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Executive Summary  
Each year, the U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development [HUD] requires 

jurisdictions, such as the Columbus Consolidated Government, Georgia 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 

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.  

 

Local entitlement communities meet this obligation by performing an òAnalysis of Impediments 

to Fair Housing Choiceó [AI] within their communities and developing (and implementing) 

strategies and actions to overcome any impediments to fair housing choice based on their 

history, circumstances, and experiences. Through this process, local entitlement communities 

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 choice, and promote housing that is physically 

accessible and usable by persons with disabilities. 

 

As a Consolidated City/County government, the Columbus Consolidated Government is an 

entitlement community for the CDBG and HOME Programs including all citizens of Columbus 

and Muscogee County. Columbus is the largest city in Georgia in terms of land area as shown 
in Figure ES.1.1. 

 

This Executive Summary has been prepared to provide the reader with an overarching 

understanding of the various issues regarding fair housing choice in the 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 in the City of Columbus and their relationship to the ability of persons to find and 

occupy fair and affordable housing.  Readers desiring a more thorough discussion and analysis of 

these issues are encouraged to consult the full document. 

 

In carrying out its local Analysis of Impediments to Fair Housing Choice, the City of Columbus 

has relied upon the following definitions regarding fair housing choice and impediments as 

outlined by HUD: 

 

1. Fair Housing Choice ð 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 

 

2. Impediments to Fair Housing Choice- includes any actions, omissions, or decisions 

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.  
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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. Columbus is 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, most 

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 Commons was reserved 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 is the third largest City by population in Georgia and 

Muscogee County is the eighth largest County by population in Georgia according to the U.S. 

Census.  In terms of land area, Columbus is the largest city in Georgia.  

 

Demographics  
As of the 2000 Census count, Columbus had a total population of 186,291. The Cityõs racial 

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 two 

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 no husband 

present, and 31.7% were non-families. The average household size was 2.54 and the average 

family size was 3.08. 

 
As researched in the 2005-2009 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 72,631 households, 39.8% were married 

couples living together. The 2005-2009 Census estimates also revealed 22.0% of families had a 

female head of household with no husband present. Columbus also had 33.9% non-family 

households. The average household size was 2.34 and the average family size was 2.89. 

 

The 2005-2009 American Community Survey estimates 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 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 family in Columbus was $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 income for Columbus was $21,717.  
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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 2005 ð 2009 Census estimates for 

Columbus. In 2005 ð 2009 Census estimates, males in Columbus had 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 for Columbus increased by 18.91% to $27,863 based on 2005 ð 2009 

Census estimates. 

 

As of January 2011, 9.7% of the 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 the County.   

 

Public Schools  
Public education in Columbus/Muscogee County is administered through one primary school 
district. Muscogee County has 9 high schools. Muscogee Countyõs graduation rate of 79.8% is 

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 lower-performing schools show the connection 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 disadvantaged 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 2008-2028 

Comprehensive Plan for Columbus and Muscogee 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 219,100 by 2030 compared by Woods and 

Poole, Incõs. estimate for the same year.  White residents comprise the greatest percentage of 

residents in Columbus (48.1% 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. 

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

one-fifth of the total resident population.  An estimated one-half 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 

households.  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 income provides a 

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 disparity in income 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 have a larger share of lower income households.  African Americans resided within 

65.8% rental- and only 37.4% owner-occupied households.  African Americans were about 

twice as likely as white residents to live in rental units.  

 

Housing affordability in Columbus has decreased over recent years. This decrease in 

affordability is the combined result of multiple factors, including greater pressure on the 

housing market due to economic development and an increase in interest rates. Factors further 

exacerbating this situation are the aging of the communityõs housing stock and the demolition of 

affordable public housing units (Comprehensive Plan, p. 16).  There are many vacant land 

parcels, zoned for residential and commercial construction, found in historic 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 (Comprehensive Plan, p. 25).   

 

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 impact of poverty is 

perhaps greatest on families with children, and minority children are far more 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  
Segregation among all three major racial and ethnic 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%, 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 decreasing 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 Hispanics living in their neighborhoods.   

 

Whites became less isolated between 1990 and 2000 while Blacks and Hispanics became more 

isolated; both White and Black households show a high level of isolation.  Isolation indices 

increased for suburban Whites as compared to the Cityõs average White population, indicating 

that White households in suburban census tracts are more racially and ethnically isolated than 

the average for Whites City-wide. 

 

Fair Housing Education  
The Columbus Consolidated Government strives 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 housing industry who 
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participate in educational and compliance efforts:  The Cityõs Department of Community 

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 for the State of Georgia. Each organization has its own fair 

housing education goals and objectives and ideally, all of these organizations implement 

collaborative efforts to ensure that fair housing education is adequately promoted. 

 

In Columbus, many of the local 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 

Real 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 for violations of 

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 complaints by 

households regarding alleged violations of the Fair Housing Act for Cities and Counties in 

Georgia. From January 1, 2000 through December 30, 2010 there were 50 complaints filed 

regarding housing located in Columbus or Muscogee County.  Of these complaints, 9 were 

determined to have cause. Of the cases filed, all 50 have been closed.  Note that complainants 

often allege more than one type or instance of discrimination in a single filing; thus there were a 

total of 127 allegations of discrimination made in 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%] complaints. Discrimination in regards to sex [16], familial status 

[9], and national origin [6] were also significant.  Out of the 127 complaints filed with the FHEO 

in Atlanta, 9 had a òCause Determinationó with a combined settlement compensation of 

$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 does not indicate that a problem doesnõt exist.  Many 

households 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 against 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. 

 

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. An 

analysis of Home Mortgage Disclosure Act [HMDA] data from 2007, 2008, and 2009 reveals 

this trend exists in areas of Columbus. 

 



 

Columbus Analysis of Impediments to Fair Housing Choice 2011                                          xii 

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 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 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 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 higher rate than 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 that 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 reach protected 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 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 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 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, 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; 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 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 data available to 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 U.S. Department of Housing and 

Urban Development [HUD] defines òhousing affordabilityó as housing-related expenses (rent 

and utilities) that do not cost more than 30 percent of a familyõs income.1 Homeowners or 

                                                 
1 U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development, 

http://www.hud.gov/offices/cpd/affordablehousing/index.cfm   
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renters who are paying more than 30 percent of their income on housing-related costs are at 

risk for experiencing cost burdens. 

 

HUD divides low and moderate-income households into categories, based on their relationship 

to the median family: extremely low-income (earning less than 30 percent of the MFI), very 

low-income (earning between 30 and 50 percent of the MFI), low-income (earning between 50 

and 80 percent of the MFI) and moderate-income (earning between 80 and 95 percent of the 

MFI). According to HUD, the 2010 Median Family Income (MFI) for a 4-person 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 the 

2009 ACS Estimates. Much of the housing stock in Columbus has aged, as evidenced by the 

85.2% of units built prior to 1990. The most common type of housing in the City is single-family 

detached units. Of the total housing units, 83,995 [65.9%] were single-family detached units, 

while 26,422 [31.5%] were multi-family units. According to the 2009 ACS Estimates, Columbus 

has a considerably smaller portion of mobile homes which is comprised of 2.6% of the total 
housing units for the City.   

 

According to 2009 ACS Estimates, the City has 37.7% of owners spending more than 30-35% of 

their annual household income on housing-related costs, while the City only has 8.6% of 

owners who have housing costs ranging from 25% - 29.9%. The percentage of owners with 

mortgages with a 30-35% cost burden in Columbus will most likely increase in the upcoming 

2010 Census due to the most recent economic 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, for certain census tracts, the damage has been 

much more severe. According to the 2009 American Community Survey estimates, Columbus 

has 39,908 owner-occupied housing units of which 779 are in foreclosure as stated in Realty 

Tracõs January 2011 Foreclosure data. A high percentage of foreclosure rates are located in 

Census Tracts 31907 and 31909, which is consistent with the high percentages of low-

moderate income persons residing in these areas. 

 

Counting both public housing units and housing units subsidized by Housing 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 available through Low Income Housing Tax Credit 

(LIHTC) projects to provide more affordable housing options.  

 

The lack of affordable housing can cause many service-sector and even some professional-

sector workers to live long distances from the places they work, resulting in long commute 

times and inordinate strain on the Cityõs infrastructure systems. The Cityõs HOME and NSP 

grant funds have been utilized to address the need for sustaining affordable housing for 

individuals and familiesõ residing in Columbus by offering homebuyer subsides, housing 

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. The issue 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 cost neighborhood is inefficient in providing access to 

employment centers, that neighborhood becomes inaccessible to those without dependable 

means of transportation, particularly very low-income 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 number of transportation 

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 using a private 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 non-profits, community leaders, observations from survey 

results, and transportation data, the data has revealed barriers to transportation exist in the 

Northern, Southern and Eastern parts of the City. A lack of public bus transportation in these 

areas makes them inaccessible to low-income 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 limited access to transit stops and major 

interstate connections. 

 

Land Use & Zoning  
Comprehensive planning is a critical means by which governments 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, but for a myriad of other issues as well. From a regulatory standpoint, 

local government measures to control land use through zoning often define the range and 

density of housing resources that can be introduced into a community. 

 

The City regulates all land development within the consolidated governmentõs jurisdiction 

through its Unified Development Ordinance [UDO], under the guidance provided by the Cityõs 

Comprehensive Plan. The Cityõs zoning code is not unreasonably restrictive on lot minimums, 

providing for relatively small minimum lot sizes in multiple zoning districts.  Zones for multi-

family and other attached dwellings are present and have maximum building heights conducive 

to development of a variety of housing options. The definition of òfamilyó used by the UDO is 

sufficiently broad so as not to restrict the ability of residents to live with roommates or aides, 

which may be preferences particularly for low-income or elderly or disabled residents. 
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While group living in Personal Care Homes is effectively restricted by the Cityõs UDO to 

facilities housing no more than six persons, small-scale 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 discouraged 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 deprives them of the usual social interactions that take 

place in such settings.  This aspect of the Cityõs zoning ordinance imposes an impediment to fair 

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 residents attempting 

to select housing that meets their current family needs. Homeowners or renters who are 

paying more than 30 percent of their income on housing-related costs are at risk for 

experiencing cost burdens. Housing choices are fundamentally limited by household income and 

purchasing power, in which low and moderate-income persons in the City are significantly in 

their restricted housing choices.  

 

Fort Benningõs expansion through the Base Realignment and Closure Commission [BRAC] 

scheduled for completion September 2011 will significantly increase the need for affordable 

single-family 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 

increase of 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 Income Housing Coalitionõs òOut of Reachó 2010 Annual 

Report, in Columbus, the Fair Market Rent (FMR) for a two-bedroom 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 annually2. On the basis of this salary 

analysis, a renter earning minimum wage must work above and beyond 40 hours per week to 

meet the two-bedroom FMR affordability rate. The cost to rent these single family homes can 

be expected to increase beyond the reach of many low-income households. 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 highly 

competitive market for the few larger rental units available.  

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 wait-list time can be as long as 2 years.  

 

                                                 
2 National Low Income Housing Coalition, òOut of Reachó 2010 Annual Data, http://www.nlihc.org/ 
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Recommendation 
The Columbus Consolidated Government must actively address the need to increase the 

supply of affordable housing by continuing to implement homebuyer programs through its 

federal grant programs and local nonprofit agencies. The City should also continue to utilize 

HUD grants to further fund new and existing housing development and rehabilitation projects. 
For example, the Cityõs NSP grant funds have been efficiently utilized to address the need for 

affordable housing for individuals and families residing in Columbus by offering homebuyer 

subsides and housing counseling. Additionally, the City should adopt its proposed policy to 

reclaim and redevelop vacant, abandoned or blighted properties in in-town communities and re-

establish Columbusõ Land Bank Committee to acquire and redevelop tax indebted or otherwise 

abandon properties in in-town areas in its most recent its Comprehensive Plan. 

 

Impediment #2. Lack of Accessibility to Public Transportation 
Research has shown a major link between public transportation, employment and affordable 

housing opportunities throughout the nation. Because public transportation can be an efficient 

means of providing access to employment, the availability and accessibility of public 

transportation is critical in efforts to expand affordable housing to groups in need and to 

Protected Classes. Based on the conversations with non-profits, community leaders and 

observations from survey results, and transportation data, the data has revealed that limited 

transportation options exist in the Northern, Southern and Eastern parts of the City. A lack of 

public bus transportation in these areas makes them inaccessible particularly to low-income and 

disabled, 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 

limited access to transit stops and major interstate connections. 

 

Recommendation 
Currently, the Cityõs Planning Department in conjunction with the Columbus-Phenix City 

Metropolitan Planning Organization (C-PCMPO) is responsible for providing transportation 

policy and overseeing the federal transportation process for the Columbus region. The Cityõs 

Planning Department has been  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 14th Street Pedestrian Bridge and Psalmond Road, Moon 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 the accessibility 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 imperative that the City continue to analyze and repair existing infrastructure in the City 

and increase lane miles to its arterial and collector road network in order to accommodate 

new development. The population increases and greater concentration of employment centers 

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 non-traditional work schedules.   
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Impediment #3. Lack of Fair Housing Education  
The current options for Fair Housing education classes, workshops and informational materials 

are limited within the City of Columbus. As indicated by the results of the Columbus Fair 

Housing Survey, there is strong need for improvement on fair housing educational efforts 

directly to the housing industry and to the general public. When asked if survey respondents 
were knowledgeable about their fair housing rights, 89 [40%] out of the 220 survey 

respondents stated they were somewhat familiar with fair housing rights, while 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 discrimination 

and should be an ongoing activity if it is to address the lack of general awareness concerning 

Fair Housing issues among residents and professionals in Columbus. As the City continues to 

grow and expand with an increasingly diverse population, fair housing education 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 non-profit agencies within the City have promotional and educational 

materials readily available, in order to remove this impediment, the City and these agencies 

should conduct further educational and outreach campaigns in order to target housing 

providers and consumers using multiple media vehicles in English, Spanish and other languages 

common to Columbus residents. It is imperative that the City actively address this impediment 

by increasing efforts for citizens to participate in fair housing education workshops or 

symposiums to increase awareness of fair housing issues and filing complaints. Additionally, the 

City should also ensure that all publications, notices and materials posted in the local 
newspaper and on the Cityõs website are translated into Spanish.  A Fair Housing educational 

campaign targeted at real estate professional would 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 Restrictions on Group Living  
Columbusõ zoning code is generally supportive of housing choice for people with disabilities 

who may desire group living arrangements, although the size of Personal Care Homes 

permitted in residential zoning districts is kept at six or fewer residents.  Such small-scale group 

homes are permitted by the City in nearly every residential zoning district.  However, facilities 

housing recovering alcohol and drug abusers or ex-offenders and facilities sheltering homeless 
persons are generally restricted by the City to non-residential zoning districts.  In some cases, 

these facilities are confined only to commercial or industrial districts theoretically alongside 

interstate highways and among warehouses or automobile dealerships.  If the only housing 

choices available to these groups of people are in non-residential districts, residents will be 

deprived of the usual social interactions that normally take place in residential areas.  These 

zoning regulations pose a significant impediment to 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 community 

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 with 
presenting a draft zoning amendment that both increases fair housing choice and 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 Analysis is 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 

municipal actions that may be beyond the Cityõs control.  

  

The recommendations proposed in this analysis address the issues relative to lack of affordable 

housing, accessibility to public transportation, lack of fair housing education, and zoning 

ordinances can assist the City in achieving the reality of a City that truly embraces and 

implements Fair Housing Choice. 
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ES 1.1: Map of Columbus , Georgia  

 

 

 
 

Source: Columbus Consolidated Government 
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1. Introduction  
Each year, the U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development [HUD] requires 

Community Development Block Grant [CDBG] entitlement grantees, such as the Columbus 

Consolidated Government, to 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 Civil Rights 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 penalties, establish an administrative enforcement 

mechanism and to expand its coverage to prohibit discrimination on the basis of familial status 

and disability. The Act also requires the Secretary of HUD to administer the Departmentõs 

Housing and Community Development Programs in a manner that affirmatively furthers fair 

housing.  

 

Provisions to affirmatively further fair housing (AFFH) are principal and long-standing 

components of HUDõs housing and community development programs. These provisions flow 

from the mandate of Section 808(e)(5) of the Fair Housing Act which requires the Secretary of 

HUD to administer the Departmentõs housing and urban development programs in a manner to 

affirmatively further fair housing3. 

 

Local entitlement communities meet this obligation by performing an òAnalysis of Impediments 

to Fair Housing Choice [A.I.]ó within their communities and developing (and implementing) 

strategies and actions to overcome these barriers based on their history, circumstances, and 

experiences. In other words, the City will define the problems, develop the solutions, and be 

held accountable for meeting the standards they set for themselves. This analysis identifies the 

impediments to fair housing choice in the jurisdiction, assesses current fair housing initiatives, 

and describes actions the jurisdiction will take to overcome the identified impediments. The 

City has identified local impediments to fair housing choice, and will take actions that address 

the impediments, at which time HUD will presume that the Cityõs is meeting its obligation and 

certification to affirmatively further fair housing by: 

 

Á Analyzing and eliminating housing discrimination within the jurisdiction; 

Á Promoting fair housing choice for all persons; 

Á Providing opportunities for racially and ethnically inclusive patterns of housing 

occupancy; 
Á Promoting housing that is physically accessible to all persons to include those persons 

with disabilities; 

Á And, fostering compliance with the nondiscrimination provisions of the Fair Housing 

Act. 

 

                                                 
 
3 U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development Office of Fair Housing and Equal Opportunity. Fair Housing 

Planning Guide: Volume 1 (Chapter 1: Fair Housing Planning Historical Overview, Page 13).  March 1996.  
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Through this process, the Columbus Consolidated Government promotes 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 and systemic barriers to 

fair housing choice, and promotes housing that is physically accessible and usable by persons 

with disabilities. 
 

Through its Community Planning and Development [CPD] programs, HUDõs goal is to expand 

mobility and widen a personõs freedom of choice. The Department also requires Community 

Development Block Grant [CDBG] Program grantees (those Entitlement jurisdictions, such as 

the Columbus Consolidated Government, that administer the above identified CPD Programs) 

to document AFFH actions in 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 in The Fair Housing Planning Guide, the definition of òAffirmatively Further Fair 

Housingó [AFFH] requires a grantee to: 

 

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

Á Take appropriate actions to overcome the effects of any impediments identified 

through the analysis; and 

Á Maintain records reflecting the analysis and actions taken in this regard4. 

  

As described in The Fair Housing Planning Guide, the CHAS statute at Section 104(21) defines the 

term òcertificationó within the context of the Certification to Affirmatively Further Fair Housing 

[AFFH] to be: 

 

Á A written assertion 

Á Based on supporting evidence 

Á Available for inspection by the Secretary, the Inspector General and the public 

Á Deemed accurate for purposes of this Act unless the Secretary determines otherwise 

after: 

o Inspecting the evidence 

o Providing due notice and opportunity for comment5. 

 

In carrying out its local Analysis of Impediments to Fair Housing Choice, the City of Columbus 

utilized the following definition of òFair Housing Choiceó as outlined by HUD: 

 

Á 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 

handicap. 

 

As defined in The Fair Housing Planning Guide, the definitions of impediments to fair housing 

choice include: 

 

Á 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. 
 

Á Any actions, omissions, or decisions which have the effect of restricting housing choices 

or the availability of housing choices on the basis of race, color, religion, sex, disability, 

familial status, or national origin6. 

 

                                                 
4 U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development Office of Fair Housing and Equal Opportunity. Fair Housing 

Planning Guide: Volume 1 (Chapter 1: Fair Housing Planning Historical Overview, Page 14).  March 1996. 
5 Ibid. Page 16. 
6 Ibid. Page 26. 
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In carrying out its local Analysis of Impediments to Fair Housing Choice, the Columbus 

Consolidated Government utilized the following definition of Protected Classes: 

 

Á Title VIII of the Civil Rights Act of 1968 prohibits housing discrimination based on race, 

color, national origin or ancestry, sex, or religion. The 1988 Fair Housing Amendments 

Act added familial status and mental and physical handicap as protected classes. 

 

Though different municipal jurisdictions may define òaffordableó differently, the definition used 

throughout this Analysis is congruent with HUDõs definition: 

 

Á 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 tenant-paid utility costs.  For 

homeowners, the 30% amount would include the mortgage payment, property taxes, 

homeowners insurance, and any homeownersõ association fees.   

 
Á According to the National Low Income Housing Coalitionõs Out of Reach data report, 

citizens in Columbus in order maintain affordable 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 annually7. 

 

Data Sources Used in This Analysis  
Census Data  ð Data collected by the Decennial Census for both 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: 

 

o 2000 Census Summary File 1 (SF 1) ð This dataset contains what is known as 

ò100 percent dataó, meaning that it contains the data collected from every 

household that participated in the 2000 Census and is not based on a 

representative sample of the population.  Though this dataset 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 status, occupation, 

and income. 

 
o 2000 Census Summary File 3 (SF 3) ð Containing sample data from 

approximately one in every six US households, this dataset is compiled from 

respondents who received the òlong formó Census survey.  This comprehensive 

and highly detailed dataset contains information on such topics as ancestry, level 

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

 

o 1990 Census Summary Tape File 1 (STF 1) ð Comparable to the Census 2000 SF 

1, this dataset contains ò100 percent dataó collected from every household that 

                                                 
7 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. 

 

o 1990 Census Summary Tape File 3 (STF 3) ð Comparable to the Census 2000 SF 

3, this dataset contains sample data from the approximately one in every six US 

households who received the òlong formó Census survey.  This comprehensive 

and highly detailed dataset contains information on such topics as ancestry, level 

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

 

American Community Survey [ACS]  ð The American Community Survey is a 

relatively new component of the decennial census program that collects population and 

housing data every year, thus 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: single-year 

estimates and multi-year estimates. 
 

o 2008 ACS 1-Year Estimates ð Based on data collected between January 2008 and 

December 2008, these single-year estimates represent the most current 

information available from the US Census Bureau, however, these estimates are 

only published for geographic areas with populations of 65,000 or greater. 

 

o 2006-2008 ACS 3-Year Estimates ð More current than Census 2000 data and 

available for more geographic areas than the ACS 1-Year Estimates, this dataset 

is one of the most frequently used.  It contains data collected between January 

2006 and December 2008 and is published for geographic areas with populations 

of 20,000 or greater. 

 

o 2005-2009 ACS 5-Year Estimates ð More current than Census 2000 data and 

available for more geographic areas than the ACS 1-Year 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. 

 

o 2009 ACS 1-Year Estimates - The 2009 ACS 1-year estimates are based on data 

collected between January 2009 and December 2009. The data is published for 

selected geographic areas with populations of 65,000 or greater and represents 

the average characteristics over calendar year 2009. The 1-year estimates have 

smaller sample size than the 3-year and 5-year estimates and are more current 

than the 3-year and 5-year estimates.  

 
Federal Financial Institutions Examining Council [FFIEC]  ð The FFIEC collects and 

publishes certain data used in connection with federal reporting responsibilities under the 

Home Mortgage Disclosure Act and the Community Reinvestment Act.   
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o FFIEC 2009 Census Reports ð All FFIEC Census Reports from 2003 forward are 

based upon Census 2000 data while the FFIECõs Census Reports prior to 2003 

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 Estimated Median Family Income both by MSA and by census tract is 

provided by HUD, using HUDõs own, independent data processes).  

 

o Home Mortgage Disclosure Act [HMDA] Data ð Financial institutions subject to 

the HMDA (including banks, credit unions, and other mortgage lenders) must 

annually submit certain mortgage loan data to the FFIEC.  The FFIEC aggregates 

and publishes the data.  The most current HMDA data used in this Analysis is 

based on loan records from the 2007, 2008, and 2009 calendar years. 

 

Stakehold er Surveys  ð In conjunction with this Analysis, surveys were designed to collect 

to collect information from key groups of community stakeholders.  In all cases, these 
surveys were distributed in hard-copy format and were also hosted online through 

SurveyMonkey.com to provide an alternative means of response. 

 

o City of Columbus Fair Housing Survey ð This survey was designed to collect 

input from a broad spectrum of the community and received responses from the 

Columbus residents and non-residents.  The survey consisted of 35 distinct 

questions, allowing a mixture of both multiple choice and open-ended responses.  

In all, there were 264 respondents to this survey, though not every question was 

answered by every respondent.  As a result, where a percentage of survey 

respondents is cited in this Analysis, it refers only to the percentage of 

respondents to the particular question being discussed and may not be a 

percentage of the full 264 survey respondents.  Surveys were received over a 46-

day period, from February 7, 2011 to March 24, 2011.  Paper surveys received 

were manually entered by the Survey Administrator into SurveyMonkey for 

tabulation and analysis.  To prevent òballot stuffingó, the SurveyMonkey software 

bars the submission of multiple surveys.  A Spanish translation of the same 

survey was also made available in hard copy and online.  This survey received 15 

responses. 

 

Stakeholder Interviews  ð Key groups of community stakeholders were identified, 

contacted, and interviewed as part of this Analysis.  These stakeholders included 

representatives on non-profit organizations (especially non-profit housing developers) and 

municipal officials.  

 

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

for City and County residents and other interested parties to contribute to this Analysis.  

Two of these meetings were held at 6:00pm on Monday, February 14, 2011 and Tuesday, 

February 15, 2011 for residents to attend and an afternoon meeting held at 2:00pm on 

Monday, February 14, 2011 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 City using its various email distribution lists.  Non-profits receiving the 

posters were asked to print and post or distribute them as appropriate.  Depending 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 as the City of Columbusõ Analysis of Impediments to 

Fair Housing Choice, was prepared for the purposes as previously described. Therefore, this 

report seeks to identify impediments and develop a proposed Fair Housing Action Plan as 

proposed solutions.  Many of the impediments identified in this report will require additional 

research and on-going analysis by the Cityõs Department of Community Reinvestment Staff. 

This report does not 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 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.  Columbus is located in the west central part of Georgia and encompasses an area 
of approximately 218 square miles that borders Alabama.  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 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 designated as the City Commons was reserved for use by 

the public and is now the site of the Columbus Civic Center, 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 

employment area 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 and Muscogee 

County decided to consolidate to the City and County governments to 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 County is the eighth largest County by population in 

Georgia according to the U.S. Census.  In terms of land area, Columbus is the largest city in 

Georgia.  

 

In 1971, the governments of the City of Columbus and Muscogee County were consolidated 

into a single government by an act of the Georgia General Assembly. Columbus Consolidated 

Government is a òmayor-council-city manageró form of government.  The City Council is the 

governmentõs legislative body and is responsible for the creation of ordinances, resolutions, and 

regulations.  The Council is presided over by the Mayor, who is the governmentõs 

spokesperson and is charged with execution and enforcement of Councilõs ordinances.  The 

Mayor is aided in administrative tasks by the City Manager, who must be nominated by the 

Mayor and confirmed by Council.  
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Figure 4. 1 Columbus  Boundaries Map  

 

 
Source: Columbus Consolidated Government 
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5. Demographics  
As of the 2000 Census count, Columbus had a total population of 186,291. The Cityõs racial 

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 two 

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 no husband 

present, and 31.7% were non-families. The average household 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  

  Alaska Native 

716 

  Asian 2,864 

  Native Hawaiian and  

  Other Pacific Islander 

270 

  Other race 3,533 

Two or more races 3,484 

Hispanic or Latino  8,372 

 

As researched in the 2005-2009 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 72,631 households, 39.8% were married 
couples living together. The 2005-2009 Census estimates also revealed 22.0% of families had a 

female head of household with no husband present. Columbus also had 33.9% non-family 

households. The average household size was 2.34 and the average family size was 2.89. 

 

The 2005-2009 American Community Survey estimates the 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 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). 
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Table 5. 2: Demographic Profile Highlights  

 Columbus Demographic Pro file Highlights:  

2005-2009 Estimates  

 Columbus/Muscogee County 

Total population 188,737 

  Male 89,470 

  Female 99,267 

One race 184,172 

  White 90,761 

  Black or African American 85,457 

  American Indian and  

  Alaska Native 

632 

  Asian 3,554 

  Native Hawaiian and  

  Other Pacific Islander 

345 

  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  

 White 
Black/African 

American 

American 

Indian/ 

Alaskan 

Native 

Asian 

Native 

Hawaiian/ 

Other 

Pacific 

Islander 

Other 

race 
Hispanic/Latino 

1990 105,762 68,161 569 2,275 235 2,276 5,294 

2000 93,936 81,488 716 2,864 270 7,017 8,372 

2005-2009 90,761 85,457 632 3,554 345 7,988 7,770 
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Based on this historical data, between 1990 and 2009, the 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% increase in the Other race 

population, and a 46.7% increase in the Hispanic or Latino population. 

 

The historical shift in Columbusõ racial makeup is depicted in Figure 5.1 [below]. Over the 19-

year period researched, Columbus has become more racially diverse. Whites have consistently 

made up the largest share of 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 decreased by 602 in the 2005-2009 estimates. 

Over the past 19 years minority populations in Columbus has 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 historical population trends and shifts. 

 

Figure 5. 1: Columbus  Population 1990 -2009 

Columbus Population 1990-2009
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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 family was $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% to $48,870 based on the 2005 ð 2009 Census estimates for 

Columbus. In 2005 ð 2009 Census estimates, males in Columbus had 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 for Columbus increased by 18.91% to $27,863 based on 2005 ð 2009 

Census estimates. 

 

As of January 2011, 9.7% of the labor force was unemployed, a sharp increase from rates that 

held steadily under 6% between 2006 and 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 2010 [9.9%], there is a slight decrease in the unemployment rate for the City.   
 

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

2005-2010 

 
Figure 5.10: Columbus Musco gee County Unemployment Rate: 2005 -2010, [Source: Bureau of Labor Statisticsõ Local 

Area Unemployment Statistics, Series LAUCN13179803 

] 
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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 table below, Columbusõ workforce includes 20.6% of workers in educational, healthcare, 

and social services. The next largest sectors of the workforce are at 14.6% in finance, insurance, 

and real estate followed by 13% in the retail trade industry. Taken together, the agriculture, 

forestry, mining, fishing and hunting sector accounted for less than 1% of the workforce. 

 

Table 5. 4 Columbus Civilian Employed Population 16 years and over  

 

INDUSTRY  
# 

Employed  

% of 

Employed  

Agriculture, forestry, fishing and hunting, 

and mining 
505 0.70% 

Construction 2,832 4.10% 

Manufacturing 5,681 8.20% 

Wholesale trade 1,377 2.00% 

Retail trade 9,062 13.00% 

Transportation and warehousing, and 

utilities 
3,222 4.60% 

Information 1,859 2.70% 

Finance and insurance, and real estate and 

rental and leasing 
10,161 14.60% 

Professional, scientific, and management, 

and administrative and waste management 

services 

5,855 8.40% 

Educational services, and health care and 

social assistance 
14,371 20.60% 

Arts, entertainment, and recreation, and 

accommodation and food services 
7,112 10.20% 

Other services, except public 

administration 
3,033 4.40% 

Public administration 4,626 6.60% 

Columbus Civilian Employed Population 16 years and over: Source: 2009 ACS Estimates 
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As depicted in the table below, Columbusõ industrial foundation is distributed between the 

government sector and private sector, with a particular focus on healthcare and business 

solutions. The largest employer in the City is Fort Benning and the second largest employer is 

Total System Services, Inc [TSYS], a private transaction processing company.  

 

Table 5. 5: Columbus õ Major Employers  

 

Columbus Major Employers  # of Employees  

Fort Benning (US Army) 33,779 

TSYS 6,000 

Muscogee County School District  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 

Tomõs Food, Inc. (1,600 Total Company ) 500 

Cagles Inc. 1,300 

Callaway Gardens Resort, Inc. 1,300 

Mead Westvaco 1,100 

MBIA 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 Columbus  

fell below the poverty line. Of all children under 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 Alabama.  

 

Table 5. 6: Columbus  Poverty Percentages  

 

Columbus Poverty Percentages: Source: Census 2005-2009 Estimates 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

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 years and over 24.5% 
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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. Muscogee Countyõs graduation rate of 79.8% is 

just above the state average of 78.9%, but there is a clear disparity between the best performing 

schools in the County and the lowest performing schools.  In the table below, an economically 

disadvantaged student is defined as a student who is a member of a household that meets 

income eligibility guidelines for free or reduced-price meals [less than or equal to 185% of 

Federal Poverty Guidelines] under the National School Lunch Program.  Muscogee County 

boasts an above-average 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 49% 

economically disadvantaged students and performed well above average. Four schools (Carver, 

Jordan, Kendrick, and Spencer) had graduation rates below 70%. These schools also had more 

than 70% economically disadvantaged students.  

 

Table 5. 7: Muscogee County High School Demographics  

Muscogee County High School Demographics: 2008 -2009 

 White 

Black or 

African 

American Hispanic Other 

Graduation 

Rate 

Economically 

Disadvantaged 

Columbus/Muscogee 

County 30% 59% 4% 7% 79.8% 60.00% 

Carver 1% 96% 1% 2% 66.3% 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% 

Spencer 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&CountyId=706&FY=2009 
 

SAT scores also show the correlation between socioeconomic status and education. Muscogee 

Countyõs average SAT is below the state average (1410 vs. 1450). Only Columbus High scored 

higher than the County and State Average with an average score of 1665 out of 2400. The 

lowest performing public schools have SAT scores below the County average; Spencer-1172, 

Shaw-1275, Jordan-1259, Carver-1261, and Kendrick-1286. These schools also have over 40% 

economically disadvantaged students, with the majority having over 67% economically 

disadvantaged students. However, Hardaway still achieved a high test score while still having a 

large economically disadvantaged population. 
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Table 5. 8: Muscogee County SAT Scores  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

The lower-performing schools show the connection between socioeconomic status and 
education. These schools all show a majority minority population and all have a high percentage 

of economically disadvantaged students, while the higher performing schools are primarily white 

with a low percentage of disadvantaged students. 

 

 

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 
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6. Protected Class Analysis  
While the racial composition statistics reveal some information as to the concentration of 

minorities in Columbus, they do not depict the full picture. In order to gain greater insight as to 

the possible segregation of the Cityõs population based on race, gender, familial status, national 

origin and disability, the following Protected Class Analysis was prepared.  

 

Population ð Race and Ethnicity  

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 2008-2028 

Comprehensive Plan for Columbus and Muscogee 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 Columbus population to reach 219,100 by 2030 compared by Woods and Poole, Incõs. 

estimate for the same year.  These projections are found in Table 6.1. 

 

Tabl e 6.1: Population Projections  

Columbus, Georgia  

 

Notes:  1. Woods and Poole Economics, 2010. 

              2. Turner College of Business, Columbus State University, November 2007 

                     

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

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% 209,400 1.5% 

2025 203,300 2.6% 215,100 2.7% 

2030 209,000 2.8% 219,100 1.9% 
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White residents comprise the greatest percentage of residents in Columbus (48.1% 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 (see Table 6.2). 

 
 

Table 6. 2:  Population Characteristics  

Columbus, Georgia  

Source: American Community Survey (2000, 2005, 2009) 

 

An analysis of the possible elements of housing segregation includes a determination of the 

relative percentage of òprotectedó groups among the population.  Data provided by the Census 

Bureau in its American Community Survey for the disabled population, those in poverty, single 

females with children, grandparents caring for their grandchildren, the elderly population (over 

65), and the minority population are displayed in Table 6.3.   
 

For 2009, the disabled population within Columbus was 37,083 persons or about one-fifth of 

the total resident population.  An estimated one-half of the residents in 2009 were minority.  

For those households with children, only 1.2% (2,191) were being 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 6.3). 

 

Table 6. 3: Protected classes  (2009) 

Columbus , Georgia  

 

Protected Group  Population (2009)  % of Total Population  

Disabled Persons 37,083 19.6% 

Residents 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% 
 

Category  2000 2005 2009 
Pct. Change  

2000 to 2009  

Total 186,291 175,930 188,737 +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%  
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From 2005 to 2009, the percentage of seniors in poverty increased from 10.9% to 12.8%.  The 

percentage of African Americans in poverty within Columbus doubled to over one-fourth (27%) 

of the resident population by 2009.  In addition, the number of single female mothers with 

children in poverty nearly doubled over the decade from 2000 to 2009 from 3,803 to 6,477 

(see Table 6.4).  
 

òOverall indicators of poverty in the Columbus are only slightly higher than the state averages, 

however, there are noted pockets of poverty and blighted conditions in older areas of the 

community.ó (Comprehensive Plan, p. 10). 
 

Table 6. 4: Poverty Characteristics Comparison  

Columbus and State of Georgia  

Source: American Community Survey (2005, 2009) and American FactFinder, Bureau of Census (2000) 

 

The Turner College of Business, Columbus State University provided projections for the 

population of elderly over 65 (see Table 5.8).  The senior population will increase to 23,500 by 

2015, and by 2030, it will be 26,300, an increase of 11.9% over the 2015 population. By 2028 

over a quarter of Columbusõ population will be over 65 years of age. This aging population will 

place increased demand for senior housing, transportation, and medical serviceó 

(Comprehensive Plan, p. 10). 

 

Table 6. 5:  Elderly (65 and Up) Population Projections  

Columbus, Georgia  

 

Year  Projected Elderly 

Population (65 and older)  

2015 23,500 

2020 24,100 

2025 25,200 

2030 26,300 

                     Source: Turner College of Business, Columbus State University, November 2007 

 

 

Category  2000 2005 2009 

 Georgia  Columbus  Columbus  Columbus  

Total Poverty ---- ---- 19.6% 17.0% 

Over 65 in Poverty 12.9% 12.1% 10.9% 12.8% 

African Americans in 

Poverty 
24.7% 24.3% 13.8% 27.0% 

Total Single Mothers with 

Children in Poverty 
---- 3,803 ---- 6,477 
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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 mean income.  Table 6.6 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 disparity in income 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  

 

 

 

 

 

Source: American Community Survey (2000, 2005, 2009) 

 

Housing and Households Analysis  

Minorities comprised approximately 51.4% of the total population in 2000 and 51.9% in 2009, 

and they have a larger share of lower income households.  In 2009, Table 6.7 demonstrates that 

African Americans resided within 65.8% rental- and only 37.4% owner-occupied households.  
African Americans were about twice as likely as white residents to live in rental units (see Table 

6.8). 

 

Table 6. 7: African American Housing Units  

Columbus, Georgia  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
           

Source: American Community Survey (2000, 2005, 2009) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Category  2000 2005 2009 

Total $41,244 $34,040 $40,549 

African American --- --- $36,796 

White --- --- $64,031 

Type of Tenure  2000 2005 2009 

Renters 15,994 18,074 20,952 

(%) 52.5% 56.1% 65.8% 

Owners 12,784 13,752 15,254 

(%) 31.6% 35.5% 37.4% 
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Table 6. 8: Tenure of Housing Units (2009 ) 

Columbus, Georgia  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
                   

 

                  Source: American Community Survey (2009) 

 

 

òColumbus has an aged housing stock, with a greater percentage of its units built prior to the 

median age of the nation and stateõs housing. Most of the preservation needs are within the 

central core of Columbus, surrounding the Central Business District. Of special concern is 

renter and owner-occupied housing units for low and moderate income 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 Reinvestment Departmentó (Comprehensive Plan, p. 14).   

 

According to the 2006-2011 Consolidated Plan for Columbus, approximately 13,505 homes in 

Columbus pose a lead-based paint hazard. This estimate is based upon the Lead-Based Paint 

Hazards Technical Assistance Bulletin 1, which states that approximately 62 percent (+/- 10%) 

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

 

From 2000 to 2009, there was an increase in median rental rates.  The fair market rent (FMR), 

as developed by the 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 one-half that of rental rates.  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 off the market.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Category  Owner  Rental  Total  

Total 40,792 312,839 72,631 

White 23,884 10,887 34,771 

(%) 58.6% 34.2% 47.9% 

African American 15,254 19,408 34,662 

(%) 41.4% 65.8% 52.1% 
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Table 6. 9: Rental Rates  

Columbus, Georgia  

 
       

  Source:  HUD User (2011*), Fair Market Rent and American Community Survey (2000, 2005, 2009) 

 

òJust over 45 percent of the vacant units in Columbus are in multiple family dwellings, 

compared to only 27 percent at the state level. These [data suggest] that there may be some 

need to revitalize existing multi-family 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 seasonal, recreational, 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 

quantity of Columbusõs vacant housing stock is substandard or uninhabitableó (Community 

Assessment Technical Addendum, Comprehensive Plan, p. 52). 

 

Table 6. 10: Vacant Housing Units  

Columbus, Georgia  

 

 

 

 

 
 

 

 

Source: American Community Survey (2000, 2009) 

 

Table 6. 11: Rental Housing Unit Vacancy  

Columbus, Georgia  

 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 
      Source: American Community Survey (2000, 2005, 2009) 

 

Year  
HUD Fair Market 

Rent  

Median Gross 

Rent  

Median Contract 

Rent  

2000 $467 $500 $322 

2005 $534 $594 $475 

2009 $656* $693 $517 

Category  2000 2009 

Total 8.4% 8.6% 

Rental 10.3% 15.4% 

Owner 2.6% 3.4% 

Year  Vacancy Rate 

2000 10.3% 

2005 18.5% 

2009 15.4% 
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Housing affordability in Columbus has decreased over recent years. This decrease in 

affordability is the combined result of multiple factors, including greater pressure on the 

housing market due to economic development and an increase in interest rates. Factors further 

exacerbating this situation are the aging of the communityõs housing stock and the demolition of 

affordable public housing units (Comprehensive Plan, p. 16).  There are many vacant land 

parcels, zoned for residential and commercial construction, found in historic 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 (Comprehensive Plan, p. 25).  òColumbus could greatly benefit from attracting 

additional non-profit housing developers to the communityó (Comprehensive Plan, p. 14). 

 

HUD uses affordability measures to express the cost of a housing unit based on the cost of 

adequate and safe housing, what a family with the areaõs median income can afford for housing, 

and what a family in poverty can pay for housing.  Unit affordability relative to area median 

income (AMI) is the percentage of area median income needed to afford the monthly housing 

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

 

Affordability = [(Monthly Housing Costs) x 12 / AMI x 0.30] x 100 

 

 

The Affordability Index calculates 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 prices 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, and a particular 

neighborhoodõs 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 of their income on rent (19% in Columbus) and Severely Cost 

Burdened households spend at least one-half of their incomes on rent (another 19% of 

residents in Columbus).  About one-fifth of households with a mortgage in Columbus are paying 

more than 30 percent of their income on housing costs. Another one in ten households in 

owner occupied units is severely cost burdened. 

 

The areas near the Chattahoochee River and Central Business District have a 

disproportionately high level of overcrowding at 8.1 to 13.9 percent. These data suggest that 

there is need for more affordable housing units in this area of the City. (Comprehensive Plan, p. 

16) 
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Table 6. 12:  Median Home Value  

Columbus, Georgia  

 

 
   

Source: American Community Survey (2005, 2009) and American FactFinder, Bureau of  

Census (2000) 

 

Within Columbus, the Comprehensive Plan reports that the construction of new housing 

peaked during the decades of the 1960õs and 1970õs. This peak preceded the rest of the nation 

(1970õs and 1980õs). òThis data suggest that a notable percentage of the communityõs housing 

stock may require some rehabilitationó (Community Assessment Technical Addendum, 

Comprehensive Plan, p. 49).  Recent sales data are displayed in Table 6.13. 

 

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 -$180,000 170 899 903 

$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 

 

òAlabama assesses property values at 10 percent of fair market value, whereas Georgia assesses 

property value at 40 percent of fair market value. These assessment practices lower the cost of 

taxes for persons living in Alabama over Georgia. Such factors will likely cause a percentage of 

the new members of the Columbus labor force to consider living in Alabama over Georgia. This 

factor can make predicting housing demand more challenging.ó (Comprehensive Plan, p. 15) 

Spatial Analysis of Protected Class Segregation 

Several variables 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, 

GIS mapping was accessed from both PolicyMap and ESRIõs online ArcGIS Mapping software to 

display these variables geographically by census tract.  Next, characteristics of segregation were 

determined by census tract.  This analysis is provided as Table 6.14. 

 

Category  2000 2005 2009 

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

African American $73,500 --- ---- 

White $90,400 --- ---- 
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Those census tracts with four or more characteristics of segregation (tract numbers 0100, 

01600, 02400, 02500, 02700, 02800, 03000, and 03400) are shown on the following map.  Table 

6.14 provides detail as to the types of segregation found in these tracts. 

 

 

Figure 6. 1: Census Tracts  with Protected Class Segregation  
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Table 6. 14:  Segregation Characteristics by Census Tract ð Columbus , Georgia  

 

CENSUS  
TRACT  

LOW PCT. 
WHITE 

POPULATION  

OVER 40% 
IN 

POVERTY  

HIGH PCT 
OF 

SENIORS 

IN 
POVERTY  

OVER 50% 
MINORITY 

POPULATION  

HIGH PCT 
OF 

VACANT 
RENTALS  

HIGH PCT 
OF SINGLE 
FEMALES 

WITH 
CHILDREN  

MEDIAN 
AGE OF 
HOME 

OVER 50 
YRS. 

00100  X  X  X  X   X  

00300       X  

00500     X    

00800       X  

01100       X  

01200       X  

01300  X   X    X  

01400     X   X  

01500    X  X   X  

01600  X   X  X  X  X  

01800     X   X  

01900       X  

02000    X   X   

02200    X    X  

02300    X     

02400  X   X   X  X  

02500    X  X  X  X  

02600       X  

02700  X   X   X  X  

02800  X   X  X  X  X  

02901    X     

02902   X  X     

03000  X   X  X  X  X  

03100    X   X   

03200  X   X   X  X  

03300    X    X  

03400  X   X  X  X  X  

05000       X  

10204      X   

10502   X   X    

10602    X   X   

10604 X    X   X   

10605 X    X     

10606    X     

10701 X    X   X   

10702 X    X     

10703 X    X   X   

10800     X   X  

10900    X     

11000     X   X  
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Census tracts where African American residents comprise a majority (over 50%) of the tract 

population are 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.  Twenty-six tracts contain a majority of minorities. 

 

 

Table 6. 15: Percentage of Census Tracts with Minorities (2009)  

Columbus , Georgia  

 
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% minority populations demonstrated that workers from these 

African American census tracts had longer commute times, often up to one hour, compared to 

census tracts habited primarily by whites.  
 

The U.S. Bureau of the Census collects information about the nature of individual 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 Community 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  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

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  

 
Percent in Poverty  Frequency  Percent  

Cumulative 

Percent  

 Under 50% 51 91.1 91.1 

Over 50% 5 8.9 100.0 

Total  56 100.0  
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Table 6.16 and Figure 6.3 show the distribution of residents in poverty by census tract and their 

isolation from 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 include mostly protected classes: minorities, single females with 

children, and the disabled.  The distribution of median home value by census tract is shown in 

Table 6.17. 

 

Table 6. 17:  Distribution of Median Home Values by Census Tract s (2009) 

Columbus , Georgia  

  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
 

 

Summary of Findings  

Segregation can directly affect the quality of life in cities and neighborhoods.  As new people 

come into the area, it is important to understand what effect that change will have on the 

dynamics of the city and its neighborhoods (Sawyer and Tatian, 2003, p. 1).  Reasons other than 

discrimination can explain or contribute to segregationõs existence, such as personal 

preference, language differences, immigrant status, education level, and income (Bayer, 

McMillan, and Rueben, 2002; Ihlanfeldt and Scafidi, 2002). 

 

Racial segregation can prevent African-Americans from accumulating equity and wealth in their 

homes. In fact, research demonstrates that African-American homeowners earn less equity in 

their non-rental homes because their incomes are lower and they resided in areas that are 

more segregated. The average African-American 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 owner 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 dollar of income.  òIndividuals take account of the race-ethnic composition of 
neighborhoods when deciding if and where to move.  These patterns may result from a number 

of underlying social processes.  While race-ethnic prejudice may govern residential choices to 

some degree, the ethnic composition of a neighborhood is also correlated with other factors 

that determine neighborhood attractiveness.ó  

 

Another rising family configuration is grandparents raising grandchildren. In 2009, there were 

2,191 grandparent-headed 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 

 
Median Home Value  Frequency  Percent  

Cumulative 

Percent  

 $75,000 or less 15 26.8 26.8 

$75,000 to $100,000 16 28.6 55.4 

Over $2000,000 in value  25 44.6 100.0 

Total  56 100.0  
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families with children in the Columbus region.  This family-type consistently has 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%. Moreover, in addition to grandparents caring for their 

grandchildren, there is evidence that other relatives, such as aunts and uncles, care for children 

in their families. More research is needed to reach this growing family type and the needs for 

adequate and 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 other protected classes.  Of these protected classes, disability is the 

only one to whom a landlord must make reasonable accommodations and modifications to 

provide housing that is òuser-friendlyó to the disabled and appropriate to his or her disability. 

 

High concentrations of poverty do not occur by accident because housing policy and land use, 

together with private sector interpretation of that policy, have directed low-income residents 
toward rental housing.  Although the total poverty rate in Columbus decreased from 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 low-

income neighborhoods have higher rates of poor birth outcomes, cardiovascular disease, HIV, 

depression, physical inactivity, and mortality, regardless of individual risk factors.  

Neighborhood design and environmental degradation are factors. 

 

 òThe concentration of neighborhood poverty increased dramatically from the 1970s through 

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 implicated in enduring racial and ethnic 

inequalityó (Bruch, 2005, p. 1). 

  

In fact, there could be at least three reasons why these segregated patterns exist: 

Á Illegal discrimination in the housing market limits the selection of neighborhoods       

where persons of a particular race and ethnicity can live; 

Á Income differences across race and ethnic groups limit the selection of neighborhoods 

where persons of a particular race and ethnicity can live; and, 

Á Personal preferences cause individuals to want to live in neighborhoods 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 across 

racial and ethnic groups could be part of the explanation for the segregation patterns that are 

found in Columbus. Since such a large share of African American residents has lower incomes, 

they may not be able to afford to live in many neighborhoods in the City.  Thus, it is probable 

that more African Americans live in lower cost neighborhoods 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, Hispanics, 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 city and how has it changed? Does 

segregation disproportionately affect particular racial groups or neighborhoods in the city and, if 

so, how?  Segregation can be defined generally as the extent to which different groups are 

separated geographically from each other (Sawyer 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 impact of poverty is 

perhaps greatest on families with children, and minority 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 of poverty among minorities.  Table 6.14 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 

development; although the city operates the METRA bus system, the system has limited routes 

and infrequent service. (JJG p. 18) 

 

òThe following is a list of additional factors that likely contribute to a jobs-housing mismatch in 

Columbus:  

Á Aging and substandard housing units near downtown;  

Á Low density residential as the most common residential zoning., limiting housing 

affordability;  

Á Land speculation due to anticipated growth, leading to pricing out of certain groups of 

population;  

Á More affordable properties in nearby jurisdictions;  

Á Disparity between lending practices in minority-concentrated Census tracts;  

Á Lack of appropriate, affordable housing for Fort Benning personnel and their 

dependents;  

Á Policies that discourage non-profit housing developers from accessing affordable housing 
tax credit programs; and,  

Á Decreasing size of affordable housing stock, tied to Hope IV projects and increasing 

quantity of substandard unitsó (JJG p. 68). 
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Dissimilarity Index Value

Low Segregation Moderate Segregation High Segregation

7. Indices of Racial & Ethnic Segregation  
 

Douglas Massey and Nancy Denton (1988, 1993) developed a sophisticated multidimensional 

analysis of racial segregation (see Figure 7.1). The study concluded, òa high score on any single 

dimension is serious because it removes blacks from full participation in urban society and limits 
their access to its benefits.ó  A score between 30 and 60 percent indicates a moderate level of 

segregation and above 60 percent indicates high level of segregation.  

 

Figure 7. 1: Segregation  within the Neighborhoods  

The Index of Di ssimilarity  

             

Source:  Massey and Denton, 1988. 

 

The index of dissimilarity is the degree to which blacks and whites are evenly spread among 

neighborhoods and provides òthe percentage of all blacks who would have to move to achieve 

an even, or ôintegrated,õ residential configuration ð one where each census tract replicates the 

racial composition of the metropolitan area as a whole.ó (Massey and Denton, 1993). Massey 

and Denton refer to this index as òblack-white segregation.ó  

 

The dissimilarity index equals 0.0, indicating complete integration of the two sub-groups, when 

all census tracts within the geographic area being analyzed have the same proportion of 

population sub-group 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 sub-group, while all the others contain all 

the members of the other population sub-group. Another, perhaps easier way to interpret the 

value of the index is that it indicates the percentage of either sub-group (e.g., blacks or whites) 

who would have to move to another census tract in order for both sub-groups to be 

distributed evenly to achieve complete integration. In a totally segregated environment (D = 

100.0), 100% of either sub-group 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 *Ɇ | P
xi
/P

x 
- P

yi
/P

y
| 

Where:  

D = the index of dissimilarity for two groups being compared within a specific 

geographic area  

P
xi 

= the population of group x in census tract i  

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

P
yi 

= the population of group y in census tract i  

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

Ɇ = the Greek letter òsigmaó indicating the summation of terms   

 

òThe dissimilarity index is limited by the fact that it can only measure segregation between two 

racial and ethnic groups. Other indices, however, are able to express segregation among 

multiple populations more completelyó (Sawyer and Tatian, 2003, p. 4).  Two of these indices 

are the exposure index and the diversity index. 

 

Racial and ethnic 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 therefore have 

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 regionõs minority population that makes Columbus a segregated area, 

but the distribution of its racial and ethnic 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 segregation is 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 census data 

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

analyzed. 

 

The exposure index indicates the racial composition of a neighborhood for an òaverageó 

member of a particular racial group. It is a weighted average of neighborhood racial 

composition, where each census tract is weighted by the share of a particular race that lives in 

that tract.  This method is useful in showing changes in one racial groupõs exposure to another.  

This method is also affected by group size. The larger a particular racial groupõs share of the 

population, the more likely its neighborhood is to show higher concentrations of that groupõs 

population. We analyzed the differences between the exposure index in 1990 and 2000 for 

whites, blacks, Hispanics, and Asians. The neighborhood of a òtypicaló black person was 

overwhelmingly black in both 1990 and 2000.  
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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 analyze how 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 segregation among 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 measure 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 groupñan òaverage personó being 

a composite of all persons in that group and a òtypical census tractó being a composite of all 

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 larger areas. 
 

Dissimilarity Index  

In 1990, within Columbus, the dissimilarity index of white with black was 62.7 and it rose 

slightly to 63.6 by 2000 (see Figure 7.2).  This is interpreted as 63.6% of black residents would 

have had to move to white areas to achieve the elimination of segregation during the year 2000 

within Columbus (see Table 7.1). 

 

 

Table 7. 1: Index of Dissimilarity  

Columbus , Georgia  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

GROUP EXPOSURE  

DISSIMILARITY 

INDEX -RACE 

(1990) 

DISSIMILARITY 

INDEX -RACE 

(2000) 

WHITE WITH BLACK 62.7 63.6 

WHITE WITH 

HISPANIC 
44.3 42.6 

BLACK WITH 

HISPANIC 
52.3 47.0 
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Figure 7. 2: Dissimilarity Index ð Race 

Columbus , Georgia (1990, 2000) 
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Exposure Index  

Another measure of residential segregation is a class of exposure indices that evaluate the 

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 exposure of that 

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 other races. These indices depend on two 

conditions: the overall size of the other group and each group's settlement pattern. Table 7.2 

provides the exposure index data for years 1990 and 2000.  The data are displayed in Figure 7.3 

 

 

Table 7. 2: Exposure Index  

Columbus, Georgia  

 

 

 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

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 the average 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). 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

GROUP EXPOSURE  

EXPOSURE 

INDEX -RACE 

(1990) 

EXPOSURE 

INDEX -RACE 

(2000) 

WHITE WITH BLACK 19.6 23.5 

WHITE WITH HISPANIC 2.9 4.5 

BLACK WITH WHITE 29.8 25.9 

BLACK WITH HISPANIC 2.8 4.1 

HISPANIC WITH WHITE 56.4 48.5 

HISPANIC WITH BLACK 35.2 40.1 
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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 òsame raceó (or age, disability, gender, etc.) in the 

census tract where the average member of that racial group 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  

GROUP EXPOSURE  
ISOLATION INDEX -

RACE (1990)  

ISOLATION 

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, Table 7.3 notes that the average head of a white household in 1990 

was living in a neighborhood that was 75.7% white.  This had decreased some to 68.6% by 2000, 

but the index remained high.  By comparison, the average African American resided in a 

neighborhood (census tract) of 66% African Americans and this isolation index increased to 

68% by 2000.  Hispanics experienced a similar increase in the isolation index (5.8% in 1990 and 

7.8% in 2000), as displayed in Figure 7.4. 
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Figure 7. 4: Isolation  Index ð Race 

Columbus , Georgia  (1990, 2000) 

 

 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 

Columbus Analysis of Impediments to Fair Housing Choice 2011                                          44 

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 suburbanites.  The isolation index decreased 

slightly over the decade of the 1990õs (see Figure 7.5). 

 

Table 7. 4: Isolation Index  

 Suburban Area ðColumbus, Georgia  

 

 

Figure 7. 5: Isolation Index - Suburban  

Homeowners Columbus , Georgia  (1990, 2000) 

 
 

 

 

GROUP EXPOSURE  

ISOLATION INDEX -
SUBURBAN 

HOMEOWNERS 

(1990) 

ISOLATION INDEX -
SUBURBAN 

HOMEOWNERS 

(2000) 

WHITE WITH WHITE 76.9 74.8 

BLACK WITH BLACK 48.2 46.8 

HISPANIC WITH HISPANIC 1.1 1.4 
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Residential segregation is inherently spatial.  òMost studies implicitly assume that the tract 

constitutes an appropriately sized spatial unit for capturing segregation. This assumption 

obscures potential variation among regions (e.g., metropolitan areas) in the scale of segregation 

because tract measures cannot distinguish regions in which the racial composition changes over 

short distances from those in which differences in composition occur between large subareasó 

(Lee and Reardon et al., 2008, p. 767). òThere is an assumption that all persons sharing a tract, 

whether they are located in the core of the tract or near its edges, have no proximity to 

residents outside the tract but are equally proximate to everyone within its boundariesó (Lee 

and Reardon et al., 2008, p. 767). 

Summary of Findings  

Á Segregation among all three major racial and ethnic 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%, respectively). 

Á 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 
decreasing number of White residents. 

Á 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 neighborhoods. 

Á Whites became less isolated between 1990 and 2000 while Blacks and Hispanics became 

more isolated; both White and Black households show a high level of isolation. 

Á Isolation indices increased for suburban Whites as compared to the Cityõs average 

White population, indicating that White households in suburban census tracts are more 

racially and ethnically isolated than the average for Whites city-wide. 
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8. Fair Housing Education  

Assessing Information About Fair Housing 
 

The Columbus Consolidated Government works 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 housing industry who 

participate in educational and compliance efforts:  The Cityõs Department of Community 

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 for the State of Georgia. Each organization has its own fair 

housing education goals and objectives and ideally, all of these organizations implement 

collaborative efforts to ensure that fair housing education is adequately promoted. 

 

Metro Fair Housing Services is a non-profit civil rights organization [funded in part by a grant 

from HUD] that has provided fair housing services to several Atlanta Metropolitan areas 

including Columbus for more than 30 years. Its primary mission is òto promote social justice 

and eliminate housing and lending inequities for all people, including those with disabilities, 

through leadership, education, outreach, public policy and enforcement.ó Targeting underserved 

populations 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 discriminatory housing 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 Georgia 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 housing organizations, consumers and providers about fair housing laws. A 

concerned citizen who believes discrimination occurred would contact Metro Fair Housing for 

advice and guidance. Similarly, for-profit or non-profit housing organizations that need 

educational materials on fair housing and Georgia fair housing laws may contact Metro Fair 

Housing as the primary contact and resource center in the state of Georgia. 

 

In Columbus, many of the local nonprofit organizations have made 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 Real 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 for violations of the federal and 

state fair housing laws. Unfortunately, these organizations do not have the resources to educate 

the broader community about fair housing options. 

 

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

receive opinions and input on the Cityõs fair housing choice.  Based on feedback from residents 

in the City, there is strong need for improvement on fair housing educational efforts directed 
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towards the housing industry and to the general public.  When asked if any of the respondents 

had ever experienced housing discrimination, 197 [84%] out of 235 respondents stated they 

had never experienced housing discrimination, while 38 [16%] stated they had experienced 

housing discrimination.   

 

Figure 8. 1: Columbus Fair Housing Survey Results ðDiscrimination  

Since living in Columbus/Muscogee County, have you 

ever experienced housing discrimination?

16%

84%

YES

NO 

 
 

 

As shown in Figure 8.2, the survey respondents that had experienced discrimination were asked 

who was the person or organization that discriminated against them. Out of 37 survey 

respondents, 25 [67.6%] of the respondents stated that a landlord or property manager had 

discriminated against them, while 13 [35%] of the respondents stated that a City or County 

staff had discriminated against them.  
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Figure 8. 2: Columbus Fair Housing Survey Results ðPersons of Discri mination  

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

67.6%

29.7%

21.6%

35.1%
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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 ð Reporting Discrimination  

Did you file a report of that discrimination?

5%

95%

YES

NO
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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 did not know what good it would do, while 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 ðComplaint Filing  

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

53%

24%

14%

7%

2% I did not know what good it

would do.

I did not know where to file.

I did not realize it was a

violation of the law.

I was afraid of retaliation.

The process was not in my

native language.

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 somewhat familiar with their fair 

housing rights, while 68 [31%] of the survey respondents stated they did not know their fair 

housing rights.  

 

Figure 8. 5: Columbus Fair Housing Survey Results ðFair Housing Rights  

Do you know your Fair Housing Rights?  (PLEASE 

SELECT ONE RESPONSE)  

29%
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Yes
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No
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As shown in Figure 8.6, 121[60%] out of 200 survey respondents stated that they did not know 

where to file a fair housing discrimination complaint, while 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 ðFiling a Complaint  

Do you know where to file a housing 
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9. Fair Housing Complaints  
According to the National Fair Housing Alliance, òOf the many categories of complaint data for 

housing discrimination, rental cases 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 
sales, lending or insurance investigationsó. While race remains the primary basis for 

discrimination, HUD finds that more complaints are being documented on the basis of disability. 

HUD notes that if this current trend continues, housing complaints on the basis 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: 

 

Á Discriminatory 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 follow-up. 

 

Á A 2003 study by the McAuley Instituteõs National Women and Housing Task Force 

[NWHTF] found that òé[W] omen of color bear the brunt of anti-family sentiments 

among landlords and realtors,ó since 80% of black and Hispanic heads of households 

have children, compared with 60% of all female head of households nationwide. 

 

Á Women whose source of income includes child support and alimony are viewed as less 

reliable and creditworthy than a full-time salary, placing these women in at a higher risk 

of discrimination. 

 

Á It has been determined that among the disabled, housing discrimination is exacerbated 

by a widespread lack of understanding of the reasonable accommodation standards of 

the Fair Housing Act. 

 

òHow Much Do We Knowó published by HUD in 2002, reports that only half of the public could 

correctly identify as òunlawfuló six or out of eight scenarios describing illegal fair housing 

conduct. Less than one-fourth 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 of housing 

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 did 

pursue it.  

 

Individuals with more knowledge are more likely to pursue a complaint 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 educate, 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 Opportunity [FHEO] receives complaints by 

households regarding alleged violations of the Fair Housing Act for Cities and Counties in 

Georgia. From January 1, 2000 through December 30, 2010 there were 50 complaints filed 

regarding housing located in Columbus or Muscogee County.  Of these complaints, 9 were 
determined to have cause. Of the cases filed, all 50 have been closed.  Note that complainants 

often allege more than one type or instance of discrimination in a single filing; thus there were a 

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

 

As listed in Table 9.1, 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%] complaints. Discrimination in regards to sex 

[16], familial status [9], and national origin [6] were also significant.  Out of the 127 complaints 

filed with the FHEO in Atlanta, 9 had a òCause Determinationó with a combined settlement 

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  
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Muscogee 50 50 0 9 29 63 9 1 16 6 0 0 0 1 2 0 

 

 
This review of complaints shows that the number of complaints of violations of the Fair 

Housing Act is limited. A lack of filed complaints does not indicate that a problem doesnõt exist.  

As borne out in the survey data, many households 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 against 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. 

 

 

 

 

 

Table 9.1: HUD Complaints Received January 1, 2000 ð December 31, 2010 
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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. An 

analysis of Home Mortgage Disclosure Act [HMDA] data from 2007, 2008, and 2009 reveals 
this trend exists in areas of Columbus. 

 

òThe United States has enacted a variety of laws making it illegal for lenders to discriminate 

against members of historically disadvantaged groups, 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 determinant 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 ò(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 associations, 

mortgage companies, and credit unions, 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 and co-applicant.  In fact, 

the HMDA and other federal non-discriminatory policies related to housing state that these 

financial institutions  make decisions as if they had no information about the applicant's race, 

regardless of whether race is a good proxy variable for risk factors that a lender cannot 

distinguish or  observe.  

 

òFor example, the pre-1989 HMDA data led to a Pulitzer-Prize winning series that ran during 

May 1988 in the Atlanta Journal Constitution, called ôThe Color of Money.õ That series served 

as the basis for a U.S. Department of Justice case against the Atlanta-based Decatur Federal 

Savings and Loan, which in 1992 ended in a landmark consent decree ò(Ladd, 1998, p. 42). Some 

of the concerns to those involved in fair housing policy are whether these lenders market to 

minority and low-income communities, are some of these institutions more likely to deny a 

much higher percentage of applications from these neighborhoods than other lenders, and 

whether the lenders are responsive to some applicantõs needs to secure loans for home 

improvement loans compared to othersõ needs for loans to purchase a home. 
 

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 financial institutions to collaborate on marketing to 

promote affordable lending products that reach protected 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 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 before 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 

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 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 lending and underwriting practices in Columbus. 

 

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 data available to 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. 

 

Disposition of Loan Applications Reported to HMDA  2007-2009 

The figures below display the number and percent of applications for loans from Columbus for 
the years 2007, 2008 and 2009.  The greatest percentage of loan applications occurred in 2007 

(41.9%). 

Table 10.1: Year of Applications  
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 10. 1: Number of Applications by Year  

 

 
 

 

Year  Frequency  Percent  Valid Percent  
Cum ulative 

Percent  

2007 14699 41.9 41.9 41.9 

2008 10308 29.4 29.4 71.2 

2009 10098 28.8 28.8 100.0 

TOTAL  35105 100.0 100.0  
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Loan Type 

Almost seven of 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  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
 

 

 

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). 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
 Frequency  Percent  Valid Percent  

Cumulative 

Percent  

 CONVENTIONAL 24363 69.4 69.4 69.4 

FHA INSURED 6404 18.2 18.2 87.6 

VA GUARANTEED 4337 12.4 12.4 100.0 

FARM SERVICE AGENCY OR 

RURAL HOUSING SERVICE 

1 <0.1 <0.1 ------ 

TOTAL  35105 100.0 100.0  
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Table 10.3: Loan Purpose by Year  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

   LOAN PURPOSE  

TOTAL  

   HOME 

PURCHASE  

HOME 

IMPROVEMENT  
REFINANCE  

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% 

2008 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% 

2009 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% 

Total Count 10857 2571 21677 35105 

% within YEAR 30.9% 7.3% 61.7% 100.0% 

% within LOAN PURPOSE 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 for loan amounts 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  

 PRE-APPROVAL REQUESTED 277 .8 7.4 

PRE-APPROVAL NOT 

REQUESTED 

3453 9.8 92.6 

Subtotal 3730 10.6 100.0 

 MISSING 31375 89.4  

TOTAL  35105 100.0  

 

 

Nearly three-fourths of all loans required a secured first lien.  Minority census tracts loans were 

more likely to secure a first lien (see Table 10.5 and Figure 10.2).   
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Table 10. 5: Lien Status by Minority Census Tracts  

   
CENSUS TRACT WITH 

OVER 50% MINORITIES  TOTAL  

   
OVER 50% 

MINORITY  

   UNDER 50% 

MINORITY   

LIEN 

STATUS 

FIRST LIEN SECURED Count 2304 23308 25612 

% within LIEN STATUS 9.0% 91.0% 100.0% 

% within CENSUS TRACT WITH OVER 50% 

MINORITIES 

80.2% 72.3% 73.0% 

% of Total 6.6% 66.4% 73.0% 

SUBORDINATE LIEN SECURED Count 117 1942 2059 

% within LIEN STATUS 5.7% 94.3% 100.0% 

% within CENSUS TRACT WITH OVER 50% 

MINORITIES 

4.1% 6.0% 5.9% 

% of Total .3% 5.5% 5.9% 

NOT SECURED BY LIEN Count 108 759 867 

% within LIEN STATUS 12.5% 87.5% 100.0% 

% within CENSUS TRACT WITH OVER 50% 

MINORITIES 

3.8% 2.4% 2.5% 

% of Total .3% 2.2% 2.5% 

PURCHASED LOANS Count 343 6224 6567 

% within LIEN STATUS 5.2% 94.8% 100.0% 

% within CENSUS TRACT WITH OVER 50% 

MINORITIES 

11.9% 19.3% 18.7% 

% of Total 1.0% 17.7% 18.7% 

Total Count 2872 32233 35105 

% within LIEN STATUS 8.2% 91.8% 100.0% 

% within CENSUS TRACT WITH OVER 50% 

MINORITIES 

100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 

% of Total 8.2% 91.8% 100.0% 
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Figure 10. 2: Lien Status by Minority Census Tracts  
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Loan originations accounted for 41.3% of 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% of purchasers of loans (see table below). 

 

Table 10.6: Purchaser Type  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

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 history (35.5%), followed 

by lack of collateral (23.4%), and debt-to-income ratio (18.6%). The secondary reasons for 

denial for loans were credit history, debt-to-income ratio, collateral and òotheró reason 

(15.2%).  For those loans with three reasons reported for denial, 28.8% cited debt-to-income 

ratio and 22.3% òotheró cause for denial as the third reason (see Table 19 in Appendix). 

 

Protected classes and Loan Approvals and Denials 

According to Becker (1971), discriminatory behavior emerges from prejudice or a "taste for 

discrimination" and it requires that the discriminator pay or forfeit income for the privilege of 

exercising prejudicial tastes.  òWhile Becker's focus on the "taste for discrimination" has 

achieved significant currency within the economics profession, other well-known 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 protected 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 

creditworthiness rather than the applicant's own past historyó (Ladd, 1998, p. 42). 

 

òAnother mechanism through which lenders might engage in statistical discrimination, referred 

to as the "thick file" phenomenon, emerged from the investigation of Decatur Federal in Atlanta. 

  Frequency  Percent  Valid Percent  
Cumulative 

Percent  

 LOAN NOT ORIGINATED OR 

SOLD 

19835 56.5 56.5 56.5 

FANNIE MAE 3592 10.2 10.2 66.7 

GINNIE MAE 3447 9.8 9.8 76.6 

FREDDIE MAC 1768 5.0 5.0 81.6 

PRIVATE SECURITIZATION 267 .8 .8 82.4 

COMMERCIAL BANK-

SAVINGS BANK - SAVINGS 

ASSOC 

687 2.0 2.0 84.3 

LIFE INS CO-CREDIT UNION-

MORTGAGE BANK-FINANCE 

CO 

904 2.6 2.6 86.9 

AFFILIATE INSTITUTION 2144 6.1 6.1 93.0 

OTHER TYPE OF PURCHASER 2461 7.0 7.0 100.0 

TOTAL  35105 100.0 100.0  
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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, may have been more likely to be 

approvedó (Ladd, 1998, p. 48). 

 

Avery et al. (1993) used linear probability models to uncover racial differences in mortgage 

application denial rates based on òeconomic characteristics of the applications reported in 

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 residualó  (p. 2).  òWe find a persistent difference in the denial rates of 

white and minority applicants, particularly blacks. These differences remain even after 

[accounting for] lender, neighborhood, and applicant economic characteristics.  Avery et al. 

further discovered similar results òacross geographic markets and loan products, indicating that 

the observed racial differences in denial rates are [ubiquitous] and cannot be attributed to a 

subset of markets or type of lenderó (p. 18).  An important discovery by Avery et al. is that 

òwhen comparing similar applicants, racial differences in denial rates still exist and are roughly 
the same size within neighborhoods, regardless of the type of neighborhoodó (p. 19). 

 

Race and Ethnicity of Applicant and Co-Applicant  

òFrom a purely statistical perspective, missing race data may also introduce sample selection 

problems into calculations of denial rate disparities and multivariate estimatorsó (Dietrich, 2002, 

p. 60).  òMissing race data are correlated with income, loan amount, and action taken on the 

loan. Most important 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 denial rates differ for 

home improvement and refinance loans, but not for home purchase loans [and] missing race 

data may be more problematic for those two productsó (p. 63). 

 

The next table displays the race of the applicant.  The greatest percentage of loan applicants are 

Caucasians (58.2%) and 39.1% African Americans.  Over six of ten co- applicants 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 2009.  However, 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  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Table 10.8: CO ð Applicant Race 1  

  
Frequency  Percent  Valid Percent  

Valid NATIVE AMERICAN OR 

ALASKAN NATIVE 

37 0.1 0.4 

ASIAN AMERICAN 191 0.5 2.0 

AFRICAN AMERICAN 2941 8.4 31.3 

NATIVE HAWAIIAN OR 

PACIFIC ISLANDER 

43 0.1 0.5 

CAUCASIAN 6197 17.7 65.8 

Subtotal 9409 26.8% 100.0 

MISSING 25696 73.2 ------- 

TOTAL  35105 100.0  

 

 

 

 

  Frequency  Percent  Valid Perc ent  
Cumulative 

Percent  

 NATIVE AMERICAN OR 

ALASKAN NATIVE 

127 .4 .5 .5 

ASIAN AMERICAN 450 1.3 1.6 2.1 

AFRICAN AMERICAN 10664 30.4 39.1 41.2 

NATIVE HAWAIIAN OR 

PACIFIC ISLANDER 

170 .5 .6 41.8 

CAUCASIAN 15864 45.2 58.2 100.0 

Subtotal 27275 77.7 100.0  

MISSING 7830 22.3   

TOTAL  35105 100.0   
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Crosstabulation analyses in Table 43, in the Appendix, demonstrate that loans from census 

tracts with over 50% minorities have a higher probability of not being originated or sold  (C
2
8, 

0.05 = 394.7; p< 0.001).  The reasons for denial are reported for minorities in Table 47 in the 

appendix.  For African Americans, 39.4% were denied based on credit history, 22.2% because of 

insufficient collateral, and 18.5% based on debt-to-income ratios.  This compares to 30.7% 

denials for credit history, 25.7% based on collateral, and 18.5% debt-to-income ratios for 

Whites in Columbus.  When controlling for 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 applications for Whites, 

for both applicants and co-applicants, than for African Americans (see Tables 47 and 50 in the 

appendix).  This possibly leads to the òthick fileó dilemma, mentioned by Ladd (1998), allowing 

these applicants to resubmit supplemental information. 

 

Nearly three-fourths of all loans required a secured first lien.  Minority 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  
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An often-used method for analysis of loan decisions and their effect on protected classes is the 

approval rate, gap in approval rate and the denial rate ratio based 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 gaps in the approval rates by income and race 

between Caucasian and African American applicants. The denial rate ratio demonstrates that for 

every Caucasian denial, there are 1.29 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  

CAUCASIAN  
AFRICAN 

AMERICAN  
CAUCASIAN  

AFRICAN 

AMERICAN  
CAUCASIAN  

AFRICAN 

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 ð 32.9 for low income in approval rate table above  

 

 

Table 10.11:  Denial Rate for Home Purchase Mortgage Loans  

 

DENIAL RATE  

DENIAL RATE RATIO * 
CAUCASIAN  

AFRICAN 

AMERICAN  

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%) and co-applicants are female (78.2%).  

When crosstabulated by year, the percent of male applications increase while the percent of 

female applicants decreased.  Females (37.8%) were slightly more likely to be denied for credit 

history problems than males (33.2%). 

 

Tenure of Household 

Nearly all (89.6%) loan applications were for owner-occupied principal dwellings.  The figure 

below displays that those applications from within census tracts with high minority percentages 

were more likely not to be for owner-occupied dwellings (C2
1, 0.05 = 1027.8; p< 0.001). 

 

Figure 10. 4: Occupancy Type by Minority Census Tracts  
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Summary of Findings  

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. 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 that 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 reach protected 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 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 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 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, 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; 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 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 data available to 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. 
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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, and decent housing. It is also a significant factor for residents attempting to 

select housing that meets their current family needs. HUD defines òhousing affordabilityó as 

housing-related expenses (rent and utilities) that do not cost more than 30 percent of a familyõs 
income.8 Homeowners or renters who are paying more than 30 percent of their income on 

housing-related costs are at risk for experiencing cost burdens. Gross cost burden is generally 

defined as individuals paying 30-50 percent of gross household income 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 moderate-income households into categories, based on their relationship to the median 

family: extremely low-income (earning less than 30 percent of the MFI), very low-income 

(earning between 30 and 50 percent of the MFI), low-income (earning between 50 and 80 

percent of the MFI) and moderate-income (earning between 80 and 95 percent of the MFI). 

According to HUD, the 2010 Median Family Income (MFI) for a 4-person household in 

Columbus is $51,800. 
 

Table 11.1: FY2010 Income Limits  

Muscogee County, Georgia  

FY 2010 

Income 

Limit Area  

Median 

Income  

FY 2010 

Income 

Limit 

Category  

1 

Person 

2 

Person 

3 

Person 

4 

Person 

5 

Person 

6 

Person 

7 

Person 

8 

Person 

Muscogee 

County  
$51,800 

Very Low 

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

Extremely 

Low (30%)  
$10,900 $12,450 $14,000 $15,550 $16,800 $18,050 $19,300 $20,550 

Low (80%)  $29,050 $33,200 $37,350 $41,450 $44,800 $48,100 $51,400 $54,750 

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

 

 

Housing choices are fundamentally limited by household income and purchasing power. Cost, 

therefore, restricts housing choice, particularly for those with lower incomes. In 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 may have limited incomes.  

 

 

 

                                                 
8 U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development, http://www.hud.gov/offices/cpd/affordablehousing/index.cfm   
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Housing  
Columbus has a total of 83,995 housing units, of 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 units 

built prior to 1990. The most common type of housing in the City is single-family detached 

units. Of the total housing units, 55,353 [65.9%] were single-family detached units, while 26,422 
[31.5%] were multi-family units. According to the 2009 ACS Estimates, Columbus has a 

considerably smaller portion 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  

ZIP codes  
Avg. listing price  

Week ending Mar 9 

Median sales price  
Date range: Dec '10 - Feb '11 

Trulia popularity  
Week ending Mar 9 

31901 $139,945 $301,250 6 

31820 $305,237 $266,500 5 

31904 $240,863 $217,000 2 

31829 $314,066 $188,289 8 

31909 $197,216 $144,662 3 

31907 $124,710 $103,500 1 

31906 $183,152 $89,500 4 

31903 $51,352 $35,700 7 

31905 $199,933 - 9 

31908 $709,000 - 11 

Source. Truila Real Estate Heat Map. www.trulia.com/home_prices/Georgia/Muscogee_County-heat_map/ 

 

As shown in Figure 11.1, Columbus has a significant portion of its affordable homes (homes with 

lower median sales prices) located in the zip codes found in Southern portion of the City. The 

table above provides a detailed account of the average listing prices and median sales prices in 

Columbus. 

 

 

 

 

 

 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

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/
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Figure 11. 1: Columbus Median Sales Price Heat Map  

 
 

Source: Truila, www.truila.com 

 

Affordable Homeownership  

As shown in the table below, the median value for a home in Columbus was $133,700, which is 

considered affordable for low to moderate-income households.  24.7% of the homes ranged 

between $50,000 and $99,999.  The greatest number of homes (27%) fell within a range of 

$100,000 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 2,638 

$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 to 34.9 percent $3,409 

35.0 percent or more $12,762 

Source: Census 2009 Estimates 
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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
1

Annual $61,716 $51,800

Monthly $5,143 $4,317

30% of AMI
2 $18,515 $15,540

30% $463 $389

50% $771 $648

80% $1,234 $1,036

100% $1,543 $1,295

2010 Fair Market Rent (FMR)
4

Zero-Bedroom $645 $550

One-Bedroom $698 $579

Two-Bedroom $789 $663

Three-Bedroom $987 $882

Four-Bedroom $1,083 $1,044

Zero-Bedroom $25,810 $22,000

One-Bedroom $27,913 $23,160

Two-Bedroom $31,567 $26,520

Three-Bedroom $39,469 $35,280

Four-Bedroom $43,327 $41,760

Zero-Bedroom 42% 42%

One-Bedroom 45% 45%

Two-Bedroom 51% 51%

Three-Bedroom 64% 68%

Four-Bedroom 70% 81%

Estimated Median Renter Household 

Income
5 $34,720 $30,777

Percent Needed to Afford 2 BR FMR
91% 86%

Rent Affordable at Median $868 $769

% Renters Unable to Afford 2 BR 

FMR
6 45% 42%

2010 Minimum Wage

Minimum Wage $7.25 $7.25

Rent Affordable at Minimum Wage $377 $377

Monthly SSI Payment $674 $674

Rent Affordable at SSI $202 $202

Housing Wage

Zero-Bedroom $12.41 $10.58

One-Bedroom $13.42 $11.13

Two-Bedroom $15.18 $12.75

Three-Bedroom $18.98 $16.96

Four-Bedroom $20.83 $20.08

Zero-Bedroom 171% 146%

One-Bedroom 185% 154%

Two-Bedroom 209% 176%

Three-Bedroom 262% 234%

Four-Bedroom 287% 277%

Zero-Bedroom 91% 86%

One-Bedroom 99% 91%

Two-Bedroom 112% 104%

Three-Bedroom 140% 139%

Four-Bedroom 153% 164%

Zero-Bedroom 68 58

One-Bedroom 74 61

Two-Bedroom 84 70

Three-Bedroom 105 94

Four-Bedroom 115 111

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

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

Work Hours/Week at Minimum Wage Needed to Afford FMR

Full-time Jobs at Minimum Wage Needed to Afford FMR

Full-time Jobs at Mean Renter Wage Needed to Afford FMR

2010 Supplemental Security Income

Housing Wage as % of Minimum Wage

Housing Wage as % of Mean Renter Wage

Annual Income Needed to Afford FMR

Percent of AMI Needed to Afford FMR

Renter Household Income

Maximum Affordable
3
 Monthly Housing Cost by % of AMI

Affordable Rental   
Information detailed in Table 11.4 is relative 

to rental tendencies and rental rates in 

Columbus. The 2009 ACS Estimates counted 

83,995 housing units in Columbus with an 

occupancy rate of 88.8%. According to the 

National Low Income Housing Coalitionõs 

òOut of Reachó 2010 Annual Report, in 

Columbus, the Fair Market Rent (FMR) for a 

two-bedroom 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 annually9.  

 
In Columbus, a minimum wage worker earns 

an hourly wage of $7.25. In order to afford 

the FMR for a two-bedroom apartment, a 

minimum wage earner must work 70 hours 

per week, 52 weeks per year. Or, a 

household must include a wage-earner 

making $12.75 an hour and working 40 hours 

per week year-round in order to afford the 

two bed-room FMR. 

 
On the basis of this salary analysis, the renter 

must work above and beyond 40 hours per 

week to meet the two-bedroom FMR 

affordability rate. As depicted in Table 8.4 

[Columbus Renter Affordability Comparison 

with the State of Georgia], 42% of Columbus 

residents are unable to afford a two bedroom 

at the fair market rent as assessed by HUD.   

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

                                                 
9 National Low Income Housing Coalition, òOut of Reachó 2010 Annual Data, http://www.nlihc.org/ 

Table 11.4: Columbus Renter Affordability . 

Source: National Low Income Housing Coalition, òOut of Reachó 2010 

Annual Data, http://www.nlihc.org/ 
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Household Income Costs  

As indicated in Table 11.5 [Affordability Snapshot for the Total Percentage of Household 

Income Costs], Columbus has a significant percentage of homeowners spending more than 30% 

of their annual household income on housing-related costs. 

 

According to 2009 ACS Estimates, the City has 36.7% of owners spending more than 30% of 

their annual household income on housing-related costs, while the City only has 8.6% of owners 

who have housing costs ranging from 25% - 29.9%. The percentage of owners with mortgages 

with a 30-35% 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  

 

 

 

 
 

 

 

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

 

Vacancy 

According to the 2009 Census estimates, the vacancy rate overall for Columbus was 7.8% 

[9,426 units]. Low vacancy rates are reflective of high demand, which will continue to add 

pressure to increase rents. Low vacancy rates could also mean that prospective renters, 

particularly low-income renters, have a difficult time finding housing in Columbus. The table 

provides a snapshot of Columbusõ occupied and vacancy status by type of unit.  

 

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 

Renter-occupied 34,661 

Vacant housing 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 

 

 

 

 

 

 

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 more 7,380 25.60% 
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Foreclosure Data  

The national housing market has experienced a catastrophic downfall due to the excess housing 

supply, lending disruptions and high unemployment rates. Additionally, foreclosure rates have 

also increased due to the high quantity of sub-prime mortgages and adjustable-rate mortgages 

that were issued during the housing market boom. 

 

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, for certain census tracts, the damage has been much 

more severe. According to the 2009 American Community Survey estimates, Columbus has 

39,908 owner-occupied housing units of which 779 were in some stage of foreclosure as stated 

in Realty Tracõs January 2011 foreclosure data. A high percentage of foreclosures are located in 

zip codes 31907 and 31909, which is consistent with the high percentages of low-moderate 

income persons residing in these areas as shown in the following map. 
 

Figure 11. 2: Columbus, GA: Real Estate Trends  

 
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 and private funds. 

 

Á Meeting the Needs of Families Served by the Authority: The downturn in the areaõs 

housing market has resulted in unique opportunities for the HAC to revitalize existing 

housing at significantly lower costs.  Such revitalizations will increase the sustainability of 

affordable housing options and increase opportunities available to families currently living 

in public housing, as well as voucher holders, and families on the programsõ waiting lists. 

 

Á Addressing Revitalization and Restoration Needs: Creative leveraging opportunities and 

partnerships with private developers are making possible the demolition of HACõs oldest 

and most obsolete units and the reconstruction of mixed-use, mixed-income 

communities and a senior housing. 
 

Á Improving the Living Environment of Residents: The Authorityõs commitment to 

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 public 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 housing units are 

available through Low Income Housing Tax Credit (LIHTC) projects.  
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Table 11. 7: Public Housing Inventory  
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Housing Authority of Columbus Inventory  

Source: http://www.huduser.org/portal/picture2008/form_7PH_name4.odb 

 

 

Persons with Disabilities & Elderly  

As shown in Table 11.8, the City has several multi-family housing units that serve the elderly 

population and persons with disabilities. These units tend to offer rental assistance and housing 

credit programs funded by HUD.  These units make for a combined total 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 set-aside as HUD rental assistance units for the elderly and disabled.   

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Public Housing Inventory  

Housing Authority of Columbus  

  
Public Housing 

Housing Choice 

 Vouchers 

Total Units 1666 2319 

   % Occupied 93 98 

   % Disabled 15 11 

   % Minority 90 97 

   % Black 89 95 

   % Hispanic 0 1 

Total Persons Housed 3492 6640 

Months Waiting 5 11 

Months from Move-In 75 57 
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Table 11.8: Multi -Family Housing Inventory for Elderly and Disabled  

Columbus, Georgia  

PROPERTY NAME/ADDRESS  
OCCUPANCY 

ELIGIBILITY  

TOTAL 

UNITS  

TOTAL 

ASSISTED 

UNITS  

TOTAL UNITS 

DESIGNATED 

FOR ELDERLY  

TOTAL 

UNITS 

DESIGNATED 

FOR THE 

DISABLED  

Ashley Station I I                         

2321 Olive Street                     

Columbus, GA 31904-8600 

Family 183 0 63 0 

Calvary Community                    

7482 Old Moon Rd.       

Columbus GA, 31909-1705 

Elderly & 

Disabled 
108 108 108 10 

Ralston Towers  

211 12th Street               

Columbus, GA 31901-2463 

Elderly & 

Disabled 
269 266 254 15 

St. Mary's Woods Estates  

4244 St. Mary's Road  

Columbus GA, 31907-6243 

Elderly   48 48 48 0 

TOTALS   608 422 416 25 

HUD: MFH Inventory Survey of Units for the Elderly and Disabled, 

http://www.hud.gov/offices/hsg/mfh/hsgrent.cfm 

 

Workforce Housing  

Some definitions of workforce housing may tie affordability to the portion of a householdõs 

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.  Still others 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 ambiguity of the term òaffordable housingó and 

the negative connotations that 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 

òworkforce housingó. 

 

Workforce housing would generally be for households with incomes 50%-80% 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 City. The City utilizes NSP 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  

 

Á Affordable housing cost in Columbus is a pressing concern among residents. Increased 

housing-related 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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Á The lack of affordable housing can cause many service-sector and even some 

professional-sector workers to live long distances from the places they work, resulting in 

long commute times and inordinate strain on the Cityõs infrastructure systems. The 

Cityõs HOME and NSP grant funds 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.   

 

Á The City is addressing the need for housing for elderly and disabled persons. Though the 

lack of fully accessible apartments for persons with disabilities may pose a strong barrier 

to this populationõs housing choice, options for elderly and disabled adults appear to be 

relatively available 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 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 cost neighborhood is inefficient in providing access to 

employment centers, that neighborhood becomes inaccessible to those without dependable 

means of transportation, particularly very low-income 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  

 

2006-2008 

Census 

Estimates 

% 

2009 

Census 

Estimates 

% 

Percent 

Difference from 

2006-2009 

Muscogee County 963 1.20% 479 0.50% -50.25% 

 

 

 

Commuting in Columbus  

Columbus offers an 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 number of transportation 

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 using a private 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, truck, or van and drove 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: U.S. Census Bureau, American Community Survey 2006-2008 & 2009 Estimates, www.census.gov 

Source: 2009 ACS 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 force 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 transportation 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 

$50,000 - $74,999 
14,369 

$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: 2009 ACS Estimates 
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Bus Services 

The City of Columbusõ METRA transit system provides transportation to the residents and 

workforce of Columbus. The Columbus Consolidated Government provides management and 

oversight for the public transportation system. METRA currently operates 17 buses serving 9 

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

 

METRA operates routes from Monday through Saturday 4:30a.m to 8:30p.m.  METRA does not 

operate on Sunday or select holidays.  The following chart shows the METRA fare schedule.   

 

Table 12. 5: METRA  Fares and Passes 

General Fares  
Adult $1.30 

Adult (Fort Benning) $1.90 

Senior Citizen/Disabled $1.00 

Child (Taller than fare box) $1.30 

Child (Smaller than fare box in seat) $1.00 

Uptown Express $0.55 

Dial-A-Ride $2.50 

Child (Taller than fare box in arms) $Free 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
 

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

METRA offers a variety of bus routes for travel in Columbus. The routes include local service 

and uptown express limited stops. As shown in Figure 12.1, a majority of the METRA routes 

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

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

campuses.  
 

METRA also provides ADA Dial-A-Ride/Paratransit Services to eligible persons with disabilities 

who are, because of their disability, unable to board, ride or disembark from an accessible 

vehicle in METRA's regular bus service. The Paratransit system is a curb-to-curb service 

centered along the local, fixed bus routes in Columbus. The Paratransit services provides 

nondiscriminatory access 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.  

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 14-Day Ride $28.00 $26.50 N/A 

Unlimited 31-Day Ride $53.00   

Para-Transit Dial-A-Ride 5 Rides $12.50   

Para-Transit Dial-A-Ride 9 Rides $22.50   

http://www.columbusga.org/Metra/fares.htm


 

Columbus Analysis of Impediments to Fair Housing Choice 2011                                          81 

 

Figure 12. 1: Columbus METRA  Transit System Map  
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 12.1 Columbus MERTA Transit System Map:  Source: Comprehensive Plan, 2007 
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Figure 12.2 displays the Paratransit routes provided by METRA. As the map indicates, patrons of 

these routes are given access to amenities that include but are not limited to: Peachtree Mall, 

Fort Benning, Riverwalk and the Civic Center.   

 

Figure 12. 2: Columbus METRA  Transit System Map  

 

 
Figure 12.2 Columbus MERTA Transit System Map:  Source: Columbus Consolidated Government, 

http://www.columbusga.org/Metra/schedules.htm 
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Pedestrian & Bicycle Network  

The City of Columbus offers a more economical and energy efficient means 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 developed, managed, and operated by the Columbus 

Consolidated Government Planning Department as shown in Figure 12.3.  Portions of the trail 

system are accessible via transit. Additionally, all METRA buses are equipped with front-loading 

bicycle racks and the City has placed loop bicycle racks throughout the City for securing 

bicycles.   

 

According to the 2009 American Community Survey estimates, 806 [.9%] 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  

 

 

 
Figure 12.3 Columbus Bicycle and Pedestrian Map:  Source: Columbus Consolidated Government,, 

http://www.columbusga.org/planning/Comp-Plan/Pedestrian-Facilities.pdf 












































