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Has Your Right to Fair Housing

Been Violated?

If you feel you have experienced discrimination in the housing industry, please contact:

Central Alabama Fair Housing Center
2867 Zelda Road
Montgomery AL, 36106
Phone: 334-263-4663
Fax: 334-263-4664

U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development
Atlanta Regional Office of FHEO
U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development
Five Points Plaza
40 Marietta Street, 16th Floor
Atlanta, Georgia 30303-2806
(404) 331-5140
(800) 440-8091
TTY (404) 730-2654

Civil Rights Complaints: ComplaintsOfficeO4@hud.gov
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Section I. Executive Summary

Overview

Title VIII of the 1968 Civil Rights Act, also known as the Fair Housing Act, protects people from
discrimination based on race, color, national origin, religion, sex, familial status, and disability
when they are renting or buying a home, getting a mortgage, seeking housing assistance, or
engaging in other housing related activities. The Act, and subsequent laws reaffirming its principles,
seeks to overcome the legacy of segregation, unequal treatment, and historic lack of access to
housing opportunity. There are several statutes, regulations, and executive orders that apply to fair
housing, including the Fair Housing Act, the Housing Amendments Act, and the Americans with
Disabilities Act.'

Affirmatively furthering fair housing is defined in the Fair Housing Act as taking “meaningful
actions, in addition to combating discrimination, that overcome patterns of segregation and foster
inclusive communities free from barriers that restrict access to opportunity based on protected
characteristics”.? Specifically, affirmatively furthering fair housing requires that recipients of federal
housing and urban development funds take meaningful actions to address housing disparities,
including replacing segregated living patterns, transforming racially and ethnically concentrated
areas of poverty into areas of opportunity, and fostering and maintaining compliance with civil
rights and fair housing laws.? Furthering fair housing can involve developing affordable housing,
removing barriers to affordable housing development in high opportunity areas, investing in
neighborhood revitalization, preserving and rehabilitating existing affordable housing units,
improving housing access in areas of concentrated poverty, and improving community assets.

Assessing Fair Housing

Provisions to affirmatively further fair housing are long-standing components of the U.S.
Department of Housing and Urban Development’s (HUD’s) housing and community development
programs. These provisions come from Section 808(e)(5) of the Fair Housing Act, which requires
that the Secretary of HUD administer federal housing and urban development programs in a
manner that affirmatively furthers fair housing.*

In 1994, HUD published a rule consolidating plans for housing and community development
programs into a single planning process. This action grouped the Community Development
Block Grant (CDBG), HOME Investment Partnerships (HOME), Emergency Shelter Grants (ESG),
and Housing Opportunities for Persons with AIDS (HOPWA) programs into the Consolidated
Plan for Housing and Community Development, which then created a single application cycle.
As a part of the consolidated planning process, and entitlement communities that receive such
funds from HUD are required to submit to HUD certification that they are affirmatively furthering
fair housing (AFFH).

! https://www.hud.gov/program offices/fair_housing equal opp/fair housing and related law
2§ 5.152 Affirmatively Furthering Fair Housing

3§ 5.152 Affirmatively Furthering Fair Housing

442 U.5.C.3601 et seq.
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I. Executive Summary City of Tuscaloosa

In July of 2015, HUD released a new AFFH rule which provided a format, a review process, and
content requirements for the newly named “Assessment of Fair Housing”, or AFH.”> The assessment
would now include an evaluation of equity, the distribution of community assets, and access to
opportunity within the community, particularly as it relates to concentrations of poverty among
minority racial and ethnic populations. Areas of opportunity are physical places within
communities that provide things one needs to thrive, including quality employment, high
performing schools, affordable housing, efficient public transportation, safe streets, essential
services, adequate parks, and full-service grocery stores. Areas lacking opportunity, then, have the
opposite of these attributes.

The AFH includes measures of segregation and integration, while also providing some historical
context about how such concentrations became part of the community’s legacy. Together, these
considerations were intended to better inform public investment decisions that would lead to
amelioration or elimination of segregation, enhance access to opportunity, promote equity, and
hence, housing choice. Equitable development requires thinking about equity impacts at the front
end, prior to the investment occurring. That thinking involves analysis of economic, demographic,
and market data to evaluate current issues for citizens who may have previously been marginalized
from the community planning process. All this would be completed by using an on-line Assessment
Tool.

However, on January 5, 2018, HUD issued a notice that extended the deadline for submission of
an AFH by local government consolidated plan program participants to their next AFH submission
date that falls after October 31, 2020.° Then, on May 18, 2018, HUD released three notices
regarding the AFFH; one eliminated the January 5, 2018, guidance; a second withdrew the on-line
Assessment Tool for local government program participants; and, the third noted that the AFFH
certification remains in place. HUD went on to say that the AFFH databases and the AFFH
Assessment Tool guide would remain available for the Al; and, encouraged jurisdictions to use
them, if so desired.

Hence, the Al process involves a thorough examination of a variety of sources related to housing,
the fair housing delivery system, housing transactions, locations of public housing authorities, areas
having racial and ethnic concentrations of poverty and access to opportunity. The development of
an Al also includes public input, public meetings to collect input from citizens and interested
parties, distribution of draft reports for citizen review, and formal presentations of findings and
impediments, along with actions to overcome the identified fair housing issues and impediments.

In accordance with the applicable statutes and regulations governing the Consolidated Plan, City of
Tuscaloosa certifies that they will affirmatively further fair housing, by taking appropriate actions to
overcome the effects of any impediments identified in the Analysis of Impediments to Fair Housing
Choice and maintaining records that reflect the analysis and actions taken in this regard.

Socio-Economic Context

The population in Tuscaloosa grew from 78,746 in 2000 to 100,287 in 2017. While the
population has been growing, the City has experienced a shift in the racial and ethnic make-up of
the City as well, with a slight increase in the proportion of black residents. In 2017, some 25.0
percent of the population had a high school diploma or equivalent, another 39.0 percent have

580 FR 42271. https://www federalregister.gov/documents/2015/07/16/2015-17032/affirmatively-furthering-fair-housing
683 FR 683 (January 5, 2018)
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some college, 16.5 percent have a Bachelor’s Degree, and 10.6 percent of the population had a
graduate or professional degree.

In 2018, unemployment in Tuscaloosa was at 4.3 percent, compared to 3.9 percent for the State of
Alabama. This is representative of a labor force of 46,616 people and 44,608 people employed.
Real per capita income in Tuscaloosa has lagged behind the state rate in recent years. Household
incomes have risen overall in Tuscaloosa, as households with incomes over $50,000 have risen as
a proportion of the population. However, poverty in Tuscaloosa has remained steady, at 23.7
percent in 2017. This represents 20,796 persons living in poverty in the City.

The City has seen a regrowth in housing production since experiencing a decline in 2009 and
2010. In 2017, there were 917 total units produced in the City, with 507 of these being
multifamily units. Single family unit production declined beginning in 2008 and have increased
slightly since that time. The value of single-family permits, however, has continued to rise,
reaching $286,441 in 2017. Single-family units account for 51.7 percent of units, while apartments
account for 36.6 percent of units. The 2019 Rental Vacancy Survey found that the City’s vacancy
rate was 6.4 percent for rental units, and the average rent for all units was $1,080.

Since 2010, the City has seen an increase in the number of vacant units, resulting in vacant units
accounting for 26.1 percent of all units in 2017. The largest proportion of these vacant units are
those for seasonal, recreational, or occasional use, which accounted for 72.5 percent of vacant
units in 2017,

Overview of Findings

As a result of detailed demographic, economic, and housing analysis, along with a range of
activities designed to foster public involvement and feedback, City of Tuscaloosa has identified a
series of fair housing issues/impediments, and other contributing factors that contribute to the
creation or persistence of those issues.

Table 1.1, on the following page, provides a list of the contributing factors that have been identified
as causing these fair housing issues/impediments and prioritizes them according to the following
criteria:

—_

High: Factors that have a direct and substantial impact on fair housing choice

2. Medium: Factors that have a less direct impact on fair housing choice, or that City of
Tuscaloosa has limited authority to mandate change.

3. Low: Factors that have a slight or largely indirect impact on fair housing choice, or that City

of Tuscaloosa has limited capacity to address.

ADDITIONAL FINDINGS

In addition to the table on the following page are several significant findings or conclusions
summarized here. The City had two Racially or Ethnically Concentrated Areas of Poverty (R/EECAPs)
in 2017.

A review of the City’s Municipal Code found that there are no city policies to encourage the
development of affordable housing or inclusionary policies. The City’s definition of “family” did
not appear to limit access to housing options in the City.
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I. Executive Summary

City of Tuscaloosa

The City uses CDBG and HOME funds annually to increase access to various opportunities, as well

as increase the supply of an access to affordable housing in Tuscaloosa.

Some of the

recommendations on the following page are to continue these efforts.

Public input and stakeholder finding indicated the need for a review of the City’s zoning to allow
for the development of higher density units in more areas of the City. The survey and public input
indicated a need for more fair housing outreach and education.

Table I.1

Contributing Factors

Contributing Factors

Discriminatory patterns in lending

Access to low poverty areas

Access to proficient schools

Access to labor market engagement

Moderate to high levels of segregation

Insufficient affordable housing in a
range of unit sizes

Insufficient accessible affordable
housing

Lack of fair housing infrastructure
Insufficient fair housing education

Insufficient understanding of credit

Priority

High

Med

Med

Med

High

High

High

High

High

High

City of Tuscaloosa

Justification

As demonstrated by 2008-2017 HMDA data, black and Hispanic households
have a higher mortgage denial rate than white households. The average denial
rate over the entire period was 6.8 percent for white households; however, the
denial rate was 21.3 percent for black households, and 14.3 percent for Hispanic
households.

Low poverty index is markedly lower for black and Hispanic populations than
white school proficiency, indicating inequitable access to low poverty areas.
However, the City of Tuscaloosa has little control over increasing access.

The level of access to proficient schools is lower for black and Hispanic
households than for other racial or ethnic groups in the City. However, the City
has little control over this on a large scale.

Black households have less access to labor market engagement as indicated by
the Access to Opportunity index. However, the City has little control over
impacting labor market engagement on a large scale.

Black and Hispanic households have high levels of segregation in Tuscaloosa,
according to the Dissimilarity Index. American Indian, Native Hawaiian, and
“other” racial households have moderate to high levels of segregation. However,
these households represent less than one percent of the overall population in
Tuscaloosa.

Some 37.6 percent of households have cost burdens. This is more significant
for renter households, of which 50.0 percent of renter households have cost
burdens. This signifies a lack of housing options that are affordable to a large
proportion of the population.

The number of accessible affordable units may not meet the need of the growing
elderly and disabled population, particularly as the population continues to age.
Some 50.9 percent of persons aged 75 and older have at least one form of
disability.

The fair housing survey and public input indicated a lack of collaboration among
agencies to support fair housing.

The fair housing survey and public input indicated a lack of knowledge about fair
housing and a need for education.

The fair housing survey and public input indicated an insufficient understanding
of credit needed to access mortgages.

FAIR HOUSING ISSUES, CONTRIBUTING FACTORS, AND RECOMMENDED ACTIONS

Table 1.2 summarizes the fair housing issues/impediments and contributing factors, including
metrics, milestones, and a timeframe for achievements.
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I. Executive Summary

City of Tuscaloosa

Table I.2

Recommended Fair Housing Issues, Contributing Factors, and Recommended Actions
City of Tuscaloosa

Fair Housing Issues/
Impediments

Segregation

Disparities in Access to
Opportunity

Disproportionate Housing
Need

Racially or Ethnically
Concentrated Areas of
Poverty (R/ECAPs)

Publicly Supported Housing

Disability and Access

Fair Housing Enforcement
and Outreach

Contributing Factors

Moderate to high levels of segregation

Access to low poverty areas

Access to proficient schools

Access to labor market engagement

Labor market engagement

Insufficient affordable housing in a
range of unit sizes

Moderate to high levels of segregation

Insufficient affordable housing in a
range of unit sizes

Insufficient accessible affordable
housing

Insufficient fair housing education

Insufficient understanding of credit

Insufficient fair housing infrastructure

Discriminatory patterns in lending

Recommended Actions to be Taken

Review zoning for areas with restrictions to housing
development, including minimum lot requirements; make
appropriate amendments every year for the next five (5) years.

Review opportunities annually to increase funding sources for
additional low-income housing in high opportunity areas.

Continue to use CDBG funds to provide transportation services
to low income and elderly households; review need for
transportation annually.

Continue to promote homeownership opportunities in high
opportunity areas with financial assistance to homebuyers using
HOME funds: 40 households over five (5) years.

Explore opportunities annually for redevelopment or
rehabilitation of residential properties in high opportunity areas.
Continue to use CDBG funds to rehabilitate housing units in
high opportunity areas: 30 households over five (5) years.

Review zoning for areas with restrictions to housing
development, including minimum lot requirements; make
appropriate amendments every year for the next five (5) years.

Review zoning for areas with restrictions to housing
development, including minimum lot requirements; make
appropriate amendments every year for the next five (5) years.

Review opportunities annually to increase funding sources for
additional low-income housing in high opportunity areas.

Locate any future publicly supported housing units in high
opportunity areas. Review the location of publicly supported
housing units annually.

Research opportunities for increased funding options annually.

Review development standards for accessible housing and
inclusionary policies for accessible housing units; continue
recommending appropriate amendments each year, over the
next five (5) years.

Promote fair housing education through annual or biannual
workshops.

Promote annual outreach and education related to credit for
prospective homebuyers.

Partner with agency to provide financial literacy classes for
prospective homebuyers on an annual basis.

Add fair housing information to the City’s website, review
information annually.
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Section Il. Community Participation Process

The following section describes the community participation process undertaken for the 2020 City
of Tuscaloosa Analysis of Impediments to Fair Housing Choice.

The outreach process included the 2019 Fair Housing Survey, a series of Focus Groups, a Fair
Housing Forum, and a Public Review Meeting.

The Fair Housing Survey was distributed as an internet outreach survey, as well as being made
available as a printed version. As of the date of this document, 108 responses have been received.

Two Focus Groups were held in October, 2019, to gather input and feedback from stakeholders in
the community.

The Fair Housing Forum was held on December 4" in order to gather feedback and input from
members of the public.

The Draft for Public Review Al was made available on January 22 and a 30-day public input period
was initiated.

A public hearing will be held during the public review period in order to gather feedback and input
on the draft Analysis of Impediment. After the close of the public review period and inspection of
comments received, the final draft was made available to the public at the beginning of January
2020.

The purpose of the survey, a relatively qualitative component of the Al, was to gather insight into
knowledge, experiences, opinions, and feelings of stakeholders and interested citizens regarding
fair housing as well as to gauge the ability of informed and interested parties to understand and
affirmatively further fair housing. Many individuals and organizations throughout the City of
Tuscaloosa were invited to participate. At the date of this document, some 108 responses were
received. A complete set of survey responses can be found in Section IV.I Fair Housing Survey
Results.

Two Focus Groups and a Fair Housing Forum were held in Tuscaloosa to gather additional
feedback on housing choice in the City. A summary of the comments received during these
meetings are also included below. The complete transcript from these meetings is included in the
Appendix.

e Concern over the amount of vacant housing

e Lack of access to public transportation in certain areas of the City
e NIMBY concern for multifamily housing/apartments

e Conversion of larger units to one, two, three bedrooms

e Need for outreach and education

2020 City of Tuscaloosa Final Report
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Il. Community Participation Process City of Tuscaloosa

e Need to update zoning codes
e Need for downsized lots for smaller homes

A 30-day public review process was held January 22, 2020 through February 27, 2020.

It included a public review meeting on February 27, 2020. The complete transcript from this
meeting is included in the Appendix.
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Section Ill. Assessment of Past Goals and Actions

An Analysis of Impediments to Fair Housing Choice for Tuscaloosa was last completed in 2015.
The conclusions drawn from this report are outlined in the following narrative.

IMPEDIMENTS TO FAIR HOUSING CHOICE AND SUGGESTED ACTIONS

Private Sector Impediments, Suggested Actions, and Measurable Objectives

Impediment 1: Higher denial rates to black, Hispanic, and female loan applicants. This
impediment was identified through a review of data on patterns in home lending gathered under
the Home Mortgage Disclosure Act (HMDA) from 2004 through 2013. According to those data, the
home purchase loan denial rate for black applicants, at 28.1 percent, was well over twice the
denial rate for white applicants. Similarly, Hispanic applicants were denied home purchase loans at
a rate of 29.1 percent, nearly twice the denial rate for non-Hispanic applicants. Finally, the denial
rate for female applicants, at 22 percent, exceeded that of male applicants by nearly eight
percentage points.

Action 1.1: Increase outreach and education to local high school and college students,
focusing on the importance of building and maintaining good credit.

Measurable Objective 1.1: The number of outreach and education sessions conducted and
the number of participants.

Impediment 2: Lack of understanding of fair housing laws. This impediment was identified
through review of responses to the 2015 City of Tuscaloosa Fair Housing Survey. Though a large
majority of stakeholders who responded to the survey considered themselves to be “somewhat” or
“very” familiar with fair housing laws, nearly thirty percent felt that current levels of fair housing
outreach and education were insufficient, suggesting that there is a perception that knowledge of
fair housing is not widespread among members of the public.

Action 2.1: Conduct fair housing outreach and education efforts on the subject of fair
housing law and policy, focusing on fair housing concerns in the private housing
market. Topics to be presented and discussed may include housing discrimination,
the rights and responsibilities of housing providers in the housing market, how to
identify illegal housing discrimination, and where to turn when you believe that you
have been subjected to illegal discrimination in the housing market.

Measurable Objective 2.1: The number of outreach and education sessions offered and the
number of participants in those sessions.

Impediment 3: Lack of a fair housing infrastructure in the city. This impediment was identified
through a review of fair housing resources available to Tuscaloosa residents as well as in lack of use
of the fair housing complaint system. There is currently no organization at the city, county, or state
level that serves Tuscaloosa residents as a participant in the Fair Housing Initiatives Program (FHIP),
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IIl. Assessment of Past Goals and Actions City of Tuscaloosa

nor is there a local or state agency that serves city residents as a participant in the Fair Housing
Assistance Program (FHAP).”

Action 3.1: Locate a Fair Housing Initiative Partnership participant (FHIP) to provide
complaint intake and processing to Tuscaloosa residents who believe that they have
been subjected to illegal discrimination in the city’s housing market.

Measurable Objective 3.1: Record of attempts to contact and engage a FHIP for complaint
processing, the number of complaints filed with the FHIP by city residents, and the
outcome of those complaints.

Impediment 4: Discrimination on the basis of race and disability. This impediment was identified
through review of HUD housing complaints that Tuscaloosa residents filed against housing
providers in the city, as well as the 2015 Fair Housing Survey. The most common complaint among
those filed with HUD alleged discrimination on the basis of race, followed by disability. In
addition, a number of survey respondents cited discrimination on the basis of race and disability.

Action 4.1: Conduct outreach and education, to housing providers and consumers alike,
concerning fair housing law and policy.

Measurable Objective 4.1: The number of outreach and education sessions conducted, and
the number of participants in those sessions.

Public Sector Impediments, Suggested Actions, and Measurable Objectives

Impediment 1: Apparent shortage of family-oriented housing in Tuscaloosa. This impediment was
identified through review of the 2015 Fair Housing Survey; as well as in consultation with local
stakeholders during the 2015 Fair Housing Forum and Housing Policy Focus Group discussion.
Survey respondents frequently cited the perceived shortage of family-oriented housing throughout
the city, and maintained that this shortage was driven in large part by a recent emphasis on student
housing in new construction. This perception was shared and by participants in the fair housing
forum and focus group discussions.

Action 1.1: Promote the production of affordable housing units for households with
children.

Measurable Objective 1.1: The number of affordable units added to the city’s affordable
housing stock.

Impediment 2: Lack of understanding of fair housing law. As noted above, results of the 2015 Fair
Housing Survey suggest that knowledge of fair housing law and policy may be limited among local
stakeholders. Lack of fair housing knowledge was included as both a private and public sector
impediment to underscore the role that the public sector may play in addressing the impediment
and the fact that lack of awareness of fair housing law and policy impacts the deployment of
resources in the public and private sectors.

Action 2.1: Conduct or enhance outreach and education efforts on the subject of fair
housing law and policy, focusing on fair housing concerns that are connected to the
use of public resources and on the policy process of local government agencies.
Topics to be discussed in the course of such education efforts may include fair

7 Participants in these programs work in coordination with HUD, and with the aid of federal funding, to provide fair housing
enforcement and education at the state and local level.
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housing issues in zoning and land use decisions, the requirement to affirmatively
further fair housing, and other topics.

Measurable Objective 2.1: The number of outreach and education sessions offered and the
number of participants in those sessions.

Impediment 3: Concentrations of assisted housing in areas with higher concentrations of lower-
income households. This impediment was identified through analysis of the locations of existing
public-assisted housing units, and their relation to areas with higher concentrations of poverty.
Housing units that were subsidized by the Public Housing program or various HUD multifamily
subsidies were located exclusively to the south of the river, near transit lines and generally in areas
with above-average concentrations of poverty.

Action 3.1: Develop a proposal for new apartment or multifamily construction, requiring
that a percentage of new developments in the city be dedicated to affordable
housing, or that developers wishing to opt out of this requirement pay a one-time
fee, to be deposited into an affordable housing trust fund.

Measurable Objective 3.1: Record of discussion and development of proposal, the
completed proposal, and subsequent actions taken with regard to the proposal.

Action 3.2: Establish a dialogue between the Housing Authority and Transit Authority to
better coordinate the siting of future affordable housing and the expansion of transit
routes, with the goal of identifying new areas for affordable housing development
beyond those that served by the currently existing transit network.

Measurable Objective 3.2: The establishment and record of dialogue between the transit
authority and the housing authority.

Impediment 4: Lack of a fair housing infrastructure in the city. This impediment was identified
through a review of fair housing resources available to Tuscaloosa residents as well as in lack of use
of the fair housing complaint system. As noted in the description of Private Sector Impediment 2,
there is currently no organization at the city, county, or state level that serves Tuscaloosa residents
as a participant in the Fair Housing Initiatives Program (FHIP), nor is there a local or state agency
that serves city residents as a participant in the Fair Housing Assistance Program (FHAP).?

Action 4.1: Solicit the participation of a FHIP in local fair housing enforcement and policy.
Establish a contract with the FHIP to provide education and outreach and fair
housing testing in the city.

Measurable Objective 4.1: Record of contact with local and state FHIP organizations, the
establishment of a contract with the FHIP, and quarterly reports prepared by the
FHIP pursuant to the contract.

8 Participants in these programs work in coordination with HUD, and with the aid of federal funding, to provide fair housing
enforcement and education at the state and local level.
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FAIR HOUSING ACTIVITIES

The following actions have been described in the 2015 Consolidated Annual Performance and
Evaluation Report (CAPER):

The City has pushed education opportunities to address of the impediments dealing with awareness
and education in regards to fair housing. The completed a fair housing educational ad that is
available to landlord, lenders, renters, homebuyers, etc. In addition, the City held a fair housing
event and includes fair housing education homebuyer education classes. The City’s housing
counselor is also readily available to provide one on one counseling to educate the Tuscaloosa
community.

The City also has in place the Down Payment Assistance program which often allows for
homebuyers to have opportunity to locate various areas of the city which addresses Impediment 3
under Public Sector.
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Section IV. Fair Housing Analysis

This section presents demographic, economic, and housing information that is drawn from the
2010 Census and American Community Survey (ACS) estimates unless otherwise noted. This
analysis uses ACS Data to analyze a broad range of socio-economic characteristics, including
population growth, race, ethnicity, disability, employment, poverty, and housing trends; these data
are also available by Census tract, and are shown in geographic maps. Ultimately, the information
presented in this section illustrates the underlying conditions that shape housing market behavior

and housing choice in the City of Tuscaloosa.

Lead Agency and Service Area

The City of Tuscaloosa, led by the Office of Federal Programs, is the lead agency undertaking this

Analysis of Impediments to Fair Housing Choice.

DEMOGRAPHICS
Population Estimates

Table IV.1, at right, shows the population for the City
of Tuscaloosa. As can be seen, the population in the

Table IV.1

Population Estimates
City of Tuscaloosa
Census Population Estimates

Percent Yearly

City of Tuscaloosa increased from 90,468 persons in  vear Population Change

2010 to 100,287 person in 2017, or by 10.9 percent.

The City’s recent housing study found that the City is 2000 (S

expected to grow at a faster rate than most other cities = 2001 [ s

in Alabama over the course of the next decade.’ 2002 79,219 -0.1%
2003 79,620 0.5%

Census Demographic Data 2004 80,294 0.8%

' 2005 82,028 2.2%

In the 1980, 1990, and 2000 decennial censuses, the 2006 84869 3506

Census Bureau released several tabulations in addition

to the full SF1 100 percent count data including the 2007 85731 1.0%

one-in-six SF3 sample. These additional samples, such = 2°%8 87,374 1.9%

as the SF3, asked supplementary questions regarding 2009 89,829 2.8%

income and household attributes that were not asked in 2010 90,468 0.7%

the 100 percent count. In the 2010 decennial census, = 2011 91,408 1.0%

the Census Bureau did not collect additional sample = 5915 92,649 1.4%

data, such as the SF3, and thus many important ... 94,148 G

housing and income concepts are not available in the

2010 Census. 2014 95,941 1.9%
2015 97,795 1.9%

To study these important concepts the Census Bureau 2016 <lentiEy Lk

distributes the American Community Survey every year = 2017 100,287 1.5%

to a sample of the population and quantifies the results

9 City of Tuscaloosa, 2018 Comprehensive Five-year Affordable Housing Study, 2018
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IV. Fair Housing Analysis City of Tuscaloosa

as one-, three- and five-year averages. The one-year sample only includes responses from the year
the survey was implemented, while the five-year sample includes responses over a five-year period.
Since the five-year estimates include more responses, the estimates can be tabulated down to the
Census tract level, and considered more robust than the one or three year sample estimates.

Population Estimates

Population by race and ethnicity through 2017 in shown in Table IV.2. The white population
represented 51.0 percent of the population in 2017, compared with black populations accounting
for 44.2 percent. Hispanic households represented 2.6 percent of the population in 2017.

Table IV.2
Population by Race and Ethnicity

City of Tuscaloosa
2010 Census & 2017 Five-Year ACS

2017 Five-Year ACS

Race 2010 Census
Population % of Total Population % of Total
White 48,684 53.8% 49,649 51.0%
Black 37,543 41.5% 43,031 44.2%
American Indian 220 0.2% 212 0.2%
Asian 1,666 1.8% 2,410 2.5%
Native Hawaiian/ Pacific Islander 22 0% 67 0.1%
Other 1,352 1.5% 895 0.9%
Two or More Races 981 1.1% 1,109 1.1%
Total 90,468 100.0% 97,373 100.0%
Non-Hispanic 87,763 97.0% 94,845 97.4%
Hispanic 2,705 3.0% 2,528 2.6%

The change in race and ethnicity between 2010 and 2017 is shown in Table IV.3. During this
time, the total non-Hispanic population was 94,845 persons in 2017. The Hispanic population was

2,528.

Table IV.3
Population by Race and Ethnicity

City of Tuscaloosa
2010 Census & 2017 Five-Year ACS

2010 Census

2017 Five-Year ACS

Race . .
Population % of Total Population % of Total
Non-Hispanic
White 47,574 54.2% 48,243 50.9%
Black 37,417 42.6% 42,925 45.3%
American Indian 190 0.2% 116 0.1%
Asian 1,659 1.9% 2,395 2.5%
Native Hawaiian/ Pacific Islander 19 0% 67 0.1%
Other 74 0.1% 66 0.1%
Two or More Races 830 0.9% 1,033 1.1%
Total Non-Hispanic 87,763 100.0% 94,845 100.0%
Hispanic
White 1,110 41.0% 1,406 55.6%
Black 126 4.7% 106 4.2%
American Indian 30 1.1% 96 3.8%
Asian 7 0.3% 15 0.6%
Native Hawaiian/ Pacific Islander 3 0.1% 0 0%
Other 1,278 47.2% 829 32.8%
Two or More Races 151 5.6% 76 3.0%
Total Hispanic 2,705 100.0 2,528 100.0%
90,468 100.0% 97,373 100.0%

Total Population

2020 City of Tuscaloosa
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The number of foreign born persons is shown in Table IV.4. An estimated 0.7 percent of the
population was born in China excluding Hong Kong and Taiwan, some 0.6 percent were born in
Guatemala, and another 0.5 percent were born in Korea.

Table IV.4
Place of Birth for the Foreign-Born Population

City of Tuscaloosa
2017 Five-Year ACS

Number Country Number of Persons Percent of Total

Population
#1 country of origin China excluding Hong Kong and Taiwan 657 0.7%
#2 country of origin Guatemala 620 0.6%
#3 country of origin Korea 479 0.5%
#4 country of origin Mexico 467 0.5%
#5 country of origin India 225 0.2%
#6 country of origin Germany 217 0.2%
#7 country of origin Ethiopia 215 0.2%
#8 country of origin Kuwait 167 0.2%
#9 country of origin Canada 132 0.1%
#10 country of origin Philippines 90 0.1%

Limited English Proficiency and the language spoken at home are shown in Table IV.5. An
estimated 1.2 percent of the population speaks Spanish at home, followed by 0.5 percent speaking
Chinese.

Table IV.5
Limited English Proficiency and Language Spoken at Home

City of Tuscaloosa
2017 Five-Year ACS

Number Country Number of Persons Percent of Total

Population
#1 LEP Language Spanish 1,098 1.2%
#2 LEP Language Chinese 459 0.5%
#3 LEP Language Arabic 126 0.1%
#4 LEP Language Other Indo-European languages 121 0.1%
#5 LEP Language German or other West Germanic languages 117 0.1%
#6 LEP Language Other Asian and Pacific Island languages 116 0.1%
#7 LEP Language Other and unspecified languages 92 0.1%
#8 LEP Language Korean 81 0.1%
#9 LEP Language Vietnamese 80 0.1%
#10 LEP Language Tagalog 66 0.1%

The geographic distribution of black and Hispanic households are shown in the maps on the
following pages. In 2017, there were concentrations of black households in the southwestern part
of the City. As seen in Map V.2, Hispanic households were more heavily concentrated in eastern
central Tuscaloosa.

2020 City of Tuscaloosa Final Report
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Map IV.1

Black Population
City of Tuscaloosa
2017 ACS, Tigerline
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Map IV.2
Hispanic Population
City of Tuscaloosa
2017 ACS, Tigerline
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Education

Education and employment data, as estimated by the 2017 ACS, is presented in Table IV.6. In
2017, some 40,964 persons were employed and 3,645 were unemployed. This totaled a labor
force of 44,609 persons. The unemployment rate for City of Tuscaloosa was estimated to be 8.2
percent in 2017.

Table IV.6
Employment, Labor Force and Unemployment

City of Tuscaloosa
2017 Five-Year ACS Data

Employment Status 2017 Five-Year ACS
Employed 40,964
Unemployed 3,645
Labor Force 44,609
Unemployment Rate 8.2%

In 2017, 92.3 percent of households in the City of Tuscaloosa had a high school education or
greater.

Table IV.7
High School or Greater Education

City of Tuscaloosa
2017 Five-Year ACS Data

Education Level Households
High School or Greater 32,019
Total Households 34,700
Percent High School or Above 92.3%

As seen in Table IV.8, some 25.0 percent of the population had a high school diploma or
equivalent, another 39.0 percent have some college, 16.5 percent have a Bachelor’s Degree, and
10.6 percent of the population had a graduate or professional degree.

Table IV.8
Educational Attainment

City of Tuscaloosa
2017 Five-Year ACS Data

Education Level Population Percent
Less Than High School 7,111 9.0%

High School or Equivalent 19,791 25.0%
Some College or Associates Degree 30,899 39.0%
Bachelor’s Degree 13,070 16.5%
Graduate or Professional Degree 8,431 10.6%
Total Population Above 18 years 79,302 100.0%

Demographics Summary

The population in Tuscaloosa grew from 78,746 in 2000 to 100,287 in 2017. While the
population has been growing, the City has experienced a shift in the racial and ethnic make-up of
the City as well, with a slight increase in the proportion of black residents in the City. In 2017,
some 25.0 percent of the population had a high school diploma or equivalent, another 39.0
percent have some college, 16.5 percent have a Bachelor's Degree, and 10.6 percent of the
population had a graduate or professional degree.

2020 City of Tuscaloosa Final Report
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ECONOMICS

The following section describes the economic context for the City of Tuscaloosa. The data
presented here is from the Bureau of Economic Analysis (BEA) and the Bureau of Labor Statistics
(BLS). The data from the BEA is only available at the County level and shows the entirety of
Tuscaloosa County. The BLS data presented below is specified for the City of Tuscaloosa.

Labor Force

Table 1V.9 shows the labor force statistics for City of Tuscaloosa from 1990 to the present. Over
the entire series the lowest unemployment rate occurred in 2007 with a rate of 3.4 percent. The
highest level of unemployment occurred during 2010 rising to a rate of 9.9 percent. This compared
to a statewide low of 3.9 in 2018 and statewide high of 11.0 percent in 2009. Over the last year,
the unemployment rate in the City of Tuscaloosa decreased from 4.9 percent in 2017 to 4.3 percent
in 2018, which compared to a statewide decrease to 3.9 percent.

Table IV.9
Labor Force Statistics

City of Tuscaloosa
1990 - 2018 BLS Data

City of Tuscaloosa

Year
Unemployment Employment Labor Force Lzt gllesriizin

Statewide
Unemployment Rate

Rate
1990 1,884 33,248 35,132 5.4% 6.8%
1991 2,167 33,026 35,193 6.2% 7.3%
1992 2,477 32,789 35,266 7.0% 7.6%
1993 2,311 33,753 36,064 6.4% 7.3%
1994 2,137 34,722 36,859 5.8% 6.2%
1995 2,119 36,084 38,203 5.5% 6.0%
1996 1,784 37,471 39,255 4.5% 5.2%
1997 1,651 39,264 40,915 4.0% 5.0%
1998 1,484 40,925 42,409 3.5% 4.4%
1999 1,559 41,172 42,731 3.6% 4.7%
2000 1,771 36,115 37,886 4.7% 4.6%
2001 1,913 35,848 37,761 5.1% 5.1%
2002 2,178 35,873 38,051 5.7% 5.9%
2003 2,262 36,339 38,601 5.9% 6.0%
2004 2,240 37,124 39,364 5.7% 5.7%
2005 1,564 38,361 39,925 3.9% 4.5%
2006 1,458 40,062 41,520 3.5% 4.0%
2007 1,490 41,912 43,402 3.4% 4.0%
2008 2,129 41,721 43,850 4.9% 5.7%
2009 4,213 39,563 43,776 9.6% 11.0%
2010 4,128 37,644 41,772 9.9% 10.5%
2011 3,882 38,756 42,638 9.1% 9.6%
2012 3,315 39,497 42,812 7.7% 8.0%
2013 2,970 40,179 43,149 6.9% 7.2%
2014 2,848 41,006 43,854 6.5% 6.8%
2015 2,804 42,589 45,393 6.2% 6.1%
2016 2,955 42,802 45,757 6.5% 5.8%
2017 2,244 43,621 45,865 4.9% 4.4%
2018 2,008 44,608 46,616 4.3% 3.9%
2020 City of Tuscaloosa Final Report
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Diagram IV.1 shows the employment and labor force for City of Tuscaloosa. The difference
between the two lines represents the number of unemployed persons. In the most recent year,
employment stood at 44,608 persons, with the labor force reaching 46,616, indicating there were a
total of 2,008 unemployed persons.

Diagram IV.1

Employment and Labor Force
City of Tuscaloosa
1990 — 2017 BLS Data
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Unemployment: City of Tuscaloosa

Diagram 1V.2 shows the unemployment rate for both the State and City of Tuscaloosa. During the
1990’s the average rate for City of Tuscaloosa was 5.1 percent, which compared to 6.0 percent
statewide. Between 2000 and 2010 the unemployment rate had an average of 5.3 percent, which
compared to 5.6 percent statewide. Since 2010, the average unemployment rate was 6.8 percent.
Over the course of the entire period the City of Tuscaloosa had an average unemployment rate that
lower than the State, 5.7 percent for City of Tuscaloosa, versus 6.2 statewide.

Earnings: Tuscaloosa County

The Bureau of Economic Analysis (B.E.A.) produces regional economic accounts, which provide a
consistent framework for analyzing and comparing individual state and local area economies.
Diagram IV.3 shows real average earnings per job for Tuscaloosa County from 1990 to 2017. Over
this period the average earning per job for Tuscaloosa County was 47,228 dollars, which was
higher than the statewide average of 46,687 dollars over the same period.
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Diagram V.2

Annual Unemployment Rate
City of Tuscaloosa
1990 - 2017 BLS Data
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Diagram IV.4 shows real per capita income for the Tuscaloosa County from 1990 to 2017, which is
calculated by dividing total personal income from all sources by population. Per capita income is a
broader measure of wealth than real average earnings per job, which only captures the working
population. Over this period, the real per capita income for Tuscaloosa County was 34,656 dollars,
which was lower than the statewide average of 35,400 dollars over the same period.

Diagram V.4

Real Per Capita Income
Tuscaloosa County
BEA Data 1990 - 2017
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Household Incomes and Poverty

Households by income for the 2010 and 2017 5-year ACS are shown in Table IV.10. Households
earning more than 100,000 dollars per year represented 17.0 percent of households in 2017,
compared to 11.9 percent in 2010. Meanwhile, households earning less than 15,000 dollars
accounted for 19.2 percent of households in 2017, compared to 28.4 percent in 2000.

Table IV.10
Households by Income

City of Tuscaloosa
2010 & 2017 Five-Year ACS Data

| 2010 Five-Year ACS 2017 Five-Year ACS
neome Households % of Total Households % of Total
Less than $15,000 9,282 28.4% 6,658 19.2%
$15,000 to $19,999 2,075 6.3% 2,089 6.0%
$20,000 to $24,999 2,461 7.5% 2,454 7.1%
$25,000 to $34,999 3,441 10.5% 3,742 10.8%
$35,000 to $49,999 4,730 14.5% 4,651 13.4%
$50,000 to $74,999 4,413 13.5% 5,900 17.0%
$75,000 to $99,999 2,413 7.4% 3,320 9.6%
$100,000 or More 3,909 11.9% 5,886 17.0%
Total 32,724 100.0% 34,700 100.0%
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The rate of poverty for City of Tuscaloosa is shown in Table IV.11. In 2017, there were an
estimated 20,796 persons living in poverty. This represented a 23.7 percent poverty rate,
compared to 23.6 percent poverty in 2000. In 2017, some 8.0 percent of those in poverty were
under age 6, and 3.9 percent were 65 or older. The City’s Comprehensive Five-year Affordable
Housing Study found that college student account for 5 percent of the poverty rate, bringing the
poverty rate for the City down to closer to 19 percent.'®

Table V.11
Poverty by Age

City of Tuscaloosa
2000 Census SF3 & 2017 Five-Year ACS Data

Age 2000 Census 2017 Five-Year ACS

Persons in Poverty % of Total Persons in Poverty % of Total
Under 6 1,618 9.8% 1,654 8.0%
6to 17 2,362 14.2% 3,278 15.8%
18 to 64 11,446 69.0% 15,043 72.3%
65 or Older 1,159 7.0% 821 3.9%
Total 16,585 100.0% 20,796 100.0%
Poverty Rate 23.6% 5 23.7%

Poverty was highest in central Tuscaloosa, as demonstrated by the darkest blues in the map on the
following page. These areas saw poverty rates that exceeded 48.6 percent. The outskirts of the
City consistently saw lower rates of poverty in 2017.

Economic Summary

In 2018, unemployment in Tuscaloosa was at 4.3 percent, compared to 3.9 percent for the State of
Alabama. This is representative of a labor force of 46,616 people and 44,608 people employed.
Real per capita income in Tuscaloosa has lagged behind the state rate in recent years. Household
incomes have risen overall in Tuscaloosa, as households with incomes over $50,000 have risen as
a proportion of the population. However, poverty in Tuscaloosa has remained steady, at 23.7
percent in 2017. This represents 20,796 persons living in poverty in the City.

19 City of Tuscaloosa, 2018 Comprehensive Five-year Affordable Housing Study, 2018
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Map V.3
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HOUSING

Housing Production

The Census Bureau reports building permit authorizations and “per unit” valuation of building
permits by city annually. Single-family construction usually represents most residential
development in the City. Single-family building permit authorizations in Tuscaloosa increased from
303 authorizations in 2016 to 320 in 2017.

The real value of single-family building permits decreased from 288,046 dollars in 2016 to 286,441
dollars in 2017. Additional details are given in Table IV.12. In 2017, there were 917 total units
produced in the City, with 507 of these being multifamily units. This is shown in Diagram IV.5.
Single family unit production declined beginning in 2008 and has increased slightly since that time.
The value of single-family permits, however, has continued to rise, reaching $286,441 in 2017.
Single-family units account for 51.7 percent of units, while apartments account for 36.6 percent of
units. This is shown in Diagram IV.6.

Table V.12
Building Permits and Valuation

City of Tuscaloosa
Census Bureau Data, 1980—2018

Per Unit Valuation,

Authorized Construction in Permit Issuing Areas (Real 2017%)

Year

Single- Duplex Tri- and Multi-Family Total Single-Family Multi-Family
Family Units Four-Plex Units Units Units Units
1980 223 0 8 245 476 84,068 44,608
1981 156 0 4 13 173 70,190 55,593
1982 173 0 60 28 261 61,612 45,567
1983 327 2 4 238 571 72,607 34,196
1984 367 2 32 152 553 72,522 31,601
1985 503 0 8 661 1,172 65,566 36,605
1986 357 0 0 120 477 97,376 39,223
1987 355 0 3 112 470 93,963 37,717
1988 358 0 0 127 485 87,879 40,849
1989 283 0 4 298 585 104,509 34,807
1990 279 32 4 205 520 98,238 41,437
1991 308 2 0 254 564 83,273 41,202
1992 395 2 0 250 647 95,037 56,371
1993 483 2 4 9 498 89,463 35,829
1994 452 0 0 124 576 124,113 71,850
1995 548 0 0 743 1,291 82,213 55,063
1996 573 0 6 374 953 91,351 48,207
1997 424 0 0 366 790 108,558 44,681
1998 459 0 0 140 599 184,787 63,731
1999 539 0 0 55 594 190,962 37,236
2000 430 6 0 121 557 194,822 59,665
2001 511 0 0 416 927 200,592 51,050
2002 486 0 0 606 1,092 202,944 30,497
2003 614 0 0 270 884 191,992 38,216
2004 685 14 0 7 776 172,018 66,547
2005 753 2 0 417 1,172 204,047 65,648
2006 596 0 0 1,399 1,995 216,926 67,765
2007 443 0 4 1,020 1,467 209,239 68,334
2008 262 6 0 721 989 207,235 68,087
2009 207 4 6 235 452 211,467 78,340
2010 222 24 0 247 493 224,116 95,359
2011 213 20 0 341 574 216,199 89,700
2012 335 16 0 389 740 211,746 97,714
2013 417 12 3 426 858 247,546 158,898
2014 286 70 33 843 1,232 252,380 107,570
2015 273 82 16 196 567 280,625 113,580
2016 303 26 44 858 1,231 288,046 102,755
2017 320 28 62 507 917 286,441 99,056
2020 City of Tuscaloosa Final Report

Analysis of Impediments 25 March 9, 2020



IV. Fair Housing Analysis City of Tuscaloosa

Number of Permitted Units

Number of Single Family Permits

Diagram IV.5

Total Permits by Unit Type
City of Tuscaloosa
Census Bureau Data, 1980-2017
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Housing Characteristics

Households by type and tenure are shown in Table IV.13. Family households represented 56.5
percent of households, while non-family households accounted for 43.5 percent. These changed
from 48.6 percent and 51.4 percent, respectively.

Table IV.13
Household Type by Tenure

City of Tuscaloosa
2010 Census SF1 & 2017 Five-Year ACS Data

Bousencidiype 2010 Census 2017 Five-Year ACS
Households Households Households % of Total

Family Households 17,592 48.6% 19,616 56.5%
Married-Couple Family 10,295 58.5% 11,991 61.1%
Owner-Occupied 7,897 76.7% 8,935 74.5%
Renter-Occupied 2,398 23.3% 3,056 25.5%
Other Family 7,297 41.5% 7,625 37.2%
Male Householder, No Spouse Present 1,418 19.4% 1,342 18.6%
Owner-Occupied 563 39.7% 573 42.7%
Renter-Occupied 855 60.3% 769 57.3%
Female Householder, No Spouse Present 5,879 80.6% 6,283 77.1%
Owner-Occupied 2,111 35.9% 1,930 30.7%
Renter-Occupied 3,768 64.1% 4,353 69.3%
Non-Family Households 18,593 51.4% 15,084 43.5%
Owner-Occupied 4,741 25.5% 4,956 32.9%
Renter-Occupied 13,852 74.5% 10,128 67.1%
Total 36,185 100.0% 34,700 100.0%

Table 1V.14, below, shows housing units by type for 2010 and 2017. In 2010, there were 40,555
housing units, compared with 46,946 in 2017. Single-family units accounted for 51.7 percent of
units in 2017, compared to 56.4 percent in 2010. Apartment units accounted for 36.6 percent in
2017, compared to 32.1 percent in 2010.

Table IV.14
Housing Units by Type

City of Tuscaloosa
2010 & 2017 Five-Year ACS Data

. 2010 Five-Year ACS 2017 Five-Year ACS
Unit Type . :
Units % of Total Units % of Total
Single-Family 22,860 56.4% 24,275 51.7%
Duplex 1,285 3.2% 1,728 3.7%
Tri- or Four-Plex 2,594 6.4% 3,019 6.4%
Apartment 13,009 32.1% 17,184 36.6%
Mobile Home 807 2.0% 726 1.5%
Boat, RV, Van, Etc. 0 0% 14 0%
Total 40,555 100.0% 46,946 100.0%
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Table V.15 shows housing units by tenure from 2010 to 2017. By 2017, there were 46,946
housing units. An estimated 47.2 percent were owner-occupied, and 26.1 percent were vacant.

Tenure

Table IV.15
Housing Units by Tenure

City of Tuscaloosa
2010 Census & 2017 Five-Year ACS Data

Occupied Housing Units

Owner-Occupied
Renter-Occupied
Vacant Housing Units

Total Housing Units

2010 Census 2017 Five-Year ACS
Units % of Total Units % of Total
36,185 88.6% 34,700 73.9%
15,312 42.3% 16,394 47.2%
20,873 57.7% 18,306 52.8%
4,657 11.4% 12,246 26.1%
40,842 100.0% 46,946 100.0%

Table 1V.16 shows households by year home built for the 2010 and 2017 5-year ACS data.
Housing units built between 2000 and 2009, account for 15.7 percent of households in 2010 and
16.4 percent of households in 2017. Housing units built in 1939 or earlier represented 4.7 percent
of households in 2017 and 3.8 percent of households in 2010.

Year Built

Table IV.16
Households by Year Home Built

City of Tuscaloosa
2010 & 2017 Five-Year ACS Data

2010 Five-Year ACS

Households

1939 or Earlier 1,246
1940 to 1949 2,042
1950 to 1959 3,700
1960 to 1969 4,460
1970 to 1979 6,949
1980 to 1989 5,253
1990 to 1999 3,934
2000 to 2009 5,140
2010 or Later .

Total 32,724

% of Total

3.8%
6.2%
11.3%
13.6%
21.2%
16.1%
12.0%
15.7%

100.0%

2017 Five-Year ACS

Households

1,648
1,679
3,388
4,390
5,771
4,450
5,264
5,690
2,420

34,700

% of Total

4.7%
4.8%
9.8%
12.7%
16.6%
12.8%
15.2%
16.4%
7.0%

100.0%

The distribution of unit types by race is shown in Table IV.17. An estimated 67.2 percent of white
households occupy single-family homes, while 57.6 percent of black households do. Some 25.8
percent of white households occupied apartments, while 26.3 percent of black households do. An
estimated 49.4 percent of Asian households and 39.6 percent of American Indian households

occupy single-family homes.

2020 City of Tuscaloosa
Analysis of Impediments

28

Final Report
March 9, 2020



IV. Fair Housing Analysis City of Tuscaloosa

Table IV.17
Distribution of Units in Structure by Race

City of Tuscaloosa
2017 Five-Year ACS Data

. . American . l_\_lative . Two or

Unit Type White Black el Asian Hawaiian/Pacific Other More Races
Islanders

Single-Family 67.2% 57.6% 39.6% 49.4% 0% 28.8% 46.5%
Duplex 1.8% 4.4% 0% 0% 0% 18.6% 4.7%
Tri- or Four-Plex 3.8% 10.1% 14.9% 5.8% 0% 0% 0%
Apartment 25.8% 26.3% 7.9% 44.8% 100.0% 14.7% 44.7%
Mobile Home 1.4% 1.6% 37.6% 0% 0% 28.8% 4.1%
Boat, RV, Van, Etc. 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 9.0% 0%
Total 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%

The disposition of vacant units between 2010 and 2017 are shown in Table 1V.18. By 2017, for
rent units accounted for 9.8 percent of vacant units, while for sale units accounted for 0.8 percent.
“Other” vacant units accounted for 12.7 percent of vacant units, representing a total of 1,553
“other” vacant units. The 2019 Rental Vacancy Survey, found in Section IV.]. 2019 Rental
Vacancy Survey, found that the vacancy rate for rentals was closer to 6.4 percent in 2019.

Table IV.18
Disposition of Vacant Housing Units

City of Tuscaloosa
2010 Census & 2017 Five-Year ACS Data

. " 2010 Census 2017 Five-Year ACS
Disposition Units % of Total Units % of Total
For Rent 2,612 56.1% 1,197 9.8%
For Sale 447 9.6% 97 0.8%
Rented Not Occupied 93 2.0% 408 3.3%
Sold Not Occupied 139 3.0% 115 0.9%
For Seasonal, Recreational, or Occasional Use 663 14.2% 8,876 72.5%
For Migrant Workers 17 0.4% 0 0%
Other Vacant 686 14.7% 1,553 12.7%
Total 4,657 100.0% 12,246 100.0%

The age of a structure influences its value. As shown in Table V.19, structures built in 1939 or
earlier had a median value of, 198,100 while structures built between 1950 and 1959 had a
median value of $135,600 and those built between 1990 and 1999 had a median value of
$241,800. The newest structures tended to have the highest values and those built between 2010
and 2013 and from 2014 or later had median values of $306,900 and $425,900 respectively. The
total median value in the City of Tuscaloosa was $172,000.

The City’s recent housing study found that housing prices are inflated due to the fluctuation of the
student population.”" This results in lower vacancy rates and higher rental prices in the City.

' City of Tuscaloosa, 2018 Comprehensive Five-year Affordable Housing Study, 2018
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Table IV.19
Owner Occupied Median Value by Year

Structure Built
City of Tuscaloosa
2017 5-Year ACS Data

Year Structure Built Median Value
1939 or earlier 198,100
1940 to 1949 123,000
1950 to 1959 135,600
1960 to 1969 139,900
1970 to 1979 156,100
1980 to 1989 204,100
1990 to 1999 241,800
2000 to 2009 251,600
2010 to 2013 306,900
2014 or later 425,900
Median Value 172,000

Median home values were consistently higher in the northern portion of the City, seeing values
above $223,800. Meanwhile areas in central Tuscaloosa saw median home values below
$113,400. Areas in western and northern Tuscaloosa saw the lowest median contract rents, at
$503 and under, while areas in southern and northcentral Tuscaloosa saw the highest median
contract rents. Additional information about rental housing costs can be found in Section 1V.].
Rental Vacancy Survey.

Housing Summary

The City has seen a regrowth in housing production since experiencing a decline in 2009 and
2010. In 2017, there were 917 total units produced in the City, with 507 of these being
multifamily units. Single family unit production declined beginning in 2008 and has increased
slightly since that time. The value of single-family permits, however, has continued to rise,
reaching $286,441 in 2017. Single-family units account for 51.7 percent of units, while apartments
account for 36.6 percent of units.

Since 2010, the City has seen an increase in the number of vacant units, resulting in vacant units
accounting for 26.1 percent of all units in 2017. The largest proportion of these vacant units is
those for seasonal, recreational, or occasional use, which accounted for 72.5 percent of vacant
units in 2017.
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Map V.4
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Map V.5
Median Contract Rent
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The “dissimilarity index” provides a quantitative measure of segregation in an area, based on the
demographic composition of smaller geographic units within that area. One way of understanding
the index is that it indicates how evenly two demographic groups are distributed throughout an
area: if the composition of both groups in each geographic unit (e.g., Census tract) is the same as in
the area as a whole (e.g., city), then the dissimilarity index score for that city will be 0. By contrast;
and again, using Census tracts as an example; if one population is clustered entirely within one
Census tract, the dissimilarity index score for the city will be 1. The higher the dissimilarity index
value, the higher the level of segregation in an area.

A Technical Note on the Dissimilarity Index Methodology

The dissimilarity indices included in this study were calculated from data provided by the Census
Bureau according to the following formula:

N

1
wWB _
D}'” =100+ > E

i=1

Wi B

Wi B

Where i indexes a geographic unit, j is the jth jurisdiction, W is group one and B is group two, and
N is the number of geographic units, starting with i, in jurisdiction j."

This is the formula that HUD uses to calculate dissimilarity index values. In most respects
(including the use of tract-level data available through the Brown Longitudinal Tract Database), the
methodology employed in this study exactly duplicates HUD’s methodology for calculating the
index of dissimilarity.

The principle exception was the decision to use Census tract-level data to calculate dissimilarity
index values through 2010. While HUD uses tract level data in 1990 and 2000, HUD uses block
group-level data in 2010. The decision to use tract-level data in all years included in this study was
motivated by the fact that the dissimilarity index is sensitive to the geographic base unit from which
it is calculated. Concretely, use of smaller geographic units produces dissimilarity index values that
tend to be higher than those calculated from larger geographic units."

As a general rule, HUD considers the thresholds appearing in the table below to indicate low,
moderate, and high levels of segregation:

Interpreting the dissimilarity index

Measure Values Description
Dissimilarity Index <40 Low Segregation
[range 0-100] 40-54 Moderate Segregation
>55 High Segregation

12 Affirmatively Furthering Fair Housing Data Documentation. HUD. December 2015.
13 Wong, David S. “Spatial Decomposition of Segregation Indices: A Framework Toward Measuring Segregation at Multiple Levels.”
Geographical Analyses, 35:3. The Ohio State University. July 2003. P. 179.

2020 City of Tuscaloosa Final Report
Analysis of Impediments 33 March 9, 2020




IV. Fair Housing Analysis City of Tuscaloosa

Segregation Levels

Diagram IV.7 shows the rate of segregation by race and ethnicity for 2000, 2010, and 2017.
During this time period, black households have had an increasing level of segregation, resulting in
a high level of segregation in 2017. American Indian households had a high level of segregation in
2017, which has grown from a low level in 2000. The level of segregation for Asian households
has also increased from 2000 to 2017 but remains a low level of segregation. Native Hawaiian
households increased significantly in terms of segregation, according to the dissimilarity index,
resulting in a high level of segregation in 2017. “Other” race households had a high level of
segregation after seeing an increase in the levels of segregation since 2000. Two or more race
households are also seeing a rate of increase in the dissimilarity index resulting in a moderate level
of segregation. Hispanic households also saw increasing levels of segregation, resulting in a high
level of segregation by 2017.

Diagram IV.7
Dissimilarity Index
City of Tuscaloosa
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Racially or ethnically concentrated areas of poverty (R/ECAPs) are Census tracts with relatively high
concentrations of non-white residents living in poverty. Formally, an area is designated an R/ECAP
if two conditions are satisfied: first, the non-white population, whether Hispanic or non-Hispanic,
must account for at least 50 percent of the Census tract population. Second, the poverty rate in that
Census must exceed a certain threshold, at 40 percent.

R/ECAPs over Time

In 2010, there were two (2) R/ECAPs in Tuscaloosa. In 2017, there were also two (2) R/ECAPs in
the City, but these areas had shifted, as shown in Maps IV.6 and IV.7.
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Map V.6
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The following section describes the HUD defined terms of Access to Opportunity. These measures,
as outlined below, describe a set of conditions that may or may not accurately reflect the actual
conditions in the study area. These data are supplemented by local data when available and
ultimately provide only a piece of the total understanding of access to the various opportunities in
the community. They are used as measured to compare geographic trends and levels of access
within the community.

Areas of opportunity are physical places, areas within communities that provide things one needs to
thrive, including quality employment, well performing schools, affordable housing, efficient public
transportation, safe streets, essential services, adequate parks, and full-service grocery stores. Areas
lacking opportunity, then, have the opposite of these attributes. Disparities in access to opportunity
inspects whether a select group, or certain groups, have lower or higher levels of access to these
community assets. HUD expresses several of these community assets through the use of an index
value, with 100 representing total access by all members of the community, and zero representing
no access.

The HUD opportunity indices are access to Low Poverty areas; access to School Proficiency;
characterization of the Labor Market Engagement; residence in relation to Jobs Proximity; Low
Transportation Costs; Transit Trips Index; and a characterization of where you live by an
Environmental Health indicator. For each of these a more formal definition is as follows:

» Low Poverty - A measure of the degree of poverty in a neighborhood, at the Census tract level.

> School Proficiency - School-level data on the performance of 4" grade students on state exams
to describe which neighborhoods have high-performing elementary schools nearby and which
are near lower performing schools.

» Jobs Proximity - Quantifies the accessibility of a given residential neighborhood as a function of
its distance to all job locations within a Core Based Statistical Area (CBSA)

» Labor Market Engagement - Provides a summary description of the relative intensity of labor
market engagement and human capital in a neighborhood

> Low Transportation Cost - Estimates of transportation costs for a family that meets the following
description: a 3-person single-parent family with income at 50% of the median income for
renters for the region

» Transit Trips - Trips taken by a family that meets the following description: a 3-person single-
parent family with income at 50% of the median income for renters

» Environmental Health - summarizes potential exposure to harmful toxins at a neighborhood
level

Diagram IV.8 shows the level of access to opportunities by race and ethnicity. Black, Hispanic,
and Native American households have lower access to Low Poverty areas, compared to other races
and ethnicities in Tuscaloosa. Black and Hispanic households also have markedly lower access to
school proficiency. Black households have lower access to labor market engagement. There is
little variance by race for access to transportation trips, transportation cost, job proximity, and
environmental health.
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Diagram V.8
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LOW POVERTY INDEX

The Low Poverty Index uses rates of family poverty by household (based on the federal poverty
line) to measure exposure to poverty by neighborhood. A higher score is more desirable, generally
indicating less exposure to poverty at the neighborhood level.

The highest low-poverty index ratings are seen in the northern and southern parts of Tuscaloosa,
while the lowest scores are in central and eastern Tuscaloosa. As one would expect, the two
R/ECAPs in the City are in the areas with lower low poverty index ratings (or higher levels of
poverty).
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Map V.8
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SCHOOL PROFICIENCY INDEX

The School Proficiency Index measures the proficiency of elementary schools in the attendance
area (where this information is available) of individuals sharing a protected characteristic or the
proficiency of elementary schools within 1.5 miles of individuals with a protected characteristic
where attendance boundary data are not available. The values for the School Proficiency Index are
determined by the performance of 4th grade students on state exams.

School Proficiency indices are highest are seen in the northern portions of Tuscaloosa while the
lowest scores are in central parts of the City. The highest index ratings are above 78 on a scale of
100, while the lowest are below 24. These are shown in Map IV.9. The two R/ECAPS are in areas
with moderate levels of school proficiency.

JOBS PROXIMITY INDEX

The Jobs Proximity Index measures the physical distances between place of residence and jobs by
race/ethnicity and is shown in Map IV.10. Job proximity varied widely across the City. As one
would expect, the areas closest to the city center had the highest job proximity index ratings. Job
Proximity index ratings were fairly even for all racial and ethnic groups in the City, showing very
little variation across racial and ethnic groups.

LABOR MARKET ENGAGEMENT INDEX

The Labor Market Engagement Index provides a measure of unemployment rate, labor-force
participation rate, and percent of the population ages 25 and above with at least a bachelor’s
degree, by neighborhood Map V.11, shows the labor market engagement for the study area. Areas
in the northern and southern parts of the study area had the highest rate of labor market
engagement, above 74 index ratings, while areas in the central part had the lowest ratings, below
15 index ratings. Black and Hispanic households have a lower level of access to labor engagement
compared to other racial and ethnic groups in the City. The two R/ECAPS are in areas with low
levels of labor market engagement.

Black households tended to have lower access to labor market engagement, which may depend on
a variety of factors, including education and unemployment levels.
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Map V.9
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Map 1V.10
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Map V.11
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TRANSPORTATION TRIP INDEX

The Transportation Trip Index measures proximity to public transportation by neighborhood. There
was little difference in index rating across racial and ethnic groups. The Transportation Trip Index
measures proximity to public transportation by neighborhood. The Transit Trips Index measures
how often low-income families in a neighborhood use public transportation. The highest rate of
transit trips were in central Tuscaloosa, while the outskirts of the City saw lower rates of transit use.

The Tuscaloosa Transit Authority serves as a public transportation service for the City. Transit
services are available primarily in the downtown area, but are limited in other areas of the City, as
demonstrated by the use in the Transit map. The Authority serves persons with disabilities and is
ADA accessible.™

Low TRANSPORTATION COST INDEX

The Low Transportation Cost Index measures cost of transport and proximity to public
transportation by neighborhood. Transportation Costs were lowest in the areas in and adjacent to
the City of Tuscaloosa center. This is shown in Map IV.13. As with transit trips, however, there is
little difference among racial and ethnic groups in the City.

ENVIRONMENTAL HEALTH INDEX

The Environmental Health Index measures exposure based on EPA estimates of air quality
carcinogenic, respiratory and neurological toxins by neighborhood.

The areas in the central parts of Tuscaloosa tended to have the lowest Environmental Health index
ratings, while areas in the outer part of the study area had the highest ratings. Overall, this index does
not vary substantially by race or ethnicity. The two R/ECAPS are in areas with low to moderate
levels of environmental health.

The Tuscaloosa County Health Department works to help ensure that County residents have access to
healthy environments. In 2015, the Department conducted 3,130 inspections of restaurants, schools,
and other food service and lodging establishments including child care centers to ensure standards
in environmental health are maintained."

PATTERNS IN DISPARITIES IN ACCESS TO OPPORTUNITY

The degree to which residents had access to low poverty areas, school proficiency, and labor
market engagement differed depending on their race or ethnicity, particularly resulting in lower
index ratings for black and Hispanic households in the City of Tuscaloosa. Other measures of
opportunity (job proximity, use of public transit, transportation costs, and environmental quality)
did not differ dramatically by race or ethnicity.

14 http://tuscaloosatransit.com/
15 https://www.alabamapublichealth.gov/tuscaloosa/
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Map V.12
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Map V.13
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Map 1V.14
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The Census Bureau collects data on several topics that HUD has identified as “housing problems”.
For the purposes of this report, housing problems include overcrowding, incomplete plumbing or
kitchen facilities, and cost-burden.

Overcrowding

Overcrowding is defined as having from 1.1 to 1.5 people per room per residence, with severe
overcrowding defined as having more than 1.5 people per room. Households with overcrowding
are shown in Table 1V.20. In 2017, an estimated 1.3 percent of households were overcrowded,
and an additional 0.6 percent was severely overcrowded.

Table IV.20
Overcrowding and Severe Overcrowding

City of Tuscaloosa
2010 & 2017 Five-Year ACS Data

No Overcrowding Overcrowding Severe Overcrowding

Data Source Households % of Total Households % of Total Households % of Total Total

Owner

2010 Five-Year ACS 15,521 99.1% 120 0.8% 25 0.2% 15,666

2017 Five-Year ACS 16,227 99.0% 143 0.9% 24 0.1% 16,394
Renter

2010 Five-Year ACS 16,746 98.2% 235 1.4% e 0.5% 17,058

2017 Five-Year ACS 17,821 97.4% 311 1.7% 174 1.0% 18,306
Total

2010 Five-Year ACS 32,267 98.6% 355 1.1% 102 0.3% 32,724

2017 Five-Year ACS 34,048 98.1% 454 1.3% 198 0.6% 34,700

Incomplete Plumbing and Kitchen Facilities

Incomplete plumbing and kitchen facilities are another indicator of potential housing problems.
According to the Census Bureau, a housing unit is classified as lacking complete plumbing facilities
when any of the following are not present: piped hot and cold water, a flush toilet, and a bathtub or
shower. Likewise, a unit is categorized as deficient when any of the following are missing from the
kitchen: a sink with piped hot and cold water, a range or cook top and oven, and a refrigerator.

There were a total of 92 households with incomplete plumbing facilities in 2017, representing 0.3
percent of households in the City of Tuscaloosa. This is compared to 0.3 percent of households
lacking complete plumbing facilities in 2010.

Table IV.21
Households with Incomplete Plumbing Facilities

City of Tuscaloosa
2010 and 2017 Five-Year ACS Data

Households 2010 Five-Year ACS 2017 Five-Year ACS
With Complete Plumbing Facilities 32,610 34,608
Lacking Complete Plumbing Facilities 114 92

Total Households 32,724 34,700
Percent Lacking 0.3% 0.3%

There were 192 households lacking complete kitchen facilities in 2017, compared to 261
households in 2010. This was a change from 0.8 percent of households in 2010 to 0.6 percent in

2017.
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Table IV.22
Households with Incomplete Kitchen Facilities

City of Tuscaloosa
2010 and 2017 Five-Year ACS Data

2017 Five-Year

Households 2010 Five-Year ACS ACS
With Complete Kitchen Facilities 32,463 34,508
Lacking Complete Kitchen Facilities 261 192
Total Households 32,724 34,700
Percent Lacking 0.8% 0.6%

Cost Burdens

Cost burden is defined as gross housing costs that range from 30 to 50 percent of gross household
income; severe cost burden is defined as gross housing costs that exceed 50 percent of gross
household income. For homeowners, gross housing costs include property taxes, insurance, energy
payments, water and sewer service, and refuse collection. If the homeowner has a mortgage, the
determination also includes principal and interest payments on the mortgage loan. For renters, this
figure represents monthly rent and selected electricity and natural gas energy charges.

In the City of Tuscaloosa 17.6 percent of households had a cost burden and 20.0 percent had a
severe cost burden. Some 21.3 percent of renters were cost burdened, and 28.7 percent were
severely cost burdened. Owner-occupied households without a mortgage had a cost burden rate of
5.8 percent and a severe cost burden rate of 4.8 percent. Owner occupied households with a
mortgage had a cost burden rate of 17.3 percent, and severe cost burden at 12.9 percent.

Table IV.23
Cost Burden and Severe Cost Burden by Tenure

City of Tuscaloosa

2010 & 2017 Five-Year ACS Data

Less Than 30% 31%-50% Above 50% Not Computed
pata Source Households .(Ij./gtogl Households .(I)_/OOE,II Households “I]'/:))?::I Households ‘(I"/:))toafl Total
Owner With a Mortgage
2010 Five-Year ACS 6,162 61.90% 2,217 22.30% 1,550 15.60% 24 0.20% 9,953
2017 Five-Year ACS 7,551 69.30% 1,881 17.30% 1,410 12.90% 60 0.60% 10,902
Owner Without a Mortgage

2010 Five-Year ACS 4,815 84.30% 386 6.80% 441 7.70% 71 1.20% 5,713

2017 Five-Year ACS 4,817 87.70% 317 5.80% 262 4.80% 96 1.70% 5,492
Renter

2010 Five-Year ACS 5,427 31.80% 3,607 21.10% 6,051 35.50% 1,973 11.60% 17,058

2017 Five-Year ACS 7,482 40.90% 3,907 21.30% 5,256 28.70% 1,661 9.10% 18,306
Total

2010 Five-Year ACS 16,404 50.10% 6,210 19.00% 8,042 24.60% 2,068 6.30% 32,724

2017 Five-Year ACS 19,850 57.20% 6,105 17.60% 6,928 20.00% 1,817 5.20% 34,700
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Housing Problems by Income

Table 1V.24 shows the HUD calculated Median Family
Income (MFI) for a family of four for Tuscaloosa County. As
can be seen in 2019 the MFI was 66,900 dollars, which
compared to 63,500 dollars for the State of Alabama.

Table 1V.25, on the following page, shows Comprehensive
Housing Affordability Strategy (CHAS) data for housing
problems by tenure and income. As can be seen there are a
total of 2,165 owner-occupied and 3,075 renter-occupied
households with a cost burden of greater than 30 percent and
less than 50 percent. An additional 1,725 owner-occupied
5,260 renter-occupied households had a cost burden greater
than 50 percent of income. Overall there are 18,950
households without a housing problem.

Diagram IV.9
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Table V.25
Housing Problems by Income and Tenure

City of Tuscaloosa
2010-2018 HUD CHAS Data
Less Than 30% - 50% 50% - 80% 80% - 100%  Greater than

AR (Fireleliem 30% MFI MFI MFI MFI 100% MFI el
Owner-Occupied
Lacking complete plumbing or kitchen facilities 4 20 0 10 10 44
Severely Overcrowded with > 1.51 people per 0 0 0 0 0
room (and complete kitchen and plumbing)
Overcrowded - With 1.01-1.5 people per room (and
none of the above problems) v Y Ay © =10 &
Housing cost burden greater than 50% of income
(and none of the above problems) i = e (= ) e
Housing cost burden greater than 30% but less
than 50% of income (and none of the above 165 210 655 340 795 2,165
problems)
Zero/negative income (and none of the above
problems) 195 0 0 0 0 195
Has none of the 4 housing problems 155 395 1,240 850 9,025 11,665
Total 1,114 1,180 2,330 1,279 9,945 15,848
Renter-Occupied
Lacking complete plumbing or kitchen facilities 25 0 90 40 55 210
Severely Overcrowdec_i with > 1.51 people per 15 25 50 10 20 140
room (and complete kitchen and plumbing)
Overcrowded - With 1.01-1.5 people per room (and
none of the above problems) (H Sl o & =l e
Housing cost burden greater than 50% of income
(and none of the above problems) sl L =08 1 k= 280
Housing cost burden greater than 30% but less
than 50% of income (and none of the above 350 1,315 1,080 255 75 3,075
problems)
Zero/negative income (and none of the above 340 0 0 0 0 340
problems)
Has none of the 4 housing problems 490 740 1,290 1,180 3,585 7,285
Total 5,180 3,265 2,880 1,499 3,810 16,634
Total
Lacking complete plumbing or kitchen facilities 29 20 90 50 65 254
Severely Overcrowdeq with > 1.51 people per 15 25 50 10 20 140
room (and complete kitchen and plumbing)
Overcrowded - With 1.01-1.5 people per room (and 115 110 85 8 60 378
none of the above problems)
Housing cost burden greater than 50% of income 4,440 1,610 720 85 130 6.985
(and none of the above problems)
Housing cost burden greater than 30% but less
than 50% of income (and none of the above 515 1,525 1,735 595 870 5,240
problems)
Zero/negative income (and none of the above 535 0 0 0 0 535
problems)
Has none of the 4 housing problems 645 1,135 2,530 2,030 12,610 18,950
Total 6,294 4,445 5,210 2,778 13,755 32,482
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ACCESS TO MORTGAGE FINANCE SERVICES

Congress enacted the Home Mortgage Disclosure Act (HMDA) in 1975, permanently authorizing the
law in 1988'. The Act requires both depository and non-depository lenders to collect and publicly
disclose information about housing-related applications and loans. Under the HMDA, financial
institutions are required to report the race, ethnicity, sex, loan amount, and income of mortgage
applicants and borrowers by Census tract. Institutions must meet a set of reporting criteria. For
depository institutions, these are as follows:

1. The institution must be a bank, credit union, or savings association;
The total assets must exceed the coverage threshold;"’

3. The institution must have had a home or branch office in a Metropolitan Statistical Area
(MSA);

4. The institution must have originated or refinanced at least one home purchase loan secured

by a first lien on a one- to four-family dwelling;

The institution must be federally insured or regulated; and

6. The mortgage loan must have been insured, guaranteed, or supplemented by a federal agency
or intended for sale to Fannie Mae or Freddie Mac.

N

For other institutions, including non-depository institutions, the reporting criteria are:

1. The institution must be a for-profit organization;

The institution’s home purchase loan originations must equal or exceed 10 percent of the
institution’s total loan originations, or more than $25 million;

3. The institution must have had a home or branch office in an MSA or have received
applications for, originated, or purchased five or more home purchase loans, home
improvement loans, or refinancing on property located in an MSA in the preceding calendar
year; and

4. The institution must have assets exceeding $10 million or have originated 100 or more home
purchases in the preceding calendar year.

In addition to reporting race and ethnicity data for loan applicants, the HMDA reporting
requirements were modified in response to the Predatory Lending Consumer Protection Act of 2002
as well as the Home Owner Equity Protection Act (HOEPA). Consequently, loan originations are
now flagged in the data system for three additional attributes:

1. If they are HOEPA loans;

2. Lien status, such as whether secured by a first lien, a subordinate lien, not secured by a lien,
or not applicable (purchased loans); and

3. Presence of high-annual percentage rate loans (HALs), defined as more than three
percentage points for purchases when contrasted with comparable treasury instruments or
five percentage points for refinance loans.

For the purposes of this analysis, these flagged originations will be termed predatory, or at least
predatory in nature. Overall, the data contained within the HMDA reporting guidelines represent
the best and most complete set of information on home loan applications. This report includes
HMDA data from 2008 through 2017, the most recent year for which these data are available.

' Prior to that year, Congress had to periodically reauthorize the law.
7 Each December, the Federal Reserve announces the threshold for the following year. The asset threshold may change from year to year
based on changes in the Consumer Price Index for Urban Wage Earners and Clerical Workers.
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Table V.26 shows the purpose of loan by year for Tuscaloosa from 2008 to 2017. As seen therein,
there were over 35,050 loans during this time period, of these some 14,446 were for home
purchases. In 2017, there were 3,087 loans city-wide, of which 1,871 were for home purchases.

Table IV.26
Purpose of Loan by Year

City of Tuscaloosa
2008-2017 HMDA Data

Purpose 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 Total

Home Purchase 1,627 1,304 1,202 1,231 1,252 1,404 1,407 1,496 1,652 1,871 14,446
Home Improvement 241 107 110 105 136 154 135 157 167 165 1,477
Refinancing 2,237 2,899 2,278 1,700 2,563 2,141 1,244 1,443 1,571 1,051 19,127
Total 4,105 4,310 3,590 3,036 3,951 3,699 2,786 3,096 3,390 3,087 35,050

Table IV.27 shows the occupancy status for loan applicants. A vast majority of applicants were or
owner-occupied units, accounting for 83.2 percent between 2008 and 2017, and for 81.0 percent

in 2017 alone.

Table IV.27
Occupancy Status for Applications

City of Tuscaloosa
2008-2017 HMDA Data

Status 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 Total
Owner-Occupied 33,182 3,763 3,144 2,595 3,311 3,042 2,245 2,548 2,850 2,502 29,182
Not Owner-Occupied 891 534 440 438 628 648 537 545 540 585 5,786
Not Applicable 32 13 6 3 12 9 4 3 0 0 82
Total 4,105 4,310 3,590 3,036 3,951 3,699 2,786 3,096 3,390 3,087 35,050

Owner-occupied home purchase loan applications by loan types are shown in Table 1V.28.
Between 2008 and 2017, some 53.1 percent of home loan purchases were conventional loans, and
34.3 percent were FHA insured.

Table IV.28
Owner-Occupied Home Purchase Loan Applications by Loan Type

City of Tuscaloosa
2008-2017 HMDA Data

Loan Type 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 Total
Conventional 634 518 459 546 574 631 625 618 748 880 6,233
FHA - Insured 480 511 513 436 301 285 229 337 479 450 4,021

VA - Guaranteed 46 65 56 7 59 7 91 103 111 124 809
FTE L [OUEIG) SERIDE ] 2 0 1 1 112 179 205 147 5 14 666
Farm Service Agency

Total 1,162 1,094 1,029 1,060 1,046 1,172 1,150 1,205 1,343 1,468 11,729

Denial Rates

After the owner-occupied home purchase loan application is submitted, the applicant receives one
of the following status designations:

e “Originated,” which indicates that the loan was made by the lending institution;

e “Approved but not accepted,” which notes loans approved by the lender but not accepted
by the applicant;

e “Application denied by financial institution,
application failed;
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e “Application withdrawn by applicant,” which means that the applicant closed the
application process;

e “File closed for incompleteness” which indicates the loan application process was closed by
the institution due to incomplete information; or

e “Loan purchased by the institution,” which means that the previously originated loan was
purchased on the secondary market.

As shown in Table V.29, just over 6,077 home purchase loan applications were originated over
the 2008-2017 period, and 771 were denied.

Table IV.29
Loan Applications by Action Taken

City of Tuscaloosa
2008-2017 HMDA Data

Action 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 Total
Loan Originated 574 510 510 536 535 591 597 649 747 828 6,077
Application Approved but

not Accepted 22 19 15 15 21 20 14 16 8 29 179
Application Denied 77 47 70 57 73 99 76 88 106 78 771
Application Withdrawn by

Applicant 54 44 45 37 44 55 88 79 92 125 663

File Closed for

Incompleteness = 13 14 9 11 25 17 4 8 23 141
Loan Purchased by the 418 461 375 406 361 382 357 368 382 385 3,895
Institution
Preapproval Request
Denied 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 1
Preapproval Approved but 0 0 0 5 0 0 1 L o o )
not Accepted
Total 1,162 1,094 1,029 1,060 1,046 1,172 1,150 1,205 1,343 1,468 11,729

The most common reasons cited in the decision to deny one of these loan applications related to
the credit history ratio of the prospective homeowner, as shown in Table IV.30. Debt-to-income
ratio and collateral were also commonly given as reasons to deny home purchase loans. These are
illustrated in the figure on the following page.

Table IV.30
Loan Applications by Reason for Denial

City of Tuscaloosa
2008-2017 HMDA Data

Denial Reason 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 Total
Debt-to-Income Ratio 9 7 13 9 14 22 18 20 19 12 143
Employment History 2 0 3 1 0 3 1 8 6 0 19
Credit History 23 20 22 9 18 29 19 14 18 12 184
Collateral 1 3 9 7 7 8 4 5 11 12 67
Insufficient Cash 1 1 3 2 1 4 2 2 8 0 19
Unverifiable Information 3 2 3 0 1 1 3 8 8 1 25
Credit Application Incomplete 4 2 3 1 3 3 5 6 6 5 38
Mortgage Insurance Denied 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Other 7 4 3 7 9 4 0 6 5 4 49
Missing 27 8 11 21 20 25 24 24 35 32 227
Total 77 47 70 57 73 99 76 88 106 78 771
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Denial rates were observed to differ by race and ethnicity, as shown in Table 1V.31. While white
applicants had a denial rate of 6.8 over the period from 2008 through 2017, black applicants had a
denial rate of 21.3 percent. American Indian applicants also had a denial rate higher than the
average, at 25.0 percent versus 11.3 percent for the whole City. As for ethnicity, Hispanic
applicants had a higher denial rate than non-Hispanic applicants, at 14.3 percent versus 10.6
percent.

Table IV.31
Denial Rates by Race/Ethnicity of Applicant

City of Tuscaloosa
2004-2017 HMDA Data

Race/Ethnicity 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 Average
American Indian 66.7% % 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% % 0.0% 0.0% 33.3% 33.3% 25.0%
Asian 23.1% 10.0% 0.0% 0.0% 18.2% 4.5% 12.5% 0.0% 5.3% 6.2% 7.6%
Black 14.5% 13.1% 22.4% 21.7% 25.0% 36.6% 26.5% 22.2% 19.1% 15.5% 21.3%
Pacific Islander 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% % % 100.0%  0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 100.0% 20.0%
White 7.3% 5.0% 7.2% 5.3% 7.5% 7.3% 5.6% 8.0% 9.1% 5.5% 6.8%
Not Available 35.6%  25.6%  26.5% 15.8% 19.0% 18.8% 8.3% 26.3%  23.1% 14.3% 23.1%
Not Applicable % % % 50.0% % % % % 0.0% 0.0% 12.5%
Average 11.8%  84%  121% 96%  120% 143% 11.3% 11.9% 12.4%  8.6% 11.3%
Hispanic 9.1% 33.3%  30.8% 0.0% 25.0% 25.0% 7.1% 5.9% 22.2% 0.0% 14.3%
Non-Hispanic 10.0%  7.0%  11.2%  95%  11.7% 13.7% 11.3% 11.8% 11.5%  82% 10.6%

As shown in Table V.32, the denial rate for prospective female homeowners was 13.7 percent,
over 3.6 percentage points higher than the denial rate for male applicants at 9.3 percent. Denial
rates for male and female applicants differed considerably by year, but each year the rate of female
denials were higher than that of males.
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Table IV.32
Denial Rates by Gender of Applicant

City of Tuscaloosa
2008-2017 HMDA Data
Not Not

Year Male Female Avetl Applicable Average
2008 8.4% 13.8% 50.0% % 11.8%
2009 6.7% 9.0% 31.8% % 8.4%
2010 9.6% 15.1% 31.2% % 12.1%
2011 8.7% 10.2% 20.0% 50.0% 9.6%
2012 9.7% 15.8% 27.3% % 12.0%
2013 13.8% 14.7% 20.8% % 14.3%
2014 7.7% 18.1% 16.7% % 11.3%
2015 9.2% 18.2% 20.0% % 11.9%
2016 10.4% 14.1% 32.1% 0.0% 12.4%
2017 8.0% 8.7% 22.2% 0.0% 8.6%
Average 9.3% 13.7% 29.4% 12.5% 11.3%

Predatory Lending

In addition to modifications implemented in 2004 to correctly document loan applicants’ race and
ethnicity, the HMDA reporting requirements were changed in response to the Predatory Lending
Consumer Protection Act of 2002 as well as the Home Owner Equity Protection Act (HOEPA).
Consequently, loan originations are now flagged in the data system for three additional attributes:

If they are HOEPA loans;

Lien status, such as whether secured by a first lien, a subordinate lien, not secured by a lien,
or not applicable (purchased loans); and

3. Presence of high annual percentage rate (APR) loans (HALs), defined as more than three
percentage points higher than comparable treasury rates for home purchase loans, or five
percentage points higher for refinance loans.

N —

Home loans are designated as “high-annual percentage rate” loans (HALs) where the annual
percentage rate on the loan exceeds that of a comparable treasury instruments by at least three
percentage points. As shown in Table V.33, some 6,077 loans between 2008 and 2017 were
HALs, accounting for 1.1 percent. The highest rate of HAL loans was seen in 2008, at 6.1 percent,
which fell to 0.0 percent by 2013.

Table IV.33
Originated Owner-Occupied Loans by HAL Status

City of Tuscaloosa
2008-2017 HMDA Data

Loan Type 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 Total
HAL 35 17 2 6 6 0 0 8 0 0 69
Other 539 493 508 530 529 591 597 646 747 828 6008
Total 574 510 510 536 535 591 597 649 747 828 6,077
Percent HAL 6.1% 3.3% 0.4% 1.1% 1.1% 0.0% 0.0% 0.5% 0.0% 0.0% 1.1%
2020 City of Tuscaloosa Final Report

Analysis of Impediments 56 March 9, 2020



IV. Fair Housing Analysis City of Tuscaloosa

There are a variety of types and locations of public housing units within the City of Tuscaloosa.
According to HUD'’s AFFH data, there are 3,557 total publicly supported units in the City. Of these,
some 895 are public housing units, 770 are Project Based Section 8, some 24 are other HUD
Multifamily units, and 1,868 are Housing Choice Vouchers.

Table IV.34
Residents with Disabilities by Subsidized Housing Type

City of Tuscaloosa
HUD AFFH Raw Database

Program Eﬂ:?sl Total Disabled Units
Public Housing 895 143
Project Based Section 8 770 212
Other HUD Multifamily 24 13.0
Housing Choice Vouchers 1,868 410
Total 3,557 778

Map IV.15 shows public housing units in the City of Tuscaloosa. Map IV.16 shows housing choice
vouchers. Low Income Housing Tax Credit (LIHTC) units are shown in Map 1V.17 and Map IV.18
shows other assisted multi-family housing units in the City.

Disparities in Access to Opportunity

The locations of publicly supported housing units are in areas with both high and low access to
opportunity. Publicly supported housing units did not tend to be associated with lower levels of
access to opportunity overall or to be congregated in certain areas of the City or R/ECAPs.
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Map V.15

Public Housing Units
City of Tuscaloosa
2017 ACS, 2017 Tigerline, HUD AFFH Tool
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Map IV.16
Housing Choice Voucher Units

City of Tuscaloosa
2017 ACS, 2017 Tigerline, HUD AFFH Tool
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IV. Fair Housing Analysis

Map V.17

Low Income Housing Tax Credit (LIHTC) Units
City of Tuscaloosa
2017 ACS, 2017 Tigerline, HUD AFFH Tool
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IV. Fair Housing Analysis

Map 1V.18

Other HUD Multi-Family Units
City of Tuscaloosa
2017 ACS, 2017 Tigerline, HUD AFFH Tool
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IV. Fair Housing Analysis City of Tuscaloosa

Section 503 of the Rehabilitation Act of 1973 prohibits discrimination based on disability in any
program or activity receiving federal assistance.” Title 1l of the Americans with Disabilities Act of
1990 prohibits discrimination based on disability by public entities. HUD enforces the housing-
related activities of public entities, including public housing, housing assistance, and housing
referrals."

Persons with Disabilities

Disability by age, as estimated by the 2017 ACS, is shown in Table 1V.35. The disability rate for
females was 11.3 percent, compared to 10.5 percent for males. The disability rate grew
precipitously higher with age, with 50.9 percent of those over 75 experiencing a disability.

Table IV.35
Disability by Age

City of Tuscaloosa
2017 Five-Year ACS Data

Male Female Total

Age Disabled Disability Disabled Disability Disabled Disability

Population Rate Population Rate Population Rate
Under 5 0 0% 0 0% 0 0%
5to0 17 240 3.7% 146 2.4% 386 3.1%
18to 34 1,207 6.5% 976 4.9% 2,183 5.7%
35to0 64 1,889 14.1% 2,062 13.2% 3,951 13.6%
65 to 74 615 21.5% 910 26.5% 1,525 24.2%
75 or Older 845 50.4% 1,610 51.1% 2,455 50.9%
Total 4,796 10.5% 5,704 11.3% 10,500 10.9%

The number of disabilities by type, as estimated by the 2017 ACS, is shown in Table 1V.36. Some
6.5 percent have an ambulatory disability, 5.2 percent have an independent living disability, and
2.5 percent have a self-care disability.

Table IV.36
Total Disabilities Tallied: Aged 5 and Older

City of Tuscaloosa
2017 Five-Year ACS

- Population with Percent with
Dbl Thpe Disabllity Disability
Hearing disability 2,197 2.3%
Vision disability 1,963 2.0%
Cognitive disability 4,468 4.9%
Ambulatory disability 5,897 6.5%
Self-Care disability 2,299 2.5%
Independent living disability 4,050 5.2%

Housing Accessibility

Accessible housing units are located throughout the City. However, many newer housing units are
located outside city center areas. These newer housing units are more likely to have the mandatory
minimum accessibility features. As the older population is growing at a faster rate than the overall
population, the need for a