieve several outcomes, such as:
investigation and resolution of housing discrimination complaints; continued progress toward

Fair Housing Action Plan goals; and a gradual reduction in discriminaboising practices.

Metro Fair Housing Services assists the State of Georgia with the monitoring of equal housing
opportunity for all residents.

Metro Fair Housing receives fair housing complaints, investigates them and refers them [if
warranted] to the Geagia Commission on Equal Opportunity [GCEO], HUD and/or
cooperating attorneys for further investigation. GCEO is responsible for administering and
enforcing Georgia Fair Housing Law. This organization provides education and technical
assistance to housingrganizations, consumers and providers about fair housing laws. A
concerned citizen who believes discrimination occurred would contact Metro Fair Housing for
advice and guidance. Similarfpr-profit or non-profit housing organizatian that need
educatioml materials on fair housing and Geordgar housing lawsnay contactMetro Fair
Housing a the primary contact and resource center in the state of Georgia.

In Columbus many of the local nonprofibrganizations have made efforts to promote fair
housingamongst their clients and to provide their clients with options in the event of fair
housing violations. To assist with educating real estate professionals, the Georgia Real Estatg
Commission [GREC] administers license law that regulates brokers, salesngerand
community association managers. Their role is to protect the public interest by empowering
professionals with knowledge. GREC also monitors its licensees for violations of the federal and
state fair housing laws. Unfortunately, these organizatifansot have the resources teducate

the broader community about fair housing options.

In conjunction with this analysis, a public survey was conducted among Columbus residents to

receive opinions and i npuBasedmon fedbaek fr@n resdents f gfi
in the City, there is strong need for improvement on fair housing educational efthrtsted
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towardsthe housing indstry and to the general publicWhen asked if any of the respondents
had ever experienced housing discriminati@9;/ [84%)] out of 235 respondents stated they

had never expeaenced housing discrimination,hile 38 [16%] stated theyad experienced
housing discrimination.

Figure 8.1: Columbus Fair Housing Survey Results dDiscrimination

Since living in Columbus/Muscogee County, have you
ever experienced housing discrimination?

As shown in Figur®.2,the surveyrespondents that had experienced discrimination were asked
who was the person or organization that discriminated against them. Out of 37 survey
respondents, 25 [67.6%df the respondents stated that a landlord or propgmanager had

discriminated against therwhile 13 [35%)] of the respondents stated that a City or County
staff had discriminated against them.

Columbus Analysis of Impediments to Fair Housing Choice 2011




Figure 8.2: Columbus Fair Housing Survey Results dPersons of Discri mination

If yes, who discriminated against you? [Check all that apply]

a landlord/property areal estate agent a mortgage lender a city/county staff
manager person

Additionally, out of 64 survey respondents who had experienced discrimination only 3 [5%)]
actually filed a fair housing complaint

Figure 8. 3: Columbus Fair Housing Survey Results & Reporting Discrimination

Did you file a report of that discrimination?
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When asked the reason respondents did not file a fair housing complaint, 22 [53%] out of 42
survey respondents stated they distnknow what good it would do, wile 10 [24%] of the
survey respondents stated that they did not know where to file a complaint.

Figure 8.4: Columbus Fair Housing Survey Results dComplaint Filing

If you answered NO, why didn't you file? (SELECT ONLY ONE)
2%

@ | did notknow what good it

7% would do.

® | did not know where to file.

O 1did notrealize itwas a
violation of the law.

O | was afraid of retaliation.

B The process was hotin my
native language.

O The process was not
accessible to me because of|
a disability.

When asked if survey respondents were knowledgeable about their fair housing rights, 89
[40%] out of the 220 survey respondents stated they were somewhatlifamvith their fair
housing rights, Wile 68 [31%)] of the survey respondents stated they did not know their fair
housing rights.

Figure 8.5: Columbus Fair Housing Survey Results dFair Housing Rights

Do you know your Fair Housing Rights? (PLEASE
SELECT ONE RESPONSE)

O Yes
B Somewhat
O No
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As shown in Figur&.6,121[60%] out of 200 survey respondents stated that they did not know
where to file a fair hosing discrimination complaint,hife only 42 [21%] out of the 200 survey
respondents stated they knew where to file a housing discrimination complaint.

Figure 8.6: Columbus Fair Housing Survey Results dFiling a Complaint

Do you know where to file a housing

discrimination complaint?

21%

BYES
B SOMEWHAT
aONO

Columbus Analysis of Impediments to Fair Housing Choice 2011




9. Fair Housing Complaints

According to the Nat iQftheananykaeagariesldfcamplaint datafot | ifja n
housing discrimination, rerdt@ases continue to represent the largest number of complaints,
primarily because it is easier to recognize this type of discrimination and most fair housing
groups have to assign staff to rental complaints, leaving a shortage of trained staff to initiate
sal es, l endi ng or While uace nema&ns then prisnary ibagia tfor o nifs 6
discrimination, HUD finds that more complaints are being documented on the basis of disability.

HUD notes that if this current trend continues, housing complaints onlihsis of disability will

exceed those based on race in the future.

Housing discrimination is often subtle. However, the following issues could significantly impact
members of Protected Classes that may result in impediments to housing choice:

A Discriminabry practices against minority home seekers often include rude or hostile
treatment, withheld information about housing availability, differing terms and conditions
of rental or sale, and lack of follewp.

AA 2003 study by the MwWdnel ang Housmg TasktFortee d sf| N
[ NWHTF] found that o0é[ W] o0 me Afamiyfsenttmentso r D €
among | andlords and realtors, 6 since 8O0fp
have children, compared with 60% of all female head of houdehationwide.

A Women whose source of income includes child support and alimony are viewed as less
reliable and creditworthy than a fitime salary, placing these women in at a higher risk
of discrimination.

It has been determined that among the disabledusing discrimination is exacerbated
by a widespread lack of understanding of the reasonable accommodation standards of
the Fair Housing Act.

OHow Much DpuaublisNed b)KHUD \w&002, reports that only half of the public could
correctly identfyas ounl awful 6 six or out of ei ght sc
conduct. Less than or@urth of the public knows the law in two or fewer of the eight cases. In

addition, 14% of the adult population claims to have experienced some form ofnigousi
discrimination at one point or another in their lives. Of those who thought they had been
discriminated against, 83% indicated they had done nothing about it, while 17% say they dic
pursue it.

Individuals with more knowledge are more likely to pursmeomplaint then those with less
knowledge of fair housing laws. Therefore, there is an association between knowledge of the
law, the discernment of discrimination, and attempts to pursue it. Locally, it is critical that there
are efforts in place to eduta, to provide information, and to provide referral assistance
regarding fair housing issues in order to better equip persons with the ability to assist in
reducing impediments.
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Complaints Filed With HUD

The Atlanta Office of Fair Housing and Equal Oppaity [FHEO] receives complaints by
households regarding alleged violations of the Fair Housing Act for Cities and Counties in
Georgia. From January 1, 2000 throuDkecember 30, 2010 there were 56omplaints filed
regarding housing located in Columbus ousdogee County. Of these complaints, 9 were
determined to have cause. Of the cad#éed, all 50have been closedNote that complainants
often allege more than one typ® instanceof discrimination in a single filing; thiliere were a

total of 127 akgations of discrimination made in the 50 complaints filed.

As listed in Table.1, most common basis for complaint was alleged discrimination based on
Color or Racewith 63 [50%] complaintDiscrimination in regards toislabilitywas the second
most common alleged complainwith 29 [23%] complaird Discrimination in regards tsex

[16], familial status [9]and national origin [6jvere also significant. Out of th&27 complaints

filed with the FHEOIn Atlanta 9 had a o0Cause Debinedrsettiemeatt i o
compensation of $27,234. The complaints as presented from the FHEO are found in full in the
Appendix.

Table 12.1: Fair Housing Complaints

Complaints of Housing Discrimination Received in Columbus/Muscogee, GA
January 1, 2000 - December 31, 2010

Location
# Closed
With Cause
Disability
Color/Race
Fam. Stat
Mar. Stat
Nat. Origin
Citizenship
Religion
Retaliation
Harassment
Other/ Criminal

91291639 |1 (16| 6 | 0O

Table9.1: HUD Complaints Received Januar2dQ08 December31, 2010

al
o

Muscogee

This review of complaints showthat the number of complaints o¥iolatiors of the Fair
Housing Act is limited. A lack of filed complaints does not inditatteat a pr obl em
As borne out in the survey data, any housholds do not file complaints because they are
uneducated as to the process for filing a complaint. However, there are households that are
aware that they are experiencing housing discrimination, but they are simply not aware that this
discrimination is agjnst the law. Finally, most households are more interested in achieving their
first priority of finding decent affordable housing and prefer to avoid going through the process
of filing a complaint and following up to ensure the case is resolved.
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10. Home Mortgage Disclosure Act [HMDA] Data Analysis

Historically, barriers to Fair Housing Choice have included practices of the lending community
that have denied mortgages to minorities, at a substantially higher rate than Caucasians. A
analysis of Hom Mortgage Disclosure Act [HMDA] data from 2007, 2008, and 2009 reveals
this trend exists in areas of Columbus.

0The United States has enacted a variety o
against members of historically disadvantagedg, particularly women and minorities. These
laws include most notably the Fair Housing Act of 1968 and the Equal Credit Opportunity Act
of 1974 (ECOA). ECOA also makes it illegal for lenders to use the racial composition of the
neighborhood as a determant of the lending decision. In addition, policy concern about the
viability of urban neighborhoods has generated laws such as the Community Reinvestment Act
of 1977 that impose an affirmative obligation on lenders to help meet the credit needs of their
entire communities o(Ladd, 1998, p. 42).

The Home Mortgage Disclosure Act (HMDA) was passed by Congress in 1975 and amended in
1989. This law mandates that financial institutions such as banks, savings and loan associatiors
mortgage companies, and credinions, report information concerning their home lending
activity. As promulgated by rules, these lenders must disclose the number of loan applications
by census tract, and by the income, race, and gender of the applicant aagpkoant. In fact,

the HMDA and other federal nowliscriminatory policies related to housing state that these
financial institutionsmake decisions as if they had no information about the applicant's race,
regardless of whether race is a good proxy variable for risk factors thdender cannot
distinguish or observe.

0For examplb8 HMDARa&a lgd toea Pulitzé?rize winning series that ran during

May 1988 in the Atlanta Journal Constituti
as the basis for a U.S.epartment of Justice case against the Atldyvdaed Decatur Federal
Savings and Loan, which in 1992 endedSoman a I
of the concerns to those involved in fair housing policy are whether these lenders market to
minority and lowincome communities, are some of these institutions more likely to deny a
much higher percentage of applications from these neighborhoods than other lenders, and
whet her the | enders are responsi ve rthomesom
i mprovement | oans compared to othersd needs

The analysis of HMDA data within Columbus will assist local and regional leaders to identify
credit needs that are not being met by lenders. Thus, the HMDA analysis wdlieage local
policymakers, community leaders, and financial institutions to collaborate on marketing to
promote affordable lending products that reaplotected classes Each year, the lender must
report the number of loan applications it approved and i@ein The lender must also indicate
how many of its loan approvals not accepted (the institution approved the loan but the
applicant refused). Finally, the lender must specify how many applications were withdrawn (the
applicant withdrew his application loe¢ the bank made a credit decision), and how many
applications were incomplete (the applicant did not provide all the necessary information).
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While a trend is present in the loan originations and denials, it is not possible to determine if
discriminatoy practices lead to such a trend based on HMDA data alone. To determine if the
lending sector could be considered an impediment to fair housing choice, the reasons for denial
must be a known factor. Based on HMDA data, it is unclear if these minoritycapfsi were
denied for authentic economic reasons; such a determination could only be made with further
research, including testing of the mortgage lending and underwriting practices in Columbus.

The City can initiate a variety of monitoring activitiesttipaovide further detailed information
about the results of policies, practices and procedures used in the housing industry. These
activities may range from reviewing and analyzing data available to the general public, such g
HMDA data, to conducting cafelly designed systematic fair housing audits to determine the
extent of discriminatory practices [if any] in a particular segment of the housing market.

Disposition of Loan Applications Reported to HMDA 2007-2009

The figures below display the number goercent of applications for loans from Columbus for
the years 2007, 2008 and 2009. The greatest percentage of loan applications occurred in 200
(41.9%).

Table 10.1: Year of Applications

Cum ulative
Percent
14699 41.9 41.9 41.9
10308 294 294 71.2
10098 28.8 28.8 100.0
35105 100.0 100.0

Frequency | Percent |[Valid Percent

Figure 10.1: Number of Applications by Year

NUMBER OF APPLICATIONS

14,699

S~

Columbus Analysis of Impediments to Fair Housing Choice 2011




Loan Type
Almost severof ten applications for loans were conventional (69.4%). Most (86.2%) of all loan

applications were conventional in 2007. This decreased to 58.2% of all loans in 2009. VA loans
and FHA loan applications increased over the same three years.

Table 10.2: Loan Type

Cumulative
Percent

CONVENTIONAL 24369 69.4 69.4 69.4
FHA INSURED 6404 18.2 18.2 87.49
VA GUARANTEED 4337 124 12.4

FARM SERVICE AGENCY OHf 1 <0.1 <0.14
RURAL HOUSING SERVICE

TOTAL 35104 100.G 100.4

Frequency | Percent |[Valid Percent

Loan Purpose
From 2007 to 2009, over sixty percent of loans were for refinancing. In fact, the percent of

refinancing loans increased from 58.0% of the total loans in 2007 to 68.9% by 2009, while home
purchase loans decreased (33.4% to 26.6% of all loans).
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Table 10.3: Loan Purpose by Year

LOAN PURPOSE

HOME HOME
REFINANCE
PURCHASE IMPROVEMENT TOTAL

YEAR 2007 Count 4915 1265 8519 14699

% within YEAR 33.4% 8.6% 58.0% 100.0%

% within LOAN PURPOSE 45.3% 49.2% 39.3% 41.9%

% of Total 14.0% 3.6% 24.3% 41.9%

Count 3252 856 6200 10308

% within YEAR 31.5% 8.3% 60.1% 100.0%

% within LOAN PURPOSE 30.0% 33.3% 28.6% 29.4%

% of Total 9.3% 2.4% 17.7% 29.4%

Count 2690 450 6958 10098

% within YEAR 26.6% 4.5% 68.9% 100.0%

% within LOAN PURPOSE 24.8% 17.5% 32.1% 28.8%

% of Total 7.7% 1.3% 19.8% 28.8%

Count 10857 2571 21677 35105
% within YEAR 30.9% 7.3% 61.7% 100.0%
% within LOAN PURBSE 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%

% of Total 30.9% 7.3% 61.7% 100.0%
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Loan Application Decisions
The distribution of loan amounts appears in Table 22 in the Appendix, with other variable

descriptive statistics. The frequency distribution foafoamounts were highly skewed to the
right (M=135,100; SD=187,200; Md= 115,000). Over nine of ten loan applications required no

pre-approvals.

Table 10.4: Pre-Approval of Loans

Frequency | Percent |[Valid Percent

PREAPPROVA REQUESTED 277 .8 7.4

PREAPPROVAL NO’ 3453 9.8 92.6
REQUESTED

Subtotal 3730 100.0
MISSING 31375
35105

Nearly threefourths of all loans required a secured first lien. Minority census tracts loans were
more likely b seare a first lien (see Tabl#0.5andFgure10.2.
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Table 10.5: Lien Status by Minority Census Tracts

CENSUS TRACT WITH
OVER 50% MINORITIES

OVER 50%
MINORITY

UNDER 50%
MINORITY

LIEN
STATUS

FIRST LEN SECURED

Count

% within LIEN STATUS

% within CENSUS TRACT WITH OVER 50
MINORITIES

% of Total

2304

9.0%

80.2%

23308

91.0%

72.3%

25612

100.0%

73.0%

73.0%

SUBORDINATE LIEN SECURED

Count

% within LIEN STATUS

1in CENSUS TRACT WITH OVER 50%
RITIES

% of Total

2059

100.0%

5.9%

5.9%

NOT SECURED BY LIEN

Count

% within LIEN STATUS

% within CENSUS TRACT WITH OVER 50
MINORITIES

% d Total

867

100.0%

2.5%

2.5%

PURCHASED LOANS

Count

% within LIEN STATUS

% within CENSUS TRACT WITH OVER 50
MINORITIES

% of Total

1.0%

17.7%

6567

100.0%

18.7%

18.7%

Count
% within LIEN STATUS

% within CENSUS TRACT WITH OVER 50
MINORITIES

% of Total

2872

82%

100.0%

32233
91.8%

100.0%

35105

100.0%

100.0%

100.0%
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Figure 10. 2: Lien Status by Minority Census Tracts

CENSUS TRACT WITH
OVER 50%
MINORITIES

B OVER 50% MINORITY
= UNDER 50% MINORITY

FIRST LIEN SUBORDINATE NOT SECUREDBY  PURCHASED
SECURED LIEN SECURED LIEN LOANS

LIENSTATUS
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Loan originations accounted for 41.386 all loans from 2007 to 2009. Another 21.6% were
denied, 18.7% purchased and 10.5% were withdrawn by the applicant. The majority of loans
(56.5%) from 2007 to 2009 were not originated or sold. Fannie Mae, Ginnie Mae and Freddie
Mac account for 25% gdurchasers of loans (see table below).

Table 10.6: Purchaser Type

Cumulative
Percent

LOAN NOT ORIGINATED OR 19835 56.5 56.5 56.5
SOLD

FANNIE MAE 3592 10.2 10.2 66.7
GINNIE MAE 3447 9.8 98 76.6
FREDDIE MAC 1768 5.0 5.0 81.6
PRIVATE SECURITIZATION 267 .8 .8 82.4

COMMERCIALBANK- 687 2.0 2.0 84.3
SAVINGS BANK SAVINGS
ASSOC

LIFE INS CGCREDIT UNION-
MORTGAGE BANKFINANCE
CO

AFFILIATE INSTITUTION
OTHER TYPE OF PURCHAS
TOTAL

Frequency | Percent [Valid Percent

When denying a loan, the institution often reports to the HMDA as many as three reasons.

From 2007 to 2009, the primary reason for denial of loans was credit hi@5y5%), followed

by lack of collateral (23.4%), and debtincome ratio (18.6%). The secondary reasons for

denial for loans were credit history, defd-i ncome r ati o, coll at er &l
(15.2%). For those loans with three reasons reported denial, 28.8% cited debd-income

ratio and 22.3% 0ot her 6 c auTabte 19indApperdig)lni al as |t h

Protected classesand Loan Approvals and Denials

According to Becker (1971), discriminatory behavior emerges from prejudice daste’ for
discrimination” and it requires that the discriminator pay or forfeit income for the privilege of
exercising prejudicial tastes. oWhil e Beclkel
achieved significant currency within the economics msifen, other wetknown economists

have developed models for understanding discriminatory behavior that do not assume the

lender (or the employer in the labor market situation) is prejudiced or foregoes profits.
Differentially adverse treatment of a protied group may instead result from “statistical”

discrimination; that is, discrimination that occurs because the lender finds it cheaper to use the
characteristics of an applicant's group, such as its race, to estimate the applicant's
creditworthinessrathe t han t he applicant's own past hifptc

OAnot her mechani sm through which | enders mifpht
to as the "thick file" phenomenon, emerged from the investigation of Decatur Federal in Atlanta.
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It seemed that loan officers at that institution often provided more assistance to white than to
minority lenders, so that the files of the white borrowers were likely to end up thicker than
those of minority borrowers, and because of that assistance, mag haen more likely to be
approveddé (Ladd, 1998, p. 48).

Avery et al. (1993) used linear probability models to uncover racial differencesoitgage
application deni al rates based on oOeconomi
HMDA (income,loan amount, loan type, etc.); overall denial rates of the lenders receiving the
application; the metropolitan statistical areas (MSAS), census tract locations of the property;
and, an unexplained residual o ( epdenialrates of o W
white and minority applicants, particularly blacks. These differences remain even after
[accounting for] lender, neighborhood, and applicant economic characteristics. Avery et al.
further discovered si mi lkatsandles prdducts, indicatng tbas s
the observed racial differences in denial rates are [ubiquitous] and cannot be attributed to a
Subset o f mar kets or type of |l ender o6 (p.
owhen ¢ omp ar licants, raial diffeteaces inadpnal rates still exist and are roughly
the same size within neighborhoods, regardl]I

Race and Ethnicity of Applicant and Co-Applicant

OFrom a purely st at iasd data may alpoeintreadpce sampieleaion mi
problems into calculations of denial rate d
p . 60) . OMi ssing race data are correlated
loan. Most importat for this study is the correlation with action taken on the loan, since this
provides direct evidence that sample selection related to missing race data will affect the
statistical tools regulators use during fair lending analyses. The fact that deemldiffer for

home improvement and refinance loans, but not for home purchase loans [and] missing race
data may be more problematic for those two

The next table displays the race of the applicant. The greatest percentage of loeasisphre
Caucasians (58.2%) and 39.1% African Americans. Over six of t@piacants are Caucasians
(65.8%) or African Americans (31.3%). The percent of applications from African Americans
decreased from 43.1% of all races in 2007 to 30.5% by 2B@&vever, during the same period,

the percent of loans applied for by Caucasians in Columbus increased as a percent of all races
(54.2% in 2007 to 66.2% in 2009).
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Table 10.7: Applicant Race 1

: Cumulative
Frequency | Percent [Valid Perc ent
Percent

NATIVE AMERICAN OR 127 . . .5
ALASKAN NATIVE

ASIAN AMERICAN
AFRICAN AMERICAN

NATIVE HAWAIIAN OR
PACIFIC ISLANDER

CAUCASIAN 15864 45.2

Subtotal 27275 7.7
MISSING 7830 22.3

TOTAL 35105 100.0

Table 10.8: CO 06 Applicant Race 1

Frequency | Percent [Valid Percent

NATIVE AMERICAN OR 37 0.1 0.4
ALASKAN NATIVE

ASIAN AMERICAN
AFRICAN AMERICAN

NATIVE HAWAIIAN OR
PACIFIC ISLANDER

CAUCASIAN
Subtotal

MISSING
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Crosstabulation analyses in Table 43, in the Appendix, demonstrate that loans &asusc
tracts with over 50% minorities have a higher probability of not being originated or 36qu (

005= 394.7; p< 0.001). The reasons for denial are reported for minorities in Table 4fie
appendix For African Americans, 39.4% were denied basedredit history, 22.2% because of
insufficient collateral, and 18.5% based on debhcome ratios. This compares to 30.7%
denials for credit history, 25.7% based on collateral, and 18.3&taléncome ratios for
Whites in Columbus. When controllindor credit history, twice as many African Americans as
Whites were denied (58.6% compared to 38.8%).

Applications are much more likely to be denied for incomplete credit application$\Vioites,
for both applicants and eapplicants, than for African Ameans (see Tables 47 and B0the
appendi) . This possibly |l eads to the o0thick
these applicants to resubmit supplemental information.

Nearly threefourths of all loans required a secured first lien.nbtity census tracts loans were
more likely to secure a first lien (see Table 44 in Appendix).

Figure 10. 3: Lien Status by Minority Census Tracts

CENSUS TRACT WITH
OVER 50%
MINORITIES

B OVER 50% MINORITY
[E UNDER 50% MINORITY

FIRST LIEN SUBORDINATE NOT SECUREDBY  PURCHASED
SECURED LIEN SECURED LIEN LOANS

LIENSTATUS
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An oftenrused method for analysis of loan decisions and their effeqirotected classess the
approval rate, gap in approviate and the denial rate ratitbased on income and race. The
following tables provide that analysis for HMDA data for 2007 to 2009 for applicants in
Columbus. There are statistically significant gapshe dpproval rates by income and race
between Caucasian and African American applicants. The denial rate ratio demonstrates that for
every Caucasian denial, there dr29 denials for African American loan applicants.

Table 10.9: Approval Rate for Home Purchase Mortgage Loans
Columbus (2007-2009)

LOW INCOME MODERATE INCOME HIGH INCOME

AFRICAN AFRICAN AFRICAN
CAUCASIAN AMERICAN CAUCASIAN AMERICAN CAUCASIAN AMERICAN

53.9 32.9 63.7 33.6 71.5 31.9

Table 10.10: Gap in Approval Rate between African Americans and
Caucasians by HUD Income Category

Columbus (2007-2009)

LOW INCOME MODERATE INCOME UPPER INCOME

21.0 30.7 39.4

*Note: 21.0 =53.9 32.9 for low income in@pval rate table above

Table 10.11: Denial Rate for Home Purchase Mortgage Loans

DENIAL RATE

*
AFRICAN DENIAL RATE RATIO
AMERICAN

CAUCASIAN

48.6 62.6 1.29

*Note: Denial rate is 62.6 / 48.6
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Sex of Applicant and Co-Applicant

Applicants for loans are overwhelmingly male (64.5%) andppticants are female (78.2%).
When crosstabulated by year, the percent of male applications increase while the percent of
female applicants decreased. Females (37.8%) werdystigine likely to be denied for credit
history problems than males (33.2%).

Tenure of Household
Nearly all (89.6%)oan applicationsvere for owner-occupied principal dwellings. The figure
below displays that those applicatginom within census tracts witligh minority percentages

were more likely not to be for ownetoccupied dwellingsC(ZL 0.05= 1027.8; p< 0.001).

Figure 10.4: Occupancy Type by Minority Census Tracts

CENSUS TRACT WITH
OVER 50%
MINORITIES

B OVER 50% MINORITY
= UNDER 50% MINORITY

OWNER OCCUPANCY AS PRINCIPAL NOT OWNER-OCCUPIED
DWELLING

OCCUPANCY
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Summary of Findings

Historically, barriers to Fair Housg Choice have included practices of the lending community
that have denied mortgages to minorities, at a substantially higher rate than Caucasians. An
analysis of Home Mortgage Disclosure Act [HMDA] data from 2007, 2008, and 2009 reveals
this trend exiss in areas of Columbus.

The analysis of HMDA data within Columbus will assist local and regional leaders to identify
credit needs that are not being met by lenders. Thus, the HMDA analysis will encourage local
policymakers, community leaders, and finahanstitutions to collaborate on marketing to
promote affordable lending products that reaplotected classes Each year, the lender must
report the number of loan applications it approved and denied. The lender must also indicate
how many of its loan@provals not accepted (the institution approved the loan but the applicant
refused). Finally, the lender must specify how many applications were withdrawn (the applicant
withdrew his application before the bank made a credit decision), and how manyasippkc

were incomplete (the applicant did not provide all the necessary information).

While a trend is present in the loan originations and denials, it is not possible to determine if
discriminatory practices lead to such a trend based on HMDA data alboaletermine if the
lending sector could be considered an impediment to fair housing choice, the reasons for denial
must be a known factor. Based on HMDA data, it is unclear if these minority applicants were
denied for authentic economic reasons; suctledermination could only be made with further
research, including testing of the mortgage lending and underwriting practices in Columbus.

The City can initiate a variety of monitoring activities that provide further detailed information
about the resultsof policies, practices and procedures used in the housing industry. These
activities may range from reviewing and analyzing data available to the general public, such as
HMDA data, to conducting carefully designed systematic fair housing audits to dedetimain

extent of discriminatory practices [if any] in a particular segment of the housing market.
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11. Affordable Housing Snapshot

Affordability is an important aspect in regards to fair housing choice and individuals being able to
obtain secure, safe, armtcent housing. It is also a significant factor for residents attempting to
select housing that meets their current family needé)/D def i nes oO0housing
housingrelated expenses (rent and utilities) that do not cost more than 30 percerat of f a mi | vy
income® Homeowners or renters who are paying more than 30 percent of their income on
housingrelated costs are at risk for experiencirmgst burdens. Gross cost burdes generally
defined as individuals paying3D percent of gross householdcome while severe cost burden

is generally defined housing costs that exceed 50 percent of gross household income. Such a
standard allows sufficient income for other basic elements of living, such as food, medical care,
transportation and clothing.

HUD presents affordability data by income ranges based on median family income. HUD divides
low and moderateancome households into categories, based on their relationship to the median
family: extremely lowncome (earning less than 30 percent of the MRKBry lowincome
(earning between 30 and 50 percent of the MFI), doesome (earning between 50 and 80
percent of the MFI) and moderaiacome (earning between 80 and 95 percent of the MFI).
According to HUD, the 2010 Median Family Income (MFI) for -pedon household in
Columbus is $51,800.

Table 11.1: FY2010 Income Limits

Muscogee County, Georgia

FY 2010
Median Income 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8
Income Limit Person || Person || Person || Person || Person | Person || Person || Person
Category

FY 2010
Income
Limit Area

Very Low

(50%) $18,150 $20,750| $23,350| $25,900|| $28,000/ $30,050|| $32,150/| $34,200

Muscogee

County $51,800 || Extremely

Low (30%)
Low (80%) H $29,050H $33,200H $37,350H $41,450H $44,80 H $48,100H $51,400‘ $54,750‘

$10,900/ $12,450| $14,000| $15,550|| $16,800 $18,050|| $19,300| $20,550

Source: Department of Housing & Urban Development, HUD User Dataset, Income Limits,huduser.org,

Housing choices are fundamentally limited by household income and purchasing power. Cost,
therefore, restricts housing choicgarticularly for those with lower income$n many cases,
minority households have a much higher incidence of poverty and are therefore,
disproportionately impacted by housing costs as well as other individuals included in the
protected classes that mayte limited incomes.

8 U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development, http://www.hud.gov/offices/cpd/affordabiglindex.cfm
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Housing

Columbus has #otal of 83,995 housing unit®f which 7.8% were vacant as of the 2009 ACS
Estimates. Much of the housing stock in Columbus has aged, as evidenced by the 85.2% of unitg
built prior to 1990. The most commonype of housing in the City is singi@mily detached

units. Of the total housing unit§5,353[65.9%] were singlamily detached units, while 26,422
[31.5%] were multfamily units. According to the 2009 ACS Estimates, Columbus has a
considerably smallgportion of mobile homes which is comprised of 2.6% of the total housing
units for the City.

Table 11.2: FY2010 Income Limits

Muscogee County Avg. listing price Median sales price Trulia popularity
ZIP codes Week ending Mar 9 Date range: Decl0- Feb '11 Week ending Mar 9

31901 $139,945 $301,250

31820 $305,237 $266,500

31904 $240,863 $217,000

31829 $314,066 $188,289

31909 $197,216 $144,662

31907 $124,710 $103,500

31906 $183,152 $89,500

31903 $51,352 $35,700

O| N[ D[P W|O|N| OO

31905 $199,933

31908 $709,000

[EEY
[EY

Source. Truila Real Estate Heat Map. www.trulia.comflcesi€gargia/Muscogee Cédwaratty map/

As shown in Figuré1.1, Columbus has a significant portionitsfaffordable homeghomeswith
lower median sales pricgtocated in thezip codes found irsouthern portion of the City. The
table aboveprovides a dtiled account of theaverage listing priseand median sales pris@
Columbus.
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http://www.trulia.com/real_estate/31901-Columbus/
http://www.trulia.com/real_estate/31820-Midland/
http://www.trulia.com/real_estate/31904-Columbus/
http://www.trulia.com/real_estate/31829-Upatoi/
http://www.trulia.com/real_estate/31909-Columbus/
http://www.trulia.com/real_estate/31907-Columbus/
http://www.trulia.com/real_estate/31906-Columbus/
http://www.trulia.com/real_estate/31903-Columbus/
http://www.trulia.com/real_estate/31905-Fort_Benning/
http://www.trulia.com/real_estate/31908-Columbus/

Figure 11.1: Columbus Median Sales Price Heat Map

2 19 S
£ Median sales price for :
Muscogee County ZIP
codes
Dec'10-Feb'11

HicH B $253K and up
$226K to $253K
$199K to $226K
$163K to $199K
$136K to $163K
$108K to $136K

wou [l $108K and below

/trulia

& / ﬂ}’
" m"‘ Jmagery ®2011 TerraMetrics, Hapdatiu’) 1 Google  Termg

Source: Truila, www.truila.com

Affordable Homeownership

As shown in thetable below, the median value for a home in Columbus was $133,700, which is
considered affordable for low to moderaiacome households. 24.7% of the homes ranged
between $50,000 and $99,999. The greatest number of homes (27%) fell within a range of
$100000 to $149,999. Housing costs have continued to increase due to the recent population
increases. A little over 33.5% of all homes within the City cost over $150,000 and $299,999.
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Table 11. 3: Affordability Sn apshot
AFFORDABLITY SNAPSHOT

Columbus, Georgia
Median value of home | $133,700

MEDIAN OF SELECTED MONTHLY OWNER COSTS

Housing units with a mortgage

$1,151

Housing units without a mortgage

$304

HOME VAULE OF OWNER -OCCUPIED UNITS

Less than $50,000

2,63

$50,000 to $99,999

9,847

$100,000 to $149,999

10,795

$150,000 to $199,999

6,773

$200,000 to $299,999

6,573

$300,000 to $499,999

2,358

$500,000 to $999,999

597

$1,000,000 or more

327

SELECTED MONTHLY OWNER COSTS AS A PERCENTAGE OF

HOUSEHOLD INCOME

Less than 20.0 percent

$11,476

20.0 to 24.9 percent

$4,292

25.0 to 29.9 percent

$2,477

30.0 to 34.9 percent

$3,195

35.0 percent or more

$7,380

GROSS RENT

Less than $200

$515

$200 to $299

$1,850

$300 to $499

$4,311

$500 to $749

$10,586

$750 to $999

$9,829

$1,000 to $1,499

$5,315

$1,500 or more

$688

Median (dollars)

$729

GROSS RENT AS A PERCENTAGE OF HOUSEHOLD INCOME

Less than 15.0 percent

$2,998

15.0 to 19.9 percent

$4,636

20.0 to 24.9 percent

$4,914

25.0 to 29.9 percent

$3,741

30.0 t034.9 percent

$3,409

35.0 percent or more

$12,762

Source: Census 2009 Estimates
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Source:

Affordable Rental

Information detailed in Tabl&1.4 is relative
to rental tendencies and rental rates
Columbus. The 200ACS Estimatesounted
83,995 housing units in dumbus with an

] Georgia

Muscogee County

Number of Households (2000)

Total

3,006,369

69,819

Renter

977,076

30,447

% Renter

33%

44%

2010 Area Median Income®

Annual

$61,716

$51,800

Monthly

$5,143

$4,317

0% of AMI?

$18,515

$15,540

Maximum Affordable® Monthly Housi

ng Cost by % of AMI

30%

$463

$389

50%

$771

$648

80%

$1,234

$1,036

occupancy rate of 88.8%. According to thg==

Nati onal Low I

nCcome

$1,543

$1,295

010 Fair Market Rent (FMR)*

Zero-Bgofpop) S | N g C

WS EN

1

&h 0 S

oOut of Reacho 2014
Columbus, the Fair Market Rent (FMR) for
two-bedroom apartment is $663 and i
order to afford this level of rent andtilities,
without paying more than 30% of income
housing, a household must earn $2,2

monthly or $26,520 annuafly

In Columbus, a minimum wage worker ear

One-Bedroom

$698

$579

Prwo-Btkobn T U a1 RE

P#ged [

$6d3

$987

$882

hree-Bedroom

ur-Bedroom

$1,083

$1,044

IlAnnuaI Income Needed to Afford FM

R

Zero-Bedroom

$25,810

$22,000

One-Bedroom

$27,913

$23,160

Two-Bedroom

$31,567

$26,520

three-Bedroom

$39,469

$35,280

frpur-Bedroom

$43,327

$41,760

HSErcent of AMI Needed to Afford FMR

Zero-Bedroom

42%

42%

One-Bedroom

45%

45%

Two-Bedroom

51%

51%

Three-Bedroom

64%

68%

Sour-Bedroom

70%

81%

enter Household Income

an hourly wage of $7.25. In order to afforffome oo e,

the FMR for a twebedroom apartment, a

minimum wae earner must work 70 hour
per week, 52 weeks per year. Or,
household must includea wageearner
making $12.75 an hour amdorking 40 hours
per week yearround in order to afford the
two bedroom FMR

On the basis of this salary analysis, the ren

must work above and beyond 40 hours pd&

week to meet the twoebedroom FMR
affordability rate. As depicted in Table 8
[Columbus Renter Affordability Compariso
with the State of Georgia], 42% of Columb
residents are unable to affordtevo bedroom
at the fair market rentas assessed by HUD

Table 114: Columbus Renter Affordability
National Low I ncome Ho

Annual Data, http://www.nlihc.org/

National Low I ncome Hou

Income®

$34,720

$30,777

Percent Needed to Afford 2 BR FMR

91%

86%

Rent Affordable at Median

$868

$769

dl°© Renters Unable to Afford 2 BR
FMR®

45%

42%

2010 Minimum Wage

Minimum Wage

$7.25

$7.25

Rent Affordable at Minimum Wage

$377

$377

2010 Supplemental Security Income

Monthly SSI Payment

$674

$674

Rent Affordable at SSI

$202

$202

Housing Wage

Zero-Bedroom

$12.41

$10.58

ne-Bedroom

$13.42

$11.13

Wvo-Bedroom

$15.18

$12.75

hree-Bedroom

$18.98

$16.96

our-Bedroom

$20.83

$20.08

Housing Wage as % of Minimum Wa

Zero-Bedroom

171%

146%

réne—Bedroom

185%

154%

Ewo—Bedroom

209%

176%

hree-Bedroom

262%

234%

&our-Bedroom

287%

277%

[Housing Wage as % of Mean Renter

Wage

Zero-Bedroom

91%

86%

One-Bedroom

99%

91%

Two-Bedroom

112%

104%

Three-Bedroom

140%

139%

Four-Bedroom

153%

164%

Work Hours/Week at Minimum Wage Needed to Afford FMR

Zero-Bedroom

68

58

One-Bedroom

74

61

Two-Bedroom

84

70

Three-Bedroom

105

o4

Four-Bedroom

115

111

Full-time Jobs at Minimum Wage Needed to Afford FMR

Zero-Bedroom

1.7

1.5

One-Bedroom

1.9

1.5

Two-Bedroom

2.1

1.8

Three-Bedroom

2.6

2.3

Four-Bedroom

2.9

2.8

Full-time Jobs at Mean Renter Wage

Needed to Afford FMR

Zero-Bedroom

0.9

0.9

One-Bedroom

1

0.9

Two-Bedroom

1.1

1

Three-Bedroom

1.4

1.4

Four-Bedroom

1.5

1.6

sing Coalition
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Household Income Costs

As indicatel in Table 115 [Affordability Snapshot for the Total Percentage of Household
Income Costs], Columbus has a significant percentagemibwners spending more than &0

of their annual household income on houshetpted costs.

According t02009 ACS Estimateshe City has 367%of owners spending more than 30 of

their annual household income on houstajated costs, while the City only has 8.6% of owners
who have housingosts ranging from 25%29.9%. The percentage ofvaers with mortgages

with a 3035% cost burden in Columbus will most likely increase in the upcoming 2010 Census
due to the recent economic downturn.

Table 11.5: Affordability Snapshot of Household Income
SELECTED MONTHLY OWNER COSTS AS A PERCENTAGE
OF HOUSEHOLD INCOME
Less than 20.0 percent 11,476 39.80%
20.0 to 24.9 percent 4,292 14.90%
25.0 to 29.9 percent 2,477 8.60%

30.0 to 34.9 percent 3,195 11.10%
35.0 percent or nore 7,380 25.60%

Source: U.S. Census Bureau, 2000 Censusy.census.gov.

Vacancy
According to the 2009 Census estimates, the vacancy rate overall for Columbus 8%s

[9,4% units] Low vacancy rates are reflective of high demand, which wiitimee to add
pressure to increase rents. Low vacancy rates could also mean that prospective renters,
particularly lowincome renters, have a difficult time finding housing in Columbus. The table
provides a snapshot of Colhhytgmewfudt. occupi ed a

Table 11.6: Columbus Housing Profile Highlights
Columbus Housing Profile Highlights
Total housing units 83,995
Occupied housing units 74,569
Owner-occupied 39,908
Renteroccupied 34,661
Vacant haising units 9,426
Housing units with a mortgage 29,116
Housing units without a mortgage 10,792
Occupied units paying rent 33,094

Source: Census 2009 Estimates
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Foreclosure Data

The national housing market has experienced a catastrophic downo&atiothe excess housing
supply, lending disruptions and high unemployment rates. Additionally, foreclosure rates have
also increased due to the high quantity of gaime mortgages and adjustaivkte mortgages

that were issued during the housing marketon.

Similar to otherareas of the country, the City of Columbus has experienced a dramatic increase
in foreclosure rates in the past two years. While the increasing number of foreclosures has had
a negative impact on the City as a whole, for certain osrtsacts, the damage has been much
more severe.According to the 2009 American Community Survey estimates, Columbus has
39,908 owneroccupied housing units of which 7#&re in some stage dbreclosure as stated

i n Realty Tr aordosuredatanAuhiggh percehtage bf fofeclosar@re located in

zip codes31907 and 319Q9which is consistent with the high percentages of ‘mwderate
income persons residing in these areas as shown in the following map.

Figure 11.2: Columbus, GA: Real Estate Trends

31901 31906

Foreclosure Actions to Housing Units
1 in 561 Housing Units 1 in 1,901 Housing Units

Med

Source: January 2011 Realty Trac, www.realtytrac.com
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Public Housing Assistance and Housing Choice Vouchers

The Housing Authority of Columbus (HAC) is an entity distinct from the City having a separate
Board of Directors and Executive Director.The Housing Authority of Columbus is dedicated

to creating, providing and increasing high quality housing opportunities to residents through
effective and responsive management and responsible stewardship of public amdfpngat

A Meeting the Needs of Families Served by the Authofiyvn e downturn i n [t h
housing market has resulted in unique opportunities for the HAC to revitalize existing
housing at significantly lower costs. Such revitalizations will increasuigh@nability of
affordable housing options and increase opportunities available to families currently living
in public housing, as well as voucher de

Addressing Revitalization and Restoration Ned@iseative leveraging opportunities and
partnerships with private developers are|ma
and most obsolete units and the reconstruction of mixesk, mixedncome

communities and a senior housing.

Improving the Living Baronment of ResidentsThe Aut hori tyds c gmm
improving affordable housing and rehabilitating existing housing units provide a
framework which contributes to an improved living environment for low income
residents in Columbus.

Counting both pubt housing units and housing units subsidized by Housing Choice Vouchers,
the HAC controls a total of 3,995 housing units. Of these, 1,666 are public housing (not
voucher) units and are distributed among 6 developments. Additionally, 2,329 housingranits
available through Low Income Housing Tax Credit (LIHTC) projects.
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Table 11.7: Public Housing Inventory

Public Housing Inventory
Housing Authority of Columbus

Housing Choice

Public Housing vouchers

Total Units 1666 2319
% Occupied 93 98
% Disabled 15 11
% Minority 90 97
% Black 89 95
% Hispanic 0 1

Total Persons Housed
Months Waiting 5

Months from Moveln 75

Housing Authority of Columbus  Inventory
Source: http://www.huduser.org/portal/picture2008/form_7PH_name4.odb

Persons with Disabilities & Elderly

As shown in Tablel1.8, the City has several multamily housing units that serve the elderly
population and persons with disabilities.€Ble units tend to offer rental assistance and housing
credit programs funded by HUD. These unmsake fora combinedtotal of 272 federally
assisted units ready for occupancy in the City. Out of the total number of assisted units [272] in
the City, [229]84.1% are seaside as HUD rental assistance units for the elderly and disabled.
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Table 11.8: Multi -Family Housing Inventory for Elderly and Disabled
Columbus, Georgia

TOTAL
TOTAL TOTAL UNITS UNITS

PROPERTY NAME/ADDRESS OECI:_CI:(;JIEﬁ_ITITCYY -IL-RI-II-?SL ASSISTED | DESIGNATED DESIGNATED
UNITS FOR ELDERLY FOR THE

DISABLED

Ashley Station | |

2321 Olive Street Family 0

Columbus, GA 319048600

Calvary Community

7482 Old Moon Rd.

Columbus GA, 31904705

Ralston Towers

211 12" Street

Columbus, GA 31902463

St. Mary's Woods Estates

4244 St. Mary's Road Elderly 48 48 48

Columbis GA, 319076243
TOTALS 608 422 416

HUD: MFH Inventory Survey of Units for the Elderly and Disabled,
http://www.hud.gov/offices/hsg/mfh/hsgrent.cfm

Elderly &
Disabled

Elderly &
Disabled

Workforce Housing

Some definitionof workforce housingmay tie affordabilitya t he porti on of
income expended for housing costs. Other definitions may include housing that is affordable to
households with incomes up to 120% or more of the AMI, [which would be $62,150 or more
for a family of four], in Columbus. Stiithers may equate affordable housing with public
housing, which is generally restricted to households with incomes up to 50% of the AMI
($25,900 for a family of four in Columbus).
the negative connotationthat can be associated with it (e.g. subsidized housing, public housing,
housing for households receiving public assistance) often leads to a substitution term such as
owor kforce housingb6.

Workforce housing would generally be for households with incons€8680% of the AMI,
excluding those with very low (under 50% AMI) and extremely low (under 30% AMI) incomes.
Since 2009, the Columbus Neighborhood Stabilization Program [NSP] has initated several
homebuying efforts for individuals throughout the Cifyhe City utilizesNSP grant funds to
provide potential buyers with financing mechanisms for down payment assistance and loan
closing costs and forgivable soft second gap financing.

Summary of Findings

A Affordablehousing cost in Columbus is a pressing concamong residents. Increased
housingrelated expenses can place significant cost burdens on residents which may
impact their ability to obtain affordable housing as cost tends to restrict housing choice,
particularly for those with lower incomes.
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A The lack of affordable housing can cause many sers@@or and even some
professionakector workers to live long distances from the places they work, resulting in
l ong commute times and inordinate strai
Cityodos HSPgantafunds have been utilized to address the need for sustaining
affordable housing for individuals and families residing in Columbus by offering
homebuyer subsides, housing rehabilitation, and housing counseling.

The City is addressing the needrfhousing for elderly and disabled persomboughthe

lack of fully accessible apartments for persons with disabilities may pose a strong barrier
to this popul at optionsdos elderly ansl disalgled adults appear to be
relatively availdb throughout the City.
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12. Infrastructure

Public transportation can play a significant role in increasing the supply of affordable housing to
groups in need and others protected under fair housing laws. The issue at hand regarding
transportation and faihousing choice revolves around the ease with which a citizen can travel
from home to work if he/she lives in a lower income area or an area of minority concentration.
If public transportation from a lower cost neighborhood is inefficient in providingessdo
employment centers, that neighborhood becomes inaccessible to those without dependable
means of transportation, particularly very lamcome residents, the elderly, and persons with
disabilities.

Table 12.2: Public Transi t Use for Workers

Public Transit Use for Workers 16 and older Commuting to Work

20062008 2009 Percent
Census % Census % Difference from
Estimates Estimates 20062009

Muscogee County 963 1.20% 479 0.50% -50.2%0

Source: U.S. Census Bureau, American Community SurveyZ0I#g: 2009Estimateswww.census.gov

Commuting in Columbus
Columbus offers marray of transportation services for local residents and individuals who may

be commuting to the area. The 2009 American Community Survey estimates that 0.5% of
workers in the City of Columbus utilized public transit. Although a numbgtransportation
modes exist, such as driving, carpooling, public transportation, biking and walking, the most
common choice for commuting to work is driving alone. According to the 2009 American
Community Survey estimates, the percentage of workers uaimgivate automobile for daily
transportation to work in the City has slightly decreased from 73.6% in 2006 to 70.8% in 2009.

As depicted in the following table, 70.8% of residents for the City of Columbus commute to
work using a car, truckor vananddrove alone; 6.4% commute to work by carpooling; 0.5%
commute to work by public transportation; 0.9% commute to work by walking; 0.8% commute
by other means; and 20.5% of residents worked from home.

Table 12. 3: City of Columbus Economic Highlights

Public Transit Use for Workers 16 and older Commuting to Work
Car, truck, or van- drove alone 70.8%
Car, truck, or van- carpooled 6.4%
Public transportation (excluding taxicab) 0.5%
Walked 0.9%
Other means 0.8%
Worked at home 20.5%

Source: 2WACS Estimates
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Table 12. 4: City of Columbus Economic Highlights

Columbus Economic Profile Highlights

Employment Status [Population 16 years and over]

Population 16 years and over 146,101
In labor force 96,238
Civilian labor foce 77,729
Employed 69,696
Unemployed 8,033

Armed forces 18,509
Not in labor force 49,863
Commuting to work [Workers 16 and older]

Workers 16 years and over 87,220

Car, truck, van drive alone 61,776

Car, truck, van carpool 5,584

Public transprtation 479

Walked 806

Other means 702

Worked from home 17,873
Income and Benefits [households]
Total households 74,569
Less than $10,000 8,314
$10,000- $14,999 5,158
$15,000- $24,999 10,741
$25,000- $34,999 9,169
$35,000- $49,999 11,740
14,369

$50,000- $74,999
$75,000- $99,999 6,600
$100,000- $149,999 5,941
$150,000 to $199,999 1,829
$200,000 or more 708

Selected Economic Characteristics

Median household income [dollars] 39,438

Per capita income [dollars] 20,234

Source: 2MACS Estimates
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Bus Services

The City o METRAIransitnsgstes @rovidesransportation to the residents and
workforce of Columbus. The Columbus Consolidated Government provides management and
oversight for the public transportation systelETRA currently operates 17 busserving 9

bus routes in the Columbus area, Monday through Saturday, excluding holidays.

METRAoperates routes from Monday through Saturday 4:30a.m to@rB80 METRAdoes not
operate on Sunday or select holidays. The following chart showdiEERAfare schedule.

Table 12.5: METRA Fares and Passes
General Fares

Adult

Adult (Fort Benning)

Senior Citizen/Disabled

Child (Taller than fare box)

Child (Smaller than fare box in seat)
Uptown Expess

DialA-Ride

Child (Taller than fare box in arms)

Tickets/Passes

Adult | Disabled/Senior | Student
Student Trip Card N/A $7.75 $23.00

Unlimited 7 Day Ride $15.50 $14.00 N/A

Unlimited 14Day Ride $28.00 $26.50 N/A

Unlimited 3tDay Ride $53.00

ParaTransit DialA-Ride 5 Rideg $12.50
ParaTransit DialA-Ride 9 Rideg $22.50

Source: Columbus Consolidated Government,  http://www.columbusga.org/Metra/fares.htm

METRAOoffers a variety of bus routes for travel in Columbus. The routes include local service
and uptown express limited stops. As shown in Figligel, a majority of theMETRAroutes

travel through Western areas of Columbus. Several routes connecttlagsas and link to key

sites such as employment centers, major shopping districts, and Columbus State College
campuses.

METRA also provides ADA Di#\-Ride/Paratransit Services to eligible persons with disabilities
who are, because of their disabilitynable to board, ride or disembark from an accessible
vehicle in METRA's regular bus service. The Paratransit system is &oecwbb service
centered along the local, fixed bus routes in Columbus. The Paratransit services provides
nondiscriminatory acces to fixed route service that complies with Department of
Transportation ADA regulation 49 CFR 37.121 (a). Wheelchair lifts are available on all buses
and all paratransit vehicles are available for persons with disabilities.
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Figure 12.1: Columbus METRA Transit System Map
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Figure 12.1 Columbus MERTA Transit System M&@ource:Comprehensive Plan, 2007
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Figurel2.2 displayshe Paratransit routes provided BMETRA As the map indicates, patrons of
these routes are given access to amenities that include bunatdimited to: Peachtree Mall,
Fort Benning, Riverwalk and the Civic Center.

Figure 12.2: Columbus METRA Transit System Map

MET
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St Mary's Road / Buena Wista |
Schatulga Road

Fort ing
Moith Highland / Peachiree Mall
Warm Springs Road

Columbus South

Updown / Riverwalk § Civic Center

Rosehill

=Racte: All buses start and Seish routes ot fhe METRA Transfer Center—

SYMBOLS:

58 o .

METRA Transer Lmrary

ACCESSIBILITY NO SMOKING NO FOOD OR DRINK NO PROFANITY
MIETRA buses are squipped For the comfort of all cur Eating and drinking e Any ome using profanity wil
ai . Serdce Passcmgers we ask that you probibk=d on ol METRA b azked o leave the bus ot
( s four pErSor Win mefrain oM smokng whie: Buses. e next siop.
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Figure 12.Zolumbus MERTATansit System MapSource Columbus Consolidated Government,
http://www.columbusga.org/Nta/schedules.htm
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Pedestrian & Bicycle Network

The City of Columbus offers a more economical and energy effioans of transportation by
providing an extensive pedestrian and bicycle network system. The network of trails
accommodates pedestrians and bicyclists with a vast array of roadways, sidewalks, and pathways
throughout the City. This system is developedamaged, and operated by the Columbus
Consolidated Government Planning Department as shown in FiggaB Portions of the trail

system are accessible via transit. AdditionallyM&TRAbuses are equipped with frohbadng

bicycle racks and the City hgdaced loop bicycle racks throughout the City for securing
bicycles.

According to the 2009 American Comunity Survey estimates, 808%)] of commuters walk to
work daily and 702 8%] of commuters use other means of transportation to work. This system
of trails was implemented to provide pedestrians and bicyclists with the resources to travel
throughout the City without using motorized vehicles.
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Figure 12. 3: Columbus Bicycle and Pedestrian Map

Figure12.3 Columbus Bicycle and Pedestriliap: Source Columbus Consolidate@overnment,,

. . . htte://%hm.golumsusga.org/planning/Com[an/PedestriaﬁaciIitief.pdf
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