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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY
Texas Plan for Fair Housing Choice

This Executive Summary contains the major findings from two recent studies to identify barriers
to housing choice in the State of Texas:

1. The 2011 Analysis of Impediments to Fair Housing Choice—Phase 1 Hurricane Impacted
Communities; and

2. The 2012/13 Phase 2 Analysis of Impediments to Fair Housing Choice (Phase 2 Al).

This section also contains the State of Texas Fair Housing Action Plan for addressing identified
impediments.

Together, these studies and the Fair Housing Action Plan form the Texas Plan for Fair Housing
Choice.

Stakeholder and Public Participation

The Texas Plan for Fair Housing Choice provided stakeholders and residents of all types an
extensive opportunity for involvement in the study, including:

Residents.

m  Attending one of the more than 10 community meetings held throughout Texas to discuss
barriers to housing choice—193 individuals attended.

m  Participating in a statistically significant telephone survey! or online or paper survey about
housing preferences and choice and experience with housing discrimination—1,179
residents participated. The demographics of the residents who participated in the
telephone survey were representative of residents in the state overall.

Other stakeholders.

m  Participating in an online focus group relevant to their areas of expertise (e.g., affordable
housing development, barriers to persons with disabilities)—more than 1,400 comments
were received.

m  Attending one of the more than 10 community meetings held throughout Texas to discuss
barriers to housing choice—193 individuals attended.

m  Completing a paper or online stakeholder survey about housing barriers in Texas—593
stakeholders participated. These stakeholders represented a diverse set of industries and
interests.

1 Residents were selected through random digit dial
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Every effort was made to accommodate persons with limited English proficiency and special
needs. For example, the surveys were available in Spanish and English and in a format accessible
to persons with disabilities. Translators were provided at the community meetings when
requested, and the meeting locations were accessible.

The State of Fair Housing in Texas

At the core of an Al are the questions of:

1) Do residents experience discrimination or barriers that prevent them from obtaining
housing of their choice? What are the barriers?

2) Are these barriers related to whether the resident belongs to any protected class?

3) How can the state, local governments and other partners reduce or eliminate such barriers?

These questions were examined in many different ways for the Texas Al—through a review of
state laws and regulations, by analyzing resident demographics and housing market data,
through a review of complaint data and legal cases, and in an analysis of mortgage lending data.

These processes informed our assessment of the state of fair housing in Texas, which we
characterize as follows:

m  Overall, few (3%) Texas residents feel they have been discriminated against in trying to find
housing. Low income residents, residents with disabilities and racial and ethnic minorities
report slightly higher rates of housing discrimination (8%, 9% and 6%, respectively).

The rates are higher in large, metropolitan areas: 14 percent of low income residents, 16
percent of residents with a disability, and 7 percent of racial and ethnic minorities report
housing discrimination.

m  Texans report high levels of satisfaction with their housing situation and share similar
values about housing preferences, regardless of their race, ethnicity, income or disability.
They also report valuing “[living] in a neighborhood with many different types of people.”

m  Race or ethnicity is not a barrier the vast majority of residents associate with not being able
to move. Less than one percent of Texans identified race or ethnicity as a barrier to moving
within their community.

m  Mostresidents did not identify transportation as a barrier to housing choice, likely because
the vast majority of Texans have cars (97% for the state overall, 90% for low income
residents, 92% for persons with disabilities and 91% for minority populations). However,
lack of a car does disproportionately affect low income, disabled and non-White residents.
Many residents expressed strong interest in using transit, especially in rural areas; almost
50 percent say they would use public transit if available.
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The state’s deregulated approach to land use, zoning, and housing policies contribute to the
high rates of housing satisfaction and low rates of discrimination detected in the survey,
particularly for homeowners. Texas is a relatively affordable state in which to buy a home
and homeowners in the state’s most populous areas have a wide range of communities in
which to live.

The situation in Colonias is different, however, and residents in these areas face many
housing challenges associated with substandard housing conditions, poor infrastructure,
limited community amenities and lack of affordable homes to buy in the areas neighboring
Colonias.

Renters, low income residents and residents with disabilities can face barriers to mobility
and housing choice. Residents identified the two most serious housing barriers to housing
choice as 1) Finding a unit that accepts Section 8, and 2) Affordable housing being located in
unsafe or high crime areas. Some of these are barriers are economic, but not all. Fair
housing testing conducted in Texas has shown discrimination against African Americans in
rental transactions. Fair housing complaints are predominantly related to race or ethnicity-
based discrimination and discrimination based on disability.

Affordable multifamily housing can sometimes be difficult to develop in Texas because of
community resistance. The Al survey detected citizen resistance toward living near renters
and apartment complexes. Not in My Backyard syndrome or NIMBYism associated with
renters has been documented in some Texas communities but not in all: some areas have
historically welcomed multifamily housing.

In addition, Texas municipalities rely heavily on property taxes as a source of revenue. In
certain circumstances, this could incentivize communities toward zoning practices that
favor developments with higher values, all other things being equal. Yet density is a more
important factor in revenue generation: for example, a parcel of land with 100 units will
have more tax value than low density single family homes that require non-tax generating
items like public roads.

Renters who want to buy may have difficulty getting a mortgage loan and/or may be offered
aloan at a subprime rate. For the state overall, there is a small difference in the proportion
of renters of different races and ethnicity who are denied mortgage loans and this
difference may be due to creditworthiness. In many Texas counties, however, the disparity
is very significant.

Residents with disabilities are further challenged by finding housing that is accessible.
Although, most households with a disabled member said their home meets their family’s
accessibility needs, as many as one quarter million households in Texas live in housing that
does not meet those needs. These residents may also have limited choices if they need to
reside in a group home.

Texans are eager to take action when faced with discrimination, but may find fair housing
resources hard to find, especially if they live in rural areas. Many stakeholders are unaware
of programs in their communities to assist persons with disabilities and low income
individuals.
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The Plan to Affirmatively Further Fair Housing Choice in Texas

Expanding housing opportunities so that residents in every community have many housing
choices regardless of their protected class is one of the best ways to affirmatively further fair
housing. This approach is also consistent with Texas’ focus on free market solutions to housing
choice.

Although many of the actions associated with expanding housing choice are local, the State of
Texas, through the efforts of relevant state agencies, can take a leadership role in affirmatively
furthering fair housing choice and be a model for local jurisdictions. The state can also encourage
jurisdictions to promote housing choice through its allocation of federal and state funding for
housing and community development.

To that end, the state plans to implement the following Fair Housing Action Plan during the next
five years:

Phase 2 Fair Housing Action Plan

GOAL NO. 1. Create greater mobility and improve housing opportunities for low
income households and members of protected classes. Goal No. 1 addresses the
following impediment and observation:

m  IMPEDIMENT NO. 6—There are barriers to mobility and free housing choice for
protected classes.

m  OBSERVATION NO. 1—Racial and ethnic concentrations exist in many areas within Texas.

The overriding goal of the activities listed below is to expand housing choice for all Texans, but
especially those who are low income and/or are racial and ethnic minorities. Goal No. 2 is
specific to better meeting the housing and community needs of persons with disabilities.

What the state can do.

ACTION ITEM 1.1. Although the state leaves many of the powers and responsibility affecting siting
and creation of residential dwellings to units of local government, the Texas Department of
Housing and Community Affairs (TDHCA), Texas Department of Agriculture (TDA), Texas State
Affordable Housing Corporation (TSAHC) and the Texas General Land Office (GLO) can
encourage local jurisdictions to affirmatively further fair housing choice.

These agencies can engage in practices that encourage local governments to work to support
outcomes which further fair housing, including:

m  Educating municipalities, community leaders and residents about fair housing rights,
m  Requiring compliance with fair housing laws, and

m  Developing and providing education about implementation of best practices that further
fair housing choice—for example, in land use and zoning regulations (see action item 5.1)
and fair housing education and outreach.
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The state agencies should examine their individual incentives in applications for development
funding to ensure that they are consistent across agencies and align with Goal No. 1.

ACTION ITEM 1.2. This action item addresses how the state should “monitor, encourage and work
with its subrecipients and municipal governments to mitigate fair housing barriers and take
corrective actions.”2 Such efforts relate to expanding housing choice, which is the intent of

Goal 1.

The Fair Housing Activity Statement—Texas (FHAST) form that was developed as part of the
Phase 1 Al is a tool that jurisdictions receiving state and federal housing and community
development funding must use to communicate their role in affirmatively furthering fair housing
choice to the GLO and the Department of Housing and Urban Development (HUD).

The state should consider developing a simpler version of the FHAST form and require its
completion for all jurisdictional-level programs funded by Community Development Block Grant
(CDBG), Home Investment Partnerships (HOME) and the state trust fund. This form would focus
on local governments’ identification of potential barriers through a checklist of common fair
housing barriers. HUD has a general “Regulatory Barriers” checklist that could be modified for
this purpose.

The state should encourage the identification of barriers and reward communities for activities
that mitigate such barriers and promote housing choice. In addition, the state, through its
activities in action item 4.1, could serve as an advisor to local governments who seek
information on and best practices in addressing fair housing concerns.

In cases where communities have been awarded funding and then enact ordinances or practices
which cause HUD to have fair housing concerns, state agencies should ensure a method is in
place to provide corrective actions as a condition of past and future funding (similar to a HUD
voluntary compliance agreement).

ACTION ITEM 1.3. State agencies involved in housing programs and development should seek out
opportunities to partner with nonprofits and trade associations (e.g., public housing
authorities—PHAs and the Texas Apartment Association) to develop best practices in resident
mobility programs, streamlining of voucher programs and the promotion of housing choice.

Such broad based outreach will support the natural progression of ever-improving best practices
that are widely known and used and enhance the likelihood that statewide and regional National
Association of Housing and Redevelopment Officials (NAHRO) chapters, apartment association
meetings, real estate conferences and trainings, and others will be aware of these best practices
and incorporate them in their own training and outreach efforts.

ACTION ITEM 1.4. The state should reach out to local governments, TAA affiliates, community
action agencies, PHAs to ensure that an awareness of voucher programs is widely disseminated,
especially in areas and among populations that have historically underutilized voucher
assistance. The Hispanic population is one such sector, and the state should maintain open
channels of communication to identify as early as possible any significant issues that

2 This activity was advised by HUD in its May 2011 letter to TDCHA about the Phase 1 Al
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underserved population sectors are encountering, such as lack of acceptable housing supply,
especially housing that will meet the needs of larger households, or instances of discrimination.

ACTION ITEM 1.5. The state should coordinate a series of tests or audits conducted by local fair
housing providers to collect additional information on the extent and nature of discrimination in
both urban and rural areas of the state. The local fair housing organizations interviewed for this
study recommended the following types of testing:

m  Matched pair testing for discrimination in both rental and sales transactions in urban areas
(African American/White, Hispanic/White, Asian/White). The rental audit conducted in
2011 by the North Texas Fair Housing Center found strong evidence of discrimination
against African Americans and Hispanics in rental transactions.

m  Discrimination based on familial status, given the results of testing conducted by the Border
Fair Housing and Economic Justice Center in 2006 and finding of discriminatory advertising
by the Austin Tenants Council in 2009 (see legal cases in Section VI. Complaint and Legal
Analysis), as well as the rental audit testing discussed above.

Based on the findings from the Phase 2 study, fair housing testing and auditing should include:

m  Discrimination based on disability and/or in requests for reasonable accommodations,
given the large number of complaints related to disability basis.

m  Tests in areas of the state where very few or no complaints are received, as well as areas
where hate crimes are relatively high (see Section VI).

m  An examination of a sample of homeowners association covenants, codes and deed
restrictions to ensure that they are in line with current law that may intersect with
potential fair housing issues.

The findings of these tests should inform the types of education and outreach that are conducted
(see action item 4.1).

ACTION ITEM 1.6. To preserve the state’s affordable housing stock, the state should seek ways to
support local governments in taking advantage of opportunities to acquire foreclosed housing
and make the housing available for homeownership or rent. Such a program should be marketed
to persons least likely to apply.

ACTION ITEM 1.7. TDHCA should encourage PHAs, nonprofits and private housing developers to
use fair housing choice disclosure documents similar to that used in the LIHTC program. These
types of documents provide information to residents living in concentrated areas and distressed
communities about housing options in areas with greater opportunity.

ACTION ITEM 1.8. Relevant state agencies should continue and evaluate their programs to
improve conditions in Colonias. As economic conditions improve, the state may want to broaden
or modify certain programs to better meet the needs of Colonias’ residents—e.g., using self-help
grants in model subdivisions.

What local governments can do. Local governments can help the state meet Goal No. 1 by
participating in the activities recommended above and engaging in local practices to mitigate fair
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housing barriers and further fair housing choice—e.g., by providing incentives for developments
that afford housing opportunities for diverse types of residents.

Local governments can also work with local PHAs to adopt programs that encourage broad
participation in Section 8 by area landlords and expand housing options of Section 8 voucher
holders.

Local governments that receive CDBG are reminded that they must have in place affirmative
marketing programs to encourage participation in publicly-subsidized housing activities by
income-adjusted representative groups.

GOAL NO. 2. Improve housing options for persons with disabilities. Goal No. 2
addresses the following impediments:

m  [MPEDIMENT NO. 5.—Lack of accessible housing and visitability standards limits fair
housing choice for persons with disabilities.

m  IMPEDIMENT NO. 2.—Inadequate information about programs to assist persons
with disabilities.

m  IMPEDIMENT NO. 6.—There are barriers to mobility and free housing choice for
protected classes.

What the state can do. Many of the activities in Goal 1 should also expand housing opportunities
for persons with disabilities. For example, the state should also encourage local governments to
include accessibility improvements as part of their programs funded under CDBG and HOME.
The state agencies should share the benefits and success of their model of building visitable and
accessible homes.3 . Finally, testing should include tests to detect discrimination based on
disability.

In addition to the Goal 1 action items that pertain to persons with disabilities, it is recommended
that the state do the following:

ACTION ITEM 2.1. A comprehensive assessment of the needs of persons with disabilities—as well
as a quantification of the need for accessible housing—was beyond the scope of the Phase 2 Al It
is acknowledged that such information is needed, however, in order for the state and local
governments to more effectively address the housing needs of persons with disabilities.

To this end, the state should work with stakeholders who are knowledgeable about the housing
needs of persons with disabilities to better understand their various housing and community
development challenges. State agencies should use this information to incentivize local
approaches to meeting such needs (see action item 1.1), in addition to providing the information
to local governments.

3 “Accessible” and “visitable” have different meanings when applied to residential development. Accessible generally refers
to housing that has modifications to accommodate persons with physical disabilities such as kitchen countertops that can
be reached by a resident in a wheelchair. Visitable housing is housing that can be easily adapted to be made accessible and
which is “visitable” by persons with physical disabilities. A zero-step entry is a common feature of visitable housing.
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ACTION ITEM 2.2 (also 5.2). As part of its educational and outreach efforts to promote best
practices in fair housing, the state should include information about group home requirements.
For example, group housing for protected classes should be treated as residential uses and such
homes should be allowed in a broad range of zone districts. Regulations that cast group homes as
commercial use and/or require special permits or public disclosure that the homes will serve
persons with disabilities should be avoided.

ACTION ITEM 2.3. As part of its best practices in fair housing efforts, the state should educate
stakeholders, local government officials, planners and Councils of Government (COGs) on the
benefits of universal design and “visitable” housing. Such educational efforts should be part of
the fair housing educational and outreach activities in Goal No. 4.

State agencies involved in this effort may want to look to the Kansas State University and City of
Albuquerque, both of which have been proactive in studying and promoting the benefits of
universal design (e.g., Albuquerque has sponsored an accessible Parade of Homes; Kansas State
has a universal design facility, see https://www.ksu.edu/humec/atid /UDE /).

What local governments can do. Local governments can apply action items 2.1, 2.2 and 2.3 at
the jurisdictional level. For example, local governments can:

m  Conduct an assessment of the need for affordable, accessible housing serving persons with
disabilities;

m  Review their zoning and land use ordinances for language that treats small group homes as
commercial and industrial use;

m  Build universal design concepts into their planning goals and articulate these to local
developers.

GOAL NO. 3. Work to reduce Not in My Backyard syndrome (NIMBYism).

Goal No. 3 addresses Impediment No. 1.—Not in My Backyard syndrome creates barriers to
housing choice for protected classes in some communities.

What the state can do.

ACTION ITEM 3.1. The state legislature should implement the Sunset Advisory Commission’s
recommended changes to the Low Income Housing Tax Credit (LIHTC) scoring to de-emphasize
community letters of support in LIHTC scoring.* This action item would require a legislative
change.

Specifically,
1. Replace neighborhood organization letters with voted resolutions from local city council

or county commissioners courts as a principal tax credit scoring item, but continue to
consider neighborhood organization letters as a lesser scoring item.

4 Itis important to note that this requirement is part of state law, which prescribes and prioritizes the top ten criteria used
in LIHTC evaluations. TDHCA itself did not establish and cannot change the LIHTC scoring mechanism.
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2. Eliminate the requirement for letters of support from state senators and representatives.

Update: Soon after this Action item was developed the 83rd Texas Legislature adopted the
TDHCA Sunset Bill, HB 3361. It takes effect September 1, 2013. As enacted this law provides for
local resolutions by city councils or county commissioners courts as the second highest scoring
item (right after financial feasibility), moves neighborhood organization letters from the number
two item to the number ten item, and provides for letters from state representatives (but not
senators) as the number eleven item. The previous law was for letters from senators or
representatives to be the number six item.

ACTION ITEM 3.2. The state should work with local fair housing education and enforcement
organizations to develop and publicize a uniform set of materials to make available to
jurisdictions. The state could assist with printing and circulation of the materials.
Implementation of this action item may depend on appropriation of sufficient reserves.

Examples are:

m  Atoolkit that local jurisdictions can use to mitigate community opposition to affordable
housing. The Housing Alliance of Pennsylvania has a good model of what such a toolkit
might look like.5 This toolkit should contain a mechanism for how local governments can
detect if NIMBYism is rooted in racial or ethnic segregation.

m  Publications like “Ten Ways to Fight Hate” from the Southern Poverty Law Center, which
gives examples of community activities that can discourage hate-based activities.

m  [nformation on the fair housing rights of persons with disabilities such as “What Fair
Housing Means for People with Disabilities” from the Bazelon Center for Mental Health Law.

ACTION ITEM 3.3. The state could also provide educational resources to local governments to help
them ensure that they are utilizing their responsibilities under the new number two item for
scoring of competitive tax credit applications in a manner that aligns with the requirements and
objectives of fair housing laws. . The state could also dedicate a target number of staff hours
each quarter or year to such technical assistance.

What local governments can do. Local governments should develop planning and housing goals
(e.g., through General or Comprehensive Plans) that express their vision for housing
development, ideally which allows for a diverse range of housing types (high-end single family
housing, moderately-priced single family housing, duplexes, luxury and affordable multifamily
housing). The vision should be developed with a balanced input from residents. Once
established, the vision should firmly guide development approval—i.e,, if a parcel is zoned for
multifamily development and meets city requirements for design and construction, the
development should be approved, whether market rate or affordable.

Local governments can also develop anti-NIMBYism or pro-diversity plans and activities, similar
to those recently implemented by Nacogdoches and Orange (see pages 7 and 8 of Appendix E).

5 http://www.fhcsp.com/Links/toolkit.pdf
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GOAL NO. 4. Improve knowledge of fair housing laws statewide. This goal addresses
the following impediments:

IMPEDIMENT NO. 2—There is inadequate information available to local governments,
stakeholders and the public about fair housing requirements and programs to assist
persons with disabilities and low income residents.

IMPEDIMENT NO. 3—The public is not sufficiently aware of how to obtain assistance
necessary to protect fair housing rights.

What the state can do. The completion of this Phase 2 Al presents an opportunity for the state
to implement new fair housing education and outreach activities. Texas lacks a statewide
comprehensive and formal approach to educate stakeholders and residents about fair housing
laws and resources. This goal addresses that need.

ACTION ITEM 4.1. TDHCA should assume a leadership role to provide local governments
information about how to mitigate fair housing barriers and affirmatively further fair housing
choice. Recommended activities include:

TDHCA should publish a biannual or quarterly brief that provides local governments
information on federal and state fair housing laws, perhaps one topical area per issue (e.g.,
reasonable accommodations requirements). The brief should also discuss the outcomes of
high profile lawsuits involving local government policies and practices. These should focus
on cases in Texas and the southern U.S. but should also include landmark national or
regional cases (e.g., recent fair housing related lawsuits in Westchester County, New York
and Boise County, Idaho). Information about design and construction standards and
reasonable accommodations is also important to include given the high proportion of
complaints and legal cases related to disability. Finally, the publication should report trends
in fair housing complaints at the state and national levels, using public data from Texas
Workforce Commission (TWC) and HUD.

TDHCA should work with TWC to enhance its fair housing webpage. The page should
contain information for residents, units of local government, landlords, real estate
professionals and property managers.¢ Residents should find easy-to-understand
information about their fair housing rights and how to file a fair housing complaint. The
portion of the website targeted at stakeholders should contain more technical information
about fair housing, including the best practices in zoning and land use (see Action Item 5.1),
electronic versions of the fair housing brief, a calendar of fair housing events and links to
HUD'’s fair housing web pages as well as the Fair Housing Accessibility First
(http://www.fairhousingfirst.org/) website.

TDHCA and TDA should work with trade associations to develop a process for improving
homeowner associations’ (“HOAs”) understanding of and compliance with fair housing
laws. This might include development of a checklist that local planners can use in reviewing

6

TDHCA should contact trade groups (e.g., Apartment Association) to help with developing such materials because such
groups may already offer online fair housing training and materials.
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HOA covenants and restrictions. This information should also include examples of fair
housing infractions and case studies involving HOAs.

m  The state may want to consider (and encourage, especially in more urban areas) more
innovative and creative approaches to marketing fair housing knowledge using social
media, educational institutions and arts organizations. For example,

» A theater company in the Twin Cities developed a short theater program acting
out incidences of discrimination which was performed in churches and
synagogues.

» Planner and activist Connie Chung has developed a set of flash cards containing
tenants’ rights in New York City.

» The State of Nevada has sponsored a fair housing drawing contest in local
schools where the artists of award-winning drawings are treated to a ceremony
and evening out in Las Vegas.

Such activities should be piloted in a few areas; after 6 months residents should be surveyed
informally about the activities to see if they have any effect.

TDHCA and TDA should also promote best practices in local zoning and land use regulations (see
Action Item No. 5.1).

ACTION ITEM 4.2. TDHCA and TDA should develop a fair housing resource list for distribution to
all relevant state agencies (those with housing, human services and similar roles) and Councils of
Governments (“COGs”).

State agencies and COGs should assign persons knowledgeable about fair housing to attend
statewide and regional fair housing training and workshops. COG representatives could receive
training to conduct workshops and make presentations to local governments, residents and
stakeholders in their regions.

What local governments can do.

m  Alllocal governments should include fair housing information on their websites. At a
minimum, this should include links to HUD and TWC websites for filing complaints, the Fair
Housing Accessibility First website and the TDHCA fair housing website mentioned above.
The information should be provided in English and Spanish.

m  Local governments and regional planning groups and associations (e.g., COGs), should have
a point person who serves as a fair housing contact person, is responsible for staying
abreast of fair housing issues and knows where to refer residents who have fair housing
questions. This person does not need to be a fair housing expert and would not offer
counsel to residents; instead, this person would act in a referral capacity.

m  Local governments and COGs should be cognizant of the potential fair housing violations
inherent in HOAs’ and small landlords’ lack of or misunderstanding of fair housing laws.
They may want to sponsor annual regional trainings to educate HOA board members and
small landlords on their fair housing responsibilities. A good example of such training can
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be found in the practice of Arapahoe and Douglas Counties, Colorado, affluent suburbs of
Denver (see agenda topics on landlord/tenant relationship and HOAs):
http://www.douglas.co.us/fairhousingforum

What others can do. Other state agencies and HUD could assist in dissemination of fair housing
information and regional trends made available by local fair housing enforcement organizations.
For example, fair housing organizations could make presentations at HUD all grantee meetings
and conferences sponsored by state agencies.

GOAL NO. 5. Promote and adopt best practices in local zoning and land use
regulations to reduce barriers for development of affordable and special needs
housing. Goal No. 5 addresses Observation No. 4—Some state and local zoning and land use
regulations and housing policies may impede free housing choice and fail to affirmatively further
fair housing.

It is noted that the Phase 2 Al found very few concerns related to state regulations that govern
zoning and land use practices. The review concluded that Texas has put in place numerous
statutes that reflect the language of the Federal Fair Housing Act, Americans with Disabilities Act
or the Uniform Relocation Act which can mitigate potential discrimination in the sale or rental of
housing and encourage the provision of reasonable accommodations and accessible housing.

Yet, some fair housing barriers, which can be common in local government regulations, are not
specifically prohibited by state law. In these cases, the Texas statutes enable its cities and
counties to take actions that could influence the housing choices available to FFHA-protected
individuals within the state—but they do not cause such actions.

The most significant of these involves group homes: State law does not specifically define group
homes as a residential use, which can be an effective way to communicate to and remind local
governments that group homes should be allowed in at least one residential district to comply
with federal fair housing law.

In addition, HB216 appears to have prompted local governments to enact strict standards for
boarding homes which, in practice, could create fair housing barriers for persons with
disabilities.

To this end, following recommendations are offered as Goal 5 action items:

What the state can do.

ACTION ITEM 5.1. The conclusion of Section V. Regulatory Review contains a list of local best
practices that mitigate fair housing barriers and promote housing choice. As opportunities arise,
the state should encourage local jurisdictions to employ these regulations, policies and/or
practices. For example, the state could develop “best practices in land use and zoning to further
fair housing choice” materials to circulate to COGs and through planning organizations and trade
groups. The state should also include presentations and discussions about best practices in
upcoming housing and community development conferences. This information should be
particular to Texas communities, where possible, and include case studies.
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Conversely, the state should develop and follow criteria to foster local efforts to move beyond
exclusionary practices and embrace best practices.

Best practices in land use and zoning regulations should include:

A definition of family that includes unrelated persons living together in residential settings.
The inclusion of at least one zone district that allows for small lot single family dwellings.
Reasonable lot width and size requirements of residential dwellings.

The inclusion of zone districts or overlays that allow the construction of multifamily homes
by right. Enough land should be included in such districts/overlays to allow diversity of
housing stock through multifamily development.

Allowance of manufactured homes meeting HUD safety standards in at least one residential
district.

Avoidance of minimum house or dwelling unit sizes.

Clarification that group housing for protected classes is treated as residential uses and
allowance of such homes in a broad range of zone districts. Avoidance of regulations that
cast group homes as commercial use and/or require special permits or public disclosure
that the homes will serve persons with disabilities.

Incentives for diverse housing stock development such as density, reduced parking
requirements, fee waivers or reductions, allowance for accessory dwelling units and public
land donations or set asides for housing that accommodates low income and special needs
populations.

What local governments can do.

Local jurisdictions should review the best practices for affirmatively furthering fair housing
choice and adopt them. Of these best practices, it is most important to define group housing
as residential use and allow group homes with residential character as this practice directly
impacts a protected class covered under the FFHA.

Jurisdictions receiving block grant funds directly should examine the potential barriers
caused by their land use laws and practices in more depth during their Al updates and as
part of annual certification of affirmatively furthering fair housing choice. This might also
address some of the inadequacies in local Als.

As discussed in Section V. Regulatory Review, the recent adoption of Chapter 260 of the
Texas Health and Safety Code, which requires a permit procedure for boarding homes in
some circumstances, could allow local jurisdictions to make it difficult to obtain a permit for
a boarding home in residential zone districts. Because the elderly and the disabled (i.e. the
groups identified in the Texas definition of “boarding house”), are FFHA-protected groups,
Chapter 260 could restrict housing choice for those groups in counties enacting strict
boarding house standards.
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m  Many local jurisdictions have adopted boarding home standards as allowed by Chapter 260;
these standards have yet to be tested under fair housing laws. Jurisdictions should review
their laws and the practices of regulating boarding homes in the context of fair housing.
Jurisdictions should also consider the following activities which could mitigate fair housing
concerns caused by the new ordinances:

»  Grandfathering in current facilities that need time to meet the new standards (as long
as the health and safety of residents is not compromised);

»  Allocating block grant funds towards helping existing facilities conform to the new
standards.

GOAL NO. 6. Improve consumer knowledge of mortgage loan options and
consumer credit, monitor new loan disparity and pricing data and reduce the rate
of unbanked residents.” This goal addresses Impediment No. 4.— Protected classes may
experience discrimination in home mortgage loan denials and high cost loans.

Section VII. Lending Analysis revealed disparities in home mortgage denials and high cost loans
among applicants of varying races and ethnicity. Because the Home Mortgage Disclosure Act
(HMDA) data available for the analysis do not contain a measure of consumer creditworthiness,
the reasons for the disparities are unclear. However, new requirements for HMDA data
collection and reporting will offer additional information that can be analyzed in the future to
better identify fair lending concerns.

What the state can do. The Phase 1 Al contains many action items related to improving the
frequency and availability of fair housing training for real estate professionals and residents
participating in homebuyer classes. The findings from the lending analysis in Phase 2—
particularly that the state has the sixth highest rate of subprime loans and one of the highest
rates of “unbanked” residents in the U.S.—reinforce the need for education and training about
mortgage loan products and consumer credit.

To this end, in addition to the action steps related to training in the Phase 1 Al, the following
action items to improve access and promotion of smart lending and banking practices are
recommended:

ACTION ITEM 6.1. TDHCA and Texas agencies that regulate and provide information about
consumer credit should use the county-level data in Section VII. Lending Analysis (see Figures
VII-9 through VII-11), as relevant in educational materials, trainings, meetings with lending
professionals and, as appropriate, regulatory activities, particularly in areas where loan denials,
lending disparities and high cost loans are the highest.

Relevant state agencies should incorporate the data into local workshops and presentations to
Texas jurisdictions to better their understanding of lending disparities and subprime loans
prevalence in their area.

7 “Unbankded” residents are those without a deposit account in an insured financial institution.
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GLO may want to incorporate local analysis of the HMDA data into the FHAST form requirement.

ACTION ITEM 6.2 TDHCA and relevant Texas agencies should improve the information available
to consumers about credit on their websites. This information should include how to shop for a
mortgage loan, discussion of high cost loans, red flags in lending practices, whom to contact
about concerns, the costs of payday loans and how “unbanked” residents can become bankable.
This information should be offered in Spanish and English. For a good example of a website that
addresses these many topics and is easy for the public to navigate and understand, see
http://www.consumerfinance.gov/askcfpb/.

Some state agency websites currently contain some of this information; however it is located in
many places, can be difficult to find and is not always offered in languages other than English.
For example, on http://www.banking.state.tx.us/dss/fe.htm, programs to assist the unbanked
appear at the very end.

ACTION ITEM 6.3. As new HMDA data are released, the state may want to analyze and monitor the
data for lending concerns, alert federal and state regulators to such concerns and inform local
jurisdictions about areas that appear at risk for predatory and high cost loans.

ACTION ITEM 6.4. The state should bolster current programs and explore new programs to lower
the rate of “unbanked” residents. Programs offered by credit unions and banks offering
alternative financing arrangements (e.g., check cashing services attached to traditional financial
institutions which can help move consumers into traditional banking relationships) might be a
solution to reducing the unbanked population in Texas.

A recent paper by the FDIC about unbanked households should guide this effort.8 The paper
finds that young households are most likely to be unbanked and to use alternative financing
sources. The paper also suggests that broadened financial education efforts for children and
young adults could increase the proportion of adults with longer lasting, formal banking
relationships.

ACTION ITEM 6.5. The review of banking laws in Section VII. Lending Analysis found two areas for
consideration that could improve consumer information about lending and associated insurance.

The first is in the regulations governing financial institutions’ offerings of credit life insurance.
The state requires a disclosure about credit life insurance offered through mortgage loans, but
not in insurance offered on property-secured consumer loans. Although credit life insurance
policies are generally considered most problematic when they are offered as a single-premium
payment (typically financed as part of a mortgage loan), some consumer advocates feel that even
monthly premiums are an issue. Much like a mortgage loan, consumers are advised to get pricing
from a number of insurance providers before deciding on a policy. It would be prudent for the
state to require a credit life insurance disclosure on property-secured consumer loans similar to
that required on home loans.

The state should also consider requiring that consumer information related to property
insurance be provided in Spanish. This is currently a requirement for automobile insurance.
Requiring the same of property insurance would be a proactive step in helping the state’s

8 http://www.fdic.gov/householdsurvey/
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residents with limited English better understand the reasons for and provisions of carrying
homeowners’ and renters’ insurance.

What local governments can do. Local governments have a vested interest in the above action
items. All jurisdictions want to create opportunities for homeownership, ensure that residents
having access to the capital they need to make home improvements, reduce the number of loans
that can lead to foreclosures and make secure banking opportunities available to residents.

Local governments can play an important part in providing opportunities for TDHCA and
regulatory agencies to speak at conferences and distribute educational materials about smart
lending and banking practices. In smaller communities, community leaders can work with local
banks to explore creative programs for the unbanked and residents who have poor credit. All
local governments should make available the information on lending disparities in their area at
Chamber of Commerce and trade association meetings.

PAGE 16, EXECUTIVE SUMMARY STATE OF TEXAS PLAN FOR FAIR HOUSING CHOICE —PHASE 2



SECTION 1.

Demographics



SECTION I.
Demographics

An important starting point for the Analysis of Impediments to Fair Housing Choice (Al) is a review
of demographic and economic conditions. Household economics are a major factor in housing
choice. Demographics are also very important. For example, seniors with mobility limitations and
persons with physical disabilities may need housing with close access to health care, services and
public transit.

Purposes of this section. This section has two primary purposes: 1) To provide an overview of
the demographic characteristics of Texas residents that influence housing choice; and 2) To provide
information on concentrations by race, ethnicity and poverty. An analysis of “minority impacted”
areas is a Department of Housing and Urban Development (HUD) requirement of Als.

It should be noted that 2010 data from the Census Bureau had not been released at the time the
Phase 1 Al was drafted. As a result, the following demographic analysis is an update to the Phase 1
Al The general demographic trends from Phase 1 Al are consistent with this Phase 2 analysis.

Organization and data sources. The section begins with an overview of the state as a whole
followed by regional profiles which include county-level data. The primary data sources for this
section are the 2010 Decennial Census, the U.S. Census Bureau’s 2010 one-year American
Community Survey (2010 ACS) and the U.S. Census Bureau’s 2006-2010 five-year American
Community Survey (2006-2010 ACS). Within the state summary, data for urban! and rural? areas
are reported separately where relevant and available.

Minority impacted area definition. This section uses HUD’s definition of minority impacted
areas for the racial and ethnic concentration analysis:3

B A “minority area” (also known as a racially/ethnically-impacted area) is any neighborhood or
Census tract in which: 1) The percentage of households in a particular racial or ethnic minority
group is at least 20 percentage points higher than the percentage of that minority group for
the housing market areas; 2) The total percentage of minority persons is at least 20
percentage points higher than the total percentage of all minorities in the housing market
areas as a whole; or 3) If a metropolitan area, the total percentage of minority persons exceeds
50 percent of its population.

B A “non-minority area” is a neighborhood or Census tract with a greater than 90 percent
non-minority population.

1 Urban areas are defined by the Census all territory, population, and housing units located within urbanized areas (UAs) and urban
clusters (UCs). An urbanized area consists of densely developed territory that contains 50,000 or more people and an urban
cluster consists of densely developed territory that has at least 2,500 people but fewer than 50,000 people.

Rural areas are defined by the Census U.S. Bureau as all territory, population, and housing units located outside UAs and UCs.
The source of this definition can be found in many of HUD’s Notices of Funding Availability (NOFAs).
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B A “mixed area” is a neighborhood or Census tract that is not a non-minority or minority area.

B The “housing market area” is the region where it is likely that renters and purchasers would
be drawn for a particular housing project. Generally the housing market area is the county.

Racially concentrated areas of poverty. This section also identifies “racially concentrated areas of
poverty” for each region, or racially concentrated areas of poverty. Racially concentrated areas of
poverty are Census tracts that have family poverty rates exceeding 40 percent and have more than
50 percent minority concentration. Racially concentrated areas of poverty are used to pinpoint
areas of need in HUD’s new Sustainable Communities planning initiative.

Regions and Map

Figure I-1 displays the 13 Texas Comptroller of Public Accounts’ regions and the counties they contain.

Figure I-1.
State of Texas Regional Map
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State Summary

Population growth. The population of Texas grew by 21 percent (4.3 million residents) between
2000 and 2010—twice the rate of the U.S. as a whole (10%). Comparing population levels between
the 2000 and 2010 Census shows that growth was higher in urban areas (24%) than in rural areas
(5%). The vast majority of residents—83 percent—Ilive in urban areas, according to the 2010 ACS.
Fort Worth experienced the most growth of the six major cities in Texas with a 39 percent increase;
Dallas had the lowest growth at 1 percent.

The Census’ 2011 population estimates, released in June 2012, showed that Texas contained eight
of the 15 fastest-growing cities in the nation. These eight cities included Round Rock, Austin, Plano,
McKinney, Frisco, Denton, McAllen and Carrollton—all with annual growth rates at or exceeding 3
percent.

Race and ethnicity. Figure I-2 displays population growth by race and ethnicity for the state of
Texas. It should be noted that the U.S. Census Bureau treats race and ethnicity separately: the
Bureau does not classify Hispanic/Latino as a race, but rather as an identification of ethnicity. The
racial categories reported by the Census are: “American Indian and Alaska Native, Asian, Black or
African American, Native Hawaiian and Other Pacific Islander, White, Some Other Race and Two or
More Races.”* In general, minority populations grew much faster than non-Hispanic Whites, whose
population only increased by 4 percent.

Figure I-2.
Population Growth by Race and Ethnicity, State of Texas, 2000 to 2010

Percent
2000 2000 2010 2010 Change
Number Percent Number Percent 2000-2010
Total population 20,851,820 100% 25,145,561 100% 21%
American Indian and Alaska Native 118,362 1% 170,972 1% 44%
Asian 562,319 3% 964,596 4% 72%
Black or African American 2,404,566 12% 2,979,598 12% 24%
Native Hawaiian and Other Pacific Islander 14,434 0% 21,656 0% 50%
White 14,799,505 71% 17,701,552 70% 20%
Some Other Race 2,438,001 12% 2,628,186 10% 8%
Two or More Races 514,633 2% 679,001 3% 32%
Hispanic or Latino (of any race) 6,669,666 32% 9,460,921 38% 42%
Not Hispanic or Latino 14,182,154 68% 15,684,640 62% 11%
Non-Hispanic White 10,933,313 52% 11,397,345 45% 1%

Note: Census data on race and ethnic identification vary with how people choose to identify themselves. The U.S. Census Bureau treats race and ethnicity
separately: the Bureau does not classify Hispanic/Latino as a race, but rather as an identification of origin and ethnicity. The 2010 Census changed
the race question slightly, which may have encouraged respondents to check more than one racial category. In addition, Hispanics/Latinos, who
often did not designate a race in 2000 and were classified as “some other race,” were more likely to designate their race as “White” in 2010.

Source: 2000 and 2010 Census.

4 The Some Other Race option is the category self-identified by respondents when they do not feel they identify with the other
racial options on the Census questionnaire.
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Although there was almost no change in the state’s racial distribution, the proportion of residents
that are Hispanic or Latino increased from 32 percent to 38 percent. The proportion of residents
that are non-Hispanic White fell from a slight majority (52%) to 45 percent.

This trend is projected to continue through 2040, as demonstrated by Figure I-3. According to the
Texas State Data Center, the state’s Hispanic or Latino population is expected to double between
2010 and 2040, compared to a 1 percent growth projection for non-Hispanic Whites.

Figure I-3.
Population Projections by Race and Ethnicity, State of Texas, 2020 and 2040

2010 2020 2040 Percent Change
Actual Projected Projected 2010-2040
Total population 25,145,561 28,005,740 35,761,165 42%
Black or African American 2,979,598 3,052,417 3,403,163 14%
Hispanic or Latino 9,460,921 11,882,980 18,804,311 99%
Non-Hispanic White 11,397,345 11,796,448 11,525,089 1%
Other Minority 1,307,697 1,273,895 2,028,602 55%

Note: As recommended by the Office of the State Demographer, the 2020 and 2040 projections are based on the 0.5 projection scenario, which is an
approximate average of a net zero migration model and a high growth model derived from state growth patterns between 1990 and 2000.

Source: Texas State Data Center.

Racial and ethnic concentration maps by Census tract are included in each regional profile.

Comparison with national diversity. A September 2012 paper about racial and ethnic diversity in
America in 20105 estimates the “mean racial-ethnic composition” of places of various sizes for the
United States. For large places—those with more than 500,000—the breakdown of persons by race
and ethnicity is 42 percent White, 25 percent Hispanic, 23 percent African American, 8 percent
Asian and 3 percent other races and ethnicities. This is similar to the racial and ethnic composition
of the state’s most metropolitan counties. Dallas County, for example, is 54 percent White, 38
percent Hispanic, 22 percent African American and 5 percent Asian. Harris County (location of
Houston) is 57 percent White, 41 percent Hispanic, 19 percent African American and 6 percent
Asian. Texas also contains two of the “least diverse” small places in the United States: Laredo and
the McAllen-Edinberg-Mission area, both with very high Hispanic populations (96 and 91 percent
respectively).

The paper also examines the characteristics of places with high diversity. The variables most highly
correlated with diversity include location (coastal or Southern border); many foreign-born
residents; abundant rental housing; and high government and/or military employment.

5 “Racial and Ethnic Diversity Goes Local: Charting Change in American Communities Over Three Decades,” Barrett A. Lee, John
Iceland, Gregory Sharp, Department of Sociology and Population Research Institute, The Pennsylvania State University.
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Age. As is the case in many states, the population of Texas is aging. In 2000 the median age was
32.3; by 2010 it had increased to 33.6. The percentage growth of residents aged 55 and older
outpaced that of young children (under five years) two to one. Rural areas experienced the
strongest growth in young children and 55 to 65 year olds, whereas urban area growth in young
children was very low and senior growth was moderate. The fastest growing age cohort in Texas as
a whole and across all races/ethnicities was residents aged 55 to 65. Figure 1-4 demonstrates these
results.

Figure I-4.
Population Growth by Age, State of Texas, 2000 to 2010

Percent
Growth

Percent
Growth of
Young Children
(under 5)

Percent
Growth of
Seniors (65+)

Percent
Growth of
Population

People aged
55 to 65

Total Population

Urban Population

Rural Population

By Race/Ethnicity

Black or African American
Hispanic

Non-Hispanic White

21%

12%

64%

24%

42%

4%

19%

7%

85%

18%

37%

-5%

63%

58%

83%

88%

93%

47%

26%

20%

50%

25%

54%

17%

Source:

2000 and 2010 Census and 2010 ACS.

Figure I-5 shows the population’s anticipated aging according to the demographers located at the
University of Texas at San Antonio. This table demonstrates that the percentage of the population
who is over 65 years old will increase in raw numbers within the age category and as a percentage
of the population as a whole. The 2040 data assumes rates of net migration equal to one-half of
1990-2000 (0.5 scenario) and is neither the least nor the most conservative estimate by the

demographers.

Figure I-5.

Age by Age Group and Race/Ethnicity, State of Texas, 2000 and 2040

Non- Non- Black/ Black/

Hispanic  Hispanic African African
White White American American Hispanic  Hispanic Total Total
Age Group 2000 2040 2000 2040 2000 2040 2000 2040
Younger than 18 23.0% 17.2% 31.7% 19.8% 35.8% 26.0% 26.1% 15.5% 28.2% 22.0%
18to 24 8.8% 7.6% 11.2% 9.2% 13.2% 10.1% 11.2% 6.5% 10.6% 9.0%
25to 44 30.1% 23.9% 32.1% 27.6% 31.8% 29.4% 37.7% 24.2% 31.1% 27.1%
45 to 64 24.4% 25.4% 17.7% 26.8% 14.0% 22.3% 20.1% 25.5% 20.2% 23.9%
65 or Older 13.7% 25.9% 7.3% 16.6% 5.2% 12.2% 4.9% 28.3% 9.9% 18.0%
Median 38.0% 46.0% 29.6% 40.4% 25.5% 34.2% 31.1% 47.9% 32.3% 38.8%

Source:

Phase 1 State of Texas Analysis of Impediments to Fair Housing.
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Household composition. In 2010, approximately 39 percent of all Texas households were
families with children. Of these 3.4 million households with children, 67 percent were husband-
wife families and 33 percent were single parent households. In urban areas, 38 percent of families
with children were single parent households, compared with 25 percent in rural areas. Figure [-6
displays the state’s 2010 household composition.

Figure I-6.
Household Composition, State of Texas, 2010

Family Household Non-Family Household
6.2 Million — 70% 2.7 Million — 30%

Husband-Wife Family Single Head of Household
4.5 Million — 51% 1.7 Million —193%

Male Householder, Female Householder,
No Wife No Husband
467,000 — 5% 1.3 Million — 14%

With Children Without Children
2.3 Million — 263 2.2 Million — 25%

With Children Without Children With Children Without Children
273,000 — 3% 194,000 — 2% B63,000 — 10% 392,000 — 4%

Note: Numbers are rounded to nearest thousand or hundred thousand.
Source: 2010 Census.

Single parent households—especially those with single mothers—have some of the highest rates of
poverty in most communities. As such, they generally have greater needs for social services (child
care, transportation) and affordable housing. Familial status is also a protected class under fair
housing law and, in some communities, one of the most common reasons for fair housing
complaints. Single parent households may therefore be vulnerable to fair housing discrimination
and often have fewer choices in the housing market because of their lower income levels.
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Disability. The 2000 Census reported that 19 percent of Texas residents had a disability. By 2010,
the percentage of residents with a disability had dropped to 12 percent. Disabilities were slightly
more common in rural areas (13% of the population reported a disability) than in urban areas
(11%). As demonstrated by Figure I-7, seniors are much more likely to have a disability than non-
seniors.

Figure I-7.
Disability by Type and Age, State of Texas, 2010
Non-Seniors (under 65) [ Seniors (65 years and older)
100%
40%
30% —
20% —
N I . . I
0% T T T T . T T
~ With an With a self- With an With a With a With a Overall
independent care ambulatory cognitive vision hearing
d‘fhf\‘“n?t difficulty difficulty difficulty difficulty difficulty
ifficulty

Note: Respondents may have select more than one type of disability.
Source: 2010 ACS.

Persons with disabilities are typically more vulnerable to housing discrimination than others
selected, often due to lack of knowledge about reasonable accommodation provisions in fair
housing laws. Additionally, persons with disabilities face challenges finding housing that is
affordable, accessible and located near transit and supportive services. According to the Phase 1 Al,
a 2009 survey found that 14 percent of Texans age 60 and older reported that their homes’
doorways, hallways, kitchen, bathrooms and closets needed substantial modification to make it
easier to get around inside. Thirty-eight percent of older Texans did not know where to go for help
in making these types of improvements.¢

6 Analysis of Impediments to Fair Housing, Phase I Hurricane Impacted Communities, March 2011, page 20. Survey is the Aging
Texas Well Indicators Survey Report for 2009.
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Income. The median household income of Texans was $48,615 in 2010, slightly lower than the
national median of $50,046. Median household income in Texas has increased since 1999 in actual,
but not real, dollars: After adjusting for inflation Texas residents lost purchasing power during the
past decade.

Figure 1-8 displays the 2010 income distribution for Texas. One quarter of all households in Texas
earn less than $25,000 per year. This figure is higher for urban areas (27%) and lower for rural
areas (20%). The median income of households in rural areas ($57,247) is significantly higher than
in urban areas ($46,013).

Figure I-8.
Household Income, State of Texas, 2010
State of Texas  State of Texas Urban Areas Rural Areas
Household Income Number Percent Percent Percent
Less than $25,000 2,226,589 25%
$25,000 to $49,999 2,235,231 26% 26% 24%
$50,000 to $99,999 2,588,702 30% 29% 33%
$100,000 to $149,999 1,003,440 11% 11% 14%
$100,000 or more 684,702 8% 7% 9%
State of Texas Urban Areas Rural Areas
Median Household Income $48,615 $46,013 $57,247

Source: 2010 ACS.

Employment. Since 2007, the unemployment rate in Texas has stayed comfortably below the
national average. Preliminary estimates for April, 2012 show seasonally adjusted unemployment
rate at 6.9 percent for Texas and 8.1 percent for the U.S.

Figure I-9.
Unemployment Rate, United States and State of Texas, 2000-2011

== Texas RRLST
10.0

9.0 1 . A
8.0
7.0
6.0 4
5.0

4.0
3.0

Unemployment Rate

2.0
1.0

0.0 T \ T \ T T T T T T
2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011

Source: Bureau of Labor Statistics.
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The largest job sector in the State of Texas is Trade, Transportation and Utilities which supports 2.1
million jobs statewide, or 20 percent of total nonfarm employment. The next largest employment
sectors include Government (17% of nonfarm jobs), Education and Health Services (14%) and
Professional and Business Services (13%).

Flgure I-10. Trade, Transportation and Utilities 20%
Nonfarm

Employment, Government

State of Texas, Education and Health Services

March 2012

Professional and Business Services
Leisure & Hospitality

Source:
Manufacturing

Bureau of Labor Statistics.
Financial Activities

Construction

Other Services

Mining and Logging

Information

T T T T T
0% 5% 10% 15% 20% 25% 100%

Poverty. The Census Bureau uses the federal government’s official poverty definition. The Social
Security Administration (SSA) developed the original poverty definition in 1964, which federal
interagency committees subsequently revised in 1969 and 1980. The Office of Management and
Budget’s (OMB’s) Directive 14 prescribes this definition as the official poverty measure for federal
agencies to use in their statistical work.

To determine a person’s poverty status, one compares the person’s total family income with the
poverty threshold appropriate for that person’s family size and composition. If the total income of
that person’s family is less than the threshold appropriate for that family, then the person is
considered poor, together with every member of his or her family. If a person is not living with
anyone related by birth, marriage or adoption, then the person’s own income is compared with the
poverty threshold. The same procedure applies for calculating households in poverty. In 2010, the
poverty threshold for a family of four was $22,314 and the poverty threshold for a single
householder was $11,139.

Between 2000 and 2010 the poverty rate in Texas rose from 15 percent to 18 percent. Poverty was
highest in urban areas—20 percent, compared to 12 percent in rural areas. As noted in the Phase 1
Al, poverty is particularly acute in the Colonias, and is exacerbated by lack of public infrastructure
and decent housing.
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Figure I-11.
Poverty, State of Texas, 2010

Persons Living Poverty
in Poverty Rate
Overall 4,414,481 18%
Poverty by Age
Children under 5 1,904,291 29%
Seniors (over 65) 271,819 11%

Poverty by Race/Ethnicity

American Indian and Alaska Native 28,908 23%
Asian 120,914 13%
Black or African American 701,992 25%
White 2,931,319 16%
Hispanic or Latino 2,503,325 27%
Non-Hispanic White 1,034,109 9%

Poverty by Disability

Total population with a disability 654,026 23%
Population under 5 years with a disability 4,206 36%
Population over 65 with a disability 147,464 14%

Poverty by Family Type

Married-couple families 346,573 8%
with children 254,534 12%
Female Householder, no husband present 422,200 33%
with children 376,345 42%

Source: 2010 ACS.
Figure I-11 displays the poverty rate by age, race/ethnicity, disability and family status.

Poverty rates are highest for children and for people with disabilities: 29 percent of all children
under five and 36 percent of children under five with a disability are living below the poverty line.
Forty-two percent of female headed households with children are living in poverty. Poverty is
lowest for the state’s seniors (just 11% live in poverty) and married couples (8%).

As the Phase 1 mentions, minority populations continue to be overrepresented in the Texas
population living under the poverty level. Among minorities, poverty is highest for Hispanic or
Latino residents. All minorities are much more likely to be living in poverty than non-Hispanic
Whites.
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Special needs. Special needs populations, as identified in the 2010-2014 State of Texas
Consolidated Plan, include persons who are homeless, elderly, frail elderly, persons with
disabilities, persons with alcohol or other drug addiction, persons with HIV/AIDS, victims of
domestic violence, Colonia residents, migrant farmworkers and public housing residents. The 2012
State of Texas Low Income Housing Plan and Annual Report also include youth aging out of foster
care and veterans as special needs populations. Estimates of the proportions and numbers of
special needs residents in Texas follow.

m  Homeless. According to the Continuum of Care applications that were submitted to HUD in
2011, there are 36,911 homeless persons in the state of Texas—approximately one tenth of
one percent of the total population. The 2011 point-in-time count indicates that 21 percent of
Texas’ homeless population experiences chronic homelessness and over one third of the
homeless population are families.”

m  Elderly and frail elderly. The 2010 Census reports that 10 percent, or 2.60 million residents, of
Texans are 65 or older. Frail elderly persons are those who are unable to perform at least
three activities of daily living, such as eating, dressing or bathing. According to the 2010 ACS,
41 percent of seniors have a disability (1.06 million seniors),

11 percent have a self-care difficulty (278,086) and 18 percent have an independent living
difficulty (471,688).

m  Persons with disabilities. As discussed previously, approximately 12 percent of Texas
residents—or 2.9 million people—over the age of five have some type of disability.

m  Alcohol and/or drug addiction. The 2008-09 National Survey on Drug Use and Health
estimates that 2.5 percent of Texans were dependent on or abused an illicit drug in the past
year. This is slightly lower than the national rate of 2.6 percent. Approximately 1.2 million
people over the age of 18 were dependent or abusive on alcohol and approximately 1.6 million
people needed treatment but did not receive it.8

m  HIV/AIDS. The 2010 HIV Surveillance Report by the Texas Department of State Health Services
reports that there are 61,318 persons living with HIV/AIDS in Texas. Ninety-six percent live in
urban areas and over half are in either the Houston or Dallas areas.® According to a 2007
report, African Americans in Texas have an incidence rate 4-5 times higher than that of
Hispanic or Latino and White residents and over 75 percent of living cases are males.10

m Victims of domestic violence. In 2009, there were 196,789 domestic violence incidents 1!
reported in Texas. Approximately 13,738 adults in Texas sought shelter in 2009 as a result of
domestic violence, although, 11 percent were denied due to lack of space.12

7 2012 State of Texas Low Income Housing Plan and Annual Report. Texas Department of Housing and Community Affairs.
Available online at <http://www.tdhca.state.tx.us/housing-center/docs/12-SLIHP.pdf>.

8 Ibid.

9 Ibid.

10 2010-2014 State of Texas Consolidated Plan. Texas Department of Housing and Community Affairs. Available online at

<http://www.tdhca.state.tx.us/housing-center/docs/10-14-ConPlan.pdf>.

11

It should be noted that multiple incidents could be reported by the same couple. As such, there is not a one-to-one ratio of
“incidences of violence” to “victims of domestic violence.”

12 2012 State of Texas Low Income Housing Plan and Annual Report. Texas Department of Housing and Community Affairs.
Available online at <http://www.tdhca.state.tx.us/housing-center/docs/12-SLIHP.pdf>.
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Colonia residents. A Colonia is defined as a geographic area located in a county some part of
which is within 150 miles of the international border, consists of 11 or more dwellings that are
located in close proximity to each other in an area that may be described as a community or
neighborhood and: has a majority population composed of individuals and families of low
income and very low income and meets the qualifications of an economically distressed area,
or has the physical and economic characteristics of a Colonia, as determined by HUD. Colonias
are found in Regions 9, 10, 11, 12 and 13. In 2010, an estimated 418,406 people were
residents of Colonias in Texas. Major issues affecting Colonias include high rates of
unemployment, extremely low incomes, lack of sufficient infrastructure for water and sewer
service, higher rates of certain diseases, lack of educational resources, substandard housing
and use of housing contracts for deed.13

Migrant farmworkers. As of 2000, the U.S. Department of Health and Human Services
estimated that there are 362,724 migrant and seasonal farm workers and families residing in
Texas. Over one quarter live in Cameron, Hidalgo, and Starr counties. A national survey
conducted from October of 2000 through September of 2002 estimated that 30 percent of crop
workers lived below the poverty level (with an average family income between $15,000 and
$17,499). Approximately 42 percent of the crop workers in the study were migrant workers.14

Public housing residents. In 2011, there were 57,083 public housing units in Texas, 75 percent
of which were in urban areas. From 1999-2005, the median length of stay in public housing
was 3.2 years for families with children and 4.7 years for residents overall.1s

Youth aging out of foster care. Foster youth that age out of foster care often have multiple
factors that can keep them from entering into or maintaining stable housing and are more
likely than other youth to become homeless. In 2010, 1,018 foster youth aged out of foster care
in Texas. Eighty-two percent lived in urban areas.16

Veterans. Approximately 13 percent of Texas’ homeless population is veterans. The total
number of veterans living in Texas reported in the 2012 State of Texas Low Income Housing
Plan and Annual Report was 420,942, or 2.5 percent of the Texas population 18 years and
older. The majority of veterans (88%) live in urban areas.!”

Readers are also advised to consult the Phase 1 Al for a more comprehensive discussion of special
needs population in the Hurricane Impacted communities.

13

14

15

16

17

2010-2014 State of Texas Consolidated Plan. Texas Department of Housing and Community Affairs. Available online at
<http://www.tdhca.state.tx.us/housing-center/docs/10-14-ConPlan.pdf>.

Ibid.

2012 State of Texas Low Income Housing Plan and Annual Report. Texas Department of Housing and Community Affairs.

Available online at <http://www.tdhca.state.tx.us/housing-center/docs/12-SLIHP.pdf>.

Ibid.
Ibid.
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Figure I-12, from the 2010-2014 State of Texas Consolidated Plan, displays the unmet need of non-
homeless special needs populations in the State of Texas.

Figure I-12.
Unmet Need of Non-Homeless Special Needs Populations, State of Texas, 2009

Special Needs (Non-Homeless Subpopulations

(as reported in ESGP reports—Sept. 2008 thru June 2009) Unmet Need
Elderly 806
Frail Elderly Part of elderly
Severe Mental lliness 1,572
Developmentally Disabled 2,123
Part of
Physically Disabled developmentally
disabled
Persons with Alcohol or Other Drug Addictions 2,280
Persons with HIV/AIDS 43
Victims of Domestic Violence 13,385

Note: Data exclude entitlement areas.
Source: 2010-2014 State of Texas Consolidated Plan.

Figure [-13, also from the 2010-2014 State of Texas Consolidated Plan, displays the unmet need of
the homeless population in the State of Texas.

Figure I-13.
Unmet Need of Homeless Population, State of Texas, 2009

Current Under Unmet
Individual Beds Inventory Development Need/Gap
Emergency Shelter 6,841 Unknown 5,087
Transitional Housing 3,632 Unknown 6,492
Permanent Supportive Housing 2,327 Unknown 245
Total 12,800 11,824
Chronically Homeless 4,281 Unknown 1,070
Persons in Families Current Under Unmet
with Children Beds Inventory Development Need/Gap
Emergency Shelter 4,556 Unknown 1,124
Transitional Housing 5,455 Unknown 3,641
Permanent Supportive Housing 1,645 Unknown 5,926
Total 11,656 10,691

Note: Data exclude entitlement areas
Source: 2010-2014 State of Texas Consolidated Plan.
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Due to disease and war with Europeans

settlers, the population of the dominant Comanche tribe in the region was decimated by the 1870s.
Today American Indians represent a very small share of the population and there are no
established reservations in the region.

The vast majority of residents in Region 1 identify their race and ethnicity as White, non-Hispanic,
although this is shifting with growth in the Hispanic population. There are very few minority
impacted areas in the region. Lower-income minority citizens live throughout the region in both
small agricultural towns and in clusters in Amarillo and Lubbock.

Population growth. Between 2000 and 2010, the population of Region 1 increased by 8 percent.
The Hispanic or Latino population increased by 31 percent and the non-Hispanic White population
decreased by 4 percent. The growth of this region overall was lower than the state as a whole.

The largest county in the region is Lubbock County, which had a population of 278,831 in 2010, an
increase of 15 percent over the 2000 population. Garza County had the highest percentage growth
(33%) of the region. A majority of counties (23) in this region experienced overall population
decline between 2000 and 2010; however, only four counties saw a drop in the Hispanic or Latino
population. Figure I-15 displays the population growth by race/ethnicity of all counties in Region 1.
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Figure I-15.
Population Growth by Race and Ethnicity, Region 1, High Plains, 2000 to 2010

Percent Percent
Total Total Percent Growth Growth Percent Growth
Population Population Percent of Non-Hispanic of African Growth of of Other
2000 2010 Growth White American Hispanic Minority*

State of Texas 20,851,820 25,145,561 21% 4% 24% 42% 22%
Region 1 Total 780,733 839,586 8% -4% 9% 31% -6%
Region 1 Counties:

Armstrong 2,148 1,901 -11% -14% 83% 7% 26%
Bailey 6,594 7,165 9% -17% 2% 37% -20%
Briscoe 1,790 1,637 -9% -12% 0% 1% -37%
Carson 6,516 6,182 -5% -7% -8% 15% -6%
Castro 8,285 8,062 -3% -20% -14% 13% 28%
Childress 7,688 7,041 -8% -12% -36% 20% -59%
Cochran 3,730 3,127 -16% -29% -26% 0% -38%
Collingsworth 3,206 3,057 -5% -15% -22% 40% 23%
Crosby 7,072 6,059 -14% -20% -24% -8% -53%
Dallam 6,222 6,703 8% -12% -18% 54% 28%
Deaf Smith 18,561 19,372 4% -21% -14% 22% -17%
Dickens 2,762 2,444 -12% -14% -56% 7% -25%
Donley 3,828 3,677 -4% -7% 9% 27% 16%
Floyd 7,771 6,446 -17% -28% -12% -4% -26%
Garza 4,872 6,461 33% 7% 79% 68% -30%
Gray 22,744 22,535 -1% -13% -18% 81% 13%
Hale 36,602 36,273 -1% -17% -9% 16% -14%
Hall 3,782 3,353 -11% -17% -22% 5% -29%
Hansford 5,369 5,613 5% -14% 1,700% 44% -9%
Hartley 5,537 6,062 9% -4% -7% 91% -38%
Hemphill 3,351 3,807 14% -2% -83% 108% 35%
Hockley 22,716 22,935 1% -10% -1% 18% -18%
Hutchinson 23,857 22,150 -7% -14% -3% 25% 5%
King 356 286 -20% -23% NA 15% -14%
Lamb 14,709 13,977 -5% -20% -5% 13% 3%
Lipscomb 3,057 3,302 8% -6% 56% 59% -15%
Lubbock 242,628 278,831 15% 5% 13% 34% -3%
Lynn 6,550 5,915 -10% -12% -32% -6% -27%
Moore 20,121 21,904 9% -17% 142% 21% -20%
Motley 1,426 1,210 -15% -14% -52% -6% -45%
Ochiltree 9,006 10,223 14% -15% 225% 74% 17%
Oldham 2,185 2,052 -6% -8% 51% 1% -14%
Parmer 10,016 10,269 3% -19% 18% 25% -34%
Potter 113,546 121,073 7% -9% 9% 34% -1%
Randall 104,312 120,725 16% 6% 83% 85% 26%
Roberts 887 929 5% -1% -67% 164% 104%
Sherman 3,186 3,034 -5% -22% -18% 40% -37%
Swisher 8,378 7,854 -6% -17% 16% 7% -26%
Terry 12,761 12,651 -1% -10% -5% 10% -25%
Wheeler 5,284 5,410 2% -12% -23% 102% 67%
Yoakum 7,322 7,879 8% -19% -31% 37% -5%

Note: * Other Minority includes American Indian and Alaska Native, Asian, Native Hawaiian and Other Pacific Islander, Some other race, and
Two or more races.

Source: 2000 and 2010 Census.
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Minority concentrations. The following figure displays the racial and ethnic breakdown of each
county in Region 1, along with the 20 percentage point threshold used to determine if individual
Census tracts are minority impacted.

This section also contains four maps that show minority impacted Census tracts for the racial and
ethnic categories of: 1) African American; 2) Asian; 3) Some Other Race; and 4) Hispanic or Latino.

The fifth map shows Census tracts that are more than 50 percent minority. These include non-
Hispanic residents of all races except for White plus Hispanic or Latino residents of any race.
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Figure I-16.
Racial and Ethnicity and Overall Proportions and Concentration Thresholds, Impacted Areas, Region 1, High Plains, 2010

American Native Native
Indian and Hawaiianand  Some American Hawaiian and Two
African Alaska Other Pacific Other African Indian and Other Pacific Some or More
White American Native Asian Islander Race Hispanic American*  Alaska Native* Asian* Islander* Other Race* Races* Hispanic*
Armstrong 93.3% 0.6% 0.8% 0.0% 0.0% 4.2% 1.1% 6.5% 20.6% 20.8% 20.0% 20.0% 24.2% 21.1% 26.5%
Bailey 75.3% 1.2% 1.4% 0.4% 0.1% 19.6% 2.0% 59.8% 21.2% 21.4% 20.4% 20.1% 39.6% 22.0% 79.8%
Briscoe 87.5% 2.5% 0.2% 0.0% 0.0% 7.3% 2.4% 25.1% 22.5% 20.2% 20.0% 20.0% 27.3% 22.4% 45.1%
Carson 93.9% 0.6% 1.1% 0.3% 0.0% 2.5% 1.7% 8.5% 20.6% 21.1% 20.3% 20.0% 22.5% 21.7% 28.5%
Castro 68.6% 2.0% 0.9% 0.4% 0.0% 26.4% 1.6% 59.9% 22.0% 20.9% 20.4% 20.0% 46.4% 21.6% 79.9%
Childress 82.0% 9.9% 0.6% 0.7% 0.0% 5.3% 1.4% 26.8% 29.9% 20.6% 20.7% 20.0% 25.3% 21.4% 46.8%
Cochran 73.2% 4.0% 1.2% 0.2% 0.1% 18.7% 2.7% 52.9% 24.0% 21.2% 20.2% 20.1% 38.7% 22.7% 72.9%
Collingsworth 76.5% 4.4% 1.7% 0.1% 0.0% 13.2% 4.1% 30.0% 24.4% 21.7% 20.1% 20.0% 33.2% 24.1% 50.0%
Crosby 79.0% 3.4% 0.6% 0.1% 0.1% 14.8% 2.0% 52.3% 23.4% 20.6% 20.1% 20.1% 34.8% 22.0% 72.3%
Dallam 80.1% 1.3% 1.2% 0.6% 0.1% 13.0% 3.7% 40.5% 21.3% 21.2% 20.6% 20.1% 33.0% 23.7% 60.5%
Deaf Smith 85.3% 7.3% 1.4% 0.6% 0.0% 2.7% 2.8% 5.5% 27.3% 21.4% 20.6% 20.0% 22.7% 22.8% 25.5%
Dickens 84.0% 4.1% 1.6% 0.9% 0.0% 7.9% 1.7% 29.0% 24.1% 21.6% 20.9% 20.0% 27.9% 21.7% 49.0%
Donley 89.9% 4.5% 0.5% 0.2% 0.1% 3.0% 1.8% 8.4% 24.5% 20.5% 20.2% 20.1% 23.0% 21.8% 28.4%
Floyd 76.3% 3.6% 0.7% 0.2% 0.0% 18.0% 1.2% 52.9% 23.6% 20.7% 20.2% 20.0% 38.0% 21.2% 72.9%
Garza 82.8% 6.5% 0.6% 0.1% 0.0% 8.8% 1.2% 47.1% 26.5% 20.6% 20.1% 20.0% 28.8% 21.2% 67.1%
Gray 81.5% 4.9% 0.9% 0.4% 0.0% 9.9% 2.4% 23.8% 24.9% 20.9% 20.4% 20.0% 29.9% 22.4% 43.8%
Hale 70.8% 5.3% 1.0% 0.4% 0.1% 19.6% 2.9% 55.9% 25.3% 21.0% 20.4% 20.1% 39.6% 22.9% 75.9%
Hall 76.9% 7.2% 0.8% 0.1% 0.1% 13.4% 1.6% 32.4% 27.2% 20.8% 20.1% 20.1% 33.4% 21.6% 52.4%
Hansford 81.8% 0.6% 0.9% 0.3% 0.0% 14.1% 2.3% 43.3% 20.6% 20.9% 20.3% 20.0% 34.1% 22.3% 63.3%
Hartley 87.0% 6.9% 0.4% 0.5% 0.0% 4.1% 1.1% 23.9% 26.9% 20.4% 20.5% 20.0% 24.1% 21.1% 43.9%
Hemphill 86.9% 0.2% 0.4% 0.5% 0.1% 10.1% 1.8% 28.5% 20.2% 20.4% 20.5% 20.1% 30.1% 21.8% 48.5%
Hockley 78.5% 3.6% 0.9% 0.3% 0.0% 14.2% 2.5% 43.6% 23.6% 20.9% 20.3% 20.0% 34.2% 22.5% 63.6%
Hutchinson 85.5% 2.5% 1.6% 0.4% 0.0% 7.1% 2.7% 19.8% 22.5% 21.6% 20.4% 20.0% 27.1% 22.7% 39.8%
King 93.7% 0.0% 1.0% 0.0% 0.0% 3.8% 1.4% 13.6% 20.0% 21.0% 20.0% 20.0% 23.8% 21.4% 33.6%
Lamb 85.3% 3.2% 0.9% 1.0% 0.2% 6.2% 3.2% 17.5% 23.2% 20.9% 21.0% 20.2% 26.2% 23.2% 37.5%
Lipscomb 86.2% 0.8% 1.1% 0.3% 0.0% 9.4% 2.2% 30.5% 20.8% 21.1% 20.3% 20.0% 29.4% 22.2% 50.5%
Lubbock 77.3% 7.5% 0.7% 2.1% 0.1% 9.9% 2.5% 31.9% 27.5% 20.7% 22.1% 20.1% 29.9% 22.5% 51.9%
Lynn 80.3% 2.1% 1.2% 0.1% 0.0% 13.9% 2.3% 46.4% 22.1% 21.2% 20.1% 20.0% 33.9% 22.3% 66.4%
Moore 72.5% 1.5% 1.3% 6.1% 0.1% 16.4% 2.1% 52.7% 21.5% 21.3% 26.1% 20.1% 36.4% 22.1% 72.7%
Motley 92.1% 2.0% 0.8% 0.0% 0.0% 4.0% 1.1% 13.5% 22.0% 20.8% 20.0% 20.0% 24.0% 21.1% 33.5%
Ochiltree 85.6% 0.4% 1.0% 0.3% 0.0% 10.4% 2.3% 48.7% 20.4% 21.0% 20.3% 20.0% 30.4% 22.3% 68.7%
Oldham 90.2% 3.0% 0.6% 0.8% 0.0% 3.9% 1.5% 11.8% 23.0% 20.6% 20.8% 20.0% 23.9% 21.5% 31.8%
Parmer 77.6% 1.2% 1.0% 0.2% 0.2% 17.7% 2.1% 60.0% 21.2% 21.0% 20.2% 20.2% 37.7% 22.1% 80.0%
Potter 69.8% 10.2% 0.8% 4.0% 0.1% 12.1% 3.0% 35.3% 30.2% 20.8% 24.0% 20.1% 32.1% 23.0% 55.3%
Randall 88.9% 2.4% 0.7% 1.4% 0.0% 4.4% 2.2% 16.4% 22.4% 20.7% 21.4% 20.0% 24.4% 22.2% 36.4%
Roberts 93.8% 0.1% 0.3% 0.2% 0.0% 3.6% 2.0% 8.0% 20.1% 20.3% 20.2% 20.0% 23.6% 22.0% 28.0%
Sherman 88.3% 0.5% 0.8% 0.2% 0.0% 8.7% 1.5% 40.4% 20.5% 20.8% 20.2% 20.0% 28.7% 21.5% 60.4%
Swisher 75.1% 7.2% 0.9% 0.1% 0.1% 14.6% 1.9% 40.1% 27.2% 20.9% 20.1% 20.1% 34.6% 21.9% 60.1%
Terry 81.3% 4.8% 0.6% 0.2% 0.0% 10.5% 2.6% 49.1% 24.8% 20.6% 20.2% 20.0% 30.5% 22.6% 69.1%
Wheeler 82.6% 2.1% 0.8% 0.4% 0.0% 11.8% 2.3% 24.8% 22.1% 20.8% 20.4% 20.0% 31.8% 22.3% 44.8%
Yoakum 74.5% 0.9% 0.7% 0.4% 0.0% 20.8% 2.7% 58.7% 20.9% 20.7% 20.4% 20.0% 40.8% 22.7% 78.7%

Note: *20 percentage point concentration threshold for Census tracts.
Source: 2010 Census and BBC Research & Consulting.
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Figure I-17.
Census Tracts with African American
Impacted Areas, Region 1, High Plains, 2010

Amarillo
v

Lubbock

Region 1. High Plains

African American
Concentration

Note:  This map uses HUD's definition of "racially/ethnically impacted area." A Census tract is "impacted"

when the percentages of residents in a particular racial or ethnic minority group is at least 20
percentage points higher than the percentage of that minority group for the county overall.

Source: 2010 Census and BBC Research & Consulting.

Figure I-18.
Census Tracts with Asian Impacted Areas, Region 1, High Plains,2010

Note:

Source:

.

Amarillo

)

Lubbock

Region 1. High Plains

- Asian Concentration

This map uses HUD's definition of "racially/ethnically impacted area." A Census tract is "impacted" when
the percentages of residents in a particular racial or ethnic minority group is at least 20 percentage
points higher than the percentage of that minority group for the county overall.

2010 Census and BBC Research & Consulting.

PAGE 18, SECTION |

STATE OF TEXAS PLAN FOR FAIR HOUSING CHOICE — PHASE 2




Figure I-19.
Census Tracts with "Some Other Race"
Impacted Areas, Region 1, High Plains, 2010

Source:

Amarillo

o

Lubbock

Figure 1-20.
Census Tracts with Hispanic
Impacted Areas, Region 1, High Plains,2010

Region 1. High Plains

Some Other Race
Concentration

This map uses HUD's definition of "racially/ethnically impacted area." A Census tract is "impacted"
when the percentages of residents in a particular racial or ethnic minority group is at least 20
percentage points higher than the percentage of that minority group for the county overall.

2010 Census and BBC Research & Consulting.

Note:

Source:

Amarillo

Lubbock

Region 1. High Plains

- Hispanic Concentration

This map uses HUD's definition of "racially/ethnically impacted area." A Census tract is "impacted"
when the percentages of residents in a particular racial or ethnic minority group is at least 20
percentage points higher than the percentage of that minority group for the county overall.

2010 Census and BBC Research & Consulting.
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Figure I-21.

Census Tracts with Greater
Than 50% Minority
Concentration, Region 1,
High Plains, 2010

Note:

HUD’s definition of a minority area is a
metropolitan area in which more than 50% of
the residents are minorities. This map shows
all Census tracts in the region with greater
than 50% minority concentration.

Source:
2010 Census and BBC Research & Consulting.

Amarillo

Region 1. High Plains

Greater Than 50%
Minority Concentration

Age. Region 1 has a slightly higher proportion of seniors than the State of Texas as a whole.

Seventeen percent of the non-Hispanic White population is aged 65 and over and 5 percent is

under the age of five. Among Hispanic or Latino residents in Region 1, 5 percent are 65 or older
and 11 percent are under five. Figure I-21 displays age by race and ethnicity for Region 1.
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Figure 1-22.
Age by Race and Ethnicity, Region 1, High Plains, 2010

Non-
Non- Non- Hispanic African
Total Seniors Hispanic Hispanic ~ White African African  American Hispanic
Population  Children (65 or Median White White Median | American American Median  Hispanic Hispanic Median

2010 Under 5 older) Age Under5  Seniors Age Under5  Seniors Age Under5  Seniors Age
State of Texas 25,145,561 8% 10% 34 5% 15% 41 8% 7% 32 10% 6% 27
Region 1 Total 839,586 8% 12% 5% 17% 8% 7% 11% 5%
Region 1 Counties:
Armstrong 1,901 6% 21% 46 5% 22% 48 9% 0% 17 9% 4% 25
Bailey 7,165 10% 14% 33 6% 27% 51 6% 16% 34 12% 6% 25
Briscoe 1,637 6% 22% 46 4% 27% 51 10% 24% 41 13% 8% 28
Carson 6,182 6% 17% 42 5% 18% 44 20% 9% 21 10% 7% 29
Castro 8,062 9% 13% 34 5% 24% 49 9% 7% 28 11% 7% 26
Childress 7,041 6% 15% 34 6% 22% 44 3% 5% 28 8% 4% 27
Cochran 3,127 8% 15% 36 5% 23% 48 4% 18% 41 11% 8% 26
Collingsworth 3,057 8% 18% 39 6% 25% 48 4% 19% 42 14% 3% 22
Crosby 6,059 8% 17% 38 5% 28% 51 11% 22% 38 11% 9% 28
Dallam 6,703 9% 9% 32 8% 13% 38 7% 8% 33 11% 5% 26
Deaf Smith 19,372 10% 11% 31 5% 24% 49 10% 11% B3 12% 6% 25
Dickens 2,444 5% 20% 42 4% 27% 51 1% 6% 30 8% 6% 30
Donley 3,677 6% 21% 43 5% 24% 46 7% 10% 21 8% 4% 22
Floyd 6,446 8% 18% 39 4% 30% 52 9% 18% 37 11% 8% 27
Garza 6,461 6% 11% 34 5% 19% 44 6% 4% 28 7% 4% 29
Gray 22,535 7% 16% 39 6% 21% 45 4% 6% 40 12% 3% 26
Hale 36,273 8% 12% 32 4% 22% 46 7% 7% 30 11% 6% 26
Hall 3,353 7% 23% 44 3% 32% 54 9% 16% 37 12% 6% 24
Hansford 5,613 8% 14% 36 6% 21% 46 17% 11% 27 11% 4% 25
Hartley 6,062 6% 12% 39 6% 17% 43 1% 1% 39 7% 3% 33
Hemphill 3,807 9% 13% 36 6% 18% 43 0% 0% 31 14% 2% 23
Hockley 22,935 8% 13% 34 5% 19% 44 8% 9% 24 11% 6% 26
Hutchinson 22,150 7% 15% 38 6% 18% 43 6% 8% 34 12% 4% 25
King 286 4% 13% 43 4% 15% 46 NA NA NA 3% 3% 37
Lamb 13,977 8% 16% 36 5% 27% 50 9% 12% 31 11% 8% 27
Lipscomb 3,302 8% 15% 37 6% 20% 47 0% 0% 23 12% 3% 24
Lubbock 278,831 7% 11% 30 5% 15% 35 9% 7% 27 11% 5% 25
Lynn 5,915 7% 16% 39 6% 22% 47 4% 18% 42 9% 9% 30
Moore 21,904 9% 10% 31 6% 19% 45 8% 2% 28 12% 4% 24
Motley 1,210 5% 27% 49 4% 31% 52 0% 25% 55 12% 6% 21
Ochiltree 10,223 9% 10% 32 6% 18% 44 10% 0% 22 13% 3% 23
Oldham 2,052 5% 12% 34 5% 14% 37 10% 0% 15 6% 6% 20
Parmer 10,269 9% 12% 32 6% 24% 47 13% 18% 40 11% 4% 25
Potter 121,073 9% 11% 33 6% 17% 42 9% 7% 31 12% 4% 25
Randall 120,725 7% 12% 35 6% 15% 40 9% 3% 26 11% 3% 24
Roberts 929 8% 16% 41 7% 17% 42 0% 0% 35 16% 5% 28
Sherman 3,034 7% 13% 37 4% 20% 46 0% 7% 44 11% 3% 24
Swisher 7,854 8% 17% 37 5% 26% 49 8% 5% 29 11% 8% 27
Terry 12,651 8% 14% 35 5% 23% 46 6% 8% 28 10% 8% 28
Wheeler 5,410 7% 18% 40 4% 24% 49 5% 9% 27 15% 4% 23
Yoakum 7,879 9% 11% 83 6% 21% 47 10% 7% 36 12% 5% 26

Source: 2010 Census.
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Lubbock is the youngest county with a median age of 30.4, likely due to the students of Texas
Tech University. Most counties in Region 1 (73%) have a median age higher than that of Texas
as a whole. Motley County has the oldest population in the region with 27 percent of residents
over the age of 65 and a median age of 49.

Across all counties, the non-Hispanic White population has a substantially higher proportion of
seniors than the Hispanic or Latino population.
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Family characteristics. Thirty-five percent of all households in Region 1 are family
households with children. Approximately two-thirds of these households are husband-wife
families with children and the remaining one-third are single parents. Potter County has the
highest proportion of single parents (16% of all households) in Region 1.

Figure 1-23.
Family Characteristics, Region 1, High Plains, 2010

Total Nonfamily Living Married Single Parent: Single Parent:

Households Households Alone with Children Female Male
State of Texas 8,922,933 30% 24% 26% 10% 3%
Region 1 Total 309,247 32% 26% 23% 9% 3%
Region 1 Counties:
Armstrong 751 25% 23% 25% 4% 2%
Bailey 2,468 26% 23% 28% 8% 4%
Briscoe 692 30% 28% 21% 4% 2%
Carson 2,452 27% 24% 24% 5% 3%
Castro 2,744 24% 21% 31% 8% 3%
Childress 2,326 34% 31% 22% 8% 3%
Cochran 1,113 27% 24% 25% 9% 4%
Collingsworth 1,179 29% 26% 23% 8% 3%
Crosby 2,237 28% 25% 23% 9% 4%
Dallam 2,448 29% 24% 28% 8% 3%
Deaf Smith 6,365 24% 20% 29% 11% 4%
Dickens 930 34% 30% 18% 5% 3%
Donley 1,517 34% 31% 18% 6% 3%
Floyd 2,402 25% 23% 25% 8% 4%
Garza 1,671 28% 25% 23% 9% 3%
Gray 8,443 31% 27% 22% 7% 4%
Hale 11,846 26% 22% 27% 11% 4%
Hall 1,372 34% 32% 21% 7% 3%
Hansford 2,006 25% 22% 32% 5% 3%
Hartley 1,771 26% 23% 30% 5% 2%
Hemphill 1,382 25% 22% 30% 5% 2%
Hockley 8,242 26% 23% 25% 9% 4%
Hutchinson 8,812 30% 27% 23% 7% 3%
King 113 22% 20% 27% 4% 2%
Lamb 5,081 27% 24% 25% 9% 4%
Lipscomb 1,263 30% 27% 27% 6% 3%
Lubbock 105,781 37% 27% 20% 9% 3%
Lynn 2,246 27% 25% 24% 7% 4%
Moore 7,197 24% 19% 31% 9% 4%
Motley 542 35% 32% 18% 5% 2%
Ochiltree 3,617 25% 22% 31% 8% 4%
Oldham 691 25% 22% 25% 5% 2%
Parmer 3,413 22% 19% 34% 7% 4%
Potter 42,933 34% 28% 22% 12% 4%
Randall 47,975 32% 26% 24% 7% 3%
Roberts 359 22% 18% 29% 4% 1%
Sherman 1,081 24% 22% 32% 4% 4%
Swisher 2,762 28% 25% 23% 8% 4%
Terry 4,200 27% 24% 24% 9% 4%
Wheeler 2,181 30% 27% 22% 6% 3%
Yoakum 2,643 20% 18% 35% 7% 3%

Source: 2010 Census.
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Disability. Recent disability data is only available for counties with a population of 20,000 or
more. As a result, not all counties in Region 1 are included in Figure I-24 and a regional total is
not provided. The incidence of disability for these counties in Region 1 ranges from 10 percent
in Randall County to 15 percent in Hutchinson County. Seniors are substantially more likely to
have a disability than non-seniors—half of all seniors in Moore County have a disability. Seniors
are more likely to have at least two types of disabilities whereas non-seniors typically have only
one.

Figure 1-24.
Disability Status for Seniors and Non-Seniors, Region 1, High Plains, 2008-2010 ACS

Overall 1 Type 2 Types Overall 1 Type
Perce"? of tl".e (Seniors 65+  (Seniors 65+  (Seniors 65+  (Non-Seniors  (Non-Seniors 2 Types
Population with with a with a with a with a with a (Non-Seniors
a Disability Disability) Disability) Disability) Disability) Disability)  with a Disability)

State of Texas 12% 41% 17% 24% 8% 5% 3%
Region 1 Counties:
Gray 14% 38% 20% 18% 9% 7% 2%
Hale 12% 47% 16% 31% 7% 5% 2%
Hockley 14% 48% 18% 31% 9% 4% 4%
Hutchinson 15% 48% 24% 24% 10% 6% 4%
Lubbock 14% 47% 20% 27% 10% 6% 4%
Moore 11% 50% 24% 26% 7% 5% 2%
Potter 11% 40% 17% 24% 8% 5% 3%
Randall 10% 34% 17% 18% 6% 4% 2%

Note: Not all counties in the region are included; data is only available for counties with a population of 20,000 or more.
Source: 2008-2010 ACS.

Income. According to the 2006-2010 ACS, there are 85,742 households (29% of all households)
in Region 1 earning less than $25,000 per year. Hall County has the highest percentage of
households earning less than $25,000 (45%) and the lowest median income ($29,219).

Figure 1-25 displays households earning less than $25,000 and median income for all counties in
Region 1.
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Figure 1-25.
Households Earning Less than $25,000 per Year, Region 1, High Plains, 2006-2010 ACS

Household Earning Less Percent of Households Median
Than $25,000 Earning Less Than $25,000 Household Income

State of Texas 2,118,973 25% $49,646
Region 1 Total 85,742 29%

Region 1 Counties:

Armstrong 154 22% $60,530
Bailey 705 30% $42,375
Briscoe 237 35% $34,196
Carson 568 24% $56,106
Castro 908 34% $35,087
Childress 672 31% $42,004
Cochran 345 31% $37,446
Collingsworth 443 37% $39,712
Crosby 704 33% $36,301
Dallam 534 25% $47,073
Deaf Smith 1,685 28% $41,127
Dickens 309 37% $33,813
Donley 388 30% $46,130
Floyd 918 35% $35,240
Garza 670 41% $35,750
Gray 2,474 30% $40,442
Hale 3,595 31% $36,509
Hall 645 45% $29,219
Hansford 447 23% $52,239
Hartley 295 17% $66,583
Hemphill 352 23% $62,159
Hockley 2,275 28% $46,430
Hutchinson 2,246 27% $42,213
King 12 13% $61,563
Lamb 1,505 31% $35,458
Lipscomb 241 21% $52,566
Lubbock 30,120 29% $42,562
Lynn 573 26% $43,672
Moore 1,657 25% $44,216
Motley 158 36% $34,081
Ochiltree 1,003 28% $49,309
Oldham 159 22% $51,111
Parmer 984 30% $39,753
Potter 14,148 34% $36,766
Randall 9,520 21% $56,041
Roberts 76 23% $52,500
Sherman 189 19% $50,069
Swisher 989 37% $37,907
Terry 1,388 34% $39,498
Wheeler 671 32% $42,909
Yoakum 780 30% $49,146

Source: 2006-2010 ACS.
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Poverty. Similar to Texas as a whole, in Region 1, 17 percent of the population is living in
poverty. As displayed in Figure I-26, 28 percent of children under five and 10 percent of seniors
in Region 1 are in poverty. In the region as a whole, the poverty rate is highest for Black or
African American residents (35%). Hispanic or Latino residents have a poverty rate of 26

percent and non-Hispanic Whites have a poverty rate of 11 percent.
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Figure 1-26.
Population Living in Poverty Region 1, High Plains, 2006-2010 ACS

Percent of Percent of Percent of Percent of Percent of
Average Population Children Children Under Seniors Non-Hispanic African Percent of
Population Living in (Under 18) 5 (65+) in White in American Hispanic
2006-2010 Poverty in Poverty in Poverty Poverty Poverty in Poverty in Poverty

State of Texas 23,707,679 3,972,054 17% 27% 12% 9% 24% 25%
Region 1 Total 787,911 136,833 17% 28% 10% 11% 35% 26%
Region 1 Counties:

Armstrong 1,831 196 11% 26% 4% 6% 0% 60%
Bailey 7,017 1,211 17% 29% 5% 4% 68% 26%
Briscoe 1,721 343 20% 29% 13% 8% 33% 58%
Carson 6,266 356 6% 10% 6% 6% 0% 6%
Castro 7,762 1,808 23% 46% 12% 6% 44% 35%
Childress 5,318 861 16% 24% 7% 11% 54% 26%
Cochran 3,017 752 25% 46% 7% 8% 19% 40%
Collingsworth 3,009 626 21% 27% 22% 10% 69% 33%
Crosby 6,066 1,448 24% 48% 11% 14% 12% 33%
Dallam 6,432 805 13% 18% 14% 12% 0% 14%
Deaf Smith 18,674 3,266 17% 21% 11% 6% 37% 23%
Dickens 2,022 497 25% 45% 12% 11% 12% 65%
Donley 3,291 345 10% 6% 8% 9% 48% 22%
Floyd 6,581 1,568 24% 36% 16% 4% 0% 40%
Garza 4,450 966 22% 31% 6% 7% 0% 42%
Gray 20,172 3,024 15% 22% 12% 11% 23% 31%
Hale 31,900 6,063 19% 29% 16% 10% 31% 25%
Hall 3,403 943 28% 36% 13% 11% 45% 55%
Hansford 5,354 725 14% 26% 6% 6% 0% 25%
Hartley 4,461 415 9% 19% 8% 3% 0% 43%
Hemphill 3,668 617 17% 53% 9% 8% NA 35%
Hockley 21,752 3,695 17% 18% 18% 8% 21% 28%
Hutchinson 21,801 3,303 15% 35% 6% 12% 28% 27%
King 219 0% 0% 0% 0% NA 0%
Lamb 13,905 2,492 18% 39% 13% 6% 23% 28%
Lipscomb 3,200 453 14% 18% 18% 9% 0% 30%
Lubbock 257,771 48,584 19% 27% 8% 14% 35% 24%
Lynn 5,988 1,012 17% 17% 13% 9% 0% 26%
Moore 20,974 2,810 13% 33% 6% 4% 48% 18%
Motley 1,115 246 22% 14% 16% 21% 100% 23%
Ochiltree 9,870 1,745 18% 28% 15% 10% 0% 27%
Oldham 2,012 269 13% 5% 14% 10% 53% 24%
Parmer 10,020 1,866 19% 41% 20% 9% 34% 26%
Potter 117,252 26,621 23% 36% 12% 14% 40% 31%
Randall 114,405 10,771 9% 14% 5% 8% 17% 16%
Roberts 877 128 15% 5% 17% 15% NA 0%
Sherman 2,998 386 13% 22% 3% 2% 0% 33%
Swisher 7,038 1,085 15% 15% 12% 12% 9% 18%
Terry 11,559 1,923 17% 40% 17% 12% 69% 18%
Wheeler 5,158 717 14% 28% 9% 8% 50% 31%
Yoakum 7,582 1,892 25% 45% 10% 13% 26% 34%

Note: As shown in Figure I-11, the 2010 1-year ACS estimates the poverty rate for the State of Texas to be 18%. The 2006-2010 5-year
estimate of the statewide poverty rate is 17%.
Source: 2006-2010 ACS.
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Poverty by Census tract. Figure I-27 overlays Census tracts that have family poverty rates
exceeding 40 percent with tracts that have more than 50 percent minority concentration to
show racially concentrated areas of poverty (RCAP).

Figure 1-27.

Poverty by Census Tract,
Region 1, High Plains,
2006-2010 ACS

Source:
2006-2010 ACS.

Amarillo

Region 1. High Plains

[7 Family Poverty Rates
m Greater than 40%
Greater than 50%
Minerity Concentration
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Region 2—“Northwest” Demographics

Figure 1-28.
State of Texas’

Region 2 Counties
HARDEMAN
Source:
BBC Research & Consulting, 2012. COTTLE WILBARGER
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Geo-demographic background. Historically the Northwest region was an agricultural and
livestock-based area, well positioned along railroad and cattle drive routes. White settlers came
into the region to farm and raise cattle. The City of Abilene began as a stop and shipping point
for cattle on the Texas and Pacific Railway. In the mid-20t century, the discovery of oil in the
southwest boosted the regional economy. Wichita Falls, located on the border of Texas and
Oklahoma, also began as a railroad depot town.

There are three major Christian universities near Abilene, which support the Evangelical
influence in the area. The region is predominantly White, non-Hispanic, with clusters of African
Americans and other minority populations in the cities, especially Abilene and Wichita Falls. The
region has very few minority impacted areas.

Population growth. Between 2000 and 2010, the population of Region 2 remained relatively
unchanged. The Hispanic or Latino population increased by 28 percent (24,000 residents) but
the non-Hispanic White population decreased by 6 percent (25,000 residents). This was the only
region in Texas that experienced essentially no population growth between 2000 and 2010.
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The two largest counties in the region are Taylor and Wichita counties, which account for nearly
half the region’s residents. Only one-third of the counties in Region 2 experienced positive
population growth from 2000 to 2010. Cottle and Foard counties had the most substantial
population decline, at 21 percent and 18 percent respectively. Figure 1-29 displays the
population growth by race/ethnicity of all counties in Region 2.

Figure 1-29.
Population Growth by Race and Ethnicity, Region 2, Northwest Texas, 2000 to 2010

Percent Percent Percent
Total Total Growth of Growth Percent Growth
Population Population Percent Non-Hispanic of African Growth of of Other
2000 2010 Growth White American Hispanic Minority*

State of Texas 20,851,820 25,145,561 21% 4% 24% 42% 22%
Region 2 Total 549,267 550,250 0% -6% 2% 28% 11%
Region 2 Counties:

Archer 8,854 9,054 2% -1% 471% 57% 31%
Baylor 4,093 3,726 -9% -10% -45% 19% 3%
Brown 37,674 38,106 1% -4% -8% 29% 16%
Callahan 12,905 13,544 5% 2% 386% 26% 5%
Clay 11,006 10,752 -2% -4% 24% 16% 1%
Coleman 9,235 8,895 -4% -6% -2% 10% 0%
Comanche 14,026 13,974 -0% -6% -15% 23% -13%
Cottle 1,904 1,505 -21% -23% -29% -12% -3%
Eastland 18,297 18,583 2% -3% -16% 35% 25%
Fisher 4,344 3,974 -9% -14% 13% 8% -33%
Foard 1,622 1,336 -18% -15% 0% -29% -65%
Hardeman 4,724 4,139 -12% -21% 8% 30% -23%
Haskell 6,093 5,899 -3% -10% 29% 13% -9%
Jack 8,763 9,044 3% -2% -30% 86% 56%
Jones 20,785 20,202 -3% -9% -2% 15% 73%
Kent 859 808 -6% -14% 300% 54% 27%
Knox 4,253 3,719 -13% -17% -27% 3% -17%
Mitchell 9,698 9,403 -3% -11% -15% 16% 55%
Montague 19,117 19,719 3% -2% 56% 86% 73%
Nolan 15,802 15,216 -4% -12% -3% 15% -33%
Runnels 11,495 10,501 -9% -12% 19% -0% -20%
Scurry 16,361 16,921 3% -8% -19% 35% 35%
Shackelford 3,302 3,378 2% -2% 81% 35% 17%
Stephens 9,674 9,630 -0% -7% -29% 42% 29%
Stonewall 1,693 1,490 -12% -15% -22% 5% -3%
Taylor 126,555 131,506 4% -4% 14% 30% 9%
Throckmorton 1,850 1,641 -11% -12% 1000% -12% -48%
Wichita 131,664 131,500 -0% -7% 3% 36% 13%
Wilbarger 14,676 13,535 -8% -15% -17% 16% -2%
Young 17,943 18,550 3% -4% 6% 60% 12%

Note: * Other Minority includes American Indian and Alaska Native, Asian, Native Hawaiian and Other Pacific Islander, Some other race, and Two
or more races.
Source: 2000 and 2010 Census.
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Minority concentrations. The following figure displays the racial and ethnic breakdown of
each county in Region 2, along with the 20 percentage point threshold used to determine if
individual Census tracts are minority impacted.

This section also contains three maps that show minority impacted Census tracts for the racial
and ethnic categories of: 1) African American; 2) Some Other Race; and 3) Hispanic or Latino.
There were no minority impacted Census tracts with Asian residents in this region.

The fourth map shows Census tracts that are more than 50 percent minority. These include non-
Hispanic residents of all races, except for White, plus Hispanic or Latino residents of any race.
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Figure 1-30.
Racial and Ethnicity and Overall Proportions and Concentration Thresholds, Impacted Areas, Region 2, Northwest Texas, 2010

American Native American Native

African Iniigrs\kaand I-(I;\;‘vea:i:::i:;i\g Some Tl\‘;llgrgr African Iniigrs\kaand I-(l)atw::ila’:cai;’-ilg g‘:lr::eer

American Native Islander Other Race Races Hispanic American* Native* Islander* Race* Hispanic*
Archer 93.9% 0.4% 0.7% 0.2% 0.0% 3.3% 1.5% 7.5% 20.4% 20.7% 20.2% 20.0% 23.3% 21.5% 27.5%
Baylor 91.5% 2.0% 0.3% 0.1% 0.1% 3.9% 2.1% 12.2% 22.0% 20.3% 20.1% 20.1% 23.9% 22.1% 32.2%
Brown 86.5% 3.6% 0.6% 0.4% 0.0% 6.7% 2.1% 19.6% 23.6% 20.6% 20.4% 20.0% 26.7% 22.1% 39.6%
Callahan 93.9% 1.0% 0.6% 0.4% 0.1% 2.2% 1.8% 7.6% 21.0% 20.6% 20.4% 20.1% 22.2% 21.8% 27.6%
Clay 95.1% 0.5% 1.1% 0.3% 0.0% 1.3% 1.7% 4.3% 20.5% 21.1% 20.3% 20.0% 21.3% 21.7% 24.3%
Coleman 88.2% 2.2% 0.7% 0.4% 0.0% 6.7% 1.9% 16.0% 22.2% 20.7% 20.4% 20.0% 26.7% 21.9% 36.0%
Comanche 88.9% 0.4% 0.7% 0.3% 0.0% 8.2% 1.6% 25.8% 20.4% 20.7% 20.3% 20.0% 28.2% 21.6% 45.8%
Cottle 80.5% 8.8% 0.3% 0.0% 0.1% 8.2% 2.1% 21.0% 28.8% 20.3% 20.0% 20.1% 28.2% 22.1% 41.0%
Eastland 89.9% 1.8% 0.7% 0.3% 0.0% 5.7% 1.6% 14.4% 21.8% 20.7% 20.3% 20.0% 25.7% 21.6% 34.4%
Fisher 86.7% 3.4% 0.5% 0.2% 0.0% 7.2% 2.0% 25.1% 23.4% 20.5% 20.2% 20.0% 27.2% 22.0% 45.1%
Foard 90.6% 4.0% 0.2% 0.4% 0.0% 4.0% 0.7% 14.0% 24.0% 20.2% 20.4% 20.0% 24.0% 20.7% 34.0%
Hardeman 85.5% 5.9% 0.6% 0.3% 0.0% 5.1% 2.6% 21.5% 25.9% 20.6% 20.3% 20.0% 25.1% 22.6% 41.5%
Haskell 82.7% 3.7% 0.7% 0.5% 0.0% 9.8% 2.6% 24.0% 23.7% 20.7% 20.5% 20.0% 29.8% 22.6% 44.0%
Jack 87.5% 3.8% 0.7% 0.3% 0.0% 6.6% 1.1% 14.2% 23.8% 20.7% 20.3% 20.0% 26.6% 21.1% 34.2%
Jones 71.2% 11.6% 0.6% 0.4% 0.0% 14.5% 1.7% 24.8% 31.6% 20.6% 20.4% 20.0% 34.5% 21.7% 44.8%
Kent 93.2% 1.0% 0.9% 0.0% 0.0% 3.6% 1.4% 14.9% 21.0% 20.9% 20.0% 20.0% 23.6% 21.4% 34.9%
Knox 76.4% 5.8% 0.6% 0.2% 0.0% 14.1% 3.0% 29.6% 25.8% 20.6% 20.2% 20.0% 34.1% 23.0% 49.6%
Mitchell 68.4% 11.3% 0.7% 0.3% 0.0% 17.7% 1.6% 37.0% 31.3% 20.7% 20.3% 20.0% 37.7% 21.6% 57.0%
Montague 93.2% 0.3% 0.9% 0.3% 0.0% 3.6% 1.6% 9.8% 20.3% 20.9% 20.3% 20.0% 23.6% 21.6% 29.8%
Nolan 83.6% 4.7% 0.6% 0.4% 0.0% 8.3% 2.3% 33.5% 24.7% 20.6% 20.4% 20.0% 28.3% 22.3% 53.5%
Runnels 83.2% 1.8% 0.7% 0.2% 0.0% 12.4% 1.7% 32.0% 21.8% 20.7% 20.2% 20.0% 32.4% 21.7% 52.0%
Scurry 78.7% 4.7% 0.6% 0.3% 0.0% 13.3% 2.3% 36.3% 24.7% 20.6% 20.3% 20.0% 33.3% 22.3% 56.3%
Shackelford 93.1% 0.9% 0.6% 0.3% 0.0% 3.3% 1.8% 10.1% 20.9% 20.6% 20.3% 20.0% 23.3% 21.8% 30.1%
Stephens 84.7% 2.1% 0.5% 0.3% 0.0% 10.6% 1.7% 20.9% 22.1% 20.5% 20.3% 20.0% 30.6% 21.7% 40.9%
Stonewall 87.7% 2.6% 0.5% 0.9% 0.0% 6.3% 1.9% 14.0% 22.6% 20.5% 20.9% 20.0% 26.3% 21.9% 34.0%
Taylor 79.4% 7.4% 0.7% 1.6% 0.1% 7.6% 3.2% 22.1% 27.4% 20.7% 21.6% 20.1% 27.6% 23.2% 42.1%
Throckmorton 94.8% 0.7% 0.7% 0.4% 0.0% 2.6% 0.8% 9.3% 20.7% 20.7% 20.4% 20.0% 22.6% 20.8% 29.3%
Wichita 77.1% 10.5% 1.1% 2.0% 0.1% 6.4% 2.9% 16.6% 30.5% 21.1% 22.0% 20.1% 26.4% 22.9% 36.6%
Wilbarger 78.2% 8.0% 1.1% 0.7% 0.0% 9.4% 2.5% 25.9% 28.0% 21.1% 20.7% 20.0% 29.4% 22.5% 45.9%
Young 90.3% 1.3% 0.7% 0.4% 0.0% 5.4% 1.9% 16.4% 21.3% 20.7% 20.4% 20.0% 25.4% 21.9% 36.4%

Note: *20 percentage point concentration threshold for Census tracts.
Source: 2010 Census and BBC Research & Consulting.
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Figure I-31.
Census Tracts with African American
Impacted Areas, Region 2, Northwest Texas, 2010

Wichita Falls

W

Note:

than the percentage of that minority group for the county overall.
Source: 2010 Census and BBC Research & Consulting.

Region 2. Northwest Texas

African American
Concentration

This map uses HUD's definition of "racially/ethnically impacted area." A Census tract is "impacted" when the
percentages of residents in a particular racial or ethnic minority group is at least 20 percentage points higher

Figure 1-32.
Census Tracts with "Some Other Race"
Impacted Areas, Region 2, Northwest Texas, 2010

Wichita Falls

Region 2. Northwest Texas

- Some Other Race
Concentration

W

Note:  This map uses HUD's definition of "racially/ethnically impacted area." A Census tract is "impacted" when the

percentages of residents in a particular racial or ethnic minority group is at least 20 percentage points higher
than the percentage of that minority group for the county overall.

Source: 2010 Census and BBC Research & Consulting.
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Figure 1-33.
Census Tracts with Hispanic
Impacted Areas, Region 2, Northwest Texas, 2010

Wichita FaS‘
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Note:

than the percentage of that minority group for the county overall.
Source: 2010 Census and BBC Research & Consulting.

Region 2. Northwest Texas
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This map uses HUD's definition of "racially/ethnically impacted area." A Census tract is "impacted" when the
percentages of residents in a particular racial or ethnic minority group is at least 20 percentage points higher

Figure 1-34.
Census Tracts with Greater Than 50% Minority
Concentration, Region 2, Northwest Texas, 2010

Wichita Falls

Region 2. Northwest Texas

Greater than 50%
Minarity Concentration

Note:

Source:

HUD’s definition of a minority area is a metropolitan area in which more than 50% of the residents are
minorities. This map shows all Census tracts in the region with greater than 50% minority concentration.
2010 Census and BBC Research & Consulting.
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Age. Region 2 has one of the highest percentages of seniors of any region (16%)—six
percentage points higher than the State of Texas as a whole. Nineteen percent of the non-
Hispanic White population is aged 65 and over and five percent is under the age of five. Among
Hispanic or Latino residents in Region 2, 6 percent are 65 or older and 11 percent are under
five. Figure 1-35 displays age by race and ethnicity for Region 2.

Figure I-35.
Age by Race and Ethnicity, Region 2, Northwest Texas, 2010

Non-
Non- Non- Hispanic African
Total Seniors Hispanic Hispanic  White African  African  American Hispanic
Population  Children  (650r  Median White White  Median | American American Median  Hispanic Hispanic Median

2010 Under5  older) Age Under5  Seniors Age Under5  Seniors Age Under5  Seniors Age
State of Texas 25,145,561 8% 10% 34 5% 15% 41 8% 7% 32 10% 6% 27
Region 2 Total 550,250 7% 16% 5% 19% 7% 8% 11% 6%
Region 2 Counties:
Archer 9,054 5% 16% 43 5% 17% 44 3% 5% 18 10% 6% 24
Baylor 3,726 6% 25% 47 5% 28% 49 7% 28% 49 12% 8% 26
Brown 38,106 6% 17% 40 5% 21% 45 7% 8% 31 11% 6% 25
Callahan 13,544 6% 18% 43 5% 19% 45 10% 13% 31 9% 7% 27
Clay 10,752 6% 18% 45 5% 19% 46 14% 2% 24 12% 5% 28
Coleman 8,895 6% 22% 46 5% 24% 50 6% 15% 41 10% 11% 30
Comanche 13,974 7% 21% 43 5% 27% 50 15% 2% 21 12% 4% 24
Cottle 1,505 5% 24% 47 4% 30% 52 5% 14% 38 11% 9% 30
Eastland 18,583 6% 20% 43 5% 23% 47 4% 8% 21 11% 5% 23
Fisher 3,974 6% 22% 46 4% 26% 50 4% 15% 39 9% 13% 35
Foard 1,336 4% 24% 47 4% 27% 49 6% 19% 26 6% 8% 31
Hardeman 4,139 6% 20% 43 4% 24% 49 8% 14% 35 13% 6% 24
Haskell 5,899 5% 22% 45 4% 27% 50 5% 10% 36 10% 9% 31
Jack 9,044 5% 15% 39 5% 18% 43 2% 2% 33 10% 3% 25
Jones 20,202 5% 14% 39 4% 19% 45 2% 4% 34 7% 6% 31
Kent 808 5% 26% 48 4% 28% 51 13% 25% 35 10% 11% 31
Knox 3,719 7% 21% 42 5% 28% 50 3% 12% 32 12% 10% 29
Mitchell 9,403 5% 13% 35 5% 20% 45 2% 4% 29 7% 7% 29
Montague 19,719 6% 20% 44 6% 22% 46 13% 0% 16 12% 3% 23
Nolan 15,216 7% 17% 39 5% 21% 46 10% 9% 31 11% 9% 29
Runnels 10,501 7% 19% 42 5% 25% 49 8% 11% 34 10% 9% 28
Scurry 16,921 8% 14% 37 5% 20% 45 4% 9% 34 12% 6% 27
Shackelford 3,378 7% 17% 43 6% 19% 45 14% 14% 18 9% 6% 26
Stephens 9,630 7% 18% 40 5% 22% 47 4% 10% 30 11% 4% 24
Stonewall 1,490 6% 24% 46 4% 26% 49 8% 26% 37 11% 9% 29
Taylor 131,506 7% 13% 33 6% 17% 39 9% 7% 26 12% 5% 25
Throckmorton 1,641 6% 25% 47 5% 26% 48 27% 9% 17 11% 10% 30
Wichita 131,500 7% 13% 34 6% 16% 39 7% 8% 29 11% 5% 25
Wilbarger 13,535 7% 16% 38 5% 21% 45 8% 10% 33 12% 6% 25
Young 18,550 6% 18% 42 5% 22% 46 9% 16% 40 13% 4% 24

Source: 2010 Census.
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Only Taylor County has a median age younger than the State of Texas as a whole. Kent County
has the oldest population in the region with 26 percent of residents over the age of 65 and a
median age of 48.

Across all counties, the non-Hispanic White population has a substantially higher proportion of
seniors than the Hispanic or Latino population. On average in Region 2, the median age for the
non-Hispanic White population is nearly 20 years older than the median age for the Hispanic or
Latino population.

Family characteristics. Nearly one-third of all households in Region 2 are family households
with children. Approximately 65 percent of these households are husband-wife families with
children, and the remaining 35 percent are single parents. Wichita, Wilbarger and Nolan
counties have the highest proportion of single parents (13% of all households) in Region 2.

Figure I-36.
Family Characteristics, Region 2, Northwest Texas, 2010

Total Nonfamily Living Married Single Parent: Single Parent:
Households Households Alone with Children Female Male

State of Texas 8,922,933 30% 24% 26% 10% 3%
Region 2 Total 210,184 33% 28% 21% 8% 3%
Region 2 Counties:

Archer 3,538 27% 23% 25% 5% 2%
Baylor 1,669 38% 34% 17% 6% 2%
Brown 14,778 32% 27% 20% 8% 3%
Callahan 5,447 29% 25% 22% 7% 3%
Clay 4,319 27% 24% 23% 5% 2%
Coleman 3,857 35% 31% 16% 7% 3%
Comanche 5,580 31% 28% 21% 6% 2%
Cottle 677 35% 33% 15% 8% 2%
Eastland 7,465 34% 30% 19% 7% 3%
Fisher 1,668 32% 29% 20% 6% 3%
Foard 573 34% 30% 18% 6% 2%
Hardeman 1,722 34% 29% 18% 8% 3%
Haskell 2,297 33% 30% 17% 6% 3%
Jack 3,136 29% 26% 24% 6% 3%
Jones 6,034 30% 25% 21% 7% 3%
Kent 350 40% 37% 17% 7% 2%
Knox 1,506 34% 31% 20% 8% 3%
Mitchell 2,809 32% 28% 21% 7% 3%
Montague 7,989 31% 27% 21% 6% 3%
Nolan 5,999 33% 29% 19% 10% 4%
Runnels 4,165 30% 27% 20% 8% 3%
Scurry 5,838 29% 25% 23% 8% 3%
Shackelford 1,367 31% 28% 22% 6% 3%
Stephens 3,665 31% 28% 21% 7% 3%
Stonewall 642 34% 31% 18% 7% 1%
Taylor 50,725 34% 27% 21% 9% 3%
Throckmorton 721 34% 32% 17% 5% 3%
Wichita 49,016 35% 29% 20% 9% 3%
Wilbarger 5,289 34% 30% 20% 10% 3%
Young 7,343 29% 25% 22% 7% 3%

Source: 2010 Census.
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Disability. Recent disability data is only available for counties with a population of 20,000 or
more. As a result, not all counties in Region 2 are included in Figure I-37, and a regional total is
not provided. The incidence of disability for these counties in Region 2 ranges from 13 percent
to 19 percent—all higher than the State of Texas as a whole (12%). Seniors are substantially
more likely to have a disability than non-seniors. The incidence of disability for seniors in
Region 2 is fairly representative of Texas as a whole; however, the incidence of disability for
non-seniors is slightly higher in Region 2 than the state overall.

Figure I-.37.
Disability Status for Seniors and Non-Seniors, Region 2, Northwest Texas, 2008-2010 ACS

Overall 1 Type 2 Types Overall 1 Type
Perce"? of tl".e (Seniors 65+  (Seniors 65+  (Seniors 65+  (Non-Seniors  (Non-Seniors 2 Types
Population with with a with a with a with a with a (Non-Seniors
a Disability Disability) Disability) Disability) Disability) Disability)  with a Disability)

State of Texas 12% 41% 17% 24% 8% 5% 3%
Region 2 Counties:
Brown 13% 36% 12% 24% 9% 5% 1%
Jones 19% 40% 22% 19% 14% 6% 8%
Kent 19% 40% 19% 21% 12% 8% 1%
Taylor 14% 41% 18% 23% 10% 6% 1%
Wichita 15% 44% 17% 27% 11% 6% 1%

Note: Not all counties in the region are included; data is only available for counties with a population of 20,000 or more.
Source: 2008-2010 ACS.
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Income. According to the 2006-2010 ACS, there are 62,418 households (30% of all households)
in Region 2 earning less than $25,000 per year. Coleman County has the highest percentage of
households earning less than $25,000 (47%) and the lowest median income ($26,951). Figure 1-38
displays households earning less than $25,000, and median income for all counties in Region 2.

Figure 1-38.
Households Earning Less Than $25,000 Per Year, Region 2, Northwest Texas, 2006-2010 ACS

Household Earning Percent of Households Median

Less Than $25,000 Earning Less Than $25,000 Household Income
State of Texas $2,118,973 25% $49,646
Region 2 Total $62,418 30%
Region 2 Counties:
Archer $851 25% $50,891
Baylor $633 38% $33,459
Brown $4,495 33% $38,832
Callahan $1,349 26% $44,596
Clay $990 22% 50,881
Coleman $1,661 47% $26,951
Comanche $1,818 35% $35,218
Cottle $226 37% $33,859
Eastland $2,829 39% $32,452
Fisher $607 36% $41,458
Foard $252 45% $30,417
Hardeman $555 33% $36,295
Haskell $933 37% $35,295
Jack $700 23% $46,801
Jones $1,781 30% $39,568
Kent 74 20% $47,750
Knox 604 37% $32,055
Mitchell 844 31% $37,260
Montague 2,308 29% $42,482
Nolan 1,968 34% $37,102
Runnels 1,345 34% $37,823
Scurry 1,909 31% $42,401
Shackelford 304 25% $46,629
Stephens 1,308 36% $35,691
Stonewall 144 24% $52,222
Taylor 14,280 29% $42,403
Throckmorton 272 34% $36,339
Wichita 13,118 27% $42,971
Wilbarger 1,764 34% $40,105
Young 2,496 33% $36,900

Source: 2006-2010 ACS.
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Poverty. Like the State Texas as a whole, 17 percent of the population is living in poverty in
Region 2. As displayed in Figure I-39, 31 percent of children under five and 11 percent of seniors
in Region 2 are in poverty. In the region as a whole, the poverty rate is highest for Black or
African American residents (35%). Hispanic or Latino residents have a poverty rate of 25
percent, and non-Hispanic Whites have a poverty rate of 13 percent.

Figure I-39.
Percent of Population Living in Poverty, Region 2, Northwest Texas, 2006-2010 ACS

Percent of Percentof Percentof Percent of Percent of

Average Population Children Children Seniors  Non-Hispanic African Percent of
Population Living in (Under 18) Under 5 (65+) in White in American Hispanic
2006-2010 Poverty in Poverty in Poverty Poverty Poverty in Poverty in Poverty

State of Texas 23,707,679 3,972,054 17% 27% 12% 9% 24% 25%
Region 2 Total 509,469 84,433 17% 31% 11% 13% 35% 25%
Region 2 Counties:

Archer 8,910 887 10% 24% 8% 9% 0% 15%
Baylor 3,742 647 17% 71% 6% 15% 100% 30%
Brown 36,129 5,852 16% 26% 13% 16% 28% 14%
Callahan 13,358 1,857 14% 30% 14% 12% 36% 36%
Clay 10,886 1,274 12% 28% 12% 12% 47% 11%
Coleman 8,671 2,552 29% 49% 14% 24% 31% 62%
Comanche 13,602 3,011 22% 38% 15% 16% 38% 40%
Cottle 1,596 174 11% 0% 3% 7% 12% 21%
Eastland 17,619 3,701 21% 27% 19% 17% 27% 43%
Fisher 3,961 551 14% 36% 8% 8% 64% 28%
Foard 1,366 319 23% 41% 9% 21% 0% 35%
Hardeman 4,212 809 19% 41% 21% 11% 40% 43%
Haskell 5,832 1,094 19% 32% 13% 14% 63% 23%
Jack 7,905 1,411 18% 40% 7% 18% 0% 18%
Jones 14,558 1,795 12% 27% 8% 8% 24% 24%
Kent 762 41 5% 12% 4% 5% 0% 8%
Knox 3,649 583 16% 15% 10% 8% 43% 25%
Mitchell 6,258 957 15% 40% 16% 12% 46% 18%
Montague 19,752 2,609 13% 31% 12% 13% 0% 20%
Nolan 14,544 2,819 19% 42% 15% 13% 60% 28%
Runnels 10,073 2,178 22% 45% 16% 13% 0% 42%
Scurry 14,109 2,491 18% 27% 10% 11% 21% 30%
Shackelford 3,137 414 13% 37% 11% 10% 18% 36%
Stephens 8,827 1,753 20% 30% 10% 15% 65% 39%
Stonewall 1,424 170 12% 0% 5% 12% 11% 14%
Taylor 122,131 20,130 16% 30% 9% 13% 33% 23%
Throckmorton 1,804 239 13% 7% 4% 10% NA 43%
Wichita 119,542 18,261 15% 27% 9% 12% 33% 21%
Wilbarger 12,994 3,026 23% 51% 12% 13% 71% 34%
Young 18,116 2,828 16% 27% 14% 15% 20% 19%

Note: As shown in Figure I-11, the 2010 1-year ACS estimates the poverty rate for the State of Texas to be 18%. The 2006-2010 5-year
estimate of the statewide poverty rate is 17%.

Source: 2006-2010 ACS.
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Poverty by Census tract. Figure I-40 overlays Census tracts that have family poverty rates
exceeding 40 percent with tracts that have more than 50 percent minority concentration to
show racially concentrated areas of poverty. There are only a handful of racially concentrated
areas of poverty in Region 2.

Figure 1-40.
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Region 3—“Metroplex” Demographics

Figure I-41.
State of Texas
Region 3
Counties
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Geo-demographic background. The Metroplex region is the most populated region in the
State, containing more than one-fourth of the state’s entire population. A large number of
corporate headquarters, information technology companies, energy companies, defense
contractors, farming and ranching industries and tourism support the region’s economy.

Historical records indicate that the region began to gain population due to its position at the
crossroads of north-south and east-west railroad lines. The region became the center of the oil
and cotton industries. In the mid-20t century, Dallas also became a convergence point of
interstate highways from all directions, and continues to this day with the Dallas-Fort Worth
airport serving as an “inland port.”

Historically, the region was divided along racial and ethnic lines by major highways and
geographic barriers. This institutional separation has influenced settlement patterns as the
region has grown with lower income, African American and Hispanic populations remaining in
the southern part of the Metroplex.

New business center development and housing and population growth have been more rapid in
the suburban areas north of Dallas and Fort Worth, while growth is much weaker in the
southern part of the region where there is a higher concentration of economically depressed
communities.
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Population growth. Region 3 is the largest region in terms of population, with 6.7 million
residents as of 2010 (27% of the state population). Between 2000 and 2010, the population of
Region 3 increased by 23 percent. The Hispanic or Latino population increased by 57 percent
and the non-Hispanic White population increased by 5 percent. The growth of this region overall
was slightly higher than the state as a whole.

Dallas and Tarrant counties, which contain the cities of Dallas and Fort Worth, are the most
populous counties in the region, accounting for 67 percent of the region’s population. Collin
County had the highest percentage growth (59%), increasing from just under half a million
residents in 2000 to over three-quarters of a million in 2010. Region 3 and Region 7 are the only
regions in which all counties experienced positive population growth between 2000 and 2010.
Growth in the Hispanic or Latino population was especially pronounced, with five counties
doubling their 2000 Hispanic or Latino population. Four counties experienced a decline in the
non-Hispanic White population. In the City of Dallas, the non-Hispanic White population
decreased by 16 percent and the Hispanic or Latino population increased by 20 percent. Figure
[-42 displays the population growth by race/ethnicity of all counties in Region 3.

Figure 1-42.
Population Growth by Race and Ethnicity, Region 3, Metroplex, 2000 to 2010

Percent Percent Percent
Total Total Growth of Growth Percent Growth
Population Population Percent Non-Hispanic of African Growth of of Other
2000 2010 Growth White American Hispanic Minority*

State of Texas 20,851,820 25,145,561 21% 4% 24% 42% 22%
City of Dallas 1,188,580 1,197,816 1% -16% -3% 20% 5%
City of Fort Worth 534,694 741,206 39% 26% 29% 58% 38%
Region 3 Total 5,487,477 6,733,179 23% 5% 33% 57% 44%
Region 3 Counties:

Collin 491,675 782,341 59% 32% 182% 128% 130%
Cooke 36,363 38,437 6% -2% -5% 65% 51%
Dallas 2,218,899 2,368,139 7% -20% 17% 37% 21%
Denton 432,976 662,614 53% 30% 119% 130% 104%
Ellis 111,360 149,610 34% 23% 40% 71% 55%
Erath 33,001 37,890 15% 8% 68% 47% 60%
Fannin 31,242 33,915 9% 4% -7% 84% 42%
Grayson 110,595 120,877 9% 2% 9% 82% 62%
Hood 41,100 51,182 25% 20% 88% 76% 76%
Hunt 76,596 86,129 12% 5% -2% 85% 64%
Johnson 126,811 150,934 19% 10% 26% 78% 61%
Kaufman 71,313 103,350 45% 33% 43% 121% 82%
Navarro 45,124 47,735 6% -3% -13% 59% 43%
Palo Pinto 27,026 28,111 4% -1% -1% 36% 17%
Parker 88,495 116,927 32% 26% 21% 100% 65%
Rockwall 43,080 78,337 82% 62% 224% 161% 154%
Somervell 6,809 8,490 25% 14% 200% 78% 136%
Tarrant 1,446,219 1,809,034 25% 5% 45% 69% 45%
Wise 48,793 59,127 21% 12% 4% 93% 60%

Note: * Other Minority includes American Indian and Alaska Native, Asian, Native Hawaiian and Other Pacific Islander, Some other race, and
Two or more races.

Source: 2000 and 2010 Census.
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Minority concentrations. The following figure displays the racial and ethnic breakdown of
each county in Region 3, along with the 20 percentage point threshold used to determine if
individual Census tracts are minority impacted.

This section also contains four maps that show minority impacted Census tracts for the racial
and ethnic categories of: 1) African American; 2) Asian; 3) Some Other Race; and 4) Hispanic or
Latino.

A fifth map shows Census tracts that are more than 50 percent minority. These include non-
Hispanic residents of all races except for White plus Hispanic or Latino residents of any race.

The sixth and seventh maps show minority concentrations for the Dallas and Fort Worth metro
areas, as defined by Census tracts that are more than 50 percent minority.
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Figure 1-43.
Racial and Ethnicity and Overall Proportions and Concentration Thresholds, Impacted Areas, Region 3, Metroplex, 2010

Native
indanand and Other , indian an Hawaian and

African Alaska Pacific African Alaska Other Pacific

American Native Asian Islander Hispanic American* Native* Islander* Hispanic*
Collin 71.6% 8.5% 0.6% 11.2% 0.1% 5.1% 3.0% 14.7% 28.5% 20.6% 31.2% 20.1% 25.1% 23.0% 34.7%
Cooke 85.7% 2.7% 1.0% 0.8% 0.0% 7.5% 2.2% 15.6% 22.7% 21.0% 20.8% 20.0% 27.5% 22.2% 35.6%
Dallas 53.5% 22.3% 0.7% 5.0% 0.1% 15.5% 2.8% 38.3% 42.3% 20.7% 25.0% 20.1% 35.5% 22.8% 58.3%
Denton 75.7% 9.3% 0.4% 0.2% 0.0% 12.0% 2.3% 32.4% 29.3% 20.4% 20.2% 20.0% 32.0% 22.3% 52.4%
Ellis 82.1% 3.1% 0.8% 1.0% 0.1% 10.5% 2.5% 82.2% 23.1% 20.8% 21.0% 20.1% 30.5% 22.5% 100.0%
Erath 85.6% 1.2% 0.8% 0.7% 0.0% 10.0% 1.7% 19.2% 21.2% 20.8% 20.7% 20.0% 30.0% 21.7% 39.2%
Fannin 86.0% 6.8% 1.1% 0.4% 0.0% 3.6% 2.1% 9.5% 26.8% 21.1% 20.4% 20.0% 23.6% 22.1% 29.5%
Grayson 83.9% 5.9% 1.5% 0.9% 0.0% 5.2% 2.7% 11.3% 25.9% 21.5% 20.9% 20.0% 25.2% 22.7% 31.3%
Hood 92.6% 0.5% 0.7% 0.6% 0.1% 4.1% 1.5% 10.2% 20.5% 20.7% 20.6% 20.1% 24.1% 21.5% 30.2%
Hunt 81.6% 8.3% 0.9% 1.1% 0.2% 5.6% 2.4% 13.6% 28.3% 20.9% 21.1% 20.2% 25.6% 22.4% 33.6%
Johnson 87.2% 2.6% 0.7% 0.7% 0.3% 6.3% 2.1% 18.1% 22.6% 20.7% 20.7% 20.3% 26.3% 22.1% 38.1%
Kaufman 79.1% 10.4% 0.7% 0.9% 0.0% 6.6% 2.3% 17.0% 30.4% 20.7% 20.9% 20.0% 26.6% 22.3% 37.0%
Navarro 69.4% 13.8% 0.6% 0.5% 0.8% 12.5% 2.2% 23.8% 33.8% 20.6% 20.5% 20.8% 32.5% 22.2% 43.8%
Palo Pinto 87.1% 2.2% 0.7% 0.5% 0.0% 7.6% 1.8% 17.7% 22.2% 20.7% 20.5% 20.0% 27.6% 21.8% 37.7%
Parker 91.4% 1.6% 0.8% 0.5% 0.0% 3.8% 1.8% 10.6% 21.6% 20.8% 20.5% 20.0% 23.8% 21.8% 30.6%
Rockwall 83.6% 5.8% 0.6% 2.4% 0.1% 5.4% 2.1% 15.9% 25.8% 20.6% 22.4% 20.1% 25.4% 22.1% 35.9%
Somervell 85.0% 0.7% 0.8% 0.6% 0.0% 10.1% 2.7% 19.2% 20.7% 20.8% 20.6% 20.0% 30.1% 22.7% 39.2%
Tarrant 66.6% 14.9% 0.7% 4.7% 0.2% 10.0% 3.0% 26.7% 34.9% 20.7% 24.7% 20.2% 30.0% 23.0% 46.7%
Wise 88.7% 1.1% 0.8% 0.4% 0.0% 6.9% 2.1% 17.1% 21.1% 20.8% 20.4% 20.0% 26.9% 22.1% 37.1%
Collin 71.6% 8.5% 0.6% 11.2% 0.1% 5.1% 3.0% 14.7% 28.5% 20.6% 31.2% 20.1% 25.1% 23.0% 34.7%
Cooke 85.7% 2.7% 1.0% 0.8% 0.0% 7.5% 2.2% 15.6% 22.7% 21.0% 20.8% 20.0% 27.5% 22.2% 35.6%
Dallas 53.5% 22.3% 0.7% 5.0% 0.1% 15.5% 2.8% 38.3% 42.3% 20.7% 25.0% 20.1% 35.5% 22.8% 58.3%
Denton 75.7% 9.3% 0.4% 0.2% 0.0% 12.0% 2.3% 32.4% 29.3% 20.4% 20.2% 20.0% 32.0% 22.3% 52.4%
Ellis 82.1% 3.1% 0.8% 1.0% 0.1% 10.5% 2.5% 82.2% 23.1% 20.8% 21.0% 20.1% 30.5% 22.5% 100.0%
Erath 85.6% 1.2% 0.8% 0.7% 0.0% 10.0% 1.7% 19.2% 21.2% 20.8% 20.7% 20.0% 30.0% 21.7% 39.2%
Fannin 86.0% 6.8% 1.1% 0.4% 0.0% 3.6% 2.1% 9.5% 26.8% 21.1% 20.4% 20.0% 23.6% 22.1% 29.5%
Grayson 83.9% 5.9% 1.5% 0.9% 0.0% 5.2% 2.7% 11.3% 25.9% 21.5% 20.9% 20.0% 25.2% 22.7% 31.3%
Hood 92.6% 0.5% 0.7% 0.6% 0.1% 4.1% 1.5% 10.2% 20.5% 20.7% 20.6% 20.1% 24.1% 21.5% 30.2%
Hunt 81.6% 8.3% 0.9% 1.1% 0.2% 5.6% 2.4% 13.6% 28.3% 20.9% 21.1% 20.2% 25.6% 22.4% 33.6%
Johnson 87.2% 2.6% 0.7% 0.7% 0.3% 6.3% 2.1% 18.1% 22.6% 20.7% 20.7% 20.3% 26.3% 22.1% 38.1%
Kaufman 79.1% 10.4% 0.7% 0.9% 0.0% 6.6% 2.3% 17.0% 30.4% 20.7% 20.9% 20.0% 26.6% 22.3% 37.0%
Navarro 69.4% 13.8% 0.6% 0.5% 0.8% 12.5% 2.2% 23.8% 33.8% 20.6% 20.5% 20.8% 32.5% 22.2% 43.8%

Note: *20 percentage point concentration threshold for Census tracts.
Source: 2010 Census and BBC Research & Consulting.
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Figure 1-44. Figure 1-45.
Census Tracts with Black or African American

Census Tracts with Asian Impacted
Impacted Areas, Region 3, Metroplex, 2010 Areas, Region 3, Metroplex,2010
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Note:

This map uses HUD's definition of "racially/ethnically impacted area." A Census tract is "impacted" when the
percentages of residents in a particular racial or ethnic minority group is at least 20 percentage points higher
than the percentage of that minority group for the county overall.

than the percentage of that minority group for the county overall.
Source: 2010 Census and BBC Research & Consulting. Source: 2010 Census and BBC Research & Consulting.

Note:  This map uses HUD's definition of "racially/ethnically impacted area." A Census tract is "impacted" when the

percentages of residents in a particular racial or ethnic minority group is at least 20 percentage points higher
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Figure 1-46.
Census Tracts with "Some Other Race"
Impacted Areas, Region 3, Metroplex, 2010

Figure 1-47.
Census Tracts with Hispanic or Latino
Impacted Areas, Region 3, Metroplex,2010
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Note:  This map uses HUD's definition of "racially/ethnically impacted area." A Census tract is "impacted" when the Note: This map uses HUD's metro-area definition of "racially/ethnically impacted area." This map shows HUD's
percentages of residents in a particular racial or ethnic minority group is at least 20 percentage points higher definition of a minority area as one in which more than 50 percent of the residents are minorities.
than the percentage of that minority group for the county overall. Source: 2010 Census and BBC Research & Consulting.

Source: 2010 Census and BBC Research & Consulting.
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Figure 1-48 Figure 1-49.
Census Tracts Greater Than 50% Census Tracts Greater Than 50% Minority
Minority Concentration, Region 3, Metroplex,2010 Concentration, City of Dallas, Texas, 2010
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Note: HUD’s definition of a minority area is a metropolitan area in which more than 50% of the residents are Note: HUD’s definition of a minority area is a metropolitan area in which more than 50% of the residents are
minorities. This map shows all Census tracts in the region with greater than 50% minority concentration. minorities. This map shows all Census tracts in the region with greater than 50% minority concentration.
Source: 2010 Census and BBC Research & Consulting. Source: 2010 Census and BBC Research & Consulting.
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Figure 1-50.

Census Tracts Greater
Than 50% Minority
Concentration,

City of Fort Worth,
Texas, 2010

Note:

HUD’s definition of a minority
area is a metropolitan area in
which more than 50% of the
residents are minorities. This
map shows all Census tracts in
the region with greater than
50% minority concentration.

Source:

2010 Census and BBC Research
& Consulting.

City of Fort Worth

Greater Than 50%
Minority Concentration

Age. Region 3 has a slightly lower proportion of seniors than the State of Texas as a whole. Fourteen
percent of the non-Hispanic White population is aged 65 and over and 4 percent is under the age of five.
Among Hispanic or Latino residents in Region 3, only 3 percent are 65 or older and 11 percent are under
five. Figure I-51 displays age by race and ethnicity for Region 3.
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Figure I-51.
Age by Race and Ethnicity, Region 3, Metroplex, 2010

Non-
Total Hi?::r;ic Hi?::r;ic H\ilmtneic African African African
Population Children Seniors Median White White Median American  American  American Hispanic Hispanic Hispanic
2010 Under 5 (65 or older) Age Under 5 Seniors Age Under 5 Seniors  Median Age  Under 5 Seniors Median Age
State of Texas 25,145,561 8% 10% 34 5% 15% 41 8% 7% 32 10% 6% 27
City of Dallas 1,197,816 9% 9% 31 4% 17% 40 8% 9% 30 12% 3% 24
City of Fort Worth 741,206 9% 8% 31 7% 13% 38 9% 8% 30 12% 4% 24
Region 3 Total 6,733,179 8% 9% 6% 14% 8% 6% 11% 3%
Region 3 Counties:
Collin 782,341 8% 8% 35 6% 10% 39 8% 3% 31 11% 3% 26
Cooke 38,437 7% 16% 39 6% 19% 45 7% 9% 28 13% 3% 22
Dallas 2,368,139 8% 9% 33 4% 17% 44 8% 7% 33 11% 3% 26
Denton 662,614 8% 7% 33 6% 9% 37 8% 3% 29 11% 3% 25
Ellis 149,610 7% 10% 35 6% 13% 40 8% 8% 33 11% 4% 24
Erath 37,890 6% 13% 31 5% 15% 35 5% 1% 22 12% 3% 23
Fannin 33,915 6% 17% 41 5% 20% 44 4% 9% 35 10% 3% 27
Grayson 120,877 6% 16% 40 5% 18% 44 8% 10% 33 13% 3% 23
Hood 51,182 6% 21% 46 5% 24% 49 4% 6% 34 11% 4% 25
Hunt 86,129 7% 14% 38 5% 17% 42 8% 9% 30 12% 3% 23
Johnson 150,934 7% 11% 36 6% 14% 40 7% 7% 32 11% 4% 25
Kaufman 103,350 8% 10% 35 6% 13% 39 7% 8% 34 12% 3% 23
Navarro 47,735 7% 14% 37 5% 20% 45 8% 11% 35 12% 4% 23
Palo Pinto 28,111 7% 16% 40 6% 19% 45 10% 9% 32 12% 4% 23
Parker 116,927 6% 12% 39 6% 14% 41 4% 4% 30 11% 3% 25
Rockwall 78,337 7% 10% 36 6% 12% 39 8% 5% 33 11% 3% 25
Somervell 8,490 6% 15% 40 5% 18% 45 11% 0% 15 9% 4% 24
Tarrant 1,809,034 8% 9% 33 6% 13% 40 9% 6% 31 12% 3% 25
Wise 59,127 7% 12% 38 6% 15% 42 6% 3% 33 12% 3% 24

Source: 2010 Census.

STATE OF TEXAS PLAN FOR FAIR HOUSING CHOICE — PHASE 2 SECTION I, PAGE 49



Erath, Dallas, Denton and Tarrant counties all have median ages below the statewide median age
of 33.6. Hood County has the oldest population in the region with 21 percent of residents over
the age of 65 and a median age of 46.

Across all counties, the non-Hispanic White population has a substantially higher proportion of
seniors than the Hispanic or Latino population.

Family characteristics. Thirty-nine percent of all households in Region 3 are family
households with children. Just over two-thirds of these households are husband and wife
families, with children; and the remaining 31 percent are single parents. Dallas County has the
highest proportion of single parents (14% of all households) in Region 3. Within the cities of
both Dallas and Fort Worth single mothers comprise 11 percent of all households and single
fathers comprise 3 percent of all households.

Figure I-52.
Family Characteristics, Region 3, Metroplex, 2010

Total Nonfamily Living Married Single Parent:  Single Parent:

Households Households Alone with Children Female Male
State of Texas 8,922,933 30% 24% 26% 10% 3%
City of Dallas 458,057 42% 34% 19% 11% 3%
City of Fort Worth 262,652 33% 27% 26% 11% 3%
Region 3 Total 2,436,670 31% 25% 27% 9% 3%
Region 3 Counties:
Collin 283,759 27% 22% 33% 7% 2%
Cooke 14,513 29% 24% 23% 8% 3%
Dallas 855,960 35% 28% 23% 11% 3%
Ellis 50,503 21% 17% 31% 9% 3%
Denton 240,289 30% 23% 31% 7% 2%
Erath 14,569 38% 27% 22% 6% 3%
Fannin 12,149 29% 25% 22% 7% 3%
Grayson 46,905 31% 25% 21% 8% 3%
Hood 20,795 28% 24% 20% 6% 3%
Hunt 32,076 29% 24% 23% 8% 3%
Johnson 52,193 23% 19% 29% 8% 3%
Kaufman 34,964 21% 17% 31% 8% 3%
Navarro 17,380 28% 24% 24% 9% 3%
Palo Pinto 10,871 30% 25% 21% 8% 3%
Parker 42,069 24% 20% 28% 6% 3%
Rockwall 26,448 19% 16% 36% 7% 3%
Somervell 3,078 25% 22% 28% 6% 3%
Tarrant 657,134 31% 25% 26% 10% 3%
Wise 21,015 23% 19% 29% 6% 3%

Source: 2010 Census.

PAGE 50, SECTION | STATE OF TEXAS PLAN FOR FAIR HOUSING CHOICE — PHASE 2



Disability. Recent disability data is only available for counties with a population of 20,000 or
more. As a result, not all counties in Region 3 are included in Figure I-53 and a regional total is
not provided. The incidence of disability for these counties in Region 3 ranges from 6 percent in
Collin County to 18 percent in Fannin and Navarro counties. Seniors are substantially more
likely to have a disability than non-seniors, and seniors are more likely to have at least two types
of disabilities whereas non-seniors typically have only one. The incidence of disability for both
seniors and non-seniors in the cities of Dallas and Fort Worth is lower than for the state overall.

Figure I-53.
Disability Status for Seniors and Non-Seniors, Region 3, Metroplex, 2008-2010 ACS

Overall 1 Type 2 Types Overall 1 Type
Percen't of th.e (Seniors 65+  (Seniors 65+  (Seniors 65+  (Non-Seniors  (Non-Seniors 2 Types
Population with with a with a with a with a with a (Non-Seniors
a Disability Disability) Disability) Disability) Disability) Disability)  with a Disability)
State of Texas 12% 41% 17% 24% 8% 5% 3%
City of Dallas 9% 38% 15% 23% 7% 4% 3%
City of Fort Worth 10% 38% 17% 21% 7% 4% X

Region 3 Counties:

Collin 6% 30% 14% 16% 4% 3% 1%
Cooke 13% 34% 14% 20% 10% 6% 4%
Dallas 9% 38% 15% 23% 7% 4% 3%
Denton 8% 36% 15% 21% 6% 4% 2%
Ellis 13% 42% 17% 25% 10% 7% 4%
Erath 12% 37% 20% 17% 9% 5% 4%

Note: Not all counties in the region are included; data is only available for counties with a population of 20,000 or more.
Source: 2008-2010 ACS.
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Income. Region 3 has the highest number of households earning less than $25,000 per year
(474,360 households), but one of the lowest percentages of the population earning less than
$25,000 per year (20% of all households). Within Region 3, Erath County has the highest
percentage of households earning less than $25,000 (32%) and the lowest median income
($39,200). Collin County has the highest median income ($80,504), with only 11 percent of
residents earning less than $25,000 per year. Figure [-54 displays households earning less than
$25,000 and median income for all counties in Region 3.

Figure I-54.
Households Earning Less than $25,000 per Year, Region 3, Metroplex, 2006-2010 ACS

Percent of

Household Earning Households Earning Median

Less Than $25,000 Less Than $25,000 Household Income
State of Texas 2,118,973 25% $49,646
City of Dallas 130,469 29% $41,682
City of Fort Worth 61,662 24% $49,530
Region 3 Total 474,360 20%
Region 3 Counties:
Collin 30,011 11% $80,504
Cooke 3,636 25% $48,899
Dallas 202,670 24% $47,974
Denton 31,277 14% $70,622
Ellis 8,684 18% $60,877
Erath 4,392 32% $39,200
Fannin 3,356 29% $44,551
Grayson 11,459 25% $46,875
Hood 3,859 19% $54,882
Hunt 9,010 30% $43,101
Johnson 9,312 18% $54,954
Kaufman 6,198 19% $58,555
Navarro 5,215 30% $41,654
Palo Pinto 3,150 30% $41,095
Parker 7,697 19% $61,340
Rockwall 2,298 9% $78,032
Somervell 632 22% $52,135
Tarrant 127,827 20% $55,306
Wise 3,677 19% $55,207

Source: 2006-2010 ACS.
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Poverty. Region 3 has the lowest poverty rate of any region at 13 percent. As is typical, poverty
rates are much higher in the city centers—22 percent in Dallas and 17 percent in Forth Worth—
than in the surrounding suburbs. As displayed in Figure I-55, 22 percent of children under five
and 5 percent of seniors in Region 3 are in poverty. In the region as a whole, the poverty rate is
highest for Hispanic or Latino residents (23%). Black or African American residents have a
poverty rate of 22 percent and non-Hispanic Whites have a poverty rate of only 7 percent.

Figure I-55.
Percent of Population Living in Poverty, Region 3, Metroplex, 2006-2010 ACS

Percent of Percent of Percent of Percent of
Average Population Children Children Percent of Non-Hispanic African Percent of
Population Living in (Under 18) Under 5 Seniors (65+) White in American Hispanic
2006-2010 Poverty in Poverty in Poverty in Poverty Poverty in Poverty in Poverty

State of Texas 23,707,679 3,972,054 17% 27% 12% 9% 24% 25%
City of Dallas 1,165,532 259,624 22% 36% 13% 8% 30% 29%
City of Fort Worth 689,026 116,979 17% 27% 11% 9% 26% 24%
Region 3 Total 6,404,762 863,214 13% 22% 9% 7% 22% 23%
Region 3 Counties:

Collin 734,944 50,931 7% 9% 7% 4% 12% 16%
Cooke 37,477 5,107 14% 25% 8% 11% 26% 23%
Dallas 2,284,646 402,147 18% 29% 11% 7% 23% 25%
Denton 614,949 49,150 8% 10% 6% 5% 13% 15%
Ellis 141,003 15,993 11% 21% 8% 6% 24% 23%
Erath 35,371 6,975 20% 31% 15% 18% 46% 25%
Fannin 31,720 4,658 15% 33% 10% 12% 30% 28%
Grayson 115,696 15,562 13% 26% 9% 11% 22% 24%
Hood 49,285 5,384 11% 21% 5% 9% 0% 31%
Hunt 81,718 15,662 19% 26% 10% 14% 43% 31%
Johnson 144,175 15,088 10% 17% 8% 8% 24% 20%
Kaufman 97,009 11,085 11% 21% 7% 9% 17% 19%
Navarro 45,798 9,046 20% 44% 12% 12% 32% 35%
Palo Pinto 27,552 3,802 14% 22% 10% 11% 16% 27%
Parker 107,999 11,309 10% 12% 8% 9% 3% 27%
Rockwall 72,456 4,051 6% 7% 6% 5% 11% 9%
Somervell 8,159 880 11% 28% 10% 7% 0% 28%
Tarrant 1,717,986 230,843 13% 22% 8% 7% 21% 22%
Wise 56,819 5,541 10% 17% 5% 8% 0% 19%

Note: As shown in Figure I-11, the 2010 1-year ACS estimates the poverty rate for the State of Texas to be 18%. The 2006-2010 5-year
estimate of the statewide poverty rate is 17%.

Source: 2006-2010 ACS.
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Poverty by Census tract. Figure I-56 overlays Census tracts that have family poverty rates
exceeding 40 percent with tracts that have more than 50 percent minority concentration to
show racially concentrated areas of poverty, of which there are many in Region 3.

Figure I-56.
Poverty by Census v
Tract, Region 3,

Met roplex' Region 3. Metroplex
2006-2010 ACS ; o
L2 reaten tham o sherlglin -

MoreThan 50%
Minerity Concentration 6

Source:
2006-2010 ACS.
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Region 4—“Upper East” Demographics

Geo-demographic Figure I-57.
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Source: BBC Research & Consulting, 2012.

The largest county in the region is Smith County, which had a population of 209,714 in 2010, an
increase of 20 percent over the 2000 population. This was the highest overall percentage
growth in the region. Four of the seven smallest counties in this region experienced population
declines between 2000 and 2010; however, all counties in the region saw at least a 25 percent
increase in the Hispanic or Latino population. Figure I-58 displays the population growth by
race/ethnicity of all counties in Region 4.
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Figure I-58.

Population Growth by Race and Ethnicity, Region 4, Upper East Texas, 2000 to 2010

Total

Population
2000

State of Texas 20,851,820
Region 4 Total 1,015,648
Region 4 Counties:

Anderson 55,109
Bowie 89,306
Camp 11,549
Cass 30,438
Cherokee 46,659
Delta 5,327
Franklin 9,458
Gregg 111,379
Harrison 62,110
Henderson 73,277
Hopkins 31,960
Lamar 48,499
Marion 10,941
Morris 13,048
Panola 22,756
Rains 9,139
Red River 14,314
Rusk 47,372
Smith 174,706
Titus 28,118
Upshur 35,291
Van Zandt 48,140
Wood 36,752

Total
Population
2010

25,145,561

1,111,696

58,458
92,565
12,401
30,464
50,845
5,231
10,605
121,730
65,631
78,532
35,161
49,793
10,546
12,934
23,796
10,914
12,860
53,330
209,714
32,334
39,309
52,579

41,964

Percent
Growth Percent
of Non- Growth
Percent Hispanic of African
Growth White American
21% 4% 24%
9% 2% 3%
6% 3% -5%
4% -2% 7%
7% -3% -2%
0% -0% -10%
9% -1% 1%
-2% -6% -14%
12% 6% 12%
9% -4% 10%
6% -1% -4%
7% 2% 1%
10% 2% -3%
3% -3% 3%
-4% -3% -11%
-1% -6% -5%
5% -1% -4%
19% 17% -4%
-10% -13% -12%
13% 4% 4%
20% 10% 13%
15% -5% 3%
11% 9% -5%
9% 6% 1%
14% 12% -12%

Percent
Growth of
Hispanic

42%
76%

39%
52%
55%
100%
70%
75%
58%
97%
119%
67%
81%
100%
25%
110%
147%
66%
27%
90%
85%
61%
87%
51%

69%

Percent

Growth

of Other
Minority*

22%
70%

35%
120%
41%
51%
52%
93%
56%
91%
116%
74%
83%
82%
28%
74%
106%
49%
32%
93%
72%
37%
66%
37%

59%

Note: * Other Minority includes American Indian and Alaska Native, Asian, Native Hawaiian and Other Pacific Islander, Some other race, and

Two or more races.
Source: 2000 and 2010 Census.

Minority concentrations. The following figure displays the racial and ethnic breakdown of
each county in Region 4, along with the 20 percentage point threshold used to determine if
individual Census tracts are minority impacted.

This section also contains four maps that show minority impacted Census tracts for the racial
and ethnic categories of: 1) African American; 2) Asian; 3) Some Other Race; and 4) Hispanic or

Latino.

The fifth map shows Census tracts that are more than 50 percent minority. These include non-
Hispanic residents of all races except for White plus Hispanic or Latino residents of any race.
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Figure I-59.
Racial and Ethnicity and Overall Proportions and Concentration Thresholds, Impacted Areas, Region 4, Upper East Texas, 2010

Native | American Native
African Iﬁgils:\i;:z "C‘;w::i::c?fr;g (s)‘:hmeer ] African In:::n;k:nd %at‘;\vea:i::c?;i‘g g‘:ll::eer

American Alaska Native Islander Race Hispanic American* Native* Islander* Race* Hispanic*
Anderson 66.1% 21.1% 0.4% 0.5% 0.0% 10.2% 1.7% 15.9% 41.1% 20.4% 20.5% 20.0% 30.2% 21.7% 35.9%
Bowie 68.8% 24.2% 0.7% 0.8% 0.1% 3.3% 2.1% 6.5% 44.2% 20.7% 20.8% 20.1% 23.3% 22.1% 26.5%
Camp 67.8% 17.4% 0.7% 0.5% 0.1% 10.8% 2.7% 21.4% 37.4% 20.7% 20.5% 20.1% 30.8% 22.7% 41.4%
Cass 79.0% 17.4% 0.5% 0.3% 0.0% 1.3% 1.4% 3.5% 37.4% 20.5% 20.3% 20.0% 21.3% 21.4% 23.5%
Cherokee 71.7% 14.7% 0.7% 0.5% 0.0% 10.2% 2.2% 20.6% 34.7% 20.7% 20.5% 20.0% 30.2% 22.2% 40.6%
Delta 75.0% 8.4% 0.7% 6.6% 0.1% 6.3% 2.9% 18.2% 28.4% 20.7% 26.6% 20.1% 26.3% 22.9% 38.2%
Franklin 86.5% 3.9% 0.7% 0.5% 0.0% 6.6% 1.8% 12.6% 23.9% 20.7% 20.5% 20.0% 26.6% 21.8% 32.6%
Gregg 67.3% 20.0% 0.6% 1.1% 0.0% 8.7% 2.3% 16.4% 40.0% 20.6% 21.1% 20.0% 28.7% 22.3% 36.4%
Harrison 68.6% 21.9% 0.7% 0.5% 0.0% 6.5% 1.7% 11.1% 41.9% 20.7% 20.5% 20.0% 26.5% 21.7% 31.1%
Henderson 85.8% 6.2% 0.6% 0.4% 0.0% 5.1% 1.8% 10.8% 26.2% 20.6% 20.4% 20.0% 25.1% 21.8% 30.8%
Hopkins 81.5% 7.1% 0.6% 0.5% 0.1% 8.3% 2.0% 15.3% 27.1% 20.6% 20.5% 20.1% 28.3% 22.0% 35.3%
Lamar 74.4% 4.3% 0.9% 0.1% 0.0% 17.9% 2.3% 51.7% 24.3% 20.9% 20.1% 20.0% 37.9% 22.3% 71.7%
Marion 69.8% 14.8% 0.6% 1.4% 0.0% 10.9% 2.5% 23.6% 34.8% 20.6% 21.4% 20.0% 30.9% 22.5% 43.6%
Morris 69.7% 23.0% 0.7% 0.3% 0.1% 4.2% 2.0% 7.8% 43.0% 20.7% 20.3% 20.1% 24.2% 22.0% 27.8%
Panola 76.8% 16.3% 0.4% 0.3% 0.0% 4.5% 1.8% 8.3% 36.3% 20.4% 20.3% 20.0% 24.5% 21.8% 28.3%
Rains 91.2% 2.3% 1.0% 0.5% 0.0% 3.4% 1.6% 7.7% 22.3% 21.0% 20.5% 20.0% 23.4% 21.6% 27.7%
Red River 76.5% 17.4% 1.0% 0.2% 0.0% 3.2% 1.8% 6.6% 37.4% 21.0% 20.2% 20.0% 23.2% 21.8% 26.6%
Rusk 72.2% 17.7% 0.5% 0.4% 0.0% 7.1% 2.0% 14.3% 37.7% 20.5% 20.4% 20.0% 27.1% 22.0% 34.3%
Smith 70.1% 17.9% 0.5% 1.2% 0.0% 8.1% 2.0% 17.2% 37.9% 20.5% 21.2% 20.0% 28.1% 22.0% 37.2%
Titus 67.6% 9.6% 1.1% 0.7% 0.0% 18.7% 2.3% 39.6% 29.6% 21.1% 20.7% 20.0% 38.7% 22.3% 59.6%
Upshur 85.1% 8.7% 0.7% 0.4% 0.0% 3.0% 2.2% 6.6% 28.7% 20.7% 20.4% 20.0% 23.0% 22.2% 26.6%
Van Zandt 90.9% 2.7% 0.9% 0.3% 0.1% 3.3% 1.8% 9.2% 22.7% 20.9% 20.3% 20.1% 23.3% 21.8% 29.2%
Wood 88.7% 4.7% 0.7% 0.4% 0.1% 4.1% 1.4% 8.5% 24.7% 20.7% 20.4% 20.1% 24.1% 21.4% 28.5%

Note: *20 percentage point concentration threshold for Census tracts.
Source: 2010 Census and BBC Research & Consulting.
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Figure 1-60. Figure I-61.

Census Tracts with African American Census Tracts with Asian Impacted Areas, Region 4, Upper East Texas, 2010
Impacted Areas, Region 4, Upper East Texas, 2010

j Marshaﬂ
| R . o \

4 [ ’ Region 4. Upper East Texas n [ ’ Region 4. Upper East Texas

African American 4 5 - Asian Concentration
s Concentration ==y

Note:  This map uses HUD's definition of "racially/ethnically impacted area." A Census tract is "impacted" when the Note:
percentages of residents in a particular racial or ethnic minority group is at least 20 percentage points higher
than the percentage of that minority group for the county overall.

Source: 2010 Census and BBC Research & Consulting. Source:

This map uses HUD's definition of "racially/ethnically impacted area." A Census tract is "impacted" when
the percentages of residents in a particular racial or ethnic minority group is at least 20 percentage points
higher than the percentage of that minority group for the county overall.

2010 Census and BBC Research & Consulting.
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Figure 1-62.
Census Tracts with "Some Other Race"
Impacted Areas, Region 4, Upper East Texas, 2010

Texarkana

) ;\ﬂarshall

_“longview .

Region 4. Upper East Texas

Some Other Race
Concentration

Note:  This map uses HUD's definition of "racially/ethnically impacted area." A Census tract is "impacted" when the
percentages of residents in a particular racial or ethnic minority group is at least 20 percentage points higher

than the percentage of that minority group for the county overall.
Source: 2010 Census and BBC Research & Consulting.

Figure 1-63.
Census Tracts with Hispanic
Impacted Areas, Region 4, Upper East Texas, 2010
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Region 4. Upper East Texas

- Hispanic Concentration

Note:  This map uses HUD's definition of "racially/ethnically impacted area." A Census tract is "impacted" when
the percentages of residents in a particular racial or ethnic minority group is at least 20 percentage points

higher than the percentage of that minority group for the county overall.
Source: 2010 Census and BBC Research & Consulting.
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Figure 1-64.

Census Tracts Greater
Than 50% Minority
Concentration,
Region 4, Upper East
Texas, 2010

Note:

HUD’s definition of a minority
area is a metropolitan area in
which more than 50% of the
residents are minorities. This
map shows all Census tracts in
the region with greater than
50% minority concentration.

Source:

2010 Census and BBC Research
& Consulting.

> Longviéw

Region 4. Upper East Texas

Greater than 50%
Minority Concentration

Age. Along with Region 2, Region 4 has the highest proportion of seniors of any region (16%)—six
percentage points higher than the State of Texas as a whole. Only Titus County has an overall median age
lower than the state median of 33.6. Nineteen percent of the non-Hispanic White population is aged 65
and over and 5 percent is under the age of five. Among Hispanic or Latino residents in Region 4, only 3
percent are 65 or older and 12 percent are under five. Figure [-64 displays age by race and ethnicity for

Region 4.
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Figure 1-65.
Age by Race and Ethnicity, Region 4, Upper East Texas, 2010

Non- Non- African
Total Hispanic Non- Hispanic African African American Hispanic
Population Children Seniors Median White Hispanic White White American American Median Hispanic Hispanic Median

2010 Under 5 (65 or older) Age Under 5 Seniors Median Age Under 5 Seniors Age Under 5 Seniors Age
State of Texas 25,145,561 8% 10% 34 5% 15% 41 8% 7% 32 10% 6% 27
Region 4 Total 1,111,696 7% 16% 5% 19% 7% 11% 12% 3%
Region 4 Counties:
Anderson 58,458 5% 13% 39 5% 17% 44 4% 8% 38 8% 3% 30
Bowie 92,565 6% 14% 38 5% 18% 42 7% 9% 33 10% 2% 27
Camp 12,401 7% 16% 38 5% 22% 47 7% 14% 38 13% 2% 21
Cass 30,464 6% 19% 43 5% 21% 45 7% 15% 39 14% 3% 22
Cherokee 50,845 7% 15% 37 5% 20% 45 7% 10% 34 13% 3% 22
Delta 5,231 6% 20% 44 5% 22% 46 9% 12% 36 14% 5% 24
Franklin 10,605 7% 19% 42 5% 22% 46 7% 12% 33 13% 2% 22
Gregg 121,730 7% 14% 35 6% 18% 42 8% 9% 32 14% 2% 23
Harrison 65,631 7% 13% 37 6% 16% 42 7% 13% 36 14% 2% 21
Henderson 78,532 6% 19% 43 5% 22% 47 7% 12% 35 12% 4% 23
Hopkins 35,161 7% 15% 39 6% 19% 43 6% 12% 38 13% 2% 23
Lamar 49,793 6% 17% 40 5% 19% 43 8% 10% 33 14% 3% 21
Marion 10,546 5% 22% 48 4% 24% 50 6% 18% 45 14% 5% 26
Morris 12,934 6% 19% 42 6% 23% 47 6% 15% 39 14% 3% 21
Panola 23,796 6% 16% 39 5% 18% 42 7% 13% 37 14% 2% 22
Rains 10,914 5% 20% 46 5% 22% 48 4% 18% 47 11% 4% 23
Red River 12,860 6% 21% 45 5% 24% 48 6% 15% 41 11% 4% 24
Rusk 53,330 6% 14% 39 6% 18% 43 5% 11% 39 11% 2% 25
Smith 209,714 7% 14% 36 5% 19% 42 7% 10% 32 12% 3% 23
Titus 32,334 9% 12% 33 6% 19% 45 7% 11% 34 14% 2% 22
Upshur 39,309 6% 16% 41 6% 17% 43 5% 16% 41 14% 3% 22
Van Zandt 52,579 6% 18% 42 5% 20% 45 6% 13% 39 12% 3% 23
Wood 41,964 5% 24% 48 5% 27% 51 4% 15% 31 11% 5% 24

Source: 2010 Census.
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In Region 4, the age difference between the non-Hispanic White population and the Hispanic or Latino
population is even more pronounced than for the state as a whole. Every county in Region 4 has a non-
Hispanic White median age older the state median of 41.3 and all but two counties have a median
Hispanic or Latino age younger than state median of 27.

Family characteristics. One-third of all households in Region 4 are family households with children.
Approximately 65 percent of these households are husband-wife families with children and the
remaining 35 percent are single parents. Bowie County has the highest proportion of single parents
(15% of all households) in Region 4.

Figure 1-66.
Family Characteristics, Region 4, Upper East Texas, 2010

Total Nonfamily Living Married Single Parent: Single Parent:
Households Households Alone with Children Female Male

State of Texas 8,922,933 30% 24% 26% 10% 3%
Region 4 Total 416,985 30% 26% 22% 9% 3%
Region 4 Counties:

Anderson 17,218 29% 26% 21% 9% 3%
Bowie 34,669 32% 28% 20% 12% 3%
Camp 4,678 28% 25% 22% 10% 3%
Cass 12,429 30% 27% 19% 9% 3%
Cherokee 17,894 28% 24% 23% 10% 3%
Delta 2,088 29% 26% 20% 8% 3%
Franklin 4,159 28% 25% 22% 8% 3%
Gregg 45,798 32% 27% 22% 10% 3%
Harrison 24,523 28% 24% 23% 10% 3%
Henderson 31,020 30% 26% 20% 8% 3%
Hopkins 13,308 28% 24% 24% 7% 3%
Lamar 19,829 31% 27% 20% 10% 3%
Marion 4,595 36% 31% 14% 7% 2%
Morris 5,226 31% 28% 18% 10% 3%
Panola 9,271 29% 25% 22% 8% 3%
Rains 4,377 28% 23% 19% 7% 3%
Red River 5,469 34% 30% 17% 9% 2%
Rusk 18,476 28% 25% 23% 8% 3%
Smith 79,055 31% 25% 23% 9% 2%
Titus 10,813 25% 22% 29% 10% 3%
Upshur 14,925 27% 23% 23% 8% 3%
Van Zandt 20,047 27% 24% 23% 6% 3%
Wood 17,118 29% 25% 18% 5% 2%

Source: 2010 Census.
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Disability. Recent disability data is only available for counties with a population of 20,000 or more. As a
result, not all counties in Region 4 are included in Figure [-67 and a regional total is not provided. The
incidence of disability for these counties in Region 4 ranges from 14 percent to 22 percent—all higher
than the state proportion of 12 percent. Seniors are substantially more likely to have a disability with
incidence rates ranging from 38 to 50 percent compared to non-seniors, whose incidence rates range
from 9 to17 percent. The majority of counties in Region 4 have a disability incidence rate higher than the
state overall for both seniors and non-seniors.

Figure I-67.
Disability Status for Seniors and Non-Seniors, Region 4, Upper East Texas, 2008-2010 ACS

2 Types Overall 1 Type 2 Types
Percent of the Overall 1 Type (Seniors 65+ (Non-Seniors (Non-Seniors (Non-Seniors
Population with  (seniors 65+ (Seniors 65+ with a with a with a with a
a Disability with a Disability) with a Disability) Disability) Disability) Disability) Disability)

State of Texas 12% 41% 17% 24% 8% 5% 3%
Region 4 Counties:

Anderson 15% 38% 16% 23% 11% 7% 4%
Bowie 17% 45% 18% 27% 12% 7% 5%
Cass 21% 45% 20% 24% 16% 9% 7%
Cherokee 15% 39% 17% 22% 11% 6% 5%
Gregg 16% 43% 21% 22% 12% 7% 5%
Harrison 15% 49% 18% 31% 10% 6% 4%
Henderson 19% 43% 22% 21% 14% 8% 6%
Hopkins 15% 38% 15% 23% 11% 5% 6%
Lamar 19% 42% 16% 26% 15% 8% 6%
Panola 18% 45% 19% 26% 13% 7% 6%
Rusk 15% 47% 19% 28% 9% 6% 3%
Smith 14% 42% 17% 26% 9% 5% 4%
Titus 18% 50% 19% 31% 13% 7% 6%
Upshur 20% 47% 23% 23% 16% 10% 6%
Van Zandt 20% 49% 20% 29% 14% 8% 6%
Wood 22% 38% 17% 21% 17% 11% 6%

Note: Not all counties in the region are included; data is only available for counties with a population of 20,000 or more.
Source: 2008-2010 ACS.
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Income. According to the 2006-2010 ACS, there are 117,423 households (29% of all households) in
Region 4 earning less than $25,000 per year. Marion County has the highest percentage of households
earning less than $25,000 (43%) and the lowest median income ($29,943). Figure [-68 displays
households earning less than $25,000 and median income for all counties in Region 4.

Figure 1-68.
Households Earning Less Than $25,000 Per Year, Region 4, Upper East Texas, 2006-2010 ACS

Household Percent of Median
Earning Less Households Earning Household
Than $25,000 Less Than $25,000 Income
State of Texas 2,118,973 25% $49,646
Region 4 Total 117,423 29%
Region 4 Counties:
Anderson 4,917 31% $40,378
Bowie 10,326 31% $42,550
Camp 1,401 31% $36,029
Cass 4,454 37% $36,360
Cherokee 5,705 34% $36,966
Delta 729 36% $37,908
Franklin 1,084 29% $45,625
Gregg 12,588 28% $43,367
Harrison 6,645 29% $44,425
Henderson 9,598 31% $39,779
Hopkins 3,544 27% $41,642
Lamar 5,917 31% $38,015
Marion 2,026 43% $29,943
Morris 1,860 36% $38,843
Panola 2,240 26% $45,622
Rains 1,105 27% $42,491
Red River 1,787 35% $37,047
Rusk 4,634 26% $46,574
Smith 19,948 26% $46,139
Titus 3,048 29% $39,423
Upshur 3,993 27% $44,403
Van Zandt 5,513 28% $43,074
Wood 4,361 27% $41,277

Source: 2006-2010 ACS.
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Poverty. In Region 4, 16 percent of the population is living in poverty. As displayed in Figure 1-69, 28
percent of children under five and 11 percent of seniors in Region 4 are in poverty. In the region as a
whole, the poverty rate is highest for Black or African American residents (29%). Hispanic or Latino
residents have a poverty rate of 28 percent and non-Hispanic Whites have a poverty rate of 11 percent.

Figure 1-69.
Percent of Population Living in Poverty, Region 4, Upper East Texas, 2006-2010 ACS

Percent of Percent of Percent of Percent of
Average Population Children Children Seniors  Percent of Non- African Percent of
Population Living in (Under 18) Under 5 (65+) in Hispanic White ~ American Hispanic
2006-2010 Poverty in Poverty in Poverty Poverty in Poverty in Poverty in Poverty

State of Texas 23,707,679 3,972,054 17% 27% 12% 9% 24% 25%
Region 4 Total 1,050,281 169,015 16% 28% 11% 11% 29% 28%
Region 4 Counties:

Anderson 45,490 7,497 16% 20% 16% 12% 29% 28%
Bowie 87,273 14,691 17% 25% 13% 13% 29% 13%
Camp 11,990 2,440 20% 36% 9% 12% 27% 38%
Cass 30,039 5,811 19% 34% 13% 13% 42% 29%
Cherokee 47,469 10,644 22% 35% 14% 14% 28% 45%
Delta 5,232 758 14% 29% 13% 13% 34% 26%
Franklin 10,558 1,567 15% 34% 12% 10% 54% 33%
Gregg 116,599 19,204 16% 29% 11% 9% 30% 31%
Harrison 62,397 9,456 15% 27% 9% 9% 30% 20%
Henderson 76,698 12,866 17% 29% 8% 14% 30% 32%
Hopkins 33,892 5,343 16% 27% 11% 13% 18% 31%
Lamar 48,684 8,137 17% 32% 13% 13% 30% 26%
Marion 10,604 2,458 23% 36% 20% 16% 44% 25%
Morris 13,013 2,168 17% 33% 10% 9% 31% 36%
Panola 23,022 2,880 13% 25% 14% 10% 21% 15%
Rains 10,789 1,243 12% 12% 9% 11% 2% 27%
Red River 12,730 2,233 18% 21% 18% 15% 26% 17%
Rusk 46,866 5,820 12% 21% 11% 9% 19% 21%
Smith 200,005 30,760 15% 28% 7% 8% 31% 27%
Titus 29,563 5,294 18% 26% 11% 9% 31% 27%
Upshur 37,203 4,870 13% 27% 7% 11% 23% 21%
Van Zandt 51,112 7,405 14% 21% 12% 13% 32% 27%
Wood 39,053 5,470 14% 36% 8% 12% 11% 33%

Note: As shown in Figure I-11, the 2010 1-year ACS estimates the poverty rate for the State of Texas to be 18%. The 2006-2010 5-year estimate of
the statewide poverty rate is 17%.

Source: 2006-2010 ACS.
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Poverty by Census tract. Figure I-70 overlays Census tracts that have family poverty rates exceeding
40 percent with tracts that have more than 50 percent minority concentration to show a handful of
racially concentrated areas of poverty, which are located in north Tyler and Longview.

Figure 1-70.
Poverty by Census
Tract, Region 4,
Upper East Texas,
2006-2010 ACS

Source:
2006-2010 ACS.

Region 4. Upper East Texas
Family Poverty Rates
m Greater than 40%

Greater than 50%
Minority Concentration
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Region 5 —
“Southeast” Demographics

Geo-demographic background.
Also known as “Deep East”, this
southeastern region shares a border
with Louisiana and is populated with
small and medium sized towns. The
region’s economy is based around
logging in the wooded areas and
chemical production, in addition to oil
refineries in the southern part of the
region. The region is where the Lucas
Gusher exploded in 1901, which
revealed the extensive natural
resources in the area and led to a
population boom as the oil industry
rapidly expanded. Spindletop Hill,
located in the region, became the first
major oil field in the country.

Population growth. Between 2000
and 2010, the population of Region 5
increased by 4 percent.

The Hispanic or Latino population
increased by 61 percent and the non-
Hispanic White population decreased
by 3 percent. The growth of this region

overall was substantially lower than the

state
as a whole.

Figure I-71.
State of Texas’ Region 5 Counties
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Source: BBC Research & Consulting, 2012.

The largest county in the region is Jefferson County, which had a population of 252,273 in 2010 and
accounted for over one-third of the regional population.
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San Jacinto County had the highest percentage growth (19%) of the region, in part due to the 166
percent increase in the Hispanic or Latino population. Only one county in this region experienced a
decline in the Hispanic or Latino population between 2000 and 2010; Hispanic or Latino residents in all
other counties increased by at least 36 percent. The non-Hispanic White population decreased in seven
of the 15 counties, including Jefferson County which saw a 14 percent decline in this population. Figure
[-72 displays the population growth by race/ethnicity of all counties in Region 5.

Figure I-72.
Population Growth by Race and Ethnicity, Region 5, Southeast Texas, 2000 to 2010

Percent

Growth Percent Percent
Total Total of Non- Growth Percent Growth
Population Population Percent Hispanic of African Growth of of Other
2000 2010 Growth White American Hispanic Minority*
State of Texas 20,851,820 25,145,561 21% 4% 24% 42% 22%
Region 5 Total 740,952 767,222 4% -3% 0% 61% 58%
Region 5 Counties:
Angelina 80,130 86,771 8% -1% 11% 49% 37%
Hardin 48,073 54,635 14% 12% -4% 95% 81%
Houston 23,185 23,732 2% 0% -5% 36% 105%
Jasper 35,604 35,710 0% -1% -6% 46% 43%
Jefferson 252,051 252,273 0% -14% 0% 62% 56%
Nacogdoches 59,203 64,524 9% -5% 18% 71% 75%
Newton 15,072 14,445 -4% -3% -7% -29% -16%
Orange 84,966 81,837 -4% -7% -2% 55% 42%
Polk 41,133 45,413 10% 7% -4% 54% 73%
Sabine 10,469 10,834 3% 4% -25% 82% 68%
San Augustine 8,946 8,865 -1% 2% -19% 66% 90%
San Jacinto 22,246 26,384 19% 12% -4% 166% 140%
Shelby 25,224 25,448 1% -6% -10% 67% 78%
Trinity 13,779 14,585 6% 5% -16% 67% 52%
Tyler 20,871 21,766 4% 1% -4% 100% 63%

Note: * Other Minority includes American Indian and Alaska Native, Asian, Native Hawaiian and Other Pacific Islander, Some other race, and
Two or more races.

Source: 2000 and 2010 Census.

Minority concentrations. The following figure displays the racial and ethnic breakdown of each
county in Region 5, along with the 20 percentage point threshold used to determine if individual Census
tracts are minority impacted.

This section also contains three maps that show minority impacted Census tracts for the racial and
ethnic categories of: 1) African American; 2) Asian; and 3) Hispanic or Latino. There were no Some
Other Race impacted Census tracts.

The fourth map shows Census tracts that are more than 50 percent minority. These include non-
Hispanic residents of all races except for White plus Hispanic or Latino residents of any race.
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Figure I-73.
Racial and Ethnicity and Overall Proportions and Concentration Thresholds, Impacted Areas, Region 5, Southeast Texas, 2010

Native American Native
African Iﬁ:::u:icair:‘l I-(l)atw::ila’:cai;’-ilg Two or More African Ing:::k:;nd I-loat:l::ig:cai{ilg g::le?'
American Alaska Native Asian Islander Races Hispanic American* Native* Islander* Race* Hispanic*
Angelina 72.1% 15.0% 0.5% 0.9% 0.0% 9.8% 1.8% 19.8% 35.0% 20.5% 20.9% 20.0% 29.8% 21.8% 39.8%
Hardin 90.6% 5.8% 0.4% 0.5% 0.0% 1.3% 1.3% 4.4% 25.8% 20.4% 20.5% 20.0% 21.3% 21.3% 24.4%
Houston 67.0% 26.0% 0.4% 0.4% 0.0% 4.7% 1.4% 10.0% 46.0% 20.4% 20.4% 20.0% 24.7% 21.4% 30.0%
Jasper 77.7% 16.7% 0.6% 0.6% 0.0% 3.0% 1.5% 5.6% 36.7% 20.6% 20.6% 20.0% 23.0% 21.5% 25.6%
Jefferson 52.2% 33.8% 0.5% 3.4% 0.0% 8.1% 2.0% 17.0% 53.8% 20.5% 23.4% 20.0% 28.1% 22.0% 37.0%
Nacogdoches 68.6% 18.2% 0.6% 1.2% 0.0% 9.4% 2.0% 17.6% 38.2% 20.6% 21.2% 20.0% 29.4% 22.0% 37.6%
Newton 76.9% 20.1% 0.6% 0.4% 0.0% 0.6% 1.5% 2.8% 40.1% 20.6% 20.4% 20.0% 20.6% 21.5% 22.8%
Orange 86.1% 8.5% 0.5% 1.0% 0.1% 2.1% 1.7% 5.8% 28.5% 20.5% 21.0% 20.1% 22.1% 21.7% 25.8%
Polk 77.3% 11.5% 1.9% 0.4% 0.0% 7.2% 1.7% 13.1% 31.5% 21.9% 20.4% 20.0% 27.2% 21.7% 33.1%
Sabine 89.1% 7.2% 0.5% 0.3% 0.0% 1.2% 1.6% 3.2% 27.2% 20.5% 20.3% 20.0% 21.2% 21.6% 23.2%
San Augustine 71.9% 22.7% 0.4% 0.3% 0.0% 3.3% 1.4% 6.0% 42.7% 20.4% 20.3% 20.0% 23.3% 21.4% 26.0%
San Jacinto 82.2% 10.3% 0.6% 0.5% 0.0% 4.4% 2.0% 10.9% 30.3% 20.6% 20.5% 20.0% 24.4% 22.0% 30.9%
Shelby 68.6% 17.4% 0.3% 0.3% 0.0% 11.9% 1.4% 16.4% 37.4% 20.3% 20.3% 20.0% 31.9% 21.4% 36.4%
Trinity 84.3% 9.4% 0.5% 0.3% 0.0% 3.9% 1.5% 7.7% 29.4% 20.5% 20.3% 20.0% 23.9% 21.5% 27.7%
Tyler 82.4% 11.0% 0.5% 0.2% 0.0% 4.6% 1.2% 6.8% 31.0% 20.5% 20.2% 20.0% 24.6% 21.2% 26.8%

Note: *20 percentage point concentration threshold for Census tracts.
Source: 2010 Census and BBC Research & Consulting.
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Figure I-74.
Census Tracts with African American
Impacted Areas, Region 5, Southeast Texas, 2010

Figure I-75.
Census Tracts with Asian Impacted
Areas, Region 5, Southeast Texas, 2010

Region 5. Southeast Texas Region 5. Southeast Texas
African American

Asian
Concentration

Concentration

Note:  This map uses HUD's definition of "racially/ethnically impacted area." A Census tract is "impacted" when the

percentages of residents in a particular racial or ethnic minority group is at least 20 percentage points higher
than the percentage of that minority group for the county overall.

Source: 2010 Census and BBC Research & Consulting.

Note:  This map uses HUD's definition of "racially/ethnically impacted area." A Census tract is "impacted" when the

percentages of residents in a particular racial or ethnic minority group is at least 20 percentage points higher
than the percentage of that minority group for the county overall.

Source: 2010 Census and BBC Research & Consulting.
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Figure I-76.
Census Tracts with Hispanic Impacted
Areas, Region 5, Southeast Texas, 2010

Figure I-77.
Census Tracts Greater Than 50% Minority,
Region 5, Southeast Texas, 2010

Region 5. Southeast Texas

- Hispanic Concentration

* Vidor -/ Orange 1},

Region 5. Southeast Texas

Greater than 50%
Minority Concentration

Note:  This map uses HUD's definition of "racially/ethnically impacted area." A Census tract is "impacted" when the Note: HUD’s definition of a minority area is a metropolitan area in which more than 50% of the residents are
percentages of residents in a particular racial or ethnic minority group is at least 20 percentage points higher minorities. This map shows all Census tracts in the region with greater than 50% minority concentration.
than the percentage of that minority group for the county overall. Source: 2010 Census and BBC Research & Consulting.

Source: 2010 Census and BBC Research & Consulting.
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Age. Overall, the residents of Region 5 tend to be older than the residents of Texas as a whole.
Fifteen percent of residents are over the age of 65 and the median age of all counties but one is
higher than the median age of Texas. Nineteen percent of the non-Hispanic White population is
aged 65 and over and 5 percent is under the age of five. Among Hispanic or Latino residents in
Region 5, 4 percent are 65 or older and 11 percent are under five. Ten percent of the African
American population in Region 5 is over 65, compared to only 7 percent in Texas as a whole.
Figure 1-78 displays age by race and ethnicity for Region 5.
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Figure 1-78.
Age by Race and Ethnicity, Region 5, Southeast Texas, 2010

Non- Non- Non- African
Total Hispanic Hispanic Hispanic African African American Hispanic
Population Children Seniors Median White White White Median| American American Median Hispanic Hispanic Median

2010 Under5 (65 or older) Age Under 5 Seniors Age Under 5 Seniors Age Under 5 Seniors Age
State of Texas 25,145,561 8% 10% 34 5% 15% 41 8% 7% 32 10% 6% 27
Region 5 Total 767,222 7% 15% 5% 19% 7% 10% 11% 4%
Region 5 Counties:
Angelina 86,771 7% 14% 36 6% 18% 42 8% 9% 33 13% 3% 24
Hardin 54,635 7% 14% 38 6% 14% 39 8% 12% 34 10% 5% 25
Houston 23,732 6% 19% 44 4% 25% 49 6% 13% 39 11% 3% 29
Jasper 35,710 7% 17% 41 6% 19% 44 8% 11% 34 12% 4% 25
Jefferson 252,273 7% 13% 36 5% 19% 45 8% 10% 33 11% 4% 27
Nacogdoches 64,524 7% 12% 30 5% 16% 37 8% 8% 24 13% 3% 22
Newton 14,445 6% 16% 41 6% 18% 43 5% 13% 37 9% 5% 22
Orange 81,837 7% 14% 39 6% 15% 40 8% 11% 33 11% 6% 25
Polk 45,413 6% 19% 43 5% 24% 48 6% 9% 37 10% 5% 29
Sabine 10,834 5% 27% 51 4% 28% 52 7% 16% 43 15% 11% 28
San Augustine 8,865 5% 23% 47 4% 27% 51 7% 16% 41 14% 4% 25
San Jacinto 26,384 6% 17% 43 5% 20% 46 6% 15% 41 11% 5% 23
Shelby 25,448 8% 16% 38 6% 20% 44 8% 12% 36 14% 2% 23
Trinity 14,585 6% 22% 47 5% 25% 50 7% 14% 41 12% 5% 26
Tyler 21,766 5% 19% 42 5% 22% 46 5% 10% 32 5% 4% 29

Source: 2010 Census.
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Family characteristics. Thirty-eight percent of all households in Region 5 are family households with
children. Approximately two-thirds of these households are husband-wife families with children, and
the remaining one-third are single parents. Angelina and Jefferson counties have the highest proportion
of single parents (14% of all households) in Region 5.

Figure I-79.
Family Characteristics, Region 5, Southeast Texas, 2010

Total Nonfamily Living Married Single Parent: Single Parent:
Households Households Alone with Children Female Male

State of Texas 8,922,933 30% 24% 26% 10% 3%
Region 5 Total 286,546 31% 26% 21% 10% 3%
Region 5 Counties:

Angelina 31,090 28% 24% 24% 11% 3%
Hardin 20,462 25% 21% 26% 8% 3%
Houston 8,656 32% 29% 18% 9% 3%
Jasper 13,770 28% 25% 22% 9% 3%
Jefferson 93,441 34% 29% 19% 11% 3%
Nacogdoches 23,861 37% 29% 20% 9% 2%
Newton 5,476 30% 26% 20% 9% 3%
Orange 31,031 27% 23% 23% 9% 4%
Polk 16,503 31% 26% 19% 8% 3%
Sabine 4,738 32% 28% 14% 7% 3%
San Augustine 3,625 32% 29% 17% 8% 3%
San Jacinto 10,096 29% 24% 20% 7% 4%
Shelby 9,648 30% 26% 23% 9% 3%
Trinity 6,142 34% 29% 16% 7% 3%
Tyler 8,007 30% 27% 19% 7% 2%

Source: 2010 Census.
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Disability. Recent disability data is only available for counties with a population of 20,000 or more. As a
result, not all counties in Region 5 are included in Figure I-80 and a regional total is not provided. The
incidence of disability for these counties in Region 5 ranges from 15 percent in Nacodoches County to 26
percent in Polk County—all higher than the state proportion of 12 percent. This is likely due to the
region’s presence of seniors: seniors are substantially more likely to have a disability than non-seniors,
and tend to have at least two types of disabilities.

Figure 1-80.
Disability Status for Seniors and Non-Seniors, Region 5, Southeast Texas, 2008-2010 ACS

Percent of the Overall 1 Type 2 Types Overall 1 Type 2 Types
Population (Seniors 65+ (Seniors 65+ (Seniors 65+ (Non-Seniors (Non-Seniors (Non-Seniors

with a with a with a with a with a with a with a

Disability Disability) Disability) Disability) Disability) Disability) Disability)
State of Texas 12% 41% 17% 24% 8% 5% 3%

Region 5 Counties:

Angelina 16% 45% 16% 29% 11% 6% 5%
Hardin 17% 43% 17% 26% 13% 8% 6%
Houston 25% 52% 21% 31% 19% 8% 10%
Jasper 17% 41% 16% 26% 12% 6% 6%
Jefferson 16% 46% 19% 27% 11% 6% 5%
Nacogdoches 15% 45% 22% 23% 11% 6% 4%
Orange 20% 44% 19% 25% 16% 9% 6%
Polk 26% 50% 19% 31% 20% 8% 12%
San Jacinto 16% 38% 14% 24% 12% 5% 7%
Shelby 22% 45% 18% 28% 18% 9% 9%
Tyler 21% 51% 21% 30% 14% 7% 7%

Note: Not all counties in the region are included; data is only available for counties with a population of 20,000 or more.
Source: 2008-2010 ACS.
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Income. According to the 2006-2010 ACS, there are 88,413 households (32% of all households) in
Region 5 earning less than $25,000 per year. By this measure, Region 5 is the third poorest region in
Texas behind Regions 11 and 13. San Augustine County has the highest percentage of households
earning less than $25,000 (48%) and the lowest median income ($25,974). Figure I-81 displays
households earning less than $25,000 and median income for all counties in Region 5.

Figure I-81.
Households Earning Less than $25,000 Per Year, Region 5,Southeast Texas, 2006-2010 ACS

Household ::Jggﬂgfgs Median
Earning Less Earning Less Household
Than $25,000 Than $25,000 Income
State of Texas 2,118,973 25% $49,646
Region 5 Total 88,413 32%
Region 5 Counties:
Angelina 9,402 30% $39,148
Hardin 4,826 24% $52,755
Houston 3,184 40% $31,929
Jasper 4,586 34% $38,062
Jefferson 27,238 30% $42,293
Nacogdoches 8,973 39% $33,189
Newton 2,091 40% $37,452
Orange 8,088 26% $47,914
Polk 6,353 38% $33,325
Sabine 1,589 36% $33,589
San Augustine 1,759 48% $25,974
San Jacinto 2,496 27% $46,285
Shelby 3,682 38% $32,425
Trinity 1,540 30% $36,814
Tyler 2,606 32% $35,346

Source: 2006-2010 ACS.
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Poverty. In Region 5, 19 percent of the population is living in poverty, compared to 17 percent in Texas
as a whole. As displayed in Figure I-82, nearly one-third of children under five and 11 percent of seniors
in Region 5 are in poverty. In the region as a whole, the poverty rate is highest for Black or African
American residents (33%). Hispanic or Latino residents have a poverty rate of 30 percent and non-
Hispanic Whites have a poverty rate of 12 percent.

Figure 1-82.
Percent of Population Living in Poverty, Region 5, Southeast Texas, 2006-2010 ACS

Percent of Percent of Percent of Percent of Percent of
Average Population Children Children Seniors Non-Hispanic African Percent of

Population Living in (Under 18) Under 5 (65+) in White in American Hispanic

2006-2010 Poverty in Poverty in Poverty Poverty Poverty in Poverty in Poverty
State of Texas 23,707,679 3,972,054 17% 27% 12% 9% 24% 25%
Region 5 Total 722,808 134,304 19% 32% 11% 12% 33% 30%
Region 5 Counties:
Angelina 82,212 14,593 18% 31% 9% 12% 30% 26%
Hardin 52,690 6,336 12% 18% 7% 11% 29% 15%
Houston 22,968 5,437 24% 34% 11% 16% 39% 39%
Jasper 33,949 6,308 19% 30% 10% 13% 36% 41%
Jefferson 233,086 43,720 19% 33% 12% 9% 29% 26%
Nacogdoches 58,205 14,317 25% 45% 12% 16% 43% 40%
Newton 13,790 2,239 16% 12% 12% 12% 35% 3%
Orange 80,925 11,231 14% 23% 10% 12% 36% 18%
Polk 41,456 9,043 22% 29% 9% 18% 30% 35%
Sabine 10,505 1,887 18% 39% 13% 14% 41% 62%
San Augustine 8,841 2,395 27% 41% 27% 22% 37% 43%
San Jacinto 25,590 4,547 18% 37% 13% 12% 44% 39%
Shelby 24,936 6,325 25% 44% 17% 13% 49% 56%
Trinity 14,223 2,368 17% 35% 12% 12% 49% 20%
Tyler 19,432 3,558 18% 34% 12% 15% 47% 5%

Note: As shown in Figure I-11, the 2010 1-year ACS estimates the poverty rate for the State of Texas to be 18%. The 2006-2010 5-year estimate of
the statewide poverty rate is 17%.

Source: 2006-2010 ACS.
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Poverty by Census tract. Figure I-83 overlays Census tracts that have family poverty rates exceeding
40 percent with tracts that have more than 50 percent minority concentration to show racially
concentrated areas of poverty.

Figure 1-83.
Poverty by Census
Tract, Region 5,
Southeast Texas,
2006-2010 ACS

Source:
2006-2010 ACS.

Region 5. Southeast Texas
1 Family Poverty Rates
m Greater than 40%
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Region 6—“Gulf Coast” Demographics

Geo-demographic background.
The Gulf Coast region is an

Figure 1-84.
State of Texas’ Region 6 Counties

economically and demographically
diverse region with a rich Texan
history. Due to the region’s prime
location along the Gulf of Mexico and
the presence of natural ports, many
European colonists claimed the area as
their new home. The most sought-after
part of the region was Galveston Island,
as a trade port. The Republic of Texas
temporarily established their capital in
Galveston in 1836.

The climate of the area is diverse, with
the northern portion of the Texas Coast
distinctly characterized by piney
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woods ecology; the inland and western
region, blackland prairie; swamps near )
and around the intercostals; and
coastal topographies along the
coastline.

WHARTON

MATAGORDA

Today the region is dominated by the N
City of Houston. The fourth largest city
in the country, Houston is an complex,
international city with a healthy Ve
economy built on the oil and gas
industry, chemical industry,
aeronautics and shipping. The Phase 1 Al reports that the Houston-Galveston Area Council (H-GAC)
region is home to almost one-quarter of the refining production in the United States.

Source: BBC Research & Consulting, 2012.

Houston'’s inner city is divided into nine wards. It is the largest city in the U.S. without formal zoning
regulations.

Though the city is very diverse overall, there are very distinct homogeneous clusters of African
American, Hispanic and Asian communities within the city. The Houston suburbs are vast, sprawling far
beyond the urban core, and are majority White.

Houston’s robust oil and gas industry supports many gas and chemical refineries near the coast and
around the periphery of the metro area. Heavy pollution and environmental hazards support low
property values which often become home to low income residents. More affluent communities are
located to the west and north of Houston, away from these industrial areas. Areas not-yet included in the
reaches of developing Houston have agricultural-based economies.
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Population growth. Between 2000 and 2010, the population of Region 6 increased by 25 percent. The
Hispanic or Latino population increased by 54 percent and the non-Hispanic White population increased
by 3 percent. The growth of this region overall was 4 percentage points higher than the state as a whole.

The largest county in the region is Harris County, which contains the City of Houston. Harris County had
a population of 4.1 million in 2010, an increase of 20% over the 2000 population. Much of this increase
can be attributed to the 49 percent growth of the Hispanic or Latino population. Fort Bend County had
the highest percentage growth (65%) of the region. Figure I-85 displays the population growth by
race/ethnicity of all counties in Region 6.

Figure 1-85
Population Growth by Race and Ethnicity, Region 6, Gulf Coast, 2000 to 2010

Percent

Growth Percent Percent
Total Total of Non- Growth Percent Growth
Population Population Percent Hispanic of African Growth of of Other
2000 2010 Growth White American Hispanic Minority*
State of Texas 20,851,820 25,145,561 21% 4% 24% 42% 22%
City of Houston 1,953,631 2,099,451 7% -11% 1% 26% 9%
Region 6 Total 4,854,454 6,087,133 25% 3% 28% 54% 39%
Region 6 Counties:
Austin 23,590 28,417 20% 10% 6% 75% 56%
Brazoria 241,767 313,166 30% 5% 84% 57% 61%
Chambers 26,031 35,096 35% 23% 13% 136% 114%
Colorado 20,390 20,874 2% -5% -9% 35% -3%
Fort Bend 354,452 585,375 65% 29% 79% 86% 99%
Galveston 250,158 291,309 16% 9% 4% 45% 35%
Harris 3,400,578 4,092,459 20% -6% 23% 49% 29%
Liberty 70,154 75,643 8% 0% -9% 78% 56%
Matagorda 37,957 36,702 -3% -13% -13% 18% -14%
Montgomery 293,768 455,746 55% 36% 89% 155% 130%
Walker 61,758 67,861 10% 7% 3% 31% 64%
Waller 32,663 43,205 32% 18% 12% 98% 71%
Wharton 41,188 41,280 0% -10% -6% 20% -14%

Note: * Other Minority includes American Indian and Alaska Native, Asian, Native Hawaiian and Other Pacific Islander, Some other race, and
Two or more races.

Source: 2000 and 2010 Census.

Minority concentrations. The following figure displays the racial and ethnic breakdown of each
county in Region 6, along with the 20 percentage point threshold used to determine if individual Census
tracts are minority impacted.

This section also contains four maps that show minority impacted Census tracts for the racial and ethnic
categories of: 1) African American; 2) Asian; 3) Some Other Race; and 4) Hispanic or Latino.

The fifth map shows Census tracts that are more than 50 percent minority. These include non-Hispanic
residents of all races except for White plus Hispanic or Latino residents of any race.

The sixth map shows minority concentrations for the City of Houston, as defined by Census tracts that
are more than 50 percent minority.
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Figure 1-86.
Racial and Ethnicity and Overall Proportions and Concentration Thresholds, Impacted Areas, Region 6, Gulf Coast, 2010

American
American Native Hawaiian Indian and Native Hawaiian

Amarican | alaska Native Pacic lander Mopanic || Amencnc  Nagwes  Aslan®  Padfcloander —
Austin 78.8% 9.4% 0.5% 0.4% 0.0% 8.8% 2.2% 23.4% 29.4% 20.5% 20.4% 20.0% 28.8% 22.2% 43.4%
Brazoria 70.1% 12.1% 0.6% 5.5% 0.0% 9.2% 2.6% 27.7% 32.1% 20.6% 25.5% 20.0% 29.2% 22.6% 47.7%
Chambers 78.6% 8.2% 0.6% 1.0% 0.1% 9.5% 2.1% 18.9% 28.2% 20.6% 21.0% 20.1% 29.5% 22.1% 38.9%
Colorado 75.1% 13.1% 0.6% 0.4% 0.1% 8.8% 1.9% 26.1% 33.1% 20.6% 20.4% 20.1% 28.8% 21.9% 46.1%
Fort Bend 50.6% 21.5% 0.4% 17.0% 0.0% 7.6% 2.9% 23.7% 41.5% 20.4% 37.0% 20.0% 27.6% 22.9% 43.7%
Galveston 72.5% 13.8% 0.6% 3.0% 0.1% 7.4% 2.7% 22.4% 33.8% 20.6% 23.0% 20.1% 27.4% 22.7% 42.4%
Harris 56.6% 18.9% 0.7% 6.2% 0.1% 14.3% 3.2% 40.8% 38.9% 20.7% 26.2% 20.1% 34.3% 23.2% 60.8%
Liberty 77.2% 10.8% 0.6% 0.5% 0.0% 9.0% 2.0% 18.0% 30.8% 20.6% 20.5% 20.0% 29.0% 22.0% 38.0%
Matagorda 73.5% 22.0% 0.8% 0.5% 0.0% 1.0% 2.1% 3.1% 42.0% 20.8% 20.5% 20.0% 21.0% 22.1% 23.1%
Montgomery 83.5% 4.3% 0.7% 2.1% 0.1% 7.0% 2.3% 20.8% 24.3% 20.7% 22.1% 20.1% 27.0% 22.3% 40.8%
Walker 67.1% 22.5% 0.4% 0.9% 0.0% 7.0% 2.1% 16.8% 42.5% 20.4% 20.9% 20.0% 27.0% 22.1% 36.8%
Waller 58.5% 24.9% 0.8% 0.5% 0.0% 13.2% 2.2% 29.0% 44.9% 20.8% 20.5% 20.0% 33.2% 22.2% 49.0%
Wharton 72.2% 14.1% 0.4% 0.4% 0.0% 11.1% 1.8% 37.4% 34.1% 20.4% 20.4% 20.0% 31.1% 21.8% 57.4%

Note: *20 percentage point concentration threshold for Census tracts.
Source: 2010 Census and BBC Research & Consulting.
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Figure 1-87.
Census Tracts with African American
Impacted Areas, Region 6, Gulf Coast, 2010
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Note:  This map uses HUD's definition of "racially/ethnically impacted area." A Census tract is "impacted" when the
percentages of residents in a particular racial or ethnic minority group is at least 20 percentage points higher
than the percentage of that minority group for the county overall.

Source: 2010 Census and BBC Research & Consulting.
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Figure 1-88.
Census Tracts with Asian Impacted
Areas, Region 6, Gulf Coast, 2010
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This map uses HUD's definition of "racially/ethnically impacted area." A Census tract is "impacted" when the

percentages of residents in a particular racial or ethnic minority group is at least 20 percentage points higher
than the percentage of that minority group for the county overall.

2010 Census and BBC Research & Consulting.
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Figure 1-89.
Census Tracts with "Some Other Race"
Impacted Areas, Region 6, Gulf Coast, 2010
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Census Tracts with Hispanic
Impacted Areas, Region 6, Gulf Coast, 2010
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Note:  This map uses HUD's definition of "racially/ethnically impacted area." A Census tract is "impacted" whenthe  Note:  This map uses HUD's definition of "racially/ethnically impacted area." A Census tract is "impacted" when the
percentages of residents in a particular racial or ethnic minority group is at least 20 percentage points higher percentages of residents in a particular racial or ethnic minority group is at least 20 percentage points higher
than the percentage of that minority group for the county overall. than the percentage of that minority group for the county overall.

Source: 2010 Census and BBC Research & Consulting. Source:
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Figure 1-91. Figure 1-92.

Census Tracts Greater than 50% Minority Census Tracts Greater Than 50% Minority
Concentration, Region 6, Gulf Coast, 2010 Concentration, City of Houston, Texas, 2010
L]

Huntsville

City of Houston
Region 6. Gulf Coast - Greater Than 50%

Minority Concentration
Greater than 50%
Minority Concentration

&.‘/ ’
Note: HUD’s definition of a minority area is a metropolitan area in which more than 50% of the residents are Note: HUD’s definition of a minority area is a metropolitan area in which more than 50% of the residents are
minorities. This map shows all Census tracts in the region with greater than 50% minority concentration. minorities. This map shows all Census tracts in the region with greater than 50% minority concentration.
Source: 2010 Census and BBC Research & Consulting. Source: 2010 Census and BBC Research & Consulting.
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The racial and ethnic concentration analysis for the region completed in the Phase 1 Al found “a clear
pattern of concentration based on racial classification.” The Phase 1 Al used the dissimilarity index
analysis and found that 60.5 percent of Hispanics and 75 percent of African Americans would have to
move within Houston to make the city racially integrated.

Age. Region 6 has a slightly lower proportion of seniors than the State of Texas as a whole. Fourteen
percent of the non-Hispanic White population is aged 65 and over, and 5 percent is under the age of five.
Among Hispanic or Latino residents in Region 6, 4 percent are 65 or older and 11 percent are under five.
Figure [-93 displays age by race and ethnicity for Region 6.
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Figure 1-93.
Age by Race and Ethnicity, Region 6, Gulf Coast, 2010

Non- Non- Hil;‘::;ic African
Total Hispanic Hispanic White African African American Hispanic
Population Children Seniors Median White White Median American American Median Hispanic Hispanic Median

2010 Under 5 (65 or older) Age Under 5 Seniors Age Under 5 Seniors Age Under 5 Seniors Age
State of Texas 25,145,561 8% 10% 34 5% 15% 41 8% 7% 32 10% 6% 27
City of Houston 2,099,451 8% 9% 31 4% 17% 41 8% 9% 30 11% 4% 25
Region 6 Total 6,087,133 8% 9% 5% 14% 8% 7% 11% 4%
Region 6 Counties:
Austin 28,417 7% 16% 41 5% 20% 48 7% 12% 36 11% 4% 26
Brazoria 313,166 8% 10% 35 6% 13% 40 7% 6% 35 10% 4% 27
Chambers 35,096 7% 9% 36 6% 11% 40 6% 11% 38 11% 2% 24
Colorado 20,874 6% 19% 44 4% 26% 51 7% 14% 38 12% 7% 27
Fort Bend 585,375 7% 7% 35 6% 11% 41 7% 5% 33 10% 4% 28
Galveston 291,309 7% 11% 37 5% 14% 42 8% 11% 34 10% 6% 28
Harris 4,092,459 8% 8% 32 5% 14% 42 8% 7% 31 11% 4% 27
Liberty 75,643 7% 11% 36 6% 14% 40 6% 10% 36 11% 3% 25
Matagorda 36,702 7% 14% 38 4% 21% 48 7% 15% 40 10% 6% 27
Montgomery 455,746 7% 10% 36 6% 13% 40 8% 7% 32 11% 3% 25
Walker 67,861 5% 10% 35 4% 14% 39 5% 6% 34 8% 3% 27
Waller 43,205 7% 10% 32 5% 16% 46 6% 8% 22 12% 3% 24
Wharton 41,280 7% 15% 37 5% 21% 47 7% 14% 36 10% 7% 27

Source: 2010 Census.
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Based on median ages (overall and by ethnicity) the City of Houston is younger than Texas as a whole;
however, the proportion of the population that is seniors is higher for both non-Hispanic Whites and
African Americans in Houston than in the state or region as whole. Colorado County has the oldest
population in the region, with 19 percent of residents over the age of 65 and a median age of 44.

Across all counties, the non-Hispanic White population has a substantially higher proportion of seniors
than the Hispanic or Latino population.

Family characteristics. Forty percent of all households in Region 6 are family households with
children. Nearly two-thirds of these households are husband-wife families with children and the
remainder is single parents. Harris County has the highest proportion of single parents (14% of all
households) in Region 6.

Figure 1-94.
Family Characteristics, Region 6, Gulf Coast, 2010

Total Nonfamily Living Married Single Parent: Single Parent:

Households Households Alone with Children Female Male
State of Texas 8,922,933 30% 24% 26% 10% 3%
City of Houston 782,643 38% 31% 20% 11% 3%
Region 6 Total 2,120,706 29% 24% 27% 10% 3%
Region 6 Counties:
Austin 10,837 27% 23% 24% 7% 3%
Brazoria 106,589 24% 20% 31% 8% 3%
Chambers 11,952 20% 17% 34% 7% 3%
Colorado 8,182 30% 27% 20% 7% 3%
Fort Bend 187,384 18% 15% 37% 9% 3%
Galveston 108,969 30% 25% 24% 9% 3%
Harris 1,435,155 31% 25% 26% 10% 3%
Liberty 25,073 26% 22% 26% 8% 4%
Matagorda 13,894 30% 26% 22% 9% 3%
Montgomery 162,530 25% 21% 29% 7% 3%
Walker 20,969 41% 28% 17% 8% 2%
Waller 14,040 28% 21% 25% 9% 3%
Wharton 15,132 28% 25% 24% 10% 3%

Source: 2010 Census.
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Disability. Recent disability data is only available for counties with a population of 20,000 or more. As a
result, not all counties in Region 6 are included in Figure I-95 and a regional total is not provided. The
incidence of disability for these counties in Region 6 ranges from 7 percent in Fort Bend County to 20
percent in Liberty County. Seniors are substantially more likely to have a disability than non-seniors—
over half of all seniors in Liberty County have a disability. Seniors are also more likely to have at least
two types of disabilities, whereas non-seniors typically have only one.

Figure 1-95.
Disability Status for Seniors and Non-Seniors, Region 6, Gulf Coast, 2008-2010 ACS

Overall 1 Type 2 Types Overall 1 Type 2 Types
Percent of the (Seniors 65+ (Seniors 65+ (Seniors 65+ (Non-Seniors (Non-Seniors (Non-Seniors
Population with with a with a with a with a with a with a
a Disability Disability) Disability) Disability) Disability) Disability) Disability)

State of Texas 12% 41% 17% 24% 8% 5% 3%
City of Houston 10% 38% 15% 23% 7% 4% 3%
Region 6 Counties:

Austin 11% 41% 19% 22% 6% 4% 2%
Brazoria 12% 43% 19% 23% 8% 5% 4%
Chambers 13% 45% 23% 22% 10% 6% 4%
Colorado 15% 38% 21% 17% 9% 7% 2%
Fort Bend 7% 34% 15% 19% 5% 3% 2%
Galveston 11% 40% 15% 25% 8% 4% 4%
Harris 9% 38% 15% 22% 6% 4% 3%
Liberty 20% 53% 21% 33% 15% 9% 6%
Matagorda 15% 41% 20% 21% 11% 6% 5%
Montgomery 10% 34% 17% 18% 7% 4% 3%
Walker 10% 35% 19% 15% 7% 4% 3%
Waller 10% 38% 15% 23% 7% 5% 2%
Wharton 14% 45% 23% 22% 9% 6% 3%

Note: Not all counties in the region are included; data is only available for counties with a population of 20,000 or more.
Source: 2008-2010 ACS.
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Income. According to the 2006-2010 ACS, there are 439,390 households (22% of all households) in
Region 6 earning less than $25,000 per year. Approximately half of these households are in the City of
Houston, where 29 percent of all households earn less than $25,000 per year. Walker County has the
highest percentage of households earning less than $25,000 (37%) and the lowest median income
($34,259). Figure 1-96 displays households earning less than $25,000 and median income for all
counties in Region 6.

Figure 1-96.
Households Earning Less Than $25,000 per Year, Region 6, Gulf Coast, 2006-2010 ACS

Percent of
Household Households Median
Earning Less Earning Less Household
Than $25,000 Than $25,000 Income
State of Texas 2,118,973 25% $49,646
City of Houston 220,811 29% $42,962
Region 6 Total 439,390 22%
Region 6 Counties:
Austin 2,426 23% $53,263
Brazoria 17,680 17% $65,607
Chambers 1,835 17% $66,764
Colorado 2,561 31% $41,145
Fort Bend 19,867 12% $79,845
Galveston 22,703 21% $58,317
Harris 320,725 23% $51,444
Liberty 6,506 27% $45,929
Matagorda 4,205 31% $43,205
Montgomery 24,972 17% $65,620
Walker 7,441 37% $34,259
Waller 3,656 27% $47,324
Wharton 4,813 33% $41,148

Source: 2006-2010 ACS.
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Poverty. The poverty rate in Region 6 (15%) is slightly lower than in Texas as a whole (17%). As
displayed in Figure [-97, 24 percent of children under five and 11 percent of seniors in Region 6 are
living in poverty. In the region as a whole, the poverty rate is 22 percent for African American and
Hispanic or Latino residents and only 7 percent for non-Hispanic Whites.

Figure 1-97.
Percent of Population Living in Poverty, Region 6, Gulf Coast, 2006-2010 ACS

Percent of Percent of Percent of Percent of Percent of
Average Population Children Children Seniors Non-Hispanic African Percent of
Population Living in (Under 18) Under 5 (65+) in White American Hispanic
2006-2010 Poverty in Poverty in Poverty Poverty in Poverty in Poverty in Poverty

State of Texas 23,707,679 3,972,054 17% 27% 12% 9% 24% 25%
City of Houston 2,038,184 428,044 21% 35% 14% 7% 28% 27%
Region 6 Total 5,746,564 864,332 15% 24% 11% 7% 22% 22%
Region 6 Counties:

Austin 27,710 2,439 9% 12% 13% 5% 29% 11%
Brazoria 287,910 30,586 11% 15% 9% 7% 13% 19%
Chambers 32,020 3,351 10% 15% 12% 7% 18% 20%
Colorado 20,271 3,090 15% 42% 15% 7% 34% 26%
Fort Bend 535,467 42,631 8% 11% 9% 4% 10% 14%
Galveston 281,176 36,056 13% 19% 9% 8% 25% 19%
Harris 3,908,129 655,742 17% 27% 12% 6% 24% 23%
Liberty 68,640 10,560 15% 23% 12% 12% 29% 23%
Matagorda 36,106 7,782 22% 32% 11% 8% 34% 34%
Montgomery 423,575 45,961 11% 20% 7% 7% 18% 23%
Walker 45,406 10,799 24% 32% 9% 16% 42% 32%
Waller 39,857 8,395 21% 37% 11% 8% 32% 32%
Wharton 40,297 6,940 17% 34% 17% 7% 29% 25%

Note: As shown in Figure I-11, the 2010 1-year ACS estimates the poverty rate for the State of Texas to be 18%. The 2006-2010 5-year estimate of
the statewide poverty rate is 17%.

Source: 2006-2010 ACS.
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Poverty by Census tract. Figure I-98 overlays Census tracts that have family poverty rates exceeding
40 percent with tracts that have more than 50 percent minority concentration to show racially
concentrated areas of poverty. According to the Phase 1 Al, 96.3 percent of the region’s residents living
below the poverty level lived in urban areas.

Figure 1-98.

Poverty by Census Tract, /"/k
Region 6, Gulf Coast, 5,
2006-2010 ACS /

A

Source:
2006-2010 ACS.
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Region 7—“Capital” Demographics

Figure 1-99.
State of Texas’
Region 7 Counties

Source: BURNET
BBC Research &
Consulting, 2012. LLANO WILLIAMSON
TRAVIS] LEE
BLANCO
BASTROP
HAYS
FAYETTE
CALDWELL

Geo-demographic background. The Capital region is the fastest growing region in the state due to a
robust technology industry, state supported jobs and environmental and cultural amenities. The State
Capitol, as well as the state’s flagship university, The University of Texas, are both located in Austin. The
region is home to geographically appealing highland lakes, parks and the eastern edge of the Texas Hill
Country. The rapidly growing Hill Country region is becoming a favorite place for retirees, second
homes, wine vineyards, outdoor recreation and tourism.

Because of the region’s proximity to fresh spring water and rivers, Native American tribes inhabited the
area before the arrival of the Spanish missionaries. German and Anglo settlers were also attracted to the
region.

Early 20th century city plans and policies segregated many minorities to the eastern side of Austin,
establishing a divide that persists today.

The recent high market demand in Austin to live in the urban core has made property values spike and
affordable housing development a challenge. Many of the neighborhoods in south and east Austin are
gentrifying quickly.

Population growth. Between 2000 and 2010, the population of Region 7 increased by 36 percent—
the highest growth of any region. The Hispanic or Latino population increased by 64 percent and the
non-Hispanic White population increased by 23 percent. The percentage growth of this region overall
was substantially higher than the state as a whole.
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The largest county in the region is Travis County, which contains the City of Austin and had a population
just over one million in 2010, an increase of 26 percent over the 2000 population. Williamson County
had the highest percentage growth (69%) of the region. Region 7 and Region 3 are the only regions in
which all counties experienced positive population growth between 2000 and 2010. Region 7 is the only
region in which the non-Hispanic White population of each county increased. Figure 1-100 displays the
population growth by race/ethnicity of all counties in Region 7.

Figure 1-100.
Population Growth by Race and Ethnicity, Region 7, Capital, 2000 to 2010

Percent

Growth Percent Percent

Total Total of Non- Growth Percent Growth

Population Population Percent Hispanic of African Growth of of Other

2000 2010 Growth 1 American Hispanic Minority*
State of Texas 20,851,820 25,145,561 21% 4% 24% 42% 22%
City of Austin 656,562 790,390 20% 11% -2% 38% 15%
Region 7 Total 1,346,833 1,830,003 36% 23% 27% 64% 38%

Region 7 Counties:

Bastrop 57,733 74,171 28% 12% 14% 75% 115%
Blanco 8,418 10,497 25% 21% 11% 48% 37%
Burnet 34,147 42,750 25% 16% 48% 72% 38%
Caldwell 32,194 38,066 18% 6% -5% 38% -4%
Fayette 21,804 24,554 13% 4% 7% 65% 33%
Hays 97,589 157,107 61% 46% 54% 92% 46%
Lee 15,657 16,612 6% 1% -4% 31% -4%
Llano 17,044 19,301 13% 9% 120% 76% 49%
Travis 812,280 1,024,266 26% 13% 16% 50% 24%
Williamson 249,967 422,679 69% 47% 105% 128% 113%

Note: * Other Minority includes American Indian and Alaska Native, Asian, Native Hawaiian and Other Pacific Islander, Some other race, and Two or more races.
Source: 2000 and 2010 Census.

Minority concentrations. The following figure displays the racial and ethnic breakdown of each
county in Region 7, along with the 20 percentage point threshold used to determine if individual Census
tracts are minority impacted.

This section also contains four maps that show minority impacted Census tracts for the racial and ethnic
categories of: 1) African American; 2) Asian; 3) Some Other Race; and 4) Hispanic or Latino.

The fifth map shows Census tracts that are more than 50 percent minority. These include non-Hispanic
residents of all races except for White plus Hispanic or Latino residents of any race.

The sixth map shows minority concentrations for the City of Austin, as defined by Census tracts that are
more than 50 percent minority.
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Figure 1-101.
Racial and Ethnicity and Overall Proportions and Concentration Thresholds, Impacted Areas, Region 7, Capital, 2010

Native | American Native
American Hawaiian and Some | Indian and Hawaiian and Some
African Indian and Other Pacific Other African Alaska Other Pacific Other
American Alaska Native Asian Islander Race Hispanic American* Native* Islander* Race* Hispanic*
Bastrop 73.8% 7.8% 1.0% 0.7% 0.1% 13.8% 2.9% 32.6% 27.8% 21.0% 20.7% 20.1% 33.8% 22.9% 52.6%
Blanco 90.3% 0.7% 0.7% 0.5% 0.0% 5.9% 1.9% 18.2% 20.7% 20.7% 20.5% 20.0% 25.9% 21.9% 38.2%
Burnet 88.5% 1.8% 0.7% 0.5% 0.0% 6.7% 1.9% 20.2% 21.8% 20.7% 20.5% 20.0% 26.7% 21.9% 40.2%
Caldwell 75.8% 6.8% 0.8% 0.9% 0.0% 13.1% 2.5% 47.1% 26.8% 20.8% 20.9% 20.0% 33.1% 22.5% 67.1%
Fayette 83.5% 6.6% 0.7% 0.3% 0.0% 7.5% 1.4% 18.7% 26.6% 20.7% 20.3% 20.0% 27.5% 21.4% 38.7%
Hays 80.7% 3.5% 0.8% 1.2% 0.1% 11.0% 2.8% 35.3% 23.5% 20.8% 21.2% 20.1% 31.0% 22.8% 55.3%
Lee 78.9% 10.9% 0.6% 0.3% 0.1% 7.2% 1.9% 22.4% 30.9% 20.6% 20.3% 20.1% 27.2% 21.9% 42.4%
Llano 94.9% 0.6% 0.6% 0.4% 0.0% 2.1% 1.4% 8.0% 20.6% 20.6% 20.4% 20.0% 22.1% 21.4% 28.0%
Travis 69.3% 8.5% 0.8% 5.8% 0.1% 12.2% 3.3% 33.5% 28.5% 20.8% 25.8% 20.1% 32.2% 23.3% 53.5%
Williamson 78.1% 6.2% 0.6% 4.8% 0.1% 6.9% 3.2% 23.2% 26.2% 20.6% 24.8% 20.1% 26.9% 23.2% 43.2%

Note: *20 percentage point concentration threshold for Census tracts.
Source: 2010 Census and BBC Research & Consulting.
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Figure 1-102.

Census Tracts with
African American
Impacted Areas,
Region 7, Capital, 2010

Note:

This map uses HUD's definition of
"racially/ethnically impacted
area." A Census tract is
"impacted" when the
percentages of residents in a
particular racial or ethnic minority
group is at least 20 percentage
points higher than the percentage
of that minority group for the
county overall.

Source:

2010 Census and BBC Research &
Consulting.

Figure 1-103.

Census Tracts with
Asian Impacted Areas,
Region 7, Capital, 2010

Note:

This map uses HUD's definition of
"racially/ethnically impacted
area." A Census tract is
"impacted" when the
percentages of residents in a
particular racial or ethnic minority
group is at least 20 percentage
points higher than the percentage
of that minority group for the
county overall.

Source:

2010 Census and BBC Research &
Consulting
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Figure 1-104.

Census Tracts with
Some Other Race
Impacted Areas,
Region 7, Capital, 2010

Note:

This map uses HUD's definition of
"racially/ethnically impacted
area." A Census tract is
"impacted" when the
percentages of residents in a
particular racial or ethnic minority
group is at least 20 percentage
points higher than the percentage
of that minority group for the
county overall.

Source:

2010 Census and BBC Research &
Consulting.

Figure 1-105.
Census Tracts with
Hispanic Impacted
Areas, Region 7,
Capital, 2010

Note:

This map uses HUD's definition of
"racially/ethnically impacted
area." A Census tract is
"impacted" when the
percentages of residents in a
particular racial or ethnic minority
group is at least 20 percentage
points higher than the percentage
of that minority group for the
county overall.

Source:

2010 Census and BBC Research &
Consulting.
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Figure 1-106.

Census Tracts with
Greater Than 50%
Minority Concentration,
Region 7, Capital, 2010

Note:

HUD’s definition of a minority
area is a metropolitan area in
which more than 50% of the
residents are minorities. This map
shows all Census tracts in the
region with greater than 50%

minority concentration. "\,u\h
g
P
Source: G"dd""g’/(
< "‘9_1\
2010 Census and BBC Research & \
Consulting. 2

Region 7. Capital
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Figure 1-107.
Census Tracts
with Greater Than
50% Minority
Concentration,
City of Austin,
Texas, 2010

Note:

HUD’s definition of a minority
area is a metropolitan area in
which more than 50% of the
residents are minorities. This map
shows all Census tracts in the
region with greater than 50%
minority concentration.

Source:

2010 Census and BBC Research &
Consulting
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Age. Region 7 has a slightly lower proportion of seniors than the State of Texas as a whole. Twelve
percent of the non-Hispanic White population is aged 65 and over and 5 percent is under the age of five.
Among Hispanic or Latino residents in Region 7, 4 percent are 65 or older and 11 percent are under five.
Figure 1-108 displays age by race and ethnicity for Region 7.
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Figure 1-108.
Age by Race and Ethnicity, Region 7, Capital, 2010

Non- Non- Hi':;:r;ic African
Total Hispanic Hispanic White African African American Hispanic
Population Children Seniors Median White White Median American American Median Hispanic Hispanic Median

2010 Under 5 (65 or older) Age Under 5 Seniors Age Under 5 Seniors Age Under 5 Seniors Age
State of Texas 25,145,561 8% 10% 34 5% 15% 41 8% 7% 32 10% 6% 27
City of Austin 790,390 7% 7% 30 5% 10% 34 7% 8% 29 11% 4% 25
Region 7 Total 1,830,003 7% 9% 5% 12% 7% 7% 11% 4%
Region 7 Counties:
Bastrop 74,171 7% 11% 38 4% 16% 46 6% 11% 38 11% 4% 26
Blanco 10,497 5% 18% 47 4% 21% 50 0% 7% 46 10% 6% 28
Burnet 42,750 6% 19% 43 4% 23% 49 7% 6% 29 11% 4% 25
Caldwell 38,066 7% 12% 35 4% 18% 44 6% 11% 33 9% 7% 27
Fayette 24,554 6% 21% 46 4% 26% 52 7% 15% 36 12% 5% 26
Hays 157,107 7% 8% 30 5% 11% 35 6% 5% 25 10% 5% 25
Lee 16,612 6% 16% 40 5% 20% 46 5% 16% 40 12% 4% 22
Llano 19,301 4% 31% 55 4% 34% 57 6% 11% 33 11% 9% 28
Travis 1,024,266 7% 7% 32 5% 10% 37 8% 7% 31 11% 4% 26
Williamson 422,679 8% 9% 34 6% 12% 38 8% 4% 31 11% 3% 26

Source: 2010 Census.
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Although Travis County (which contains 56% of the region’s population) is generally younger than the
state as a whole, most counties in Region 7 have a higher percentage of seniors and a higher median age
than that of Texas overall. Llano County has the oldest population in the region, with 31 percent of
residents over the age of 65 and a median age of 55.

Across all counties, the non-Hispanic White population has a substantially higher proportion of seniors
than the Hispanic or Latino population.

Family characteristics. Just over one-third of all households in Region 7 are family households with
children. Approximately 70 percent of these households are husband-wife families with children, and
the remaining 30 percent are single parents. Caldwell County has the highest proportion of single
parents (14% of all households) in Region 7. The City of Austin has a relatively low proportion of single
parents (10%) compared to other major metropolitan cities in Texas.

Figure 1-109.
Family Characteristics, Region 7, Capital, 2010

Total Nonfamily Living Married Single Parent: Single Parent:

Households Households Alone with Children Female Male
State of Texas 8,922,933 30% 24% 26% 10% 3%
City of Austin 324,892 48% 34% 18% 7% 2%
Region 7 Total 696,516 37% 27% 24% 7% 3%
Region 7 Counties:
Bastrop 25,840 28% 22% 25% 8% 3%
Blanco 4,309 30% 26% 20% 5% 2%
Burnet 16,511 28% 24% 21% 6% 3%
Caldwell 12,301 28% 23% 24% 10% 4%
Fayette 10,078 30% 27% 20% 6% 2%
Hays 55,245 34% 22% 26% 7% 3%
Lee 6,151 28% 24% 24% 6% 3%
Llano 9,008 36% 31% 12% 4% 2%
Travis 404,467 43% 31% 21% 7% 3%
Williamson 152,606 27% 21% 31% 8% 3%

Source: 2010 Census.
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Disability. Recent disability data is only available for counties with a population of 20,000 or more. As a
result, not all counties in Region 7 are included in Figure I-110 and a regional total is not provided. The
incidence of disability for these counties in Region 7 ranges from 9 percent to 19 percent. The City of
Austin has a very low incidence of disability at 8 percent. Seniors are substantially more likely to have a
disability than non-seniors and often have more than one type of disability.

Figure 1-110.
Disability Status for Seniors and Non-Seniors, Region 7, Capital, 2008-2010 ACS

Overall 1 Type 2 Types Overall 1 Type 2 Types
Percent of the  (seniors 65+ (Seniors 65+ (Seniors 65+ (Non-Seniors  (Non-Seniors  (Non-Seniors
Population with with a with a with a with a with a with a
a Disability Disability) Disability) Disability) Disability) Disability) Disability)
State of Texas 12% 41% 17% 24% 8% 5% 3%
City of Austin 8% 38% 16% 22% 6% 4% 2%
Region 7 Counties:
Bastrop 12% 41% 18% 24% 9% 5% 4%
Burnet 19% 41% 21% 21% 13% 8% 6%
Caldwell 14% 42% 16% 26% 11% 5% 5%
Fayette 12% 31% 15% 16% 8% 5% 3%
Hays 9% 38% 18% 21% 7% 4% 3%
Travis 9% 37% 16% 21% 7% 4% 3%
Williamson 9% 37% 17% 20% 7% 4% 2%

Note: Not all counties in the region are included; data is only available for counties with a population of 20,000 or more.
Source: 2008-2010 ACS.
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Income. According to the 2006-2010 ACS, there are 132,481 households in Region 7 earning less than
$25,000 per year—this represents 20 percent of all households, one of the lowest rates of all 13 regions.
Caldwell and Llano counties have the highest percentage of households earning less than $25,000 (29%)
and the lowest median incomes ($42,000). Figure I-111 displays households earning less than $25,000
and median income for all counties in Region 7.

Figure I-111.
Households Earning Less Than $25,000 per Year, Region 7, Capital, 2006-2010 ACS

Household Percent of Median

Earning Less Households Earning Household

Than $25,000 Less Than $25,000 Income
State of Texas 2,118,973 25% $49,646
City of Austin 74,658 24% $50,520
Region 7 Total 132,481 20%
Region 7 Counties:
Bastrop 5,606 22% $51,829
Blanco 866 22% $46,128
BurnetX 4,003 25% $48,187
Caldwell 3,274 29% $41,594
Fayette 2,763 26% $45,450
Hays 11,776 23% $56,353
Lee 1,458 24% $46,986
Llano 2,449 29% $41,969
Travis 83,841 21% $54,074
Williamson 16,445 12% $68,780

Source: 2006-2010 ACS.
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Poverty. Fourteen percent of the Region 7 population is living in poverty. As displayed in Figure 1-112
on the following page, 20 percent of children under five and 7 percent of seniors in Region 7 are in
poverty. The poverty rate for African American and Hispanic or Latino residents is 22 percent and the
poverty rate for non-Hispanic Whites is 8 percent. The poverty rate is higher in the City of Austin (18%),
where 20 percent of children under five and 9 percent of seniors are living in poverty. This relatively
high rate is also affected by the city’s large student population, whose incomes are commonly below the
poverty level.

Figure I-112.
Percent of Population Living in Poverty, Region 7, Capital, 2006-2010 ACS

Percent of Percent of Percent of Percent of Percent of
Average Population Children Children Seniors Non-Hispanic African Percent of

Population Living in (Under 18) Under 5 (65+) in White American Hispanic

2006-2010 Poverty in Poverty in Poverty Poverty in Poverty in Poverty in Poverty
State of Texas 23,707,679 3,972,054 17% 27% 12% 9% 24% 25%
City of Austin 748,328 137,823 18% 28% 9% 11% 28% 26%
Region 7 Total 1,702,100 234,084 14% 20% 7% 8% 22% 22%
Region 7 Counties:
Bastrop 69,983 9,870 14% 23% 9% 9% 24% 21%
Blanco 10,042 1,177 12% 31% 6% 6% 99% 24%
Burnet 41,269 5,643 14% 20% 7% 10% 32% 29%
Caldwell 33,460 6,557 20% 38% 14% 9% 28% 29%
Fayette 23,457 2,591 11% 24% 10% 7% 20% 23%
Hays 138,583 22,731 16% 13% 8% 13% 32% 20%
Lee 16,034 1,727 11% 17% 11% 5% 15% 23%
Llano 18,730 2,369 13% 39% 7% 11% 0% 32%
Travis 962,456 156,270 16% 24% 8% 10% 25% 25%
Williamson 388,086 25,149 6% 10% 5% 4% 9% 12%

Note: As shown in Figure I-11, the 2010 1-year ACS estimates the poverty rate for the State of Texas to be 18%. The 2006-2010 5-year estimate of
the statewide poverty rate is 17%.

Source: 2006-2010 ACS.
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Poverty by Census tract. Figure I-113 overlays Census tracts that have family poverty rates

exceeding 40 percent with tracts that have more than 50 percent minority concentration to show
racially concentrated areas of poverty.

Figure 1-113. ¢
Poverty by Census

Tract, Region 7, |—

Capital, 2006-2010

ACS

Source: ‘
2006-2010 ACS.
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Region 8—“Central Texas” Demographics

Figure I-114.
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Geo-demographic background. White settlers from around the world found their home in the
Central Texas region as the land supports ranching, cattle and farming. The Brazos River bisects the
region and flows directly though Waco, which is the largest city in the region. Cattle drives, railroads and
farming communities along with settlers from Germany, Spain and Italy made this region a diverse
collection of new Texans. Similar to other Texas towns based around agriculture and ranching, religious
institutions are centers of the community.

Today agriculture and ranching is still a large part of the economy and the region is supported by two
major universities, Baylor University in Waco and Texas A&M University in College Station.

Lower income and minority households reside mostly within the region’s cities.

Population growth. Between 2000 and 2010, the population of Region 8 increased by 16 percent. The
Hispanic or Latino population increased by 53 percent and the non-Hispanic White population increased
by 7 percent. The growth of this region overall was lower than the state as a whole.

The largest county in the region is Bell County, which had a population of 310,235 in 2010, an increase
of 30 percent over the 2000 population. The population growth in Bell (30%) and Brazos (28%)
counties was much higher than the region as a whole. Most counties in this region experienced
population growth among Hispanic or Latino and non-Hispanic White residents between 2000 and
2010; however, only one-third of these counties saw an increase in the African American population.
Even so, the African American population in Region 8 increased by 12 percent. Figure I-115 displays the
population growth by race/ethnicity of all counties in Region 8.
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Figure I-115.
Population Growth by Race and Ethnicity, Region 8, Central Texas, 2000 to 2010

Percent Percent Percent
Total Total Growth of Growth of Percent Growth of
Population Population Percent Non-Hispanic African Growth of Other
2000 2010 Growth White American Hispanic Minority*

State of Texas 20,851,820 25,145,561 21% 4% 24% 42% 22%
Region 8 Total 963,139 1,118,361 16% 7% 12% 53% 32%
Region 8 Counties:
Bell 237,974 310,235 30% 15% 37% 69% 38%
Bosque 17,204 18,212 6% 1% -10% 39% 22%
Brazos 152,415 194,851 28% 15% 31% 67% 35%
Burleson 16,470 17,187 1% 3% -15% 31% -5%
Coryell 74,978 75,388 1% 3% -27% 27% 7%
Falls 18,576 17,866 -4% -9% -11% 26% 22%
Freestone 17,867 19,816 11% 6% -5% 84% 116%
Grimes 23,552 26,604 13% 9% -7% 49% 44%
Hamilton 8,229 8,517 3% -0% 283% 41% 12%
Hill 32,321 35,089 9% 3% -7% 47% 30%
Lampasas 17,762 19,677 11% 5% 15% 29% 25%
Leon 15,335 16,801 10% 6% -25% 86% 44%
Limestone 22,051 23,384 6% -2% -2% 56% 40%
Madison 12,940 13,664 6% 3% -8% 32% 34%
MclLennan 213,517 234,906 10% 0% 7% 45% 34%
Milam 24,238 24,757 2% -3% -8% 28% 20%
Mills 5,151 4,936 -4% -8% -60% 22% -4%
Robertson 16,000 16,622 4% 3% -7% 27% 16%
San Saba 6,186 6,131 -1% -11% 21% 29% -4%
Washington 30,373 33,718 11% 4% 5% 75% 37%

Note: * Other Minority includes American Indian and Alaska Native, Asian, Native Hawaiian and Other Pacific Islander, Some other race, and Two or more races.
Source: 2000 and 2010 Census.

Minority concentrations. The following figure displays the racial and ethnic breakdown of each
county in Region 8, along with the 20 percentage point threshold used to determine if individual Census
tracts are minority impacted.

This section also contains four maps that show minority impacted Census tracts for the racial and ethnic
categories of: 1) African American; 2) Asian; 3) Some Other Race; and 4) Hispanic or Latino.

The fifth map shows Census tracts that are more than 50 percent minority. These include non-Hispanic
residents of all races except for White plus Hispanic or Latino residents of any race.

STATE OF TEXAS PLAN FOR FAIR HOUSING CHOICE—PHASE 2 SECTION I, PAGE 105



Figure I-116.
Racial and Ethnicity and Overall Proportions and Concentration Thresholds, Impacted Areas, Region 8, Central Texas, 2010

Native American Native
African Iﬁ:::u:icair:‘l I-loat:l::ig:cai{ilg g‘:ll::eer African In:::n;k:nd "(‘)atwea:i::c?;i‘g (s)glr:-le?'

American Alaska Native Islander Race Hispanic American* Native* Islander* Race* Hispanic*
Bell 61.4% 21.5% 0.8% 2.8% 0.8% 7.7% 5.0% 21.6% 41.5% 20.8% 22.8% 20.8% 27.7% 25.0% 41.6%
Bosque 89.9% 1.6% 0.6% 0.2% 0.0% 5.9% 1.7% 16.1% 21.6% 20.6% 20.2% 20.0% 25.9% 21.7% 36.1%
Brazos 73.3% 11.0% 0.4% 5.2% 0.1% 7.7% 2.3% 23.3% 31.0% 20.4% 25.2% 20.1% 27.7% 22.3% 43.3%
Burleson 77.9% 12.2% 0.6% 0.2% 0.0% 7.2% 1.9% 18.4% 32.2% 20.6% 20.2% 20.0% 27.2% 21.9% 38.4%
Coryell 70.3% 15.8% 0.8% 1.9% 0.9% 5.1% 5.0% 15.9% 35.8% 20.8% 21.9% 20.9% 25.1% 25.0% 35.9%
Falls 60.6% 25.3% 0.6% 0.3% 0.1% 11.3% 1.9% 20.8% 45.3% 20.6% 20.3% 20.1% 31.3% 21.9% 40.8%
Freestone 73.1% 16.1% 0.7% 0.3% 0.0% 8.1% 1.6% 13.6% 36.1% 20.7% 20.3% 20.0% 28.1% 21.6% 33.6%
Grimes 73.0% 16.5% 0.5% 0.2% 0.0% 7.6% 2.2% 21.2% 36.5% 20.5% 20.2% 20.0% 27.6% 22.2% 41.2%
Hamilton 92.9% 0.5% 0.8% 0.4% 0.0% 4.3% 1.0% 10.1% 20.5% 20.8% 20.4% 20.0% 24.3% 21.0% 30.1%
Hill 83.5% 6.3% 0.5% 0.3% 0.1% 7.2% 2.0% 18.3% 26.3% 20.5% 20.3% 20.1% 27.2% 22.0% 38.3%
Lampasas 89.7% 0.5% 0.6% 0.1% 0.0% 8.0% 1.2% 86.0% 20.5% 20.6% 20.1% 20.0% 28.0% 21.2% 106.0%
Leon 89.9% 1.6% 0.6% 0.2% 0.0% 5.9% 1.7% 16.1% 21.6% 20.6% 20.2% 20.0% 25.9% 21.7% 36.1%
Limestone 73.3% 11.0% 0.4% 5.2% 0.1% 7.7% 2.3% 23.3% 31.0% 20.4% 25.2% 20.1% 27.7% 22.3% 43.3%
Madison 77.9% 12.2% 0.6% 0.2% 0.0% 7.2% 1.9% 18.4% 32.2% 20.6% 20.2% 20.0% 27.2% 21.9% 38.4%
McLennan 70.3% 15.8% 0.8% 1.9% 0.9% 5.1% 5.0% 15.9% 35.8% 20.8% 21.9% 20.9% 25.1% 25.0% 35.9%
Milam 60.6% 25.3% 0.6% 0.3% 0.1% 11.3% 1.9% 20.8% 45.3% 20.6% 20.3% 20.1% 31.3% 21.9% 40.8%
Mills 73.1% 16.1% 0.7% 0.3% 0.0% 8.1% 1.6% 13.6% 36.1% 20.7% 20.3% 20.0% 28.1% 21.6% 33.6%
VC Robertson 73.0% 16.5% 0.5% 0.2% 0.0% 7.6% 2.2% 21.2% 36.5% 20.5% 20.2% 20.0% 27.6% 22.2% 41.2%
San Saba 92.9% 0.5% 0.8% 0.4% 0.0% 4.3% 1.0% 10.1% 20.5% 20.8% 20.4% 20.0% 24.3% 21.0% 30.1%
Washington 83.5% 6.3% 0.5% 0.3% 0.1% 7.2% 2.0% 18.3% 26.3% 20.5% 20.3% 20.1% 27.2% 22.0% 38.3%

Note: *20 percentage point concentration threshold for Census tracts.
Source: 2010 Census and BBC Research & Consulting.
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Figure I-117.
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Areas, Region 8,
Central Texas, 2010
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Figure I-119
Census Tracts with
Some Other Race
Impacted Areas,
Region 8, Central
Texas, 2010

Note:

This map uses HUD's
definition of -
"racially/ethnically s
impacted area." A Census r
tract is "impacted" when
the percentages of
residents in a particular
racial or ethnic minority
group is at least 20
percentage points higher
than the percentage of
that minority group for

the county overall. Region 8. Central Texas

Concentration

Source:

Some Other Race

2010 Census and BBC
Research & Consulting.

Figure 1-120.
Census Tracts with
Hispanic Impacted
Areas, Region 8,
Central Texas, 2010
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Figure I-121.
Census Tracts
with Greater Than
50% Minority
Concentration,
Region 8, Central
Texas, 2010

Note:

HUD’s definition of a minority
area is a metropolitan area in
which more than 50% of the
residents are minorities. This
map shows all Census tracts
in the region with greater
than 50% minority
concentration.

Source:

2010 Census and BBC
Research & Consulting.
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Age. Region 8 has a slightly higher proportion of seniors than the State of Texas as a whole. Sixteen

percent of the non-Hispanic White population is aged 65 and over and 6 percent is under the age of five.
Among Hispanic or Latino residents in Region 8, 4 percent are 65 or older and 12 percent are under five.
Figure 1-122 displays age by race and ethnicity for Region 8.
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Figure 1-122.
Age by Race and Ethnicity, Region 8, Central Texas, 2010

Non- African
Total Hispanic Non- Non-Hispanic African African American Hispanic
Population Children Seniors Median White Hispanic  White Median| American American Median Hispanic Hispanic Median

2010 Under5 (65 or older) Age Under 5 White Seniors Age Under 5 Seniors Age Under 5 Seniors Age
State of Texas 25,145,561 8% 10% 34 5% 15% 41 8% 7% 32 10% 6% 27
Region 8 Total 1,118,361 7% 12% 6% 16% 8% 7% 12% 4%
Region 8 Counties:
Bell 310,235 9% 9% 30 7% 13% 34 10% 4% 28 13% 4% 24
Bosque 18,212 6% 21% 45 4% 25% 49 7% 9% 31 11% 5% 25
Brazos 194,851 6% 7% 25 4% 10% 25 9% 6% 26 10% 3% 23
Burleson 17,187 6% 17% 43 5% 21% 48 6% 16% 39 12% 7% 27
Coryell 75,388 9% 8% 30 8% 10% 32 7% 3% 30 13% 3% 25
Falls 17,866 6% 16% 40 4% 22% 48 7% 12% 35 10% 6% 28
Freestone 19,816 6% 17% 41 5% 20% 45 6% 15% 42 11% 2% 27
Grimes 26,604 6% 14% 40 5% 18% 46 5% 10% 38 10% 5% 27
Hamilton 8,517 6% 25% 47 5% 27% 49 4% 0% 26 11% 4% 25
Hill 35,089 7% 18% 41 5% 22% 47 6% 12% 34 12% 4% 24
Lampasas 19,677 6% 16% 41 5% 18% 44 3% 9% 42 11% 6% 27
Leon 16,801 6% 22% 46 5% 25% 49 4% 23% 48 12% 3% 24
Limestone 23,384 7% 16% 39 5% 22% 47 7% 11% 34 12% 3% 24
Madison 13,664 6% 14% 35 5% 20% 43 5% 8% 30 8% 2% 26
McLennan 234,906 7% 12% 83 5% 17% 40 8% 9% 30 11% 5% 24
Milam 24,757 7% 17% 41 5% 22% 47 8% 14% 36 12% 6% 24
Mills 4,936 6% 23% 46 5% 27% 50 4% 0% 12 11% 10% 29
Robertson 16,622 7% 17% 40 5% 22% 47 7% 12% 34 12% 6% 26
San Saba 6,131 6% 19% 41 4% 26% 51 0% 1% 27 10% 6% 26
Washington 33,718 6% 18% 42 4% 24% 49 8% 11% 31 12% 3% 24

Source: 2010 Census
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Brazos County is the youngest county with a median age of 24.5, likely due to the students of Texas A&M
University. Most counties in Region 8 (80%) have a median age higher than that of Texas as a whole.
Hamilton County has the oldest population in the region with 25 percent of residents over the age of 65
and a median age of 47.

Across all counties, the non-Hispanic White population has a substantially higher proportion of seniors
than the Hispanic or Latino population.

Family characteristics. Thirty-five percent of all households in Region 8 are family households with
children. Approximately 65 percent of these households are husband-wife families with children and the
remaining 35 percent are single parents. Bell County has the highest proportion of single parents (14%
of all households) in Region 8.

Figure 1-123.
Family Characteristics, Region 8, Central Texas, 2010

Total Nonfamily Living Married Single Parent: Single Parent:

Households Households Alone with Children Female Male
State of Texas 8,922,933 30% 24% 26% 10% 3%
Region 8 Total 408,769 33% 25% 23% 9% 3%
Region 8 Counties:
Bell 114,035 29% 24% 26% 11% 3%
Bosque 7,254 30% 27% 20% 6% 2%
Brazos 71,739 46% 27% 19% 7% 2%
Burleson 6,822 30% 26% 21% 7% 3%
Coryell 22,545 25% 20% 32% 10% 3%
Falls 6,302 33% 29% 18% 10% 3%
Freestone 7,259 31% 27% 23% 7% 3%
Grimes 8,902 29% 24% 23% 8% 3%
Hamilton 3,442 32% 28% 20% 6% 2%
Hill 13,238 28% 24% 22% 7% 3%
Lampasas 7,539 27% 23% 24% 7% 3%
Leon 6,896 29% 26% 20% 6% 3%
Limestone 8,499 31% 26% 21% 9% 3%
Madison 4,187 28% 25% 23% 9% 3%
McLennan 86,892 34% 26% 21% 10% 3%
Milam 9,408 30% 26% 21% 9% 3%
Mills 1,975 29% 27% 20% 6% 2%
Robertson 6,541 30% 27% 20% 10% 3%
San Saba 2,257 31% 27% 20% 6% 3%
Washington 13,037 32% 28% 19% 8% 2%

Source: 2010 Census.
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Disability. Recent disability data is only available for counties with a population of 20,000 or more.
As aresult, not all counties in Region 8 are included in Figure 1-124 and a regional total is not provided.
The incidence of disability for these counties in Region 8 ranges from 10 percent in Brazos County to
20 percent in Milam County. Seniors are substantially more likely to have a disability with incidence
rates ranging from 35 to 45 percent compared to non-seniors, whose incidence rates range from 7
to15 percent.

Figure 1-124.
Disability Status for Seniors and Non-Seniors, Region 8, Central Texas, 2008-2010 ACS

Overall 1 Type 2 Types Overall 1 Type 2 Types
Percent of the (Seniors 65+ (Seniors 65+ (Seniors 65+ (Non-Seniors (Non-Seniors (Non-Seniors
Population with with a with a with a with a with a with a
a Disability Disability) Disability) Disability) Disability) Disability) Disability)
State of Texas 12% 41% 17% 24% 8% 5% 3%
Region 8 Counties:
Bell 12% 40% 18% 22% 9% 5% 4%
Brazos 10% 40% 17% 23% 7% 5% 3%
Coryell 11% 45% 18% 27% 8% 5% 3%
Grimes 15% 39% 17% 22% 11% 6% 5%
Hill 18% 45% 17% 29% 13% 7% 6%
Lampasas 18% 45% 24% 21% 13% 8% 5%
Limestone 18% 35% 15% 20% 14% 8% 6%
McLennan 13% 44% 18% 26% 9% 5% 4%
Milam 20% 45% 18% 27% 15% 8% 7%
Washington 15% 41% 18% 22% 10% 4% 5%

Note: Not all counties in the region are included; data is only available for counties with a population of 20,000 or more.
Source: 2008-2010 ACS.
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Income. According to the 2006-2010 ACS, there are 112,688 households (30% of all households) in
Region 8 earning less than $25,000 per year. Falls County has the highest percentage of households
earning less than $25,000 (39.3%) and the lowest median income ($31,083). Figure [-125 displays
households earning less than $25,000 and median income for all counties in Region 8.

Figure 1-125.
Households Earning Less than $25,000 Per Year, Region 8, Central Texas, 2006-2010 ACS

Percent of
Household Households Median
Earning Less Earning Less Household
Than $25,000 Than $25,000 Income

State of Texas 2,118,973 25% $49,646
Region 8 Total 112,688 30%

Region 8 Counties:

Bell 22,804 22% $48,618
Bosque 1,904 28% $45,288
Brazos 25,198 38% $37,898
Burleson 2,054 30% $43,185
Coryell 4,296 21% $47,374
Falls 2,240 39% $31,083
Freestone 2,044 29% $44,560
Grimes 2,724 33% $39,429
Hamilton 819 27% $40,808
Hill 4,013 31% $39,293
Lampasas 1,618 23% $46,378
Leon 2,288 35% $40,355
Limestone 2,198 28% $42,140
Madison 1,232 34% $37,207
McLennan 26,247 32% $40,672
Milam 3,107 32% $39,035
Mills 769 39% $31,895
Robertson 2,244 36% $38,393
San Saba 767 36% $36,308
Washington 4,122 32% $43,159

Source: 2006-2010 ACS.
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Poverty. Nineteen percent of the population in Region 8 is living in poverty. As displayed in Figure
[-126, 29 percent of children under five and 10 percent of seniors in Region 8 are in poverty. In the
region as a whole, the poverty rate for African American and Hispanic or Latino residents is 26 percent,
compared to 14 percent for non-Hispanic Whites. In general, poverty rates in Region 8 are higher than in
the state as a whole.

Figure I-126.
Percent of Population Living in Poverty, Region 8, Central Texas, 2006-2010 ACS

Percent of Percent of Percent of Percent
Average Population Children Children Percent of  Non-Hispanic of African Percent of
Population Living in (Under 18) Under 5 Seniors (65+) White in American Hispanic
2006-2010 Poverty in Poverty in Poverty in Poverty Poverty in Poverty in Poverty

State of Texas 23,707,679 3,972,054 17% 27% 12% 9% 24% 25%
Region 8 Total 1,023,327 192,470 19% 29% 10% 14% 26% 26%
Region 8

Counties:

Bell 283,740 39,963 14% 26% 8% 11% 20% 18%
Bosque 17,354 2,812 16% 28% 13% 12% 17% 35%
Brazos 171,584 50,905 30% 30% 7% 27% 36% 33%
Burleson 16,812 2,262 13% 18% 13% 10% 31% 16%
Coryell 66,531 8,792 13% 18% 6% 10% 16% 22%
Falls 16,515 3,860 23% 35% 20% 17% 39% 24%
Freestone 17,726 2,841 16% 22% 10% 9% 34% 31%
Grimes 22,560 3,577 16% 25% 13% 11% 37% 18%
Hamilton 8,298 942 11% 9% 8% 11% NA 17%
Hill 33,432 5,027 15% 28% 10% 10% 23% 32%
Lampasas 18,800 2,741 15% 21% 9% 11% 3% 30%
Leon 16,196 2,698 17% 22% 10% 14% 40% 15%
Limestone 20,171 3,820 19% 43% 12% 11% 24% 48%
Madison 10,206 2,087 20% 29% 12% 17% 35% 19%
McLennan 221,683 45,410 20% 35% 11% 15% 31% 29%
Milam 24,487 4,311 18% 38% 13% 11% 36% 29%
Mills 4,743 747 16% 20% 13% 11% NA 34%
Robertson 16,230 3,445 21% 37% 17% 13% 38% 31%
San Saba 5,679 1,331 23% 68% 15% 18% NA 33%
Washington 30,580 4,899 16% 31% 10% 10% 28% 35%

Note:  As shown in Figure I-11, the 2010 1-year ACS estimates the poverty rate for the State of Texas to be 18%. The 2006-2010 5-year estimate of
the statewide poverty rate is 17%.

Source: 2006-2010 ACS.
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Poverty by Census tract. Figure I-127 overlays Census tracts that have family poverty rates
exceeding 40 percent with tracts that have more than 50 percent minority concentration to show
racially concentrated areas of poverty.
Figure 1-127.

Poverty by Census Tract, Region 8, Central Texas, 2006-2010
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Region 9—“San Antonio” Demographics

Figure 1-128.
State of Texas
Region 9 Counties

GILLESPIE

Source:
BBC Research & Consulting, 2012.
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Geo-demographic background. The largest Spanish mission settlement in Texas, the San Antonio
area has deep Texas roots and is the location of many important battles against Mexico for Texas’
independence, like the battle of the Alamo. The economy is supported by a large concentration of
military bases and associated industries, tourism, and corporate headquarters. San Antonio has a proud
and unique Texas and Hispanic cultural influence evident in architecture, food, and cultural events.

The region has experienced strong suburban growth in the affluent suburbs north of San Antonio. The
north side of the city and north suburbs of San Antonio is majority White, while the remainder of the city
is majority Hispanic or Latino. There is a significant amount of informal housing development in the
region due to the presence of many low income immigrant families. Counties surrounding San Antonio
are less populated and participate in ranching, farming and rural activities.

Population growth. Between 2000 and 2010, the population of Region 9 increased by 24 percent. The
Hispanic or Latino population increased by 34 percent, the non-Hispanic White population increased by
11 percent and the African American population increased by 31 percent. Population growth among
non-Hispanic Whites and African Americans was higher than the state as a whole, but growth among
Hispanic or Latino residents was below the state proportion.
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The largest county in the region is Bexar County, which contains the City of San Antonio and had a

population of 1.7 million in 2010, a 23 percent increase over the 2000 population. Kendall County had
the highest percentage growth (41%) of the region. Figure 1-129 displays the population growth by
race/ethnicity of all counties in Region 9.

Figure 1-129.

Population Growth by Race and Ethnicity, Region 9, San Antonio, 2000 to 2010

Total
Population
2000
State of Texas 20,851,820
City of San Antonio 1,144,646
Region 9 Total 1,807,868
Region 9 Counties:
Atascosa 38,628
Bandera 17,645
Bexar 1,392,931
Comal 78,021
Frio 16,252
Gillespie 20,814
Guadalupe 89,023
Karnes 15,446
Kendall 23,743
Kerr 43,653
Medina 39,304
Wilson 32,408

Total

Population
2010

25,145,561
1,327,407

2,249,011

44,911
20,485
1,714,773
108,472
17,217
24,837
131,533
14,824
33,410
49,625
46,006

42,918

Percent
Growth

21%
16%
24%

16%
16%
23%
39%
6%
19%
48%
-4%
41%
14%
17%

32%

Percent
Growth of
Non-Hispanic
White

7%
12%
5%
33%
-16%
13%
36%
-6%
35%
6%
7%

28%

Percent
Growth of
African
American

24%
17%

31%

56%

69%

29%
133%
-26%
107%
91%

-17%
101%
14%

17%

79%

Percent
Growth of
Hispanic

42%
25%
34%

23%
43%
33%
53%
12%
50%
59%
1%
61%
42%
28%

39%

Percent
Growth of
Other
Minority*

-36%
38%
1%
25%
-13%
43%
17%
-5%
83%
28%
-22%

-30%

Note: * Other Minority includes American Indian and Alaska Native, Asian, Native Hawaiian and Other Pacific Islander, Some other race, and Two or more races.

Source: 2000 and 2010 Census.

Minority concentrations. The following figure displays the racial and ethnic breakdown of each
county in Region 9, along with the 20 percentage point threshold used to determine if individual Census

tracts are minority impacted.

This section also contains three maps that show minority impacted Census tracts for the racial and

ethnic categories of: 1) African American; 2) Asian; and 3) Hispanic or Latino. There were no Some
Other Race minority impacted Census tracts.

The fourth map shows Census tracts that are more than 50 percent minority. These include non-
Hispanic residents of all races (except for White) plus Hispanic or Latino residents of any race.

The fifth map shows minority concentrations for the City of San Antonio, as defined by Census tracts that

are more than 50 percent minority.
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Figure 1-130.
Racial and Ethnicity and Overall Proportions and Concentration Thresholds, Impacted Areas, Region 9, San Antonio, 2010

Native Native
American Hawaiian American LEVWETIET
Indian and and Other Two | Indian and and Other Two or
African Alaska Pacific or More African Alaska Pacific More
White American Native Asian Islander ETL Hispanic | American* Native* Asian* Islander* ETL Hispanic*
Atascosa 84.9% 0.8% 0.8% 0.3% 0.1% 10.9% 2.3% 61.9% 20.8% 20.8% 20.3% 20.1% 30.9% 22.3% 81.9%
Bandera 92.8% 0.5% 0.8% 0.3% 0.0% 3.8% 1.8% 16.7% 20.5% 20.8% 20.3% 20.0% 23.8% 21.8% 36.7%
Bexar 72.9% 7.5% 0.8% 2.4% 0.1% 12.7% 3.5% 58.7% 27.5% 20.8% 22.4% 20.1% 32.7% 23.5% 78.7%
Comal 89.5% 1.6% 0.6% 0.8% 0.0% 5.4% 2.2% 24.9% 21.6% 20.6% 20.8% 20.0% 25.4% 22.2% 44.9%
Frio 77.4% 3.4% 0.5% 2.1% 0.0% 14.6% 2.0% 77.8% 23.4% 20.5% 22.1% 20.0% 34.6% 22.0% 97.8%
Gillespie 91.3% 0.4% 0.6% 0.4% 0.0% 6.1% 1.2% 20.0% 20.4% 20.6% 20.4% 20.0% 26.1% 21.2% 40.0%
Guadalupe 79.8% 6.5% 0.7% 1.4% 0.1% 8.4% 3.0% 35.6% 26.5% 20.7% 21.4% 20.1% 28.4% 23.0% 55.6%
Karnes 70.2% 9.3% 0.5% 0.2% 0.0% 18.4% 1.3% 49.8% 29.3% 20.5% 20.2% 20.0% 38.4% 21.3% 69.8%
Kendall 90.7% 0.5% 0.6% 0.6% 0.1% 5.7% 1.9% 20.4% 20.5% 20.6% 20.6% 20.1% 25.7% 21.9% 40.4%
Kerr 87.7% 1.8% 0.7% 0.8% 0.1% 6.9% 2.1% 24.0% 21.8% 20.7% 20.8% 20.1% 26.9% 22.1% 44.0%
Medina 85.6% 2.2% 0.7% 0.6% 0.1% 8.6% 2.2% 49.7% 22.2% 20.7% 20.6% 20.1% 28.6% 22.2% 69.7%
Wilson 92.8% 0.5% 0.8% 0.3% 0.0% 3.8% 1.8% 16.7% 20.5% 20.8% 20.3% 20.0% 23.8% 21.8% 36.7%

Note: *20 percentage point concentration threshold for Census tracts.
Source: 2010 Census and BBC Research & Consulting.
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Figure I-131. —
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Figure 1-133.

Census Tracts with Hispanic
Impacted Areas, Region 9,
San Antonio, 2010

Note:

This map uses HUD's definition of
"racially/ethnically impacted area." A
Census tract is "impacted" when the
percentages of residents in a particular
racial or ethnic minority group is at least 20
percentage points higher than the
percentage of that minority group for the
county overall.

Source:

2010 Census and BBC Research &
Consulting.

Figure 1-134.

Census Tracts More than
50% Minority Concentration,
Region 9, San Antonio, 2010

Note:

HUD’s definition of a minority area is a
metropolitan area in which more than 50% of
the residents are minorities. This map shows all
Census tracts in the region with greater than
50% minority concentration.

Source:
2010 Census and BBC Research & Consulting.
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Figure 1-135. i A
Census Tracts More than A\ S
50% Minority Concentration,
City of San Antonio, Texas, 2010

Note:

HUD’s definition of a minority area is a metropolitan
area in which more than 50% of the residents are
minorities. This map shows all Census tracts in the
region with greater than 50% minority

concentration. <

Source: p g . .

2010 Census and BBC Research & Consulting.

City of San Antonio

- Greater Than 50%
Minority Concentration

Age. Region 9 has a slightly higher proportion of seniors than the State of Texas as a whole. Eighteen
percent of the non-Hispanic White population is aged 65 and over and 5 percent is under the age of five.
Among Hispanic or Latino residents in Region 9, 8 percent are 65 or older and 9 percent are under five.
Figure I-136 displays age by race and ethnicity for Region 9.
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Figure 1-136.
Age by Race and Ethnicity, Region 9, San Antonio, 2010

Non-
Non- Non- Hispanic African
Total Hispanic Hispanic White African African American Hispanic
Population Children Seniors Median White White Median American American Median Hispanic Hispanic Median

2010 Under5 (65 or older) Age Under 5 Seniors Age Under 5 Seniors Age Under 5 Seniors Age
State of Texas 25,145,561 8% 10% 34 5% 15% 41 8% 7% 32 10% 6% 27
City of San Antonio 1,327,407 8% 10% 32 4% 17% 39 8% 10% 32 9% 8% 28
Region 9 Total 2,249,011 7% 11% 5% 18% 7% 8% 9% 8%
Region 9 Counties:
Atascosa 44,911 7% 13% 36 5% 19% 45 7% 10% 27 9% 9% 31
Bandera 20,485 5% 20% 49 4% 22% 51 11% 10% 33 7% 10% 36
Bexar 1,714,773 8% 10% 33 5% 16% 41 8% 8% 31 9% 8% 29
Comal 108,472 6% 16% 43 4% 19% 47 6% 8% 40 9% 7% 29
Frio 17,217 7% 11% 32 4% 23% 48 1% 2% 29 8% 9% 30
Gillespie 24,837 5% 27% 50 4% 32% 55 6% 9% 28 10% 6% 27
Guadalupe 131,533 7% 12% 36 6% 16% 42 6% 9% 37 9% 7% 28
Karnes 14,824 6% 14% 37 4% 22% 47 2% 2% 32 7% 10% 32
Kendall 33,410 5% 17% 44 4% 20% 48 7% 6% 35 9% 7% 29
Kerr 49,625 5% 25% 47 4% 31% 54 7% 12% 33 10% 7% 27
Medina 46,006 6% 13% 39 5% 19% 47 3% 3% 27 8% 9% 31
Wilson 42,918 6% 13% 40 5% 15% 44 6% 15% 45 8% 9% 33

Source: 2010 Census.
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Both Frio and Bexar counties have a median age below that of Texas as a whole. Gillespie County has the
oldest population in the region with 27 percent of residents over the age of 65 and a median age of 50.

Across all counties, the non-Hispanic White population has a substantially higher proportion of seniors
than the Hispanic or Latino population.

Family characteristics. Thirty-seven percent of all households in Region 9 are family households with
children. Approximately 64 percent of these households are husband-wife families with children and the
remaining 36 percent are single parents. Frio County has the highest proportion of single parents (17%
of all households) in Region 9.

Figure 1-137.
Family Characteristics, Region 9, San Antonio, 2010

Total Nonfamily Living Married Single Parent: Single Parent:

Households Households Alone with Children Female Male
State of Texas 8,922,933 30% 24% 26% 10% 3%
City of San Antonio 479,642 34% 27% 22% 12% 3%
Region 9 Total 803,461 30% 25% 24% 10% 3%
Region 9 Counties:
Atascosa 15,246 24% 21% 27% 10% 4%
Bandera 8,564 31% 26% 18% 5% 2%
Bexar 608,931 32% 25% 24% 11% 3%
Comal 41,363 26% 21% 24% 6% 2%
Frio 4,854 27% 24% 24% 13% 4%
Gillespie 10,572 32% 28% 18% 5% 2%
Guadalupe 45,762 24% 19% 29% 9% 3%
Karnes 4,463 30% 27% 20% 9% 3%
Kendall 12,617 25% 22% 26% 5% 2%
Kerr 20,550 34% 29% 17% 7% 2%
Medina 15,530 24% 20% 26% 9% 3%
Wilson 15,009 21% 17% 29% 6% 3%

Source: 2010 Census.
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Disability. Recent disability data is only available for counties with a population of 20,000 or more. As a
result, not all counties in Region 9 are included in Figure I-138 and a regional total is not provided. The
incidence of disability for these counties in Region 9 ranges from 11 percent in Kendall County to 22
percent in Bandera County. Seniors are substantially more likely to have a disability than non-seniors—
over half of all seniors in Atscosa County have a disability. Seniors are more likely to have at least two
types of disabilities whereas non-seniors typically have only one.

Figure 1-138.
Disability Status for Seniors and Non-Seniors, Region 9, San Antonio, Texas, 2008-2010 ACS

Overall 1 Type 2 Types Overall 1 Type 2 Types
Percent of the (Seniors 65+ (Seniors 65+ (Seniors 65+ (Non-Seniors (Non-Seniors (Non-Seniors
Population with a with a with a with a with a with a
with a Disability Disability) Disability) Disability) Disability) Disability) Disability)
State of Texas 12% 41% 17% 24% 8% 5% 3%
City of San Antonio 13% 44% 18% 26% 10% 6% 4%
Region 9 Counties:
Atascosa 20% 51% 20% 30% 16% 9% 7%
Bandera 22% 47% 28% 19% 16% 9% 7%
Bexar 13% 43% 18% 25% 10% 5% 4%
Comal 12% 33% 16% 17% 9% 5% 3%
Gillespie 15% 33% 21% 12% 9% 6% 3%
Guadalupe 13% 39% 18% 21% 9% 5% 4%
Kendall 11% 29% 15% 14% 8% 4% 3%
Medina 14% 49% 24% 25% 9% 5% 4%
Wilson 16% 41% 18% 24% 13% 8% 5%

Note: Not all counties in the region are included; data is only available for counties with a population of 20,000 or more.
Source: 2008-2010 ACS.

PAGE 124, SECTION | STATE OF TEXAS PLAN FOR FAIR HOUSING CHOICE—PHASE 2



Income. According to the 2006-2010 ACS, there are 191,845 households (25% of all households) in
Region 9 earning less than $25,000 per year. Sixty-nine percent of these low income households are in
the City of San Antonio. Karnes and Frio Counties have the highest percentage of households earning
less than $25,000 (35%). Figure I-139 displays households earning less than $25,000 and median
income for all counties in Region 9.

Figure 1-139.
Households Earning Less than $25,000
Per Year, Region 9, San Antonio, 2006-2010 ACS

Percent of
Household Households Median
Earning Less Earning Less Household
Than $25,000 Than $25,000 Income
State of Texas 2,118,973 25% $49,646
City of San Antonio 132,477 29% $43,152
Region 9 Total 191,845 25%
Region 9 Counties:
Atascosa 4,134 28% $42,927
Bandera 2,480 29% $44,352
Bexar 151,691 26% $47,048
Comal 6,322 16% $64,752
Frio 1,651 35% $35,940
Gillespie 2,259 22% $52,682
Guadalupe 7,752 18% $61,274
Karnes 1,615 35% $39,611
Kendall 2,076 17% $66,655
Kerr 5,492 27% $43,072
Medina 3,755 25% $49,138
Wilson 2,618 18% $60,493

Source: 2006-2010 ACS.
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Poverty. Sixteen percent of the population in Region 9 is living in poverty. As displayed in Figure 1-140,
26 percent of children under five and 12 percent of seniors in Region 9 are in poverty. In the region as a
whole, the poverty rate is highest for Black or African American residents (22%). Hispanic or Latino
residents have a poverty rate of 21 percent and non-Hispanic Whites have a poverty rate of 8 percent.

Figure 1-140.
Percent of Population Living in Poverty, Region 9, San Antonio, 2006-2010 ACS

Percent of Percentof  Percentof  Percent of Percent of
Average Population Children Children Seniors Non-Hispanic African Percent of
Population Living in (Under 18) Under 5 (65+) in White American Hispanic
2006-2010 Poverty in Poverty in Poverty Poverty in Poverty in Poverty in Poverty

State of Texas 23,707,679 3,972,054 17% 27% 12% 9% 24% 25%
City of San Antonio 1,260,223 237,623 19% 31% 14% 9% 26% 23%
Region 9 Total 2,102,281 331,219 16% 26% 12% 8% 22% 21%
Region 9 Counties:

Atascosa 43,440 8,157 19% 36% 18% 10% 48% 23%
Bandera 20,057 3,689 18% 48% 8% 16% 31% 27%
Bexar 1,608,439 271,498 17% 27% 13% 8% 22% 21%
Comal 101,058 10,143 10% 20% 6% 7% 12% 20%
Frio 14,856 3,238 22% 21% 19% 9% 100% 25%
Gillespie 23,567 1,890 8% 18% 7% 6% 0% 15%
Guadalupe 120,938 11,721 10% 15% 9% 6% 16% 14%
Karnes 8,890 1,690 19% 28% 18% 10% 14% 32%
Kendall 30,822 2,183 7% 7% 5% 5% 0% 15%
Kerr 46,863 6,600 14% 32% 7% 11% 24% 24%
Medina 42,700 6,768 16% 21% 11% 7% 60% 24%
Wilson 40,651 3,642 9% 14% 10% 4% 15% 16%

Note:  As shown in Figure I-11, the 2010 1-year ACS estimates the poverty rate for the State of Texas to be 18%. The 2006-2010 5-year estimate of
the statewide poverty rate is 17%.

Source: 2006-2010 ACS.
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Poverty by Census tract. Figure I-141 overlays Census tracts that have family poverty rates
exceeding 40 percent with tracts that have more than 50 percent minority concentration to show

racially concentrated areas of poverty.

Figure 1-141.
Poverty by
Census Tract,
Region 9,

San Antonio,
2006-2010 ACS

Harper

Source:
2006-2010 ACS. Kerrville

\
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More than 50%
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Region 10—“Coastal Bend” Demographics

Geo-demographic background. The Coastal Bend was the first area settled by Europeans in Texas
when the French established a colony near Matagorda Bay and prompted the Spanish to also attempt to
colonize the region followed by Germans and Polish settlers. Culturally, the area today is mainly a mix of
White and Hispanic or Latino residents and is thought to be the birthplace and epicenter of Mexico-

American Tejano music.

Economic activities include ranching, farming
and fishing along the coast. Recently, oil and gas
development and exploration is supporting
economic growth in the region. There still are
historic and large private ranches in the region,
most notably the King Ranch.

The region has a high percentage of persons
identifying themselves as Hispanic or Latino
contributing to a very diverse demographic. Low
income families are often clustered in areas within
the major cities.

Population growth. Between 2000 and 2010,
the population of Region 10 increased by 4
percent. The Hispanic or Latino population
increased by 13 percent but all other racial/ethnic
groups experienced population decline. Overall,
the growth of this region was very low relative to
other regions and the state as a whole.

The largest county in the region is Neuces County,
which had a population of 340,223 in 2010.
Neuces County also had the highest percentage
growth (8%) of the region. Between 2000 and
2010, every county in this region experienced
population decline among non-Hispanic White
residents; however, only five counties saw a drop
in the Hispanic or Latino population. Figure 1-143
displays the population growth by race/ethnicity
of all counties in Region 10.

Figure 1-142.
State of Texas Region 10 Counties
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Source: BBC Research & Consulting, 2012.
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Figure 1-143.
Population Growth by Race and Ethnicity, Region 10, Coastal Bend, 2000 to 2010

Percent Percent Percent
Total Total Growth of Growth of Percent Growth of
Population Population Percent Non-Hispanic African Growth of Other
2000 2010 Growth White American Hispanic Minority*

State of Texas 20,851,820 25,145,561 21% 4% 24% 42% 22%
Region 10 Total 732,917 760,613 4% -7% -3% 13% -31%
Region 10 Counties:
Aransas 22,497 23,158 3% -1% -6% 24% 5%
Bee 32,359 31,861 -2% -3% -19% 3% -42%
Brooks 7,976 7,223 -9% -9% 147% -10% -63%
Calhoun 20,647 21,381 4% -9% 4% 17% -15%
De Witt 20,013 20,097 0% -6% -15% 19% 20%
Duval 13,120 11,782 -10% -17% 55% -10% -44%
Goliad 6,928 7,210 4% 5% 3% 1% -4%
Gonzales 18,628 19,807 6% -7% -6% 27% 16%
Jackson 14,391 14,075 -2% -7% -10% 15% -28%
Jim Wells 39,326 40,838 4% -10% 0% 8% -41%
Kennedy 414 416 0% 2% 67% -2% -67%
Kleberg 31,549 32,061 2% -17% 3% 9% -32%
Lavaca 19,210 19,263 0% -6% -0% 41% 15%
Live Oak 12,309 11,531 -6% -5% 67% -13% -27%
McMullen 851 707 -17% -22% -20% -7% -37%
Nueces 313,645 340,223 8% -5% 2% 18% -34%
Refugio 7,828 7,383 -6% -10% -9% -0% -6%
San Patricio 67,138 64,804 -3% -11% -43% 6% -41%
Victoria 84,088 86,793 3% -7% 4% 16% -25%

Note: * Other Minority includes American Indian and Alaska Native, Asian, Native Hawaiian and Other Pacific Islander, Some other race, and Two or more races.
Source: 2000 and 2010 Census.

Minority concentrations. The following figure displays the racial and ethnic breakdown of each
county in Region 10, along with the 20 percentage point threshold used to determine if individual
Census tracts are minority impacted.

This section also contains two maps that show minority impacted Census tracts for the racial and ethnic
categories of: 1) African American; and 2) Hispanic or Latino. There was no Some Other Race or Asian
impacted Census tracts.

The third map shows Census tracts that are more than 50 percent minority. These include non-Hispanic
residents of all races (except for White) plus Hispanic or Latino residents of any race.
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Figure 1-144.
Racial and Ethnicity and Overall Proportions and Concentration Thresholds, Impacted Areas, Region 10, Coastal Bend, 2010

Native American Native
African Iﬁgilae;igir&l‘l %at‘;\vea:i::c?;i‘g g::le?' African Ing:::k:;nd %at‘;\vea:i::c?;i‘g g::le?'

American Alaska Native Asian Islander Race Hispanic American* Native* Islander* Race* Hispanic*
Aransas 87.4% 1.3% 0.7% 2.0% 0.0% 6.3% 2.3% 24.6% 21.3% 20.7% 22.0% 20.0% 26.3% 22.3% 44.6%
Bee 78.8% 8.1% 0.5% 0.6% 0.1% 9.7% 2.3% 56.2% 28.1% 20.5% 20.6% 20.1% 29.7% 22.3% 76.2%
Brooks 89.6% 0.5% 0.3% 0.3% 0.0% 7.9% 1.4% 91.2% 20.5% 20.3% 20.3% 20.0% 27.9% 21.4% 100.0%
Calhoun 81.5% 2.6% 0.5% 4.4% 0.0% 8.8% 2.1% 46.4% 22.6% 20.5% 24.4% 20.0% 28.8% 22.1% 66.4%
De Witt 77.8% 1.2% 0.9% 0.3% 0.0% 17.3% 2.4% 67.3% 21.2% 20.9% 20.3% 20.0% 37.3% 22.4% 87.3%
Duval 87.0% 0.9% 0.4% 0.2% 0.0% 9.8% 1.7% 88.5% 20.9% 20.4% 20.2% 20.0% 29.8% 21.7% 100.0%
Goliad 83.7% 4.8% 0.7% 0.2% 0.0% 8.3% 2.4% 34.1% 24.8% 20.7% 20.2% 20.0% 28.3% 22.4% 54.1%
Gonzales 71.5% 7.4% 1.0% 0.4% 0.0% 17.5% 2.2% 47.2% 27.4% 21.0% 20.4% 20.0% 37.5% 22.2% 67.2%
Jackson 81.3% 7.0% 0.4% 0.4% 0.0% 8.8% 2.1% 29.0% 27.0% 20.4% 20.4% 20.0% 28.8% 22.1% 49.0%
Jim Wells 87.2% 0.6% 0.7% 0.4% 0.0% 9.5% 1.6% 79.0% 20.6% 20.7% 20.4% 20.0% 29.5% 21.6% 99.0%
Kennedy 87.5% 1.2% 1.4% 0.2% 0.0% 6.7% 2.9% 76.7% 21.2% 21.4% 20.2% 20.0% 26.7% 22.9% 96.7%
Kleberg 79.9% 3.7% 0.6% 2.3% 0.1% 10.9% 2.4% 70.2% 23.7% 20.6% 22.3% 20.1% 30.9% 22.4% 90.2%
Lavaca 87.0% 0.9% 0.4% 0.2% 0.0% 9.8% 1.7% 88.5% 20.9% 20.4% 20.2% 20.0% 29.8% 21.7% 100.0%
Live Oak 83.7% 4.8% 0.7% 0.2% 0.0% 8.3% 2.4% 34.1% 24.8% 20.7% 20.2% 20.0% 28.3% 22.4% 54.1%
McMullen 71.5% 7.4% 1.0% 0.4% 0.0% 17.5% 2.2% 47.2% 27.4% 21.0% 20.4% 20.0% 37.5% 22.2% 67.2%
Nueces 81.3% 7.0% 0.4% 0.4% 0.0% 8.8% 2.1% 29.0% 27.0% 20.4% 20.4% 20.0% 28.8% 22.1% 49.0%
Refugio 87.2% 0.6% 0.7% 0.4% 0.0% 9.5% 1.6% 79.0% 20.6% 20.7% 20.4% 20.0% 29.5% 21.6% 99.0%
San Patricio 87.5% 1.2% 1.4% 0.2% 0.0% 6.7% 2.9% 76.7% 21.2% 21.4% 20.2% 20.0% 26.7% 22.9% 96.7%
Victoria 78.8% 8.1% 0.5% 0.6% 0.1% 9.7% 2.3% 56.2% 28.1% 20.5% 20.6% 20.1% 29.7% 22.3% 76.2%

Note: *20 percentage point concentration threshold for Census tracts.
Source: 2010 Census and BBC Research & Consulting.
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Figure 1-145.

Census Tracts with African
American Impacted Areas,
Region 10, Coastal Bend, 2010

Note:

This map uses HUD's definition of
"racially/ethnically impacted area." A Census
tract is "impacted" when the percentages of
residents in a particular racial or ethnic minority
group is at least 20 percentage points higher
than the percentage of that minority group for
the county overall.

Source:
2010 Census and BBC Research & Consulting.

Figure 1-146.

Census Tracts with Hispanic
Impacted Areas, Region 10,
Coastal Bend, 2010

Note:

This map uses HUD's definition of
"racially/ethnically impacted area." A Census
tract is "impacted" when the percentages of
residents in a particular racial or ethnic minority
group is at least 20 percentage points higher
than the percentage of that minority group for
the county overall.

Source:
2010 Census and BBC Research & Consulting.
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Figure 1-147.

Census Tracts with Greater than 50%
Minority Concentration, Region 10,
Coastal Bend, 2010

Note:

HUD’s definition of a minority area is a metropolitan area in which more
than 50% of the residents are minorities. This map shows all Census
tracts in the region with greater than 50% minority concentration.

Source:
2010 Census and BBC Research & Consulting.
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Age. Region 10 has a higher proportion of seniors than the State of Texas as a whole—14 percent
compared to 10 percent. Twenty percent of the non-Hispanic White population is aged 65 and over and
5 percent is under the age of five. Among Hispanic or Latino residents in Region 10, 9 percent are 65 or
older and 9 percent are under five. Figure 1-148 displays age by race and ethnicity for Region 10.
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Figure 1-148.
Age by Race and Ethnicity, Region 10, Coastal Bend, 2010

Non- Non- African
Total Hispanic Non- Hispanic African African American Hispanic
Population Children Seniors Median White Hispanic  White Median = American American Median Hispanic Hispanic Median

2010 Under 5 (65 or older) Age Under 5 White Seniors Age Under 5 Seniors Age Under 5 Seniors Age
State of Texas 25,145,561 8% 10% 34 5% 15% 41 8% 7% 32 10% 6% 27
Region 10 Total 760,613 7% 14% 5% 20% 7% 10% 9% 9%
Region 10 Counties:
Aransas 23,158 5% 24% 49 3% 30% 54 8% 12% 36 10% 9% 30
Bee 31,861 6% 11% 35 4% 17% 43 2% 2% 36 8% 9% 31
Brooks 7,223 9% 17% 38 7% 27% 50 5% 16% 32 9% 16% 37
Calhoun 21,381 7% 15% 38 4% 23% 49 7% 16% 41 10% 8% 28
De Witt 20,097 6% 18% 43 4% 25% 50 6% 13% 40 9% 9% 83
Duval 11,782 7% 16% 37 5% 21% 44 3% 3% 42 7% 16% 36
Goliad 7,210 5% 19% 46 4% 22% 50 8% 18% 44 8% 14% 36
Gonzales 19,807 8% 15% 37 4% 24% 49 7% 13% 36 11% 7% 27
Jackson 14,075 7% 16% 39 5% 21% 46 10% 12% 34 12% 7% 28
Jim Wells 40,838 8% 13% 35 5% 20% 46 12% 10% 27 9% 11% 32
Kennedy 416 6% 14% 41 8% 15% 39 0% 0% 24 5% 14% 42
Kleberg 32,061 8% 11% 29 5% 18% 39 8% 8% 24 9% 10% 27
Lavaca 19,263 6% 21% 45 5% 25% 49 9% 16% 37 13% 8% 26
Live Oak 11,531 5% 19% 44 4% 24% 50 1% 1% 33 7% 13% 35
McMullen 707 4% 26% 50 3% 33% 55 0% 25% 37 5% 16% 39
Nueces 340,223 7% 12% 35 4% 18% 45 8% 10% 32 9% 9% 31
Refugio 7,383 6% 20% 43 4% 26% 50 6% 18% 39 8% 13% 36
San Patricio 64,804 7% 13% 36 5% 18% 44 7% 10% 33 9% 9% 30
Victoria 86,793 8% 13% 36 5% 19% 45 8% 11% 33 10% 8% 28

Source: 2010 Census.
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Kleberg is the youngest county—with a median age of 29—and is the only county to have a median age
lower than the state of Texas as a whole. McMullen County has the oldest population in the region, with
26 percent of residents over the age of 65 and a median age of 50.

Across all counties, the non-Hispanic White population has a substantially higher proportion of seniors
than the Hispanic or Latino population.

Family characteristics. Thirty-five percent of all households in Region 10 are family households with
children. Approximately 61 percent of these households are husband-wife families with children, and
the remaining 39 percent are single parents. This represents the highest percentage of single parent
households among all 13 regions. Within Region 10, Brooks County has the highest percentage of single
parents (18% of all households).

Figure 1-149.
Family Characteristics, Region 10, Coastal Bend, 2010

Total Nonfamily Living Married Single Parent: Single Parent:

Households Households Alone with Children Female Male
State of Texas 8,922,933 30% 24% 26% 10% 3%
Region 10 Total 275,846 30% 25% 22% 10% 4%
Region 10 Counties:
Aransas 9,795 33% 28% 15% 6% 3%
Bee 9,042 30% 25% 22% 11% 4%
Brooks 2,642 29% 26% 19% 14% 4%
Calhoun 7,766 28% 23% 24% 8% 4%
De Witt 7,407 32% 28% 19% 8% 3%
Duval 4,090 28% 25% 21% 11% 4%
Goliad 2,868 28% 25% 20% 7% 2%
Gonzales 7,120 29% 25% 23% 10% 4%
Jackson 5,284 28% 25% 23% 7% 3%
Jim Wells 13,961 25% 21% 25% 12% 4%
Kennedy 147 29% 25% 25% 5% 6%
Kleberg 11,097 33% 24% 21% 11% 4%
Lavaca 7,808 31% 28% 20% 6% 2%
Live Oak 4,257 31% 27% 19% 6% 3%
McMullen 310 33% 28% 15% 4% 1%
Nueces 124,587 32% 25% 21% 11% 1%
Refugio 2,841 29% 26% 20% 9% 3%
San Patricio 22,637 25% 21% 26% 10% 4%
Victoria 32,187 30% 24% 22% 10% 3%

Source: 2010 Census.
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Disability. Recent disability data is only available for counties with a population of 20,000 or more. As a
result, not all counties in Region 10 are included in Figure I-150 and a regional total is not provided. The
incidence of disability for these counties in Region 10 ranges from 14 percent to 19 percent. Seniors are
substantially more likely to have a disability than non-seniors—58 percent of all seniors in Jim Wells
County have a disability.

Figure 1-150.
Disability Status for Seniors and Non-Seniors, Region 10, Coastal Bend, 2008-2010 ACS

Overall 1 Type 2 Types Overall 1 Type 2 Types

Perce"? of tl".e (Seniors 65+ (Seniors 65+ (Seniors 65+ (Non-Seniors (Non-Seniors (Non-Seniors
Population with with a with a with a with a with a with a
a Disability Disability) Disability) Disability) Disability) Disability) Disability)

State of Texas 12% 41% 17% 24% 8% 5% 3%
Region 10 Counties:
Aransas 16% 31% 13% 17% 12% 6% 6%
Bee 18% 52% 23% 28% 14% 7% 6%
Calhoun 18% 48% 23% 25% 13% 5% 7%
De Witt 18% 43% 14% 29% 12% 6% 6%
Jim Wells 22% 58% 17% 41% 17% 8% 9%
Kleberg 14% 44% 15% 29% 10% 5% 5%
Nueces 19% 51% 19% 32% 15% 7% 8%
San Patricio 17% 51% 16% 35% 12% 7% 5%
Victoria 14% 36% 16% 20% 11% 7% 4%

Note: Not all counties in the region are included; data is only available for counties with a population of 20,000 or more.
Source: 2008-2010 ACS.
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Income. According to the 2006-2010 ACS, there are 81,770 households (30% of all households) in
Region 10 earning less than $25,000 per year. Brooks County has the highest percentage of households
earning less than $25,000 (58%) and the lowest median income ($19,959), not only in Region 10 but
also in the entire state. Figure I-151 displays households earning less than $25,000 and median income
for all counties in Region 151.

Figure I-151.
Households Earning Less Than $25,000 Per Year,
Region 10, Coastal Bend, 2006-2010 ACS

Household Percent of \ELIED

Than $25,000 Lo Than $25,000 NEcra
State of Texas 2,118,973 25% $49,646
Region 10 Total 81,770 30%
Region 10 Counties:
Aransas 3,078 31% $42,179
Bee 2,862 34% $40,278
Brooks 1,502 58% $19,959
Calhoun 2,218 28% $43,258
De Witt 2,226 30% $40,668
Duval 1,844 45% $30,493
Goliad 739 25% $51,786
Gonzales 2,345 33% $37,094
Jackson 1,365 27% $47,483
Jim Wells 4,782 36% $37,020
Kennedy 42 46% $48,333
Kleberg 3,976 36% $36,571
Lavaca 2,306 29% $41,429
Live Oak 1,195 31% $43,719
McMullen 102 33% $41,453
Nueces 36,070 30% $43,280
Refugio 883 32% $42,949
San Patricio 6,270 28% $45,189
Victoria 7,965 25% $48,767

Source: 2006-2010 ACS.
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Poverty. Eighteen percent of the Region 10 population is living in poverty. As displayed in Figure [-152,
32 percent of children under five and 13 percent of seniors in Region 10 are in poverty. In the region as
a whole, the poverty rate is highest for Black or African American residents (26%). Hispanic or Latino
residents have a poverty rate of 24 percent and non-Hispanic Whites have a poverty rate of 10 percent.

Figure 1-152.
Percent of Population Living in Poverty, Region 10, Coastal Bend, 2006-2010 ACS

Percent of Percent of Percent of Percent of
Average Population Children Children Percent of Non-Hispanic African Percent of
Population Living in (Under 18) Under 5 Seniors (65+) White American Hispanic
2006-2010 Poverty in Poverty in Poverty in Poverty in Poverty in Poverty in Poverty

State of Texas 23,707,679 3,972,054 17% 27% 12% 9% 24% 25%
Region 10 Total 725,387 133,745 18% 32% 13% 10% 26% 24%
Region 10 Counties:

Aransas 22,878 3,990 17% 42% 6% 11% 25% 36%
Bee 22,444 4,266 19% 24% 17% 14% 18% 23%
Brooks 7,125 2,425 34% 67% 24% 19% NA 35%
Calhoun 21,016 3,427 16% 34% 9% 8% 5% 27%
De Witt 18,175 2,981 16% 31% 14% 12% 15% 26%
Duval 11,340 2,598 23% 48% 19% 17% 0% 24%
Goliad 7,082 839 12% 27% 13% 6% 20% 20%
Gonzales 18,711 3,792 20% 35% 21% 14% 30% 26%
Jackson 13,839 1,613 12% 7% 9% 8% 37% 15%
Jim Wells 38,986 8,549 22% 25% 18% 8% 36% 25%
Kennedy 241 36 15% 0% 30% 27% 0% 8%
Kleberg 29,891 7,399 25% 32% 13% 15% 46% 26%
Lavaca 18,864 1,984 11% 18% 10% 7% 33% 18%
Live Oak 10,065 1,337 13% 26% 8% 11% NA 17%
McMullen 897 82 9% 0% 5% 8% NA 10%
Nueces 328,229 62,820 19% 33% 13% 11% 27% 23%
Refugio 6,776 1,081 16% 27% 15% 13% 15% 19%
San Patricio 64,346 10,663 17% 34% 12% 7% 30% 24%
Victoria 84,482 13,863 16% 35% 11% 7% 20% 26%

Note:  As shown in Figure I-11, the 2010 1-year ACS estimates the poverty rate for the State of Texas to be 18%. The 2006-2010 5-year estimate of
the statewide poverty rate is 17%.

Source: 2006-2010 ACS.
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Poverty by Census tract. Figure I-153 overlays Census tracts that have family poverty rates
exceeding 40 percent with tracts that have more than 50 percent minority concentration to show

racially concentrated areas of poverty.

Figure 1-153.

Poverty by Census Tract,
Region 10, Coastal Bend,
2006-2010 ACS

Source:
2006-2010 ACS.
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Region 11—“South Texas Border” Demographics

Geo-demographic background.
This region encompasses the southern
border of Texas and Mexico. Because of
the area’s close proximity to Mexico,
the population is majority Hispanic or
Latino and the economy is based
around trade and business operations
between the two countries.

Outside population centers there are
informal neighborhoods of Mexican-
American and immigrant families
called Colonias. Oftentimes, these small
communities do not have fresh water,
sewer, paved roads or city services.
Access to healthy food, water and
services is a continual struggle for
these communities.

Population growth. Between 2000
and 2010, the population of Region 11
increased by 27 percent. The Hispanic
or Latino population increased by 30
percent and the non-Hispanic White
population decreased by 5 percent.
The growth of this region overall was
higher than the state as a whole.

Source:

Figure 1-154.
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The largest county in the region is Hidalgo County, which had a population of 774,769 in 2010, an
increase of 36 percent over the 2000 population. A majority of counties in this region experienced
overall population growth between 2000 and 2010; however, only three counties saw a rise in the non-
Hispanic White population. Figure I-155 displays the population growth by race/ethnicity of all counties

in Region 11.
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Figure 1-155.
Population Growth by Race and Ethnicity, Region 11, South Texas Border, 2000 to 2010

Percent Percent Percent
Total Total Growth of Growth of Percent Growth of
Population Population Percent Non-Hispanic African Growth of Other
2000 2010 Growth White American Hispanic Minority*

State of Texas 20,851,820 25,145,561 21% 4% 24% 42% 22%
Region 11 Total 1,343,330 1,700,723 27% -5% 38% 30% -29%
Region 11 Counties:
Cameron 335,227 406,220 21% -11% 33% 27% -21%
Dimmit 10,248 9,996 -2% -10% 10% -1% -54%
Edwards 2,162 2,002 -7% -18% -35% 5% -27%
Hidalgo 569,463 774,769 36% 2% 63% 40% -29%
Jim Hogg 5,281 5,300 0% -30% -8% 3% -39%
Kinney 3,379 3,598 6% -6% -7% 17% -53%
La Salle 5,866 6,886 17% -20% -84% 31% -23%
Maverick 47,297 54,258 15% -4% -8% 16% -67%
Real 3,047 3,309 9% 4% 267% 18% 14%
Starr 53,597 60,968 14% 126% -13% 12% -64%
Uvalde 25,926 26,405 2% -10% 83% 7% -10%
Val Verde 44,856 48,879 9% -12% 8% 16% -33%
Webb 193,117 250,304 30% -12% 59% 32% -14%
Willacy 20,082 22,134 10% -5% 8% 12% -52%
Zapata 12,182 14,018 15% -51% -62% 27% -54%
Zavala 11,600 11,677 1% -30% 56% 4% -68%

Note: * Other Minority includes American Indian and Alaska Native, Asian, Native Hawaiian and Other Pacific Islander, Some other race, and Two or more races.
Source: 2000 and 2010 Census.

Minority concentrations. The following figure displays the racial and ethnic breakdown of each
county in Region 11, along with the 20 percentage point threshold used to determine if individual
Census tracts are minority impacted.

This section also contains two maps that show minority impacted Census tracts: “Some Other Race” and
all minorities, which includes non-Hispanic residents of all races except for White plus Hispanic or
Latino residents of any race. There were no other concentrated areas.
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Figure I-156.
Racial and Ethnicity and Overall Proportions and Concentration Thresholds, Impacted Areas, Region 11, South Texas Border, 2010

American Hau'l\‘aaiit;fand Some | m;:?:d Hau?i:aiitaifand Some

A‘r:::eirci?::n A::gli:nNaaI;gle Asian Otl';f;np;ecjfic ?{t;::zr Hispanic A#\gl?::n* NAe::isvk:* OtlgleaLz:$ific g;';:: Hispanic*
Cameron 87.0% 0.5% 0.4% 0.7% 0.0% 9.8% 1.5% 88.1% 20.5% 20.4% 20.7% 20.0% 29.8% 21.5% 100.0%
Dimmit 88.6% 1.0% 0.3% 0.6% 0.0% 7.9% 1.6% 86.2% 21.0% 20.3% 20.6% 20.0% 27.9% 21.6% 100.0%
Edwards 86.9% 0.5% 1.3% 0.3% 0.0% 9.8% 1.1% 51.3% 20.5% 21.3% 20.3% 20.0% 29.8% 21.1% 71.3%
Hidalgo 88.0% 0.6% 0.3% 1.0% 0.0% 8.8% 1.3% 90.6% 20.6% 20.3% 21.0% 20.0% 28.8% 21.3% 100.0%
Jim Hogg 87.9% 0.4% 0.4% 0.3% 0.0% 9.5% 1.5% 92.6% 20.4% 20.4% 20.3% 20.0% 29.5% 21.5% 100.0%
Kinney 88.6% 1.5% 0.7% 0.3% 0.0% 6.9% 2.1% 55.7% 21.5% 20.7% 20.3% 20.0% 26.9% 22.1% 75.7%
La Salle 79.3% 13.5% 1.4% 0.6% 0.0% 2.5% 2.7% 6.5% 33.5% 21.4% 20.6% 20.0% 22.5% 22.7% 26.5%
Maverick 84.7% 1.6% 0.6% 0.3% 0.1% 10.9% 1.8% 43.5% 21.6% 20.6% 20.3% 20.1% 30.9% 21.8% 63.5%
Real 90.5% 0.7% 1.1% 0.1% 0.4% 5.3% 2.0% 24.6% 20.7% 21.1% 20.1% 20.4% 25.3% 22.0% 44.6%
Starr 96.1% 0.1% 0.1% 0.2% 0.0% 3.0% 0.5% 95.7% 20.1% 20.1% 20.2% 20.0% 23.0% 20.5% 100.0%
Uvalde 78.1% 0.6% 0.6% 0.5% 0.0% 17.2% 3.0% 69.3% 20.6% 20.6% 20.5% 20.0% 37.2% 23.0% 89.3%
Val Verde 85.0% 1.5% 0.5% 0.5% 0.1% 10.4% 2.1% 80.2% 21.5% 20.5% 20.5% 20.1% 30.4% 22.1% 100.0%
Webb 88.6% 1.5% 0.7% 0.3% 0.0% 6.9% 2.1% 55.7% 21.5% 20.7% 20.3% 20.0% 26.9% 22.1% 75.7%
Willacy 79.3% 13.5% 1.4% 0.6% 0.0% 2.5% 2.7% 6.5% 33.5% 21.4% 20.6% 20.0% 22.5% 22.7% 26.5%
Zapata 84.7% 1.6% 0.6% 0.3% 0.1% 10.9% 1.8% 43.5% 21.6% 20.6% 20.3% 20.1% 30.9% 21.8% 63.5%
Zavala 90.5% 0.7% 1.1% 0.1% 0.4% 5.3% 2.0% 24.6% 20.7% 21.1% 20.1% 20.4% 25.3% 22.0% 44.6%

Note: *20 percentage point concentration threshold for Census tracts.
Source: 2010 Census and BBC Research & Consulting.
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Figure I-157.

Census Tracts with "Some
Other Race" Impacted
Areas, Region 11, South
Texas Border, 2010

Note:

This map uses HUD's definition of
"racially/ethnically impacted area." A Census tract
is "impacted" when the percentages of residents
in a particular racial or ethnic minority group is at
least 20 percentage points higher than the
percentage of that minority group for the county
overall.

Source:

2010 Census and BBC Research & Consulting.

Figure 1-158.

Census Tracts Greater
Than 50% Minority
Concentration, Region 11,
South Texas Border, 2010

Note:

HUD’s definition of a minority area is a metropolitan
area in which more than 50% of the residents are
minorities. This map shows all Census tracts in the

region with greater than 50% minority concentration.

Source:
2010 Census and BBC Research & Consulting.

Region 11, South Texas Border

Some Other Race
Concentration

xR

Region 11. South Texas Border

Greater than 50%
Minority Concentration
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Age. Region 11 has the same proportion of seniors as the State of Texas as a whole (10%). Thirty-one
percent of the non-Hispanic White population is aged 65 and over and 4 percent is under the age of five.
Among Hispanic or Latino residents in Region 11, 8 percent are 65 or older and 10 percent are under
five. Figure 1-159 on the following page displays age by race and ethnicity for Region 11.

Webb is the youngest county with a median age of 27.8 and only 8 percent of the population over 65.
Most counties in Region 11 (63%) have a median age lower than that of Texas as a whole. Real County
has the oldest population in the region with 26 percent of residents over the age of 65 and a median age
of 50.5.

Across all counties, the non-Hispanic White population has a substantially higher proportion of seniors
than the Hispanic or Latino population.
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Figure 1-159.
Age by Race and Ethnicity, Region 11, South Texas Border, 2010

Non- Non- Hi':;:r;ic African
Total Hispanic Hispanic White African African American Hispanic
Population Children Seniors Median White White Median American American Median Hispanic Hispanic Median

2010 Under 5 (65 or older) Age Under 5 Seniors Age Under 5 Seniors Age Under 5 Seniors Age
State of Texas 25,145,561 8% 10% 34 5% 15% 41 8% 7% 32 10% 6% 27
Region 11 Total 1,700,723 9% 10% 4% 31% 10% 5% 10% 8%
Region 11 Counties:
Cameron 406,220 9% 11% 31 4% 33% 55 9% 6% 28 9% 8% 28
Dimmit 9,996 8% 14% 36 6% 20% 45 11% 8% 35 8% 13% 34
Edwards 2,002 6% 22% 47 4% 32% 57 0% 18% 20 7% 13% 36
Hidalgo 774,769 10% 9% 28 4% 36% 55 11% 4% 27 10% 7% 27
Jim Hogg 5,300 9% 15% 36 8% 21% 47 14% 9% 33 9% 15% 35
Kinney 3,598 5% 24% 45 3% 41% 60 6% 19% 50 7% 12% 35
La Salle 6,886 6% 12% 30 4% 25% 50 6% 9% 24 6% 10% 28
Maverick 54,258 9% 11% 30 8% 14% 35 8% 13% 28 9% 11% 30
Real 3,309 5% 26% 51 4% 29% 55 0% 5% 17 9% 16% 35
Starr 60,968 9% 10% 29 10% 16% 31 4% 6% 25 9% 10% 29
Uvalde 26,405 8% 15% 35 4% 26% 51 9% 6% 24 9% 10% 29
Val Verde 48,879 8% 12% 32 6% 18% 40 8% 7% 27 9% 11% 31
Webb 250,304 10% 8% 28 8% 12% 35 10% 3% 27 10% 8% 27
Willacy 22,134 7% 12% 32 4% 29% 49 4% 4% 29 8% 10% 31
Zapata 14,018 10% 10% 28 4% 42% 62 5% 11% 43 11% 8% 27
Zavala 11,677 9% 12% 31 6% 24% 47 15% 3% 16 9% 11% 30

Source: 2010 Census.
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Family characteristics. Over half (52%) of all households in Region 11 are family households with
children. Approximately two-thirds of these households are husband-wife families with children and the
remaining one-third are single parents. Zavala County has the highest proportion of single parents (20%
of all households) in Region 11.

Figure 1-160.
Family Characteristics, Region 11, South Texas Border, 2010

Total Nonfamily Living Married Single Parent: Single Parent:

Households Households Alone with Children Female Male
State of Texas 8,922,933 30% 24% 26% 10% 3%
Region 11 Total 484,902 18% 15% 35% 14% 3%
Region 11 Counties:
Cameron 119,631 19% 16% 32% 14% 3%
Dimmit 3,421 25% 22% 24% 13% 4%
Edwards 839 31% 28% 20% 6% 2%
Hidalgo 216,471 17% 14% 37% 14% 3%
Jim Hogg 1,902 27% 25% 25% 10% 4%
Kinney 1,350 31% 28% 20% 4% 2%
La Salle 1,931 30% 27% 21% 11% 4%
Maverick 15,563 17% 16% 38% 13% 3%
Real 1,374 29% 26% 16% 6% 3%
Starr 17,001 15% 14% 39% 14% 3%
Uvalde 9,025 25% 22% 25% 11% 4%
Val Verde 15,654 24% 20% 30% 12% 3%
Webb 67,106 16% 13% 39% 15% 4%
Willacy 5,764 20% 18% 30% 12% 4%
Zapata 4,297 20% 18% 36% 12% 4%
Zavala 3,573 23% 20% 26% 16% 4%

Source: 2010 Census.
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Disability. Recent disability data is only available for counties with a population of 20,000 or more. As a
result, not all counties in Region 11 are included in Figure I-161 and a regional total is not provided. The
incidence of disability for these counties in Region 11 ranges from 10 percent in Val Verde County to 20
percent in Starr County. Seniors are substantially more likely to have a disability than non-seniors—73
percent of all seniors in Starr County have a disability.

Figure I-161.
Disability Status for Seniors and Non-Seniors, Region 11, South Texas Border, 2008-2010 ACS

Overall 1 Type 2 Types Overall 1 Type 2 Types

Percent of the (Seniors 65+ (Seniors 65+ (Seniors 65+ (Non-Seniors (Non-Seniors (Non-Seniors
Population with with a with a with a with a with a with a
a Disability Disability) Disability) Disability) Disability) Disability) Disability)

State of Texas 12% 41% 17% 24% 8% 5% 3%
Region 11 Counties:

Cameron 13% 45% 14% 30% 9% 4% 4%
Hidalgo 14% 52% 18% 34% 10% 6% 4%
Maverick 15% 63% 19% 43% 10% 5% 4%
Starr 20% 73% 18% 54% 14% 7% 8%
Uvalde 16% 52% 30% 22% 10% 7% 4%
Val Verde 10% 40% 13% 26% 6% 3% 3%
Webb 14% 59% 15% 44% 10% 6% 4%
Willacy 14% 43% 13% 30% 10% 5% 5%

Note: Not all counties in the region are included; data is only available for counties with a population of 20,000 or more.
Source: 2008-2010 ACS.
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Income. According to the 2006-2010 ACS, there are 188,102 households in Region 11 earning less than
$25,000 per year. This represents 41 percent of all households—the highest percentage of low income
households of any region. Within Region 11, Zavala County has the highest percentage of households
earning less than $25,000 (57%) and the lowest median income ($21,707). Figure I-162 displays
households earning less than $25,000 and median income for all counties in Region 11.

Figure I-162.
Households Earning Less Than $25,000 Per Year, Region 11, South Texas Border, 2006-2010 ACS

Percent of

Household Households Median

Earning Less Earning Less Household

Than $25,000 Than $25,000 Income
State of Texas 2,118,973 25% $49,646
Region 11 Total 188,102 41%
Region 11 Counties:
Cameron 47,101 41% $31,264
Dimmit 1,758 49% $25,882
Edwards 316 37% $40,163
Hidalgo 83,817 41% $31,879
Jim Hogg 599 34% $40,000
Kinney 587 51% $24,388
La Salle 845 45% $30,144
Maverick 6,449 44% $28,813
Real 577 43% $29,186
Starr 7,918 51% $24,441
Uvalde 3,132 35% $35,087
Val Verde 5,294 35% $36,993
Webb 22,540 35% $36,684
Willacy 2,940 54% $22,881
Zapata 2,212 51% $24,496
Zavala 2,017 57% $21,707

Source: 2006-2010 ACS.
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Poverty. Over one-third of the population in Region 11 is living in poverty. As displayed in Figure [-163,
nearly half of all children under five and one-quarter of seniors in Region 11 are in poverty. In the region

as a whole, the poverty rate is highest for Hispanic or Latino residents (36%). African American

residents have a poverty rate of 33 percent and non-Hispanic Whites have a poverty rate of 12 percent.

Overall, Region 11 has the highest poverty rate of any region.

Figure I-163.
Percent of Population Living in Poverty, Region 11, South Texas Border, 2006-2010 ACS

Percent of Percent of Percent of Percent of
Average Population Children Children Percent of Non-Hispanic African Percent of
Population Living in (Under 18) Under 5 Seniors (65+) White American Hispanic
2006-2010 Poverty in Poverty in Poverty in Poverty in Poverty in Poverty in Poverty

State of Texas 23,707,679 3,972,054 17% 27% 12% 9% 24% 25%
Region 11 Total 1,617,729 542,885 34% 48% 25% 12% 33% 36%
Region 11 Counties:

Cameron 389,388 135,270 35% 51% 25% 11% 24% 38%
Dimmit 9,631 3,507 36% 70% 24% 16% 0% 41%
Edwards 2,011 496 25% 0% 15% 16% NA 32%
Hidalgo 730,824 251,650 34% 47% 24% 10% 28% 37%
JimHogg 5,171 618 12% 32% 19% 6% NA 9%
Kinney 3,429 1,105 32% 42% 13% 20% 13% 41%
LaSalle 5,938 1,293 22% 12% 28% 6% NA 26%
Maverick 52,282 17,573 34% 44% 35% 7% 89% 34%
Real 3,186 855 27% 51% 15% 26% NA 29%
Starr 59,479 22,629 38% 52% 33% 12% 100% 38%
Uvalde 25,626 6,833 27% 44% 16% 11% 55% 34%
ValVerde 47,479 11,396 24% 36% 25% 10% 33% 27%
Webb 238,098 70,879 30% 46% 25% 13% 58% 30%
Willacy 20,415 8,856 43% 47% 38% 25% 0% 46%
Zapata 13,528 5,090 38% 63% 16% 15% NA 40%
Zavala 11,244 4,835 43% 67% 27% 35% NA 44%

Note: As shown in Figure I-11, the 2010 1-year ACS estimates the poverty rate for the State of Texas to be 18%. The 2006-2010 5-year estimate of
the statewide poverty rate is 17%.

Source: 2006-2010 ACS.

PAGE 148, SECTION | STATE OF TEXAS PLAN FOR FAIR HOUSING CHOICE—PHASE 2



Poverty by Census tract. Figure I-164 overlays Census tracts that have family poverty rates
exceeding 40 percent with tracts that have more than 50 percent minority concentration to show
racially concentrated areas of poverty. The majority of the racially concentrated areas of poverty are
located along the southern border of the region.

Figure 1-164.

Poverty by Census Tract,
Region 11, South Texas
Border, 2006-2010 ACS

Source:
2006-2010 ACS.

Region 11. South Texas Border

- Some Other Race
Concentration
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Region 12—“West Texas” Demographics

Figure I-165.
State of Texas’ Region 12 Counties
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Source: BBC Research & Consulting, 2012.

Geo-demographic background. An influx of Europeans first settled in Midland along the railroad
because it was the midpoint between Fort Worth to the east and El Paso to the west. [t became an
important center for cattle and cotton trade. In the early 20t century, oil was discovered in the Permian
Basin. The petroleum industry is still the dominant industry in West Texas.

While the region is predominantly White racially, its relatively large proportion of Hispanics/Latinos
makes the region more diverse than many others. Low income minority populations are often
homogeneously clustered in neighborhoods within Midland, Odessa and San Angelo.

Population growth. Between 2000 and 2010, the population of Region 12 increased by 9 percent. The
Hispanic or Latino population increased by 28 percent and the non-Hispanic White population
decreased by 4 percent. The growth of this region overall was lower than the state as a whole.

The largest counties in the region are Ector and Midland counties, both with a 2010 population of
approximately 137,000. Gaines and Loving Counties had the highest percentage growth (over 20%) of
the region. Thirteen of the 30 Region 12 counties experienced overall population decline between 2000
and 2010 and almost all counties (25) saw a drop in the non-Hispanic White population. Figure [-166
displays the population growth by race/ethnicity of all counties in Region 12.
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Figure 1-166.
Population Growth by Race and Ethnicity, Region 12, West Texas, 2000 to 2010

Percent Percent Percent
Total Total Growth of Growth of Percent Growth of
Population Population Percent Non-Hispanic African Growth of Other
2000 2010 Growth White American Hispanic Minority*

State of Texas 20,851,820 25,145,561 21% 4% 24% 42% 22%
Region 12 Total 524,884 571,871 9% -4% 10% 28% 2%
Region 12 Counties:
Andrews 13,004 14,786 14% -3% 4% 38% 2%
Borden 729 641 -12% -14% -100% 9% -40%
Coke 3,864 3,320 -14% -14% -89% -8% -22%
Concho 3,966 4,087 3% -20% 97% 33% 7%
Crane 3,996 4,375 9% -15% 8% 37% 8%
Crockett 4,099 3,719 -9% -27% 7% 5% -37%
Dawson 14,985 13,833 -8% -15% -30% 2% -18%
Ector 121,123 137,130 13% -9% 10% 41% 0%
Gaines 14,467 17,526 21% 21% -8% 24% -1%
Glasscock 1,406 1,226 -13% -14% 114% -10% -46%
Howard 33,627 35,012 4% -2% 57% 5% 31%
Irion 1,771 1,599 -10% -13% 57% -7% -22%
Kimble 4,468 4,607 3% -1% 350% 16% -13%
Loving 67 82 22% 0% NA 157% 143%
Martin 4,746 4,799 1% -4% 4% 8% -29%
Mason 3,738 4,012 7% 6% 260% 10% -15%
McCulloch 8,205 8,283 1% -4% 24% 12% 4%
Menard 2,360 2,242 -5% -9% 8% 6% 35%
Midland 116,009 136,872 18% 1% 12% 53% 23%
Pecos 16,809 15,507 -8% -23% -22% 2% -21%
Reagan 3,326 3,367 1% -21% -30% 25% -35%
Reeves 13,137 13,783 5% -14% 150% 6% 0%
Schleicher 2,935 3,461 18% 17% -16% 20% 0%
Sterling 1,393 1,143 -18% -23% 1300% -16% -41%
Sutton 4,077 4,128 1% -15% 70% 17% -55%
Terrell 1,081 984 -9% -6% NA -11% 18%
Tom Green 104,010 110,224 6% -3% 3% 23% -10%
Upton 3,404 3,355 -1% -13% 15% 13% 11%
Ward 10,909 10,658 -2% -14% 4% 11% 12%
Winkler 7,173 7,110 -1% -21% 17% 21% 3%

Note: * Other Minority includes American Indian and Alaska Native, Asian, Native Hawaiian and Other Pacific Islander, Some other race, and Two or more races.
Source: 2000 and 2010 Census.
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Minority concentrations. The following figure displays the racial and ethnic breakdown of each
county in Region 12, along with the 20 percentage point threshold used to determine if individual
Census tracts are minority impacted.

This section also contains two maps that show minority impacted Census tracts for the racial and ethnic
categories of: 1) African American; and 2) Hispanic or Latino. There were no concentrated tracts for
Asians or Some Other Race.

The third map shows Census tracts that are more than 50 percent minority. These include non-Hispanic
residents of all races except for White plus Hispanic or Latino residents of any race.
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Figure I-167.
Racial and Ethnicity and Overall Proportions and Concentration Thresholds, Impacted Areas, Region 12, West Texas, 2010

Native | American Native
American Hawaiia Some Two Indian and Hawaiian and Some
African Indian and Other Pacific Other or More African Alaska Other Pacific Other
American Alaska Native Islander Race Races Hispanic American* Native* Islander* Race* Hispanic*
Andrews 79.5% 1.5% 1.0% 0.6% 0.0% 15.5% 2.0% 48.7% 21.5% 21.0% 20.6% 20.0% 35.5% 22.0% 68.7%
Borden 93.6% 0.0% 0.3% 0.2% 0.0% 4.4% 1.6% 14.8% 20.0% 20.3% 20.2% 20.0% 24.4% 21.6% 34.8%
Coke 91.4% 0.2% 1.1% 0.2% 0.0% 5.1% 1.9% 18.1% 20.2% 21.1% 20.2% 20.0% 25.1% 21.9% 38.1%
Concho 86.9% 1.9% 0.4% 0.3% 0.1% 8.4% 1.9% 53.2% 21.9% 20.4% 20.3% 20.1% 28.4% 21.9% 73.2%
Crane 74.1% 2.9% 1.0% 0.4% 0.0% 19.4% 2.3% 55.1% 22.9% 21.0% 20.4% 20.0% 39.4% 22.3% 75.1%
Crockett 83.1% 0.8% 0.9% 0.3% 0.1% 13.0% 1.7% 63.2% 20.8% 20.9% 20.3% 20.1% 33.0% 21.7% 83.2%
Dawson 76.7% 6.5% 0.7% 0.4% 0.1% 13.4% 2.3% 53.4% 26.5% 20.7% 20.4% 20.1% 33.4% 22.3% 73.4%
Ector 76.3% 4.5% 1.0% 0.8% 0.1% 14.9% 2.5% 52.7% 24.5% 21.0% 20.8% 20.1% 34.9% 22.5% 72.7%
Gaines 84.0% 1.7% 0.6% 0.3% 0.0% 11.4% 2.0% 36.6% 21.7% 20.6% 20.3% 20.0% 31.4% 22.0% 56.6%
Glasscock 85.2% 1.2% 0.3% 0.1% 0.2% 11.8% 1.2% 30.8% 21.2% 20.3% 20.1% 20.2% 31.8% 21.2% 50.8%
Howard 74.1% 6.2% 0.9% 0.8% 0.0% 15.9% 2.1% 37.9% 26.2% 20.9% 20.8% 20.0% 35.9% 22.1% 57.9%
Irion 91.6% 0.7% 0.4% 0.2% 0.0% 5.0% 2.1% 25.5% 20.7% 20.4% 20.2% 20.0% 25.0% 22.1% 45.5%
Kimble 91.5% 0.4% 0.8% 0.4% 0.1% 5.9% 0.8% 23.4% 20.4% 20.8% 20.4% 20.1% 25.9% 20.8% 43.4%
Loving 79.3% 0.0% 4.9% 0.0% 0.0% 8.5% 7.3% 22.0% 20.0% 24.9% 20.0% 20.0% 28.5% 27.3% 42.0%
Martin 90.9% 1.1% 0.0% 0.4% 0.0% 5.0% 2.5% 36.9% 21.1% 20.0% 20.4% 20.0% 25.0% 22.5% 56.9%
Mason 93.6% 0.0% 0.3% 0.2% 0.0% 4.4% 1.6% 14.8% 20.0% 20.3% 20.2% 20.0% 24.4% 21.6% 34.8%
McCulloch 91.4% 0.2% 1.1% 0.2% 0.0% 5.1% 1.9% 18.1% 20.2% 21.1% 20.2% 20.0% 25.1% 21.9% 38.1%
Menard 86.9% 1.9% 0.4% 0.3% 0.1% 8.4% 1.9% 53.2% 21.9% 20.4% 20.3% 20.1% 28.4% 21.9% 73.2%
Midland 74.1% 2.9% 1.0% 0.4% 0.0% 19.4% 2.3% 55.1% 22.9% 21.0% 20.4% 20.0% 39.4% 22.3% 75.1%
Pecos 83.1% 0.8% 0.9% 0.3% 0.1% 13.0% 1.7% 63.2% 20.8% 20.9% 20.3% 20.1% 33.0% 21.7% 83.2%
Reagan 76.7% 6.5% 0.7% 0.4% 0.1% 13.4% 2.3% 53.4% 26.5% 20.7% 20.4% 20.1% 33.4% 22.3% 73.4%
Reeves 76.3% 4.5% 1.0% 0.8% 0.1% 14.9% 2.5% 52.7% 24.5% 21.0% 20.8% 20.1% 34.9% 22.5% 72.7%
Schleicher 84.0% 1.7% 0.6% 0.3% 0.0% 11.4% 2.0% 36.6% 21.7% 20.6% 20.3% 20.0% 31.4% 22.0% 56.6%
Sterling 85.2% 1.2% 0.3% 0.1% 0.2% 11.8% 1.2% 30.8% 21.2% 20.3% 20.1% 20.2% 31.8% 21.2% 50.8%
Sutton 74.1% 6.2% 0.9% 0.8% 0.0% 15.9% 2.1% 37.9% 26.2% 20.9% 20.8% 20.0% 35.9% 22.1% 57.9%
Terrell 91.6% 0.7% 0.4% 0.2% 0.0% 5.0% 2.1% 25.5% 20.7% 20.4% 20.2% 20.0% 25.0% 22.1% 45.5%
Tom Green 83.1% 0.8% 0.9% 0.3% 0.1% 13.0% 1.7% 63.2% 20.8% 20.9% 20.3% 20.1% 33.0% 21.7% 83.2%
Upton 76.7% 6.5% 0.7% 0.4% 0.1% 13.4% 2.3% 53.4% 26.5% 20.7% 20.4% 20.1% 33.4% 22.3% 73.4%
Ward 76.3% 4.5% 1.0% 0.8% 0.1% 14.9% 2.5% 52.7% 24.5% 21.0% 20.8% 20.1% 34.9% 22.5% 72.7%
Winkler 84.0% 1.7% 0.6% 0.3% 0.0% 11.4% 2.0% 36.6% 21.7% 20.6% 20.3% 20.0% 31.4% 22.0% 56.6%

Note: *20 percentage point concentration threshold for Census tracts.
Source: 2010 Census and BBC Research & Consulting.
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Figure 1-168.
Census Tracts with
African American
Impacted Areas,
Region 12, West
Texas, 2010

Note:

This map uses HUD's
definition of
"racially/ethnically
impacted area." A
Census tract is
"impacted" when the
percentages of residents
in a particular racial or
ethnic minority group is
at least 20 percentage
points higher than the
percentage of that
minority group for the
county overall.

Source:

2010 Census and BBC
Research & Consulting.

Figure 1-169.
Census Tracts
with Hispanic
Impacted Areas,
Region 12, West
Texas, 2010

Note:

This map uses HUD's
definition of
"racially/ethnically
impacted area." A
Census tract is
"impacted" when the
percentages of
residents in a particular
racial or ethnic minority
group is at least 20
percentage points
higher than the
percentage of that
minority group for the
county overall.

Source:

2010 Census and BBC
Research & Consulting.
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Figure 1-170.
Census Tracts with Greater Than 50% Minority Concentration, Region 12, West Texas, 2010

-

Seminole

W Lamesg
taeof = Region 12. West Texas

- Greater than 50%
Minerity Concentration

lszs)

Andrews

Big Spring,

b 20

. 2 idland
e
\ 1 atasso o1}

San Angelop® e Ta
L '
=

(a0}

WR\N\J"{"V‘-’\:"&,_

Note: HUD’s definition of a minority area is a metropolitan area in which more than 50% of the residents are minorities. This map shows all Census tracts in the
region with greater than 50% minority concentration.

Source: 2010 Census and BBC Research & Consulting.

Age. Region 12 has a higher proportion of seniors than the State of Texas as a whole. Eighteen percent
of the non-Hispanic White population is aged 65 and over and 6 percent is under the age of five. Among
Hispanic or Latino residents in Region 12, 7 percent are 65 or older and 10 percent are under five.
Figure I-171 displays age by race and ethnicity for Region 12.
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Figure I-171.
Age by Race and Ethnicity, Region 12, West Texas, 2010

Non- Non- African
Total Hispanic Non- Hispanic African African American Hispanic
Population Children Seniors Median White Hispanic  White Median  American American Median Hispanic Hispanic Median

2010 Under 5 (65 or older) Age Under 5  White Seniors Age Under 5 Seniors Age Under 5 Seniors Age
State of Texas 25,145,561 8% 10% 34 5% 15% 41 8% 7% 32 10% 6% 27
Region 12 Total 571,871 8% 12% 6% 18% 8% 9% 10% 7%
Region 12 Counties:
Andrews 14,786 8% 11% 33 6% 18% 43 8% 9% 33 11% 5% 26
Borden 641 4% 21% 46 3% 23% 47 NA NA NA 13% 6% 31
Coke 3,320 5% 26% 48 4% 30% 52 13% 0% 27 8% 11% 34
Concho 4,087 4% 14% 41 5% 25% 51 3% 3% 36 3% 5% 38
Crane 4,375 8% 11% 35 4% 18% 46 10% 12% 30 10% 6% 27
Crockett 3,719 8% 15% 39 6% 19% 49 7% 23% 39 9% 12% 33
Dawson 13,833 8% 14% 33 5% 23% 44 4% 7% 30 10% 8% 29
Ector 137,130 9% 10% 31 6% 17% 42 10% 9% 29 11% 5% 26
Gaines 17,526 10% 9% 28 10% 11% 30 14% 11% 28 11% 6% 27
Glasscock 1,226 6% 13% 38 5% 17% 43 7% 0% 19 9% 6% 31
Howard 35,012 6% 13% 39 5% 19% 45 5% 6% 38 9% 7% 30
Irion 1,599 4% 18% 45 4% 20% 47 0% 18% 19 6% 12% 36
Kimble 4,607 5% 23% 49 4% 27% 53 11% 0% 30 9% 10% 31
Loving 82 4% 15% 53 3% 17% 56 NA NA NA 6% 6% 26
Martin 4,799 8% 12% 35 6% 17% 41 23% 9% 21 10% 7% 27
Mason 4,012 5% 24% 49 4% 29% 53 6% 6% 20 8% 10% 34
McCulloch 8,283 6% 20% 44 5% 24% 49 7% 14% 34 9% 11% 31
Menard 2,242 6% 27% 50 4% 34% 56 8% 0% 42 8% 15% 36
Midland 136,872 8% 11% 34 6% 16% 42 9% 10% 31 11% 5% 26
Pecos 15,507 8% 12% 37 4% 17% 47 3% 2% 39 9% 10% 32
Reagan 3,367 8% 10% 34 4% 18% 47 4% 16% 38 10% 6% 27
Reeves 13,783 7% 12% 35 3% 17% 42 2% 5% 33 8% 11% 33
Schleicher 3,461 10% 13% 34 10% 17% 39 11% 8% 45 10% 7% 29
Sterling 1,143 8% 16% 42 8% 19% 46 14% 29% 43 7% 11% 33
Sutton 4,128 7% 14% 39 5% 19% 48 0% 12% 36 9% 10% 32
Terrell 984 7% 21% 45 5% 24% 49 0% 14% 45 9% 18% 40
Tom Green 110,224 7% 14% 34 5% 18% 41 7% 9% 27 10% 7% 27
Upton 3,355 7% 15% 37 4% 20% 46 8% 13% 41 10% 9% 29
Ward 10,658 8% 15% 37 5% 20% 46 11% 10% 27 10% 10% 30
Winkler 7,110 9% 12% 35 6% 18% 45 9% 12% 34 11% 7% 28

Source: 2010 Census.
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Gaines is the youngest county with a median age of 28.4 and only 9 percent of the population is over the
age of 65. Loving County has highest median age (52.7) and Coke County has the highest percentage of
the population over 65 (26%).

Across all counties, the non-Hispanic White population has a substantially higher proportion of seniors
than the Hispanic or Latino population.

Family characteristics. Thirty-seven percent of all households in Region 12 are family households
with children. Approximately two-thirds of these households are husband-wife families with children
and the remaining one-third are single parents. Ector County has the highest proportion of single
parents (15% of all households) in Region 12.

Figure 1-172.
Family Characteristics, Region 12, West Texas, 2010

Total Nonfamily Living Married Single Parent: Single Parent:

Households Households Alone with Children Female Male
State of Texas 8,922,933 30% 24% 26% 10% 3%
Region 12 Total 206,315 30% 25% 24% 9% 3%
Region 12 Counties:
Andrews 5,259 24% 21% 30% 8% 4%
Borden 264 28% 22% 23% 3% 1%
Coke 1,466 34% 31% 17% 5% 2%
Concho 1,041 29% 27% 18% 7% 2%
Crane 1,471 22% 19% 33% 8% 3%
Crockett 1,422 27% 24% 26% 6% 4%
Dawson 4,385 29% 26% 23% 9% 3%
Ector 48,688 29% 24% 26% 11% 4%
Gaines 5,606 20% 18% 38% 7% 3%
Glasscock 441 22% 19% 33% 3% 1%
Howard 11,333 32% 27% 20% 10% 4%
Irion 653 28% 25% 23% 5% 3%
Kimble 2,016 35% 31% 16% 5% 2%
Loving 39 33% 31% 8% 8% 5%
Martin 1,649 23% 21% 31% 9% 3%
Mason 1,754 32% 29% 16% 6% 3%
McCulloch 3,338 32% 28% 19% 7% 3%
Menard 994 35% 32% 14% 7% 3%
Midland 50,845 29% 25% 25% 9% 3%
Pecos 4,894 26% 23% 26% 9% 4%
Reagan 1,156 23% 21% 31% 6% 4%
Reeves 3,839 28% 25% 25% 11% 4%
Schleicher 1,182 26% 23% 28% 7% 3%
Sterling 440 25% 24% 24% 5% 3%
Sutton 1,550 28% 25% 28% 7% 3%
Terrell 430 41% 37% 19% 3% 3%
Tom Green 42,331 34% 28% 20% 9% 3%
Upton 1,256 28% 25% 25% 8% 4%
Ward 3,995 29% 25% 24% 9% 3%
Winkler 2,578 26% 23% 28% 10% 4%

Source: 2010 Census.
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Disability. Recent disability data is only available for counties with a population of 20,000 or more. As a
result, not all counties in Region 12 are included in Figure I-173 and a regional total is not provided. The
incidence of disability for these counties in Region 12 ranges from 13 percent in Tom Green County to
19 percent in Howard County. Seniors are substantially more likely to have a disability than non-
seniors—38 to 44 percent of seniors have a disability compared to nine to 15 percent of non-seniors.

Figure I-173.
Disability Status for Seniors and Non-Seniors, Region 12, West Texas, 2008-2010 ACS

Overall 1 Type 2 Types Overall 1 Type 2 Types
Percent of the (Seniors 65+ (Seniors 65+ (Seniors 65+ (Non-Seniors  (Non-Seniors  (Non-Seniors

Population with with a with a with a with a with a with a
a Disability Disability) Disability) Disability) Disability) Disability) Disability)

State of Texas 12% 41% 17% 24% 8% 5% 3%

Region 12 Counties:

Ector 14% 44% 20% 25% 10% 7% 4%
Howard 19% 40% 20% 20% 15% 7% 8%
Midland 14% 47% 20% 27% 9% 6% 4%
Tom Green 13% 38% 19% 19% 9% 5% 4%

Note: Not all counties in the region are included; data is only available for counties with a population of 20,000 or more.
Source: 2008-2010 ACS.

Income. According to the 2006-2010 ACS, there are 54,670 households (27% of all households) in
Region 12 earning less than $25,000 per year. Reeves County has the highest percentage of households
earning less than $25,000 (41%) and the lowest median income ($32,593). Figure I-174 displays
households earning less than $25,000 and median income for all counties in Region 12.
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Figure 1-174.
Households Earning Less than $25,000 per Year, Region 12, West Texas, 2006-2010 ACS

Household Percent of Median
Earning Less Households Earning Household
Than $25,000 Less Than $25,000 Income
State of Texas 2,118,973 25% $49,646
Region 12 Total 54,670 27%
Region 12 Counties
Andrews 1,215 23% $48,699
Borden 46 19% $58,409
Coke 442 34% $38,702
Concho 281 28% $49,063
Crane 348 24% $50,425
Crockett 324 26% $50,653
Dawson 1,667 38% $33,623
Ector 13,184 28% $45,815
Gaines 1,536 29% $46,393
Glasscock 62 14% $61,184
Howard 3,425 31% $39,574
Irion 158 25% $48,833
Kimble 475 25% $43,429
Loving — 0% $83,889
Martin 368 25% $38,111
Mason 502 32% $38,702
McCulloch 1,244 40% $34,459
Menard 349 38% $40,996
Midland 10,426 21% $54,945
Pecos 1,704 35% $38,125
Reagan 177 15% $54,224
Reeves 1,473 41% $32,593
Schleicher 209 21% $55,186
Sterling 148 33% $41,548
Sutton 252 18% $56,146
Terrell 148 40% $35,403
TomGreen 12,232 30% $41,398
Upton 293 25% $49,234
Ward 1,179 31% $41,117
Winkler 803 32% $41,828

Source: 2006-2010 ACS.

Poverty. Sixteen percent of the population in Region 12 is living in poverty. As displayed in Figure I-
174, 26 percent of children under five and 13 percent of seniors in Region 12 are in poverty. In the
region as a whole, the poverty rate is highest for Black or African American residents (25%). Hispanic or
Latino residents have a poverty rate of 23 percent and non-Hispanic Whites have a poverty rate of 10
percent.
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Figure 1-175.
Percent of Population Living in Poverty, Region 12, West Texas, 2006-2010 ACS

Percent of Percent of Percent of Percent of
Average Population Children Children Percent of Non-Hispanic African Percent of
Population Living in (Under 18) Under 5 Seniors (65+) White American Hispanic
2006-2010 Poverty in Poverty in Poverty in Poverty in Poverty in Poverty in Poverty

State of Texas 25,145,561 3,972,054 17% 27% 12% 9% 24% 25%
Region 12 Total 531,865 85,191 16% 26% 13% 10% 25% 23%
Region 12 Counties:

Andrews 13,941 2,388 17% 34% 16% 9% 43% 24%
Borden 564 24 4% 58% 0% 5% NA 0%
Coke 3,112 470 15% 47% 9% 11% 0% 29%
Concho 2,559 512 20% 40% 15% 11% 14% 46%
Crane 3,974 675 17% 30% 18% 15% 56% 15%
Crockett 3,746 594 16% 34% 6% 3% NA 25%
Dawson 11,361 2,167 19% 34% 18% 10% 32% 25%
Ector 130,572 21,778 17% 25% 14% 11% 30% 21%
Gaines 16,626 2,986 18% 20% 10% 13% 12% 27%
Glasscock 1,317 148 11% 0% 1% 1% 0% 37%
Howard 28,527 5,061 18% 37% 9% 15% 18% 24%
Irion 1,673 25 1% 0% 2% 2% 0% 2%
Kimble 4,558 664 15% 83% 6% 11% 0% 28%
Loving 41 - 0% NA NA 0% NA NA
Martin 4,586 330 7% 3% 12% 6% 37% 7%
Mason 3,928 639 16% 33% 16% 13% 0% 34%
McCulloch 7,961 1,823 23% 37% 16% 15% 45% 40%
Menard 2,145 399 19% 25% 10% 13% NA 30%
Midland 130,454 16,348 13% 20% 11% 6% 22% 20%
Pecos 12,445 2,475 20% 21% 19% 7% 0% 24%
Reagan 3,288 346 11% 13% 18% 2% 0% 16%
Reeves 12,315 3,539 29% 49% 27% 6% 38% 32%
Schleicher 3,201 396 12% 10% 8% 5% 50% 21%
Sterling 1,150 242 21% 24% 29% 14% NA 40%
Sutton 4,240 498 12% 9% 22% 10% 0% 12%
Terrell 850 140 16% 0% 7% 3% NA 14%
Tom Green 102,942 17,261 17% 27% 10% 11% 26% 25%
Upton 2,748 383 14% 23% 15% 9% 32% 19%
Ward 10,280 1,776 17% 31% 18% 12% 9% 24%
Winkler 6,761 1,104 16% 11% 15% 13% 0% 20%

Note:  As shown in Figure I-11, the 2010 1-year ACS estimates the poverty rate for the State of Texas to be 18%. The 2006-2010 5-year estimate of
the statewide poverty rate is 17%.

Source: 2006-2010 ACS.
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Poverty by Census tract. Figure I-176 overlays Census tracts that have family poverty rates
exceeding 40 percent with tracts that have more than 50 percent minority concentration to show
racially concentrated areas of poverty.

Figure 1-176.
Poverty by Census Tract, Region 12, West Texas, 2006-2010 ACS

Seminofe 1 W Lomesa J
Yy

e -
- Region 12. West Texas

ko
3 | @ ; [ Family Poverty Rates

Greater Than 40%

Andrews!

-
\_ WVidiand
) =
T

Kermit

MoreThan 50%

Big Spring,
ot Minerity Concentration

20

San Angeloy¥ P

;.

F i,

s,
~
\

Source: 2006-2010 ACS.
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Region 13—“Upper Rio Grande” Demographics

Figure I-177.
State of Texas’ L
Region 13 Counties £L PASO

Source:
BBC Research & Consulting, 2012.
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Geo-demographic background. Outside of the City of El Paso, the Upper Rio Grande region is a very
sparsely populated and rugged region bordering Mexico. The region’s major city, El Paso, is a major
border town supporting trade and international relations with Mexico. There is some farming but,
because of the desert climate, mainly ranching and grazing.

The area, like the rest of the Rio Grande Valley, is majority Hispanic or Latino. Though many non-
Hispanic Whites call the region home, a large majority of people in the region identify as White-Hispanic
or Latino. Because of this plurality of mixed ethnic identity, the region is very integrated ethnically.
However, there are certainly distinct affluent and low income communities in the region.
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Population growth. Between 2000 and 2010, the population of Region 13 increased by 17 percent.
The Hispanic or Latino population increased by 23 percent and the non-Hispanic White population
decreased by 8 percent. The growth of this region overall was lower than the state as a whole and the
decline in the non-Hispanic White population was the highest of any region.

The largest county in Region 13 is El Paso County, which contains the City of El Paso and accounts for 97
percent of the region’s population. El Paso County had a population of 800,647 in 2010, an increase of
18 percent over the 2000 population and the highest growth rate of the region. Figure I-178 displays the
population growth by race/ethnicity of all counties in Region 13.

Figure 1-178.
Population Growth by Race and Ethnicity, Region 13, Upper Rio Grande, 2000 to 2010

Percent Percent Percent
Total Total Growth of Growth of Percent Growth of

Population Population Percent Non-Hispanic African Growth of Other
2000 2010 Growth White American Hispanic Minority*

State of Texas 20,851,820 25,145,561 21% 4% 24% 42% 22%
City of El Paso 563,662 649,121 15% -11% 25% 21% -23%
Region 13 Total 704,318 825,913 17% -8% 20% 23% -24%

Region 13 Counties:

Brewster 8,866 9,232 1% 6% -4% 1% -28%
Culberson 2,975 2,398 -19% -31% -29% -15% -46%
El Paso 679,622 800,647 18% -9% 19% 24% -24%
Hudspeth 3,344 3,476 4% -18% 336% 10% 66%
Jeff Davis 2,207 2,342 6% 8% 15% 1% 9%

Presidio 7,304 7,818 7% 5% 135% 6% -2%

Note: * Other Minority includes American Indian and Alaska Native, Asian, Native Hawaiian and Other Pacific Islander, Some other race, and Two or more races.

Source: 2000 and 2010 Census.

Minority concentrations. The following figure displays the racial and ethnic breakdown of each
county in Region 13, along with the 20 percentage point threshold used to determine if individual
Census tracts are minority impacted.

This section also contains two maps that show minority impacted Census tracts. The first uses the 20
percentage point threshold to identify Hispanic or Latino concentrated areas. There were no
concentrated Census tracts by race. The second shows Census tracts that are more than 50 percent
minority. These include non-Hispanic residents of all races except for White plus Hispanic or Latino
residents of any race.

The third map shows minority concentrations for the City of El Paso, as defined by Census tracts that are
more than 50 percent minority.
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Figure 1-179.
Racial and Ethnicity and Overall Proportions and Concentration Thresholds, Impacted Areas, Region 13, Upper Rio Grande, 2010

Native Native
LEVETED] American EWETED]
American and Other Indian and and Other Two or
African Indian and Pacific African Alaska Pacific More
American |Alaska Native Asian Islander Hispanic American* Native* Asian* Islander* Races* Hispanic*
Brewster 86.6% 1.1% 1.1% 0.7% 0.1% 7.6% 2.8% 42.4% 21.1% 21.1% 20.7% 20.1% 27.6% 22.8% 62.4%
Culberson 78.9% 0.6% 1.3% 1.0% 0.0% 15.4% 2.8% 76.2% 20.6% 21.3% 21.0% 20.0% 35.4% 22.8% 96.2%
El Paso 78.6% 9.0% 0.6% 0.6% 0.1% 8.9% 2.2% 23.5% 29.0% 20.6% 20.6% 20.1% 28.9% 22.2% 43.5%
Hudspeth 78.8% 1.4% 1.1% 0.5% 0.0% 16.1% 2.2% 79.6% 21.4% 21.1% 20.5% 20.0% 36.1% 22.2% 99.6%
Jeff Davis 90.2% 1.0% 0.6% 0.3% 0.0% 5.8% 2.0% 33.7% 21.0% 20.6% 20.3% 20.0% 25.8% 22.0% 53.7%
Presidio 85.9% 0.6% 0.7% 1.0% 0.0% 9.9% 1.9% 83.4% 20.6% 20.7% 21.0% 20.0% 29.9% 21.9% 100.0%

Note: *20 percentage point concentration threshold for Census tracts.
Source: 2010 Census and BBC Research & Consulting.
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Figure 1-180.
Census Tracts with
Hispanic Impacted

Areas, Region 13, ‘a - .
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Figure 1-181.
Census Tracts
Greater Than
50% Minority
Concentration,
Region 13, Upper
Rio Grande, 2010
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Figure 1-182.
Census Tracts
Greater Than
50% Minority
Concentration,
City of El Paso,
Texas, 2010

Note:

HUD’s definition of a
minority area is a
metropolitan area in which
more than 50% of the
residents are minorities.
This map shows all Census
tracts in the region with
greater than 50% minority
concentration.

Source:

2010 Census and BBC
Research & Consulting.
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Age. In both Region 13 and the State of Texas, 10 percent of residents are seniors. Eighteen
percent of the non-Hispanic White population is aged 65 and over and 5 percent is under the age
of five. Among Hispanic or Latino residents in Region 13, 9 percent are 65 or older and 8 percent
are under five. Across all counties, the non-Hispanic White population has a substantially higher
proportion of seniors than the Hispanic or Latino population. Figure 1-183 displays age by race

and ethnicity for Region 13.
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Figure 1-183.
Age by Race and Ethnicity, Region 13, Upper Rio Grande, 2010

Non- Non- Non-
Total Hispanic Hispanic Hispanic African African African
Population Children Seniors Median White White White American American American Hispanic Hispanic Hispanic
2010 Under 5 (65 or older) Age Under 5 Seniors Median Age Under 5 Seniors Median Age Under 5 Seniors Median Age
State of Texas 25,154,561 8% 10% 34 5% 15% 41 8% 7% 32 10% 6% 27
City of El Paso 649,121 8% 11% 31 5% 19% 42 9% 8% 30 8% 10% 29
Region 13 Total 825,913 8% 10% 5% 18% 9% 7% 8% 9%

Region 13 Counties:

Brewster 9,232 6% 17% 42 4% 20% 49 11% 3% 25 8% 13% 33
Culberson 2,398 7% 15% 38 4% 24% 48 0% 27% 36 9% 12% 35
El Paso 800,647 8% 10% 31 6% 17% 41 9% 7% 29 8% 9% 30
Hudspeth 3,476 7% 14% 37 3% 25% 54 2% 6% 33 8% 11% 32
Jeff Davis 2,342 4% 23% 52 2% 27% 56 9% 4% 18 7% 17% 41
Presidio 7,818 7% 18% 39 6% 22% 49 15% 2% 17 7% 17% 37

Source: 2010 Census.
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Family characteristics. Forty-six percent of all households in Region 13 are family households
with children. Approximately 63 percent of these households are husband-wife families with
children and the remaining 37 percent are single parents. El Paso County has the highest
proportion of single parents (17% of all households) in Region 13.

Figure 1-184.
Family Characteristics, Region 13, Upper Rio Grande, 2010

Total Nonfamily Living Married Single Parent:  Single Parent:
Households Households Alone with Children Female Male
State of Texas 8,922,933 30% 24% 26% 10% 3%
City of El Paso 216,894 25% 21% 27% 14% 3%
Region 13 Total 266,786 24% 20% 29% 14% 3%

Region 13 Counties:

Brewster 4,207 45% 37% 16% 6% 2%
Culberson 908 31% 27% 22% 11% 3%
El Paso 256,557 23% 20% 29% 14% 3%
Hudspeth 1,174 26% 24% 29% 10% 2%
Jeff Davis 1,034 34% 30% 15% 4% 2%
Presidio 2,906 31% 27% 25% 10% 2%

Source: 2010 Census.

Disability. Recent disability data is only available for counties with a population of 20,000 or
more and in Region 13 this only includes El Paso County. Figure I-185 displays the disability
status for seniors and non-seniors in El Paso County. Figures for the State of Texas and the City
of El Paso are also provided. Approximately 12 percent of all residents in El Paso County have a
disability. Forty-four percent of seniors have a disability compared to only 8 percent of non-
seniors.

Figure 1-185.
Disability Status for Seniors and Non-Seniors, Region 13, Upper Rio Grande, 2008-2010 ACS

Overall 1 Type 2 Types Overall 1 Type 2 Types
Percen:‘. of the (Seniors 65+  (Seniors 65+  (Seniors 65+  (Non-Seniors  (Non-Seniors  (Non-Seniors
Population with with a with a with a with a with a with a
a Disability Disability) Disability) Disability) Disability) Disability) Disability)
State of Texas 12% 41% 17% 24% 8% 5% 3%
Region 13:
City of El Paso 12% 43% 16% 26% 8% 5% 3%
El Paso County 12% 44% 17% 27% 8% 5% 3%

Note: Not all counties in the region are included; data is only available for counties with a population of 20,000 or more.
Source: 2008-2010 ACS.
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Income. According to the 2006-2010 ACS, there are 89,671 households (36% of all households)
in Region 13 earning less than $25,000 per year. Eighty percent of these low income households
are located in the City of El Paso. Hudspeth County has the highest percentage of households
earning less than $25,000 (52%) and the lowest median income ($22,647). Figure I-186 displays
households earning less than $25,000 and median income for all counties in Region 13.

Figure 1-186.
Households Earning Less Than $25,000 Per Year,
Region 13, Upper Rio Grande, 2006-2010 ACS

Percent of
Household Households Median
Earning Less Earning Less Household
Than $25,000 Than $25,000 Income
State of Texas 2,118,973 25% $49,646
City of El Paso 71,582 35% $37,428
Region 13 Total 89,671 36%

Region 13 Counties:

Brewster 1,477 36% $35,799
Culberson 244 34% $35,500
El Paso 85,933 35% $36,333
Hudspeth 549 52% $22,647
Jeff Davis 317 32% $43,750
Presidio 1,151 44% $29,513

Source: 2006-2010 ACS.

Poverty. In Region 13, over one-quarter of the population is living in poverty. As displayed in
Figure 1-187, 38 percent of children under five and 21 percent of seniors in Region 13 are in
poverty. In the region as a whole, the poverty rate is highest for Hispanic or Latino residents
(29%). African Americans have a poverty rate of 18 percent and non-Hispanic Whites have a
poverty rate of 10 percent.
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Figure 1-187.
Percent of Population Living in Poverty, Region 13, Upper Rio Grande, 2006-2010 ACS

Percent of Percent of Percent of Percent of Percent of
Average Population Children Children Seniors Non-Hispanic African Percent of
Population Living in (Under 18) Under 5 (65+) in White American Hispanic
2006-2010 Poverty in Poverty in Poverty Poverty in Poverty in Poverty in Poverty
State of Texas 23,707,679 3,972,054 17% 27% 12% 9% 24% 25%
City of El Paso 621,621 149,518 24% 37% 20% 10% 17% 27%
Region 13 Total 783,195 200,329 26% 38% 21% 10% 18% 29%

Region 13 Counties

Brewster 8,744 1,446 17% 19% 11% 12% 0% 24%
Culberson 2,403 692 29% 78% 47% 6% NA 38%
El Paso 758,808 194,454 26% 38% 21% 10% 18% 29%
Hudspeth 3,413 1,571 46% 76% 33% 25% 0% 52%
Jeff Davis 2,124 312 15% 55% 3% 6% NA 28%
Presidio 7,703 1,854 24% 24% 33% 7% 0% 28%

Note: As shown in Figure I-11, the 2010 1-year ACS estimates the poverty rate for the State of Texas to be 18%. The 2006-2010 5-year
estimate of the statewide poverty rate is 17%.

Source: 2006-2010 ACS.

Poverty by Census tract. Figure I-187 overlays Census tracts that have family poverty rates
exceeding 40 percent with tracts that have more than 50 percent minority concentration to
show racially concentrated areas of poverty. These areas are largely located around El Paso.

Figure 1-188.
Poverty by Census
Tract, Region 13,
Upper Rio Grande,
2006-2010 ACS

Region 13. Upper Rio Grande

Family Poverty Rates
Greater than 40%

Greater than 50%
Minority Concentration

Source:
2006-2010 ACS.

Fort Davis

Marathon

Study Butte -
Terlingua
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SECTION II.
Housing Market

This section contains an analysis of housing markets in Texas, specifically as related to fair
housing. The section begins with the housing analysis and market needs identified in the Phase 1
Analysis of Impediments (AI). It then employs a Department of Housing and Urban Development
(HUD)-prescribed “disproportionality analysis,” which compares the participants in state-
administered subsidized housing programs with their income-adjusted population by market area.

Phase 1 Housing Analysis

This section, taken from the Phase 1 Al, discusses the prevalence of housing issues in Texas
including the need for affordable housing, substandard housing, cost burden and overcrowding.
The section concludes with a discussion with several fair housing concerns identified through
the Phase 1 Al research.

Affordable housing need. Texas has a significant need for affordable housing. The Texas
Department of Housing and Community Affairs (TDHCA) has previously estimated in its
Legislative Appropriation Request that it met less than 1 percent of the total affordable housing
need.! This does not take into account the amount of housing directly funded by entitlement
communities, but does indicate a need in the state.

When analyzing local housing markets and developing strategies for meeting housing problems,
HUD suggests the consideration of several factors: how much a household spends on housing
costs (also called the housing or cost burden), the physical condition of the housing and whether
or not the household is overcrowded. Figure II-1 reveals the number and percentage of
households with at least one housing need by income category and household type.2

1 TDHCA legislative Appropriations Request for the biennium 2012-2013.

Many materials regarding the Housing Analysis is taken with permission from the 2010 State of Texas Low Income
Housing Plan and Annual Report, prepared by TDHCA. Communities are encouraged to look for changes in data as this
report is published not later than March 18 of each year in assisting in their Fair Housing reviews and plans.
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Figure II-1.
Households with One or More Housing Needs, State of Texas, 2009

Percent of Percent of
Renter Renter Owner Owner

Households Households Households Households

with At Least  Total Renter  With At Least  with AtLeast Total Owner  With At Least Total
One Need Households One Need One Need Households One Need Households
0-30% AMFI

Elderly Households 67,925 109,400 62.1% 117,016 175,853 66.5% 184,941
Small Related Households 186,654 235,214 79.4% 88,731 118,834 74.7% 275,385
Large Related Households 73,461 79,887 92.0% 45,537 51,417 88.6% 118,998
Other Households 153,443 210,593 72.9% 45,667 68,579 66.6% 199,110
Total Households 481,483 635,093 75.8% 296,951 414,683 71.6% 778,434

31-50% AMFI

81-95% AMFI

More Than 95% AMFI

Total Households

Elderly Households 42,065 70,501 59.7% 72,987 194,982 37.4% 115,052
Small Related Households 153,646 207,834 73.9% 91,647 278,560 32.9% 245,293
Large Related Households 66,852 77,365 86.4% 62,532 121,022 51.7% 129,384
Other Households 117,404 146,135 80.3% 28,305 79,216 35.7% 145,709
Total Households 379,966 501,835 75.7% 255,471 673,780 37.9% 635,437
51-80% AMFI
Elderly Households 22,924 54,656 41.9% 47,761 244,435 19.5% 70,685
Small Related Households 112,716 287,855 39.2% 140,597 327,510 42.9% 253,313
Large Related Households 66,685 94,163 70.8% 94,937 153,426 61.9% 161,622
Other Households 91,019 242,223 37.6% 41,734 92,646 45.0% 132,754
Total Households 293,344 678,898 43.2% 325,029 818,017 39.7% 618,373

Elderly Households 4,184 15,825 26.4% 11,464 91,545 12.5% 15,648
Small Related Households 21,057 105,448 20.0% 46,574 171,542 27.2% 67,631
Large Related Households 16,263 28,655 56.8% 29,629 62,440 47.5% 45,892
Other Households 13,552 103,756 13.1% 16,297 47,030 34.7% 29,848

Total Households 55,055 253,684 21.7% 103,964 372,557 27.9% 159,019

Elderly Households 9,394 62,264 15.1% 27,207 577,016 4.7% 36,601
Small Related Households 50,431 460,030 11.0% 153,049 2,029,389 7.5% 203,480
Large Related Households 40,814 85,861 47.5% 106,986 418,592 25.6% 147,799
Other Households 19,619 389,239 5.0% 40,506 351,997 11.5% 60,125

Total Households 120,258 997,395 12.1% 327,748 3,376,994 9.7% 448,005

Elderly Households 146,492 312,646 46.9% 276,435 1,283,831 21.5% 422,927
Small Related Households 524,504 1,296,381 40.5% 520,598 2,925,834 17.8% 1,045,101
Large Related Households 264,075 365,931 72.2% 339,620 806,897 42.1% 603,695
Other Households 395,037 1,091,947 36.2% 172,509 639,469 27.0% 567,546

Total Households 1,330,106 3,066,905 43.4% 1,309,162 5,656,031 23.1% 2,639,268

Note: Figure taken from the Phase 1 Al. AMFI is area median family income.
Source: CHAS 2000 with projections based on HISTA data.
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Physical inadequacy (lack of kitchen and plumbing facilities). The measure of physical
inadequacy available from the Comprehensive Housing Affordability Strategy (CHAS) database
tabulation is the number of units lacking complete kitchen and/or plumbing facilities. While this
is not a complete measure of physical inadequacy, the lack of plumbing and/or kitchen facilities
can serve as a strong indication of one type of housing inadequacy. Figure II-2 demonstrates
that among the physically inadequate housing units, 31 percent are occupied by extremely low
income households.3

Figure 11-2.
Number of Units Lacking Kitchen and/or
Plumbing by Affordability Category, State of Texas, 2009

Income Group Units Percent
0% to 30% 29,690 31%
31% to 50% 18,293 19%
51% to 80% 18,792 20%
80% to 95% 4,838 5%
Over 95% 22,778 24%

Total 94,391

Note: Figure taken from the Phase 1 Al.

The state defines “standard condition” of housing as properties that meet the federal Housing
Quality Standards, or the state Colonia Housing Standards, as applicable. “Substandard condition
but suitable for rehabilitation” refers to properties that do not meet the above standards but are
not sufficiently deteriorated to justify demolition or replacement. These definitions refer to the
condition of properties prior to the receipt of assistance.

Figure I1-3 shows the distribution of this problem by income group. Households in the lowest
income group earning 30 percent of the area median family income (AMFI) or less have the
highest incidence of physically inadequate rental housing. That said, the proportion of renters
living in substandard housing is very low across all income categories.

3 Ibid.
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Figure 11-3.
Percent of Renter 0% to 30% 2.7%
Households with
Substandard Housing,
State of Texas, 2009 2 31%to 50%

G
Note: E
Figure taken from the Phase 1 Al 8 51% to 80%

Q

E
Source: § 81% to 95%
CHAS database with projections (=
based on HISTA data.

Over 95% 1.0%
I T T T T /\/_
0.0% 0.8% 1.6% 2.4% 3.2% 100%

Percent of Renter Households

Following the same trend as renter households, owner households in the lowest-income
category have more incidents of substandard housing. Approximately 3 percent of owner
households earning 30 percent of the AMFI or less have substandard housing.

Figure 11-4.
Percent of Owner 0% to 30%
Households with

Substandard Housing,
State of Texas, 2009 31% to 50%
Note:

Figure taken from the Phase 1 Al. 51% to 80%

Source: 81% to 95%

Income Categories

CHAS database with projections
based on HISTA data.

0.4%

T T T T /\/_
100%

0.0% 0.8% 1.6% 2.4% 3.2%

Over 95%

Percent of Owner Households
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Extreme housing cost burden. An excess cost burden is identified when a household pays
more than 30 percent of its gross income for housing costs. When so much is spent on housing,
other basic household needs may suffer. As Figure II-5 shows, the majority of renter households
in the lowest two income categories—totaling more than 621,200 households—is burdened by
paying an excess portion of income toward housing. This is much greater than in the highest
income category, above 95 percent AMFI, where only 2.2 percent of households, or 22,005
households, experience the problem.*

Figure 11-5.
Percent of Renter 0% to 30% 5590,
Households with Excess
Housing Cost Burden m
(>30% of Income), 9 31% to 50% 53.7%
State of Texas, 2009 S

g

8
Note: 3 51% to 80%
Figure taken from the Phase 1 Al. E

8 81% to 95%
Source: ,5
CHAS database with projections
based on HISTA data. Over 95%

A —
60% 100%

T T T T
0% 15% 30% 45%

Percent of Renter Households

As shown in Figure II-6, excess housing cost burden affects 59.3 percent of owner households in
the lowest income category. This figure, representing a majority, is much higher than the 5.7
percent of households affected in the highest income category. The graph illustrates the direct
correlation between an owner household’s income category and an owner household’s
likelihood of experiencing this problem.

Figure 11-6.
Percent of Owner Households 0% to 30%
with Excess Housing Cost
Burden (>30% of Income),
State of Texas 2009

59.3%

31% to 50%

Note: 51% to 80%

Figure taken from the Phase 1 Al.

81% to 95%

Income Categories

Source:

CHAS database with projections based on HISTA data.

Over 95% 5.7%
T T T T T %_
0% 15% 30% 45% 60% 100%

Percent of Owner Households

4 Ibid.
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Figure I1-7 shows the total number and percentage of all households with excess housing cost
burden by income group. As the pie chart shows, the vast majority of cost burdened households
are low income, earning less than 80 percent of the AMFI.

Figure 1I-7. r 95%

Percent of Excess (AMFI $217 734}

Housing Cost Burden by 81% to 95% (2

Income Group, State of (AMFI $93, 253 0% to 30%

Texas, 2009 (AMFI )$597,941)

(34%
Note:
Figure taken from the Phase 1 Al.
0 80%
(AMFI $399 733

Source:

CHAS database with projections
based on HISTA data.

€

Overcrowding. Overcrowded housing conditions occur when a residence accommodates more
than one person per each room in the dwelling. Overcrowding may indicate a general lack of
affordable housing in a community where households have been forced to share space, either
because other housing units are not available or because the units available are too expensive.

31% to 50%
(AMFI $465,149)
(26%)

Lower income renter households experience overcrowded conditions more frequently than
higher income households. Almost 18 percent of renter households in the extremely low income
category and 20 percent of renter households in the low income category are afflicted by
overcrowding.s

Figure 11-8.
Percent of Renter 0% to 30% 17.8%
Households with Incidence
of Overcrowding, State of
Texas, 2009

31% to 50% 19.9%

Note:

Figure taken from the Phase 1 Al. 51% to 80% 16.6%

Source: 81% to 95%

Income Categories

CHAS database with projections based on
HISTA data.

8.9%

E N Y

0% 5% 10% 15% 20% 25% 100%

Over 95%

Percent of Renter Households

Lower income owner households also experience overcrowded conditions more frequently than
higher income owner households. More than 21 percent of owner households earning less than
50 percent AMFI live in overcrowded conditions compared to 11.4 percent of owner households
over 80 percent AMFI.

5 Ibid.
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Figure 11-9.
Percent Of Owner 0% to 30%
Households with Incidence
of Overcrowding, State of
Texas, 2009

31% to 50% 11.1%

Note:

51% to 80% 10.7%

Figure taken from the Phase 1 Al.

Source: 81% to 95%

Income Categories

CHAS database with projections based on
HISTA data.

Over 95%
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Figure 1I-10 shows the total incidence of overcrowded households by income group.

Figure 11-10. 0% to 30% (19%)
Percent of Overcrowded Over 95% (27%) (151,051 households)
Households by Income (210,500 households)

Group, State of Texas,

2009

Note:

Figure taken from the Phase 1 Al. 81% to 95% (8%) ( 31% to 50% (20%)
(60,765 households) (152,317 households)

Source: v

CHAS database with projections

based on HISTA data. 51% to 80% (26%)

(200,208 households)

Regional housing needs. The Phase 1 Al—although geographically limited to the Hurricane
Impacted Communities—analyzes some of the most challenging housing issues in the state,
including rebuilding of public housing in Galveston and gentrification in Houston. Specifically:

Galveston public housing. Hurricane Ike damaged many public housing units on Galveston
Island, which were later condemned by the city. According to the Phase 1 Al, the Galveston
Housing Authority and its tenants, represented by Lone Star Legal Aid for the benefit of Low
Income Galvestonians, entered into an agreement to rebuild 569 units of public housing. The
Phase 1 describes strong resident reaction to rebuilding the public housing in the community.
The City Council has moved to restore the public housing twice, including allocating $25 million
in funding. The city’s new Mayor—elected on June 23, 2012—promised during his campaign that
he would refuse to honor the conciliation agreement. ¢ HUD and the Texas General Land Office
pushed back, requiring the city to build the housing on the island or lose disaster recovery funds.

6 http://www.chron.com/news/houston-texas/article/HUD-threatens-Galveston-with-loss-of-funds-3682674.php
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Gentrification in Houston. The Phase 1 Al notes that “the proliferation of high cost apartments
and condominiums displacing affordable housing in traditionally lower income and more
affordable areas” is a challenge in Houston. The Al notes that this is most common in areas near
downtown or on the edge of otherwise desirable areas. Gentrification can create housing
problems for elderly, low income persons, or both, when they are forced out of the area because
of increased costs, especially property taxes. In other cases, rental increases or sales of rental
properties displaces low income tenants and reduces housing choice.

Assisted Housing “Disproportionality” Analysis

This section uses data provided by TDHCA on the agency’s programs to determine: “Are
minorities and people with disabilities participating at the same rate as the income eligible
population?” This exercise is meant to reveal market areas where protected classes have limited
options in the private market and/or opportunities for TDHCA to improve provision of programs
to protected classes.

Section 8. The statewide Section 8 program provides rental assistance subsidy vouchers to
families earning less than 50 percent of area median family income (AMFI), the elderly, and
persons with disabilities. According to TDHCA, the statewide program is “designed specifically
for needy families in small cities and rural communities served by similar local or regional
programs.”? Figure II-11 on the following page compares the race and ethnicity of program
participants to income eligible renter households. County-level data is only shown for counties
with at least 100 program participants to avoid misleading conclusions. The state total includes
all program participants.

Hispanic residents are generally underserved by the Section 8 program, except in Johnson and
Medina counties.8 The income eligible non-Hispanic White population also tends to be
underserved by the program, except in Comanche, Johnson and Medina Counties. African
Americans participate in the Section 8 program at a disproportionately high rate in all counties,
most notably in Austin and Chambers Counties.

7 TDHCA Programs Overview, available online at http://www.tdhca.state.tx.us/overview.htm.

8 In this case, “underserved” means that a particular group utilizes a program at a smaller rate than their eligible (as

measured by income) proportion would suggest.
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Figure II-11.
Counties with 100 or More Participants in the Section 8 Program by Race, Ethnicity and AMFI, 2006-2010

Percent Percent
Black/ Percent Percent Black/ Percent Percent
Percent Percent African Other Non-Hispanic Percent Percent African Other Non-Hispanic
Hispanic“’ Non-Hispanic“’ American'® Minority(” White' Total® Hispanic(z’ Non-Hispanicm American®? Minority(z’ White? Total®

State of Texas 16% 84% 61% 1% 23% 6,237 42% 58% 21% 4% 33% 1,155,344
Austin 4% 96% 82% 0% 15% 153 25% 75% 17% 2% 56% 695
Caldwell 39% 61% 36% 1% 25% 174 55% 45% 12% 0% 33% 1,755
Chambers 2% 98% 91% 0% 8% 119 10% 90% 36% 1% 54% 770
Comanche 19% 81% 9% 0% 71% 160 23% 77% 0% 2% 73% 525
Ellis 5% 95% 76% 1% 19% 1,316 29% 71% 25% 4% 42% 4,655
Falls 4% 96% 86% 0% 10% 343 10% 90% 66% 1% 24% 870
Galveston 14% 86% 67% 1% 19% 1,049 24% 76% 31% 3% 42% 14,295
Johnson 31% 69% 30% 6% 35% 455 16% 84% 6% 2% 76% 4,495
Lee 8% 92% 67% 0% 25% 213 18% 82% 19% 3% 59% 435
Medina 79% 21% 8% 0% 13% 232 64% 36% 2% 0% 34% 1,105
Waller 7% 93% 88% 0% 7% 736 22% 78% 63% 1% 13% 2,195
Wharton 23% 77% 53% 0% 25% 353 42% 58% 31% 0% 27% 1,910

Note: (1) Section 8 program participants; (2) County renter households earning less than 50% AMFI.
Source: TDHCA, HUD and BBC Research & Consulting.
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Bootstrap Loan program. This program is focused on home improvement and construction
primarily within Colonias. Eligible participants must earn less than 60 percent AMFI and are
required to provide at least 65 percent of the labor necessary to build or rehabilitate the home.?

Figure II-12 compares the race and ethnicity of program participants to income eligible
households. County-level data is only shown for counties with at least 100 program participants.
In lieu of a state total, the program total compares all program participants to income eligible
residents of counties in which the program is administered.

Figure 11-12.
Counties with 100 or More Participants in the Bootstrap Loan
Program Participants by Race, Ethnicity and AMFI, 2006-2010

Percent Percent
Percent Black/ Percent Non-
Percent Non- African Other Hispanic

Hispanic Hispanic American Minority White

Bootstrap Program:

All Households 62% 38% 20% 1% 10% 826
Bexar 93% 7% 3% 0% 1% 119
El Paso 97% 3% 0% 1% 2% 119
All Households 48% 52% 9% 3% 40% 610,383
Bexar 66% 34% 5% 3% 26% 69,090
El Paso 87% 13% 2% 2% 10% 35,042

Source: TDHCA, HUD and BBC Research & Consulting.

Sixty-two percent of all Bootstrap Loan program participants are Hispanic and over 90 percent
of program participants in Bexar and El Paso counties are Hispanic. Since the program is
focused on Colonias—which are predominately Hispanic—some disproportionate participation
by Hispanic residents is expected.

9 http://www.tdhca.state.tx.us/oci/bootstrap.jsp.
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First-Time Home Buyer program. The First-Time Homebuyer Program1¢ is designed to
provide mortgage loan funds and down payment assistance to families who are purchasing their
first home, or to those who have not owned a home in the past three years. Homebuyers earning
up to 140 percent of AMFI (depending on family size) are eligible for this program. In the
absence of data for those earning 140 percent AMF]I, Figure 1I-13 on page 11 compares the race
and ethnicity of program participants to households earning 100 percent or more AMFI. County-
level data is only shown for counties with at least 100 program participants; the state total
includes all program participants.

In general, program participation by Hispanic and African American residents is representative
of the racial and ethnic distribution of each county. Exceptions are Bell and El Paso Counties,
where African American participation is much higher than the income-adjusted household
population would suggest.

Single Family—HOME; HTF; NSP. Figure 11-14 on page12 compares the race and ethnicity of
Home Investment Partnerships (HOME), Housing Trust Fund (HTF) and Neighborhood
Stabilization Program (NSP) beneficiaries to the income eligible household homeowner
population. County-level data is only shown for counties with at least 100 program participants;
the state total includes all program participants.

In most counties, Hispanics are underserved by the program relative to their representation
among residents earning less than 80 percent AMFI. This is especially notable in Hidalgo and
Webb counties where Hispanics comprise 92 percent and 97 percent of income eligible residents
but only 17 percent and 38 percent of program participants. The programs in these two counties
serve non-Hispanic Whites at disproportionately high rates. For African Americans, program
participation is higher than might be expected given the income eligibility distribution in most
counties, most notably in Chambers County.

Public Housing Authority (PHA) units. According to the 2012 State of Texas Low Income
Housing Plan, there were 57,083 public housing units in Texas in 2011.1! Three-quarters of these
units were located in urban areas and the rest were in rural areas. As displayed in Figure 1I-15,
the urban and rural distribution of PHA units is very similar to the 2010 population distribution
among urban and rural areas.

Figure 11-15.
Public Housing Units, State of Texas, 2011

Number of Percent of Number/

PHA Units PHA Units Percent
Total 57,083 8,922,933
Rural 14,256 25% 24%
Urban 42,827 75% 76%

10 The First-Time Homebuyer program has since been replaced by a taxable mortgage program.

11 This number differs from the total number of PHA units in the Phase 1 Al, which reports 63,000 units.
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Figure I1-13.
Counties with 100 or more participants in the First-Time Homebuyer Program by Race, Ethnicity and AMFI, 2006-2010

Percent Percent Percent Percent
Percent Black/ Percent Non- Percent Black/ Percent Non-
Percent Non- African Other Hispanic Percent Non- African Other Hispanic

Hispanic® Hispanic® American®¥) Minority' White® Total® Hispanic® Hispanic?  American® Minority? White? Total®
State of Texas 25% 75% 13% 17% 33% 12,055 22% 78% 13% 6% 59% 772,658
Bell 19% 81% 33% 12% 30% 310 13% 87% 27% 4% 56% 13,175
Bexar 32% 68% 9% 17% 36% 780 41% 59% 8% 5% 46% 54,450
Brazoria 21% 79% 12% 14% 38% 214 20% 80% 9% 4% 67% 5,385
Cameron 67% 33% 0% 16% 17% 520 70% 30% 2% 3% 26% 7,605
Collin 10% 90% 10% 18% 46% 196 10% 90% 10% 13% 68% 28,155
Dallas 22% 78% 31% 16% 22% 663 18% 82% 19% 9% 55% 91,060
Denton 10% 90% 8% 16% 56% 188 9% 91% 11% 8% 72% 20,835
El Paso 59% 41% 1% 8% 30% 487 60% 40% 9% 4% 27% 20,595
Fort Bend 15% 85% 25% 31% 16% 559 16% 84% 20% 13% 50% 10,065
Galveston 11% 89% 6% 13% 48% 132 15% 85% 13% 4% 68% 8,670
Harris 23% 77% 18% 21% 23% 2,651 21% 79% 19% 7% 53% 157,450
Hays 22% 78% 2% 21% 37% 322 23% 77% 2% 3% 72% 2,110
Hidalgo 78% 22% 1% 7% 14% 241 74% 26% 2% 4% 19% 12,800
Jefferson 9% 91% 25% 3% 62% 137 10% 90% 28% 5% 57% 8,750
Montgomery 10% 90% 9% 17% 56% 205 11% 89% 7% 5% 77% 10,630
Tarrant 18% 82% 17% 14% 44% 943 14% 86% 14% 6% 66% 58,395
Travis 19% 81% 10% 19% 31% 1,510 18% 82% 6% 9% 67% 44,070
Williamson 14% 86% 8% 15% 42% 799 16% 84% 7% 8% 69% 9,790

Note: (1) First Time Home Buyer Participants; (2) County Renter Households Earning 100% or More AMFI.
Source: TDHCA, HUD and BBC Research & Consulting.
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Figure 1I-14.
Counties with 100 or more participants in the Single Family Program by Race, Ethnicity and AMFI, 2006-2010

Percent Percent Percent Percent

Percent Black/ Percent Non- Percent Black/ Percent Non-
Percent Non- African Other Hispanic Percent Non- African Other Hispanic
Hispanic® Hispanic® American' Minority' White® Total® Hispanic? Hispanic? American®?  Minority® White®? Total®
State of Texas 22% 78% 31% 14% 34% 10,211 39% 61% 10% 4% 47% 1,601,976
Angelina 8% 92% 22% 10% 58% 217 15% 85% 14% 2% 70% 6,960
Cameron 62% 38% 0% 33% 6% 699 86% 14% 0% 1% 13% 34,900
Chambers 5% 95% 72% 9% 16% 121 16% 84% 21% 1% 62% 2,995
Comal 35% 65% 6% 4% 56% 420 26% 74% 1% 2% 71% 6,380
Dallas 13% 87% 41% 26% 14% 261 39% 61% 19% 4% 38% 153,335
El Paso 83% 17% 0% 6% 5% 139 87% 13% 2% 2% 10% 50,895
Galveston 19% 81% 38% 8% 37% 1,355 21% 79% 15% 4% 61% 19,905
Hardin 2% 98% 31% 3% 66% 177 2% 98% 6% 1% 90% 4,235
Harris 17% 83% 45% 6% 32% 887 42% 58% 18% 7% 33% 222,725
Hidalgo 17% 83% 0% 42% 35% 471 90% 10% 0% 0% 9% 66,240
Jefferson 4% 96% 77% 8% 12% 1,075 12% 88% 33% 3% 51% 19,565
Liberty 3% 97% 42% 4% 52% 170 13% 87% 11% 3% 73% 8,115
Midland 40% 60% 14% 4% 42% 118 44% 56% 8% 2% 46% 9,370
Montgomery 5% 95% 23% 2% 70% 168 19% 81% 4% 3% 73% 27,900
Nacogdoches 1% 99% 50% 15% 35% 105 13% 87% 20% 1% 66% 4,580
Nueces 63% 37% 5% 2% 30% 128 64% 36% 3% 1% 32% 20,615
Orange 2% 98% 17% 5% 77% 282 2% 98% 7% 4% 86% 7,860
Tarrant 14% 86% 26% 51% 11% 136 30% 70% 12% 6% 52% 103,975
Travis 31% 69% 22% 19% 30% 336 32% 68% 10% 5% 53% 52,300
Webb 38% 62% 2% 35% 20% 119 96% 4% 0% 0% 4% 14,995
Willacy 97% 3% 0% 2% 2% 101 89% 11% 1% 0% 9% 2,020
Note: (1) Single family program participants; (2) County homeowner households earning less than 80% AMFI.

Source: TDHCA, HUD and BBC Research & Consulting.
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Low Income Housing Tax Credit (LIHTC). The Housing Tax Credit Program directs private
capital toward the creation of affordable rental housing by offering developers a tax credit in
exchange for the production of affordable rental housing. To qualify for the tax credit, either 20
percent or more of the project's units must be rent-restricted and occupied by individuals whose
income is 50 percent or less of the median family income; in the alternative 40 percent or more
of the units must be rent-restricted and occupied by individuals whose income is 60 percent or
less of the median family income. It is a federal program administered for the state by TDHCA.

Figure 11-16 compares the race and ethnicity of the residents of LIHTC units to the income
eligible household renter population. County-level data is only shown for counties with at least
100 program participants; the state total includes all program participants.

In most counties, African Americans occupy more LIHTC units than might be expected given the
income eligibility distribution in these counties. Hispanic Americans are under-represented in
LIHTC units in some counties and over-represented in others relative to their representation
among renters earning less than 60 percent AMFI.
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Figure lI-16.
Counties with 100 or more participants in the LIHTC Program by Race, Ethnicity and AMFI, 2006-2010

Percent Percent Percent
Percent Percent Black/African Percent r Percent Percent Black/African Other
Hispanic A Non-Hispanic' A American™ Other Minority( 1 Hispanic 2 Non-Hispanicm American® Minority’z)
State of Texas 34% 65% 40% 9% 141,598 41% 59% 21% 4% 1,363,971
Bell 15% 84% 39% 7% 822 19% 81% 30% 5% 14,910
Bexar 67% 32% 20% 18% 8,004 62% 38% 12% 3% 90,237
Bowie 1% 99% 82% 0% 246 4% 96% 41% 4% 5,173
Brazoria 23% 76% 36% 3% 640 28% 72% 14% 3% 12,252
Brazos 11% 89% 31% 24% 215 17% 83% 13% 8% 19,815
Brown 21% 79% 15% 2% 136 21% 80% 8% 2% 2,000
Burnet 20% 80% 11% 2% 124 20% 80% 1% 1% 1,738
Cameron 93% 7% 0% 14% 1,191 92% 8% 0% 1% 20,135
Collin 3% 97% 7% 4% 490 24% 76% 15% 8% 23,520
Comal 25% 69% 4% 4% 100 36% 64% 1% 2% 2,927
Cooke 7% 93% 11% 12% 212 14% 86% 4% 4% 2,042
Coryell 13% 87% 20% 4% 126 13% 87% 27% 3% 3,242
Dallas 12% 82% 72% 8% 8,329 42% 58% 31% 5% 182,038
Deaf Smith 95% 5% 1% 1% 132 71% 29% 2% 0% 848
Denton 13% 87% 24% 10% 1,292 22% 78% 14% 9% 26,478
Ector 78% 22% 9% 1% 201 48% 52% 10% 2% 5,638
El Paso 89% 9% 4% 2% 2,240 88% 12% 2% 2% 43,677
Fort Bend 14% 86% 67% 15% 406 30% 70% 30% 11% 8,588
Galveston 14% 86% 25% 3% 355 24% 76% 29% 3% 16,780
Gillespie 27% 62% 0% 3% 115 25% 75% 0% 4% 770
Grayson 10% 90% 24% 13% 176 9% 91% 14% 4% 5,928
Gregg 5% 94% 54% 2% 450 10% 90% 35% 2% 6,828
Guadalupe 52% 48% 22% 42% 100 40% 60% 6% 4% 3,830

Note: (1) LIHTC Program Residents; (2) County Renter Households Earning less than 60% AMFI. The figure reflects all LIHTC units awarded between 2003 and 2007; given a two year time lag between award and lease-up this
closely resembles the 2006-2011 five-year data filter used in the other disproportionality analyses.

Source: TDHCA, HUD and BBC Research & Consulting.
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Figure 11-16. (continued)
Counties with 100 or more participants in the LIHTC Program by Race, Ethnicity and AMFI, 2006-2010

Percent Percent Percent Percent
Percent Percent Black/African Other : Percent Percent Black/African Other
Hispanic 1 Non-Hispanic' 1 American™ Minoritym Hispanicm Non-Hispanic 2 American™ Minority’z)
Harris 23% 76% 57% 7% 18,172 45% 55% 31% 5% 269,363
Hays 28% 72% 4% 11% 352 27% 73% 4% 3% 9,448
Hidalgo 98% 2% 0% 2% 2,530 95% 5% 0% 1% 35,633
Howard 57% 43% 10% 14% 112 41% 59% 9% 1% 1,933
Jefferson 9% 91% 66% 6% 2,249 10% 90% 59% 3% 16,038
Jim Wells 96% 4% 1% 0% 120 85% 15% 1% 2% 2,193
Johnson 18% 81% 8% 15% 492 17% 83% 6% 2% 5,515
Kaufman 7% 93% 7% 5% 157 23% 77% 14% 1% 3,665
Kendall 12% 88% 1% 2% 150 26% 74% 5% 0% 1,410
Lubbock 38% 61% 38% 2% 668 31% 69% 11% 3% 21,303
Matagorda 54% 46% 16% 4% 116 43% 57% 31% 5% 2,283
McLennan 4% 96% 69% 5% 371 20% 80% 28% 2% 16,417
Midland 54% 37% 25% 4% 244 42% 58% 15% 3% 6,533
Montgomery 14% 84% 13% 7% 1,732 23% 77% 11% 3% 13,385
Nacogdoches 3% 97% 43% 0% 146 9% 91% 25% 1% 5,258
Nueces 79% 21% 14% 1% 1,373 64% 36% 8% 1% 20,815
Orange 2% 98% 34% 2% 258 5% 95% 24% 1% 4,080
Parker 11% 89% 2% 5% 232 12% 88% 2% 2% 3,632
Pecos 77% 23% 2% 3% 103 70% 30% 0% 2% 803
Potter 47% 53% 20% 10% 434 31% 69% 15% 4% 9,092
Randall 36% 63% 8% 2% 123 18% 82% 4% 5% 5,455
Smith 8% 92% 75% 5% 496 14% 86% 36% 1% 10,193
Tarrant 20% 79% 46% 12% 6,060 29% 71% 26% 5% 100,485

Note: (1) LIHTC Program Residents; (2) County Renter Households Earning less than 60% AMFI. The figure reflects all LIHTC units awarded between 2003 and 2007; given a two year time lag between award and lease-up this
closely resembles the 2006-2011 five-year data filter used in the other disproportionality analyses.

Source: TDHCA, HUD and BBC Research & Consulting.
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Figure 11-16. (continued)
Counties with 100 or more participants in the LIHTC Program by Race, Ethnicity and AMFI, 2006-2010

Percent Percent Percent Percent
Percent Percent Black/African Other : Percent Percent Black/African Other
Hispanic A Non-Hispanic' A American™ Minoritym Hispanicm Non-Hispanic 2 American™ Minoritym

Taylor 27% 65% 18% 15% 201 24% 76% 8% 4% 8,235
Tom Green 76% 24% 7% 2% 364 35% 65% 8% 3% 6,107
Travis 33% 64% 33% 10% 2,824 37% 63% 13% 7% 82,085
Victoria 67% 33% 16% 4% 221 55% 45% 11% 2% 4,517
Walker 6% 94% 47% 5% 191 13% 87% 26% 3% 4,160
Waller 27% 73% 60% 1% 230 22% 78% 61% 1% 2,502
Wichita 19% 81% 53% 5% 172 14% 86% 23% 5% 8,798
Wilbarger 17% 83% 18% 5% 101 23% 77% 25% 7% 965
Williamson 20% 80% 10% 6% 1,037 26% 74% 10% 5% 13,058

Note: (1) LIHTC Program Residents; (2) County Renter Households Earning less than 60% AMFI. The figure reflects all LIHTC units awarded between 2003 and 2007; given a two year time lag between award and lease-up this
closely resembles the 2006-2011 five-year data filter used in the other disproportionality analyses.

Source: TDHCA, HUD and BBC Research & Consulting.
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Figure I1-17 displays the LIHTC units developed between 1990 and 2011 in Texas by population
served and the percentage of units that are accessible to people with disabilities. The program
has subsidized the development of a significant inventory of affordable housing.

Figure lI-17.
LIHTC Units, State of Texas, 1990-2011

Total LIHTC Disabled Percent

Population Served Units Units Units Disabled
Elderly 44,931 42,635 3,520 8%
General/Elderly 823 823 57 7%
General 160,578 152,179 9,122 6%
Intergenerational 644 644 32 5%
TOTAL 206,976 196,281 12,731 6%

Source: TDHCA.

Approximately 6 percent of all LIHTC units are accessible and 8 percent of units designated to
serve the elderly are accessible. These accessibility rates are below disability incidence rates for
the populations being served: 12 percent of the overall population, 8 percent of non-seniors and
41 percent of seniors have a disability.

According to data from TDHCA, as of April 11, 2012, 6 percent of units were occupied by female
headed households with children and 11 percent were occupied by special needs residents.

[t should be noted that a lawsuit was recently filed by Inclusive Communities Project (ICP),
Dallas-based housing advocacy nonprofit, against TDHCA regarding the allocation of tax credits
between 1999 and 2008. A discussion of the case appears in Section VI, Complaints and Legal
Analysis.

Figure I1-18 overlays LIHTC properties developed in 2009 or later (the period after which the
lawsuit was concerned) with racial and ethnic concentrations in Texas. The map shows a
distribution of tax credit properties mostly in metropolitan areas.
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Figure 11-18.
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Foreclosure Patterns

This section highlights racial and ethnic disparities in areas with high foreclosure risk and
disparities in the maintenance and marketing of bank-owned properties.

Foreclosure risk. The Local Initiatives Support Corporation (LISC) provides foreclosure risk
scores for ZIP codes by state or metropolitan area (data are of September 2011). The highest risk
ZIP code in the state or metro area is assigned a score of 100 and all others are assigned a
relative score.

Figures II-19 through I1I-31 overlay the LISC foreclosure risk index (ZIP code) for Texas with
racial and ethnic concentration maps by region. As the maps demonstrate, the areas with the
highest foreclosure risk are located around urban areas and on the border. The maps do not
show a strong correlation of foreclosure risk and minority concentration.

Figure 11-19. o
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Figure 11-20.

LISC Foreclosure Risk
Index and Racial and
Ethnic Concentrations,
Region 2, Northwest

Texas, 2011

Source:

2010 Census, LISC and BBC Research

& Consulting.

Figure 11-21.
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Figure 11-22.
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Figure 11-23.
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Figure 11-24.

LISC Foreclosure Risk
Index and Racial and
Ethnic Concentrations,
Region 6, Gulf Coast,
2011

Source:

2010 Census, LISC and BBC Research
& Consulting.

Figure 11-25.
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Source:
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Figure 11-26.
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2011

Source:

2010 Census, LISC and
BBC Research

& Consulting.

Region 8. Central Texas

Index of less than 5.0

[ indexof5.0t025.0
Il ndexof 25.0to 50.0
- Index of more than 50.0

P Greater than 50%
9

Minority Concentration

Figure 11-27.
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Figure 11-28.

LISC Foreclosure Risk
Index and Racial and
Ethnic Concentrations,
Region 10, Coastal
Bend, 2011

Source:

2010 Census, LISC and BBC Research
& Consulting.

Region 10. Coastal Bend

Index of less than 5.0

[ index of5.0t0 25.0
Il ndex 0 25.0t0 50.0
Il ~cex of more than 50.0

77 Greater than 50%
rZZ:_A‘ Minority Concentration

Figure 11-29.

LISC Foreclosure Risk
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Border, 2011
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Figure 11-30.

LISC Foreclosure
Risk Index and
Racial and Ethnic
Concentrations,
Region 12, West
Texas, 2011

Source:

2010 Census, LISC and BBC
Research & Consulting.

Figure 11-31.
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Impact on communities of color. Two recent studies have been conducted by the National
Fair Housing Alliance (NFHA) and the National Community Reinvestment Coalition (NCRC) to
examine if and how the foreclosure crisis has affected minority neighborhoods. The NCRC study
convened a Foreclosure Research and Solutions Working Group to propose research questions
about foreclosures and minorities. The NFHA study analyzed disparities in maintenance on
foreclosed properties in minority and non-minority neighborhoods. This section summarizes the
findings from both studies.

Solutions to foreclosure impact on minority communities. The NCRC study poses—and
responds to—a number of research questions about minorities’ access to credit, disparities in
lending and programs to assist persons in foreclosure.'2 The study addressed eight priority
questions chosen from more than 100 issues related to the foreclosure process. These questions
are:

1. Who is/is not receiving loan modifications (in terms of race/ethnicity and language
spoken)? The paper is not able to specifically address this question and instead contains a
comprehensive overview of loan modification programs.

2. How should bankruptcy reform/judicial modification be structured to make it an
effective loss mitigation tool, particularly for communities of color? The study concludes
that special interests are strong enough to prevent judicial modification to principal
amounts owed on primary residences in foreclosure.

3. Do homeowners of color who have experienced foreclosure tend to move to housing in
more segregated, higher-poverty neighborhoods? What is the incidence of
homelessness/doubling up among families in foreclosure? The NCRC paper cites a study
completed in 2011 that finds no difference between the post-foreclosure and non-
foreclosure households in neighborhood measures of educational attainment, racial and
ethnic composition, house value or rent. Another study finds that foreclosed residents tend
to remain in their respective neighborhoods.!3

4. To what extent is housing loss leading to school disruption for children of affected
homeowners or tenants, including specific impacts on children of color? The paper
reports a recent study found that “students who switch schools after a foreclosure ended up
on average in schools in which a lower percentage of children test proficient in math and
reading.” However, the study also concluded that “students who move end up in lower
performing schools, regardless of whether their move is related to a foreclosure.” 14

12 NCRC, “The Foreclosure Crisis and Its Impact on Communities of Color: Research and Solutions,” September 2011.

13 Molloy, Raven and Shan, Hui (2011), “The Foreclosure Experience of U.S. Households in the Current Housing Market
Downturn” and Martin, Anne (2011) “Where Did My Neighbors Go? Revealing Geographies of Post-Foreclosure Families in
the San Francisco Bay Area.”

14 Been Vicki, et al “Does Losing Your Home Mean Losing Your School? Effects of Foreclosures on the School Mobility of
Children.”
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How can the Government Sponsored Enterprises (GSEs), Federal Housing
Administration (FHA) and Federal Housing Loan bank Board (FHLBs) be reformed to
ensure an efficient, fair and inclusionary housing finance system in the future? The paper
discusses a number of research studies and reform initiatives

What additional programs and/or policies should be established now to ensure that
borrowers of color have equitable access to safe and affordable credit in the future?
Solutions recommended by the paper include federal funding for credit counseling,

replication of successful grassroots programs (e.g., Community Advantage Home Loan
Secondary Market Program by Self-Help Credit Union) and restructuring of GSE rules.

What impact does this disparity in access to credit have on communities? The paper
cites two ways that federal policies have “reinforce[d] disproportionate economic damage
in communities of color:” 1) Through poorly regulated and irresponsible subprime lending,
which has been concentrated in communities of color; and 2) A “recovery program
spending that ignores that historic disadvantage.”

Do communities of color lack equal access to credit? The numbers of studies discussed by
the NCRC “provide evidence that borrowers of color have a disproportionately high
proportion of high-cost loans, which in turn have disproportionately high odds of
foreclosure.”

Solutions are explored for each of the questions.

The study concludes that “a disproportionate damage” has occurred in financially vulnerable
communities of color. It also concludes that no new national programs were in place to stem the
continuing foreclosure damage; nor are there national efforts to rebuild the housing market in
ways that will ensure a robust homeownership market for people of color.

Property maintenance. As the foreclosure crisis continues, banks are repossessing a substantial
number of properties, significantly increasing their Real Estate Owned (REO) assets. A recent
report by the NFHA investigated discrimination in the maintenance and marketing of REO
properties in nine metropolitan areas, including Dallas/Fort Worth. The study alleges that many
banks, lenders, investors and other REO management entities have performed substandard
maintenance in minority communities while maintaining homes in predominantly White
neighborhoods in a superior manner. Specifically, REO properties in predominantly White
communities “were more likely to have neatly manicured lawns, securely locked doors, and
attractive ‘for sale’ signs out front; homes in communities of color were more likely to have
overgrown yards littered with trash, unsecured doors, broken windows, and indications of

marketing as a distressed sale.”ts

15 NFHA “The Banks are Back - Our Neighborhoods are Not,” 2012.
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Significant disparities were found in the Dallas/Fort Worth region, where the NFHA partnered
with the North Texas Fair Housing Center to evaluate 115 REO properties in Latino, African-
American, and White neighborhoods. The average maintenance scores in Dallas were 80.9 for
predominantly White neighborhoods, 74.1 for predominantly African American neighborhoods
and 73.9 for predominantly Latino neighborhoods. Curb appeal issues were of particular
concern: 60 percent of REOs in African-American neighborhoods, 68 percent of REOs in Latino
neighborhoods, and 73 percent of REOs in predominantly minority neighborhoods had trash on
their properties, compared to only 37 percent of communities in White areas. Seventy-five
percent of REO properties in African American neighborhoods had overgrown grass and poorly
maintained lawns, compared to 32 percent of properties in White areas.1¢

Disparities in the maintenance of REO properties based on the racial composition of
neighborhoods is a violation of the Fair Housing Act and impacts the marketability and value of a
home as well as the character and viability of communities. Poor maintenance can also result in
longer periods of vacancy and increases the likelihood that a property will be purchased by an
investor, instead of an owner-occupant, thus affecting the homeownership rate of a
neighborhood.

Figure 11-32 (a & b), taken from the NFHA report, displays the properties evaluated in the
Dallas/Fort Worth region by grade and racial composition. It should be noted that the sample of
properties is small for the non-White and White categories.

Figure 11-32a.
Number of REO Properties by Grade and Neighborhood Racial Composition

African American 0 20 18 6 4 48
Latino 0 11 7 11 8 37
Predominantly Non-White 0 2 5 1 3 11
White 11 5 3 0 0 19
TOTAL 11 38 33 18 15 115

16 Ibid.
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Figure 11-32b.
REO Properties by Maintenance Score, City of Dallas, Texas, 2012
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Source: NFHA “The Banks are Back — Our Neighborhoods are Not,” 2012.

In April of 2012, the NFHA and four of its member organizations filed two complaints with HUD
against Wells Fargo and U.S. Bank based on the results of this study. Both complaints allege that
the banks in question violated the Fair Housing Act by maintaining foreclosed homes in White

neighborhoods much better than in minority neighborhoods. The North Texas Fair Housing

Center was one of the member organizations that joined with the NFHA in filing the complaint

against Wells Fargo.!?

17 Miami Valley Fair Housing Center. Available online at http://www.mvfairhousing.com.

PAGE 30, SECTION II STATE OF TEXAS PLAN FOR FAIR HOUSING CHOICE—PHASE 2


http://www.nationalfairhousing.org/Portals/33/HUD%20Complaint%20Combined%202.pdf
http://www.mvfairhousing.com

Other Housing Concerns

In 2005, the NFHA published “No Home for the Holidays: Report on Housing Discrimination
Against Hurricane Katrina Survivors.” The report documented the findings of an NFHA
investigation of rental housing practices in Alabama, Georgia, Florida, Tennessee and Texas
which sought to determine whether victims of Hurricane Katrina were treated unfairly based on
their race. The study included 65 telephone tests and five in-person tests at various apartment
complexes. In 66 percent of the telephone tests White callers were favored over African
American callers and in three of the five in-person tests; Whites were favored over African
Americans. The differential treatment generally fell into one of the following categories:

m  Failure to tell African Americans about available apartments;

m  Failure to return telephone messages left by African Americans;

m  Failure to provide information to African American testers;

m  Quoting higher rent prices or security deposits to African-American testers; and

m  Offering special inducements or discounts to White renters.

Two specific incidents in the State of Texas were described in the report. An apartment complex
in Waco gave information about available apartments to two White testers, but failed to return
three phone messages left by an African American tester. A third White tester left a message
after hours and her call was returned within 12 hours. At another complex in Dallas, White
testers were told about a rental promotion that included a free 26 inch LCD television; the
African American tester was not told about the promotion. In addition, the African American
tester was quoted a substantially higher security deposit and a higher non-refundable
administration fee.

As a result of this investigation, the NFHA filed five complaints with HUD against apartment
complexes in Birmingham, Alabama; Dallas, Texas; and Florida.

In 2006, the NFHA conducted a follow-up study called, “Still No Home for the Holidays: A Report
on the State of Housing and Housing Discrimination in the Gulf Coast Region.” The NFHA
continued to find race discrimination in the Florida and Texas rental markets, and subsequently
filed two additional complaints with HUD against complexes in Pensacola, Florida and Burleson,
Texas. Similar to the 2005 study, the 2006 investigation revealed discrimination in the following
categories:

m  Failure to tell African-Americans about available apartments;
m  Failure to return telephone messages left by African-Americans; and

m  Failure to provide information to African-Americans.
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Crestbrook Apartments, in Burleson, Texas, failed to return the calls of African American
homeseekers, but returned the calls of White homeseekers within hours. In addition, one African
American tester was told to provide one month of pay stubs with her application and another
African American tester was told a credit check and criminal background check were required.
White testers were not told of any of these requirements.

Both the 2005 and 2006 NFHA studies document racial discrimination for African Americans in
the rental housing markets of the Gulf Coast. These results are of particular concern given the
devastation of Hurricane Katrina and the disproportionate effects of displacement on minority
communities.

Fair Market Rents

A recent lawsuit brought against HUD by the Inclusive Communities Project (ICP) resulted in a
settlement agreement that led to a “Small Area Demonstration” Fair Market Rent (FMR)
program, which has been applied to the Dallas market area.

ICP provides mobility and financial assistance to Section 8 voucher holders, which includes
helping them locate rental units in high opportunity areas that accept Section 8 vouchers. In its
lawsuit, ICP alleged that HUD's practice of using a single FMR for multi-county market areas
steers voucher participants to minority areas. ICP alleged that this occurs because the formula
used to establish the FMR is weighted toward units in low income and minority concentrated
areas.

Several advocates argue that such practices have led to racial segregation in Texas. Daniel &
Beshara, in a paper presented at the Race, Place and Fair Housing in Texas conference in October
2010, reported that “less than 1 percent of HUD assisted housing in Texas is in 90 to 100 percent
White, not Hispanic or Latino Census tracts” and just 18 percent of that housing is occupied by
minority households. This is based on an analysis of HUD’s 2008 Picture of Subsidized Housing.
An analysis of HUD’s most recent data on subsidized units for this Al found very similar trends:
1.1 percent of HUD-assisted units are in White, non-Hispanic Census tracts and just 20 percent of
these units are occupied by minorities. Twenty-six percent of HUD-assisted housing is in White,
non-Hispanic Census tracts and 96 percent of these units are occupied by minority households.

Under HUD'’s Small Area Demonstration program, FMRs are set at the ZIP code level. This means
that voucher holders can receive higher levels of subsidy to cover the rent of higher cost ZIP
codes.

The Dallas Housing Authority is currently using Small Area Demonstration FMRs.

As part of the demonstration program, HUD has begun providing “hypothetical” ZIP code level
FMRs. To demonstrate the variance in FMRs in the state’s largest cities, Figures 11-33 through II-
37 show the range of FMRs by ZIP code in comparison to the metro-wide FMR for a two
bedroom rental unit (an exception is Figure 11-34 for Dallas; which does not contain a “FMR
higher” crosshatch since the city only used ZIP code level FMRs). As the maps demonstrate, the
majority of high-FMR ZIP codes exist outside of urban city boundaries.
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The maps in Figures I1-38 and 11-39 overlay the Austin and Houston area minority concentrated
areas with high-FMR areas. Within the City of Houston, most high FMR ZIP codes do not contain
minority concentrations. In the region overall, however, high-FMR areas include minority
concentrated as well as non-concentrated areas. The Austin area has a more distinct pattern,
with most high-FMR areas outside of minority concentrations.

Figure 11-33. T wE
FY 2012 Hypothetical
Small Area FMRs for the
Austin, Round Rock and
San Marcos, Texas
Metropolitan Statistical
Area (MSA)

Note:
The 2012 2-bedroom FMR for the

Austin-Round Rock-San Marcos area is 8
$989. The crosshatch indicates a ZIP

code where the area wide FMR is
higher than the ZIP code FMR.

Source:

www.huduser.org;
Fair Market Rent database.

Austin, Round Rock and
San Marcos, Texas MSA
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Figure 11-34.
Dallas, Texas HUD
Metro FMR Area
Small Area FY 2012
Fair Market Rents

Source:

www.huduser.org;
Fair Market Rent database.

Figure 11-35.

FY 2012 Hypothetical
Small Area FMRs for
the El Paso, Texas
MSA

Note:

The 2012 2-bedroom FMR for the
El Paso MSA is $760. The
crosshatch indicates a ZIP code
where the area wide FMR is
higher than the ZIP code FMR.

Source: www.huduser.org,
Fair Market Rent database.
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Figure 11-36.
FY 2012 Hypothetical Small Area FMRs for the Houston, Sugar Land and Baytown, Texas MSA

Ir7s6s 77363

Houston, Sugar Land
and Baytown, Texas MSA

? FMR is higher than the

——_1 overall Houston-MSA
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E 3 77517, 77591
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Note: The 2012 2-bedroom FMR for the Houston-Sugar Land-Baytown area is $937. The crosshatch indicates a ZIP code where the area wide
FMR is higher than the ZIP code FMR.

Source: www.huduser.org; Fair Market Rent database.
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Figure 11-37.

FY 2012 Hypothetical Small Area FMRs for the San Antonio and New Braunfels, Texas MSA

78070
78163 = -
New-Braunfels;
78006 78015
78132
=
78360 78261 78130
-78257.
78255 = 78266
-= 78258
78259
78756
/78023 > = Lz
/ 78248
78232
78231 E287 78154
78108
78249 78124
(78233 28748
78230
N, 78216 78217,
.
78254 ER22 v 0 78239 78150
/\ . 78155
o s \S’ s, 7ee 78213 = ;
g < e 78218
by s 24 = 2 TR {78109
78238 78201 e
78253 ST 78228 78212 o |
e
. 78215,78208 LLEED) 4
I 78152
San An onio D 205 78202 !
UL [0 ) Yo 78220 ;
e e San Antonio and New
73208 F \7$910 ; Braunfels, Texas MSA
= 78226 73275 A
— FMR is higher than the
78236, ] F— g
SEFED 78223 4 overall San Antonio-MSA
i FMR = $760
///ls = 78282 /1804, 78235 P e
4 $610 to $699
R 78214 - 7
N i A S Y $700 10 $799
£78224 4 1 “-ZB\ 0% ;
] 1 1
1 1 ,I\___
e i o - $800 to $899 1
== ‘Tszzi'! L 60
78073 ’
— i - $900 to $999 }
N
78264 oy - $1,000 to $1,499 (o
78052
78069
Note: The 2012 2-bedroom FMR for the San Antonio-New Braunfels area is $760. The crosshatch indicates a ZIP code where the area wide FMR is
higher than the ZIP code FMR.
Source: www.huduser.org; Fair Market Rent database.
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Figure 11-38.

Census Tracts Where the FMR is Higher than the Overall MSA’s FMR,
Overlaid On Census Tracts with Greater Than 50% Minority, Region 6, Gulf Coast, 2010

Liberty

Greater than 50%
minority concentration

FMR is higher than the
overall Houston-MSA
FMR = 5937

Note: This map uses HUD's definition of a metropolitan area in which more than 50% of the residents are minorities. This map shows all Census

tracts in the region with greater than 50% minority concentration.

Source: 2010 Census and BBC Research & Consulting; www.huduser.org, Fair Market Rent database.
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Figure 11-39.

Census Tracts Where the FMR is Higher than the Overall MSA’s FMR, Overlaid
On Census Tracts with Greater Than 50% Minority, Region 7, Capital, 2010

bl
W 5 \

‘ Buchanan

Dam Burnet

% ‘
/ 7 / \ - \'\}
L Horseshge / ‘( J/ s )
— 1 Y 07 / '/2' ) / 5 B
\ =3

@ & / / / Efgm \\
| Austm

(A
‘ % 2 S
L ,% é{; A "'fe Bastmp (2995 . g/,,
lu

%
By

|

¥ Wy.'dwaad 1

35 \
R / - 2 / 4 \\x
hY P 7 o )
\Wimberley 7 La Grange  /

e [Marcos} /

Region 7. Capital \\\ £ @ bckhart

Greater than 50% i
Minority Concentration

222 wisimavin i ssss

’d

/
/

10 o==—ardl

#

Note: This map uses HUD's definition of a metropolitan area in which more than 50% of the residents are minorities. This map shows all Census

tracts in the region with greater than 50% minority concentration.
Source: www.huduser.org; Fair Market Rent database.
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Environmental Inequality

This portion of the housing analysis examines the relationship between land parcels with
environmental issues and location of protected classes and affordable housing. There are four
types of hazardous and industrial waste that may contribute to environmental issues: hazardous
waste, industrial waste, municipal solid waste and universal waste. The following maps focus on
hazardous, industrial and municipal solid waste sites, which are considered the “worst of the
worst.” This analysis excludes universal waste, which includes gas stations, laundry mats, etc.
Figure 11-40 displays all active!8 waste sites (hazardous, industrial and municipal solid) in Texas,
along with Census tracts with greater than a 50 percent minority population.

Figure 11-41 displays only those waste sites located within a Census tract that is both 50 percent
minority and has a family poverty rate of at least 40 percent. Of the 1,251 waste sites in Texas,
only 3 percent are located in minority poverty Census tracts. That is, the waste sites are not
disproportionately concentrated in areas of minority poverty.

The map, however, does not reveal some of the housing challenges related to environmental
issues. The Phase 1 Al describes the neighborhood adjacent to the Beaumont Exxon Mobile
refinery—the sixth largest in the U.S.—as 95 percent African American and 54 percent poor. This
is common for minority neighborhoods in the area. The pollution in the area is likely a reason
that moderate and high income households have left the area, leaving behind those households
with fewer housing options. The Phase 1 Al notes that the Beaumont Exxon Mobil Complex is
“consistently in the nation’s top 10 percent of worst polluting refineries and chemical plants.”

18  Active sites include both currently active sites and those that have been deactivated within the last 30 years. Sites are
considered active for 30 years after closure.
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Figure 11-40.

Waste Sites and Minority
Majority Census Tracts,
State of Texas, 2010

Source:

Texas Commission on Environmental Quality,
2010 Census; and BBC Research & Consulting.
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Figure 11-41.

Waste Sites in Racially
Concentrated Areas of Poverty
(RCAPs), State of Texas, 2010

Source:
Texas Commission on Environmental Quality; 2010 Census;
2010 ACS and BBC Research & Consulting.
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SECTION Iil.
Resident and Stakeholder Survey

This section details the results of the resident and stakeholder surveys conducted for the Phase 2
Analysis of Impediments (AI). Appendix B provides additional detail regarding survey
methodology and respondent demographics.

The survey effort for the Phase 2 Al included the following elements:

m A statistically valid statewide telephone resident survey conducted in Spanish and
English—586 residents participated;

®  Anonline resident survey offered in Spanish and English—349 residents responded;! and
m A paper and online stakeholder survey—593 stakeholders participated.

To further expand opportunities for resident participation in the Al, an online survey, similar to
the telephone survey, was publicly promoted through organizations that serve members of
protected classes. While the results of the online survey do not statistically represent any
particular population, they provide additional depth to the study and perspective on the
experience of members of protected classes with regard to housing choice.

The online surveys were hosted by SurveyMonkey.com, a certified Section 508 compliant
website.

Primary Findings

m  Community preferences. Neighborhood and community preferences expressed by
residents generally reflected typical neighborhood personal preferences as opposed to
potential fair housing concerns.

m  Accessibility. Although most households with a disabled member said their home meets
their family’s accessibility needs, applying the rate of inaccessible housing from the
telephone survey suggests that approximately 227,000 households in Texas may live in
housing that does not meet the family’s accessibility needs. More than one in three
stakeholders did not know if their community or service area offered accessibility
improvement programs.

m  Low income areas. According to stakeholders, there is a disparity in quality of housing
stock and neighborhood amenities/resources/opportunities in low income areas AND this
disproportionately impacts protected classes.

1 English and Spanish language versions of the online resident survey were available in a paper format by request. The paper
format incorporated a postage-paid response so that mailing costs were borne by the project.
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Potential barriers to fair housing choice—residents. The majority of residents did not
consider common barriers to fair housing choice to be very serious problems when looking
for housing. The most serious barriers identified by residents were finding a unit that
accepts Section 8 and affordable housing being located in areas perceived as unsafe or high
crime areas.

Potential barriers to fair housing choice—stakeholders. Three of the five most serious
barriers identified by stakeholders relate to affordable housing and two relate to Not in My
Backyard syndrome (or NIMBYism). Lack of affordable housing was both the highest rated
barrier and the barrier that most affected protected classes.

Housing discrimination. Statewide, only 3 percent of residents felt they were discriminated
against when looking for housing. Incidence of perceived discrimination was higher among
low income respondents, households with a disabled member and minority respondents
but still low compared to other states.

Fair housing resources. Stakeholders across the state expressed a need for more fair
housing education, training and resources.

Participant Profile

Stakeholders. A total of 593 stakeholders responded to the stakeholder survey. Stakeholders
participating in the survey represented a diverse set of organizations from the private, public
and nonprofit sectors. The industries and professions represented include:

Affordable housing advocacy; B Rental property owners;
Affordable housing development; B Property management;
Affordable housing provision; B Public housing authorities;
Business owners/managers; B Regional planning;
Criminal justice; B Residential appraisals;
Economic development; | Sales;
Education; | Services for businesses;
Environmental justice; ®  Services for immigrants;
Fair housing; m  Services for low income residents;
Food pantries; ®  Services for persons with HIV/AIDS;
Government; | Services for persons with disabilities;
Homeless services; ®  Services for persons with
. . . drug or alcohol addictions;
Homeownership counseling or services;
®  Services for refugees;
Insurance;
. B Services for seniors;
Land use planning;
. B Services for veterans; and
Landlord/tenant services;
B Transit providers.

Lending;

Market rate housing development;
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With respect to service area, participants included stakeholders serving each region as well as
some organizations that provide services throughout multiple regions or statewide. A small
percentage of stakeholder organizations serve a multi-state or national population.

Figure llI-1.
Regional Coverage of Stakeholder Survey Respondents

Number Percent

Region 1. High Plains 10 2%
Region 2. Northwest Texas 7 1%
Region 3. Metroplex 110 19%
Region 4. Upper East Texas 16 3%
Region 5. Southeast Texas 20 3%
Region 6. Gulf Coast 67 11%
Region 7. Capital 83 14%
Region 8. Central Texas 46 8%
Region 9. San Antonio 22 4%
Region 10. Coastal Bend 11 2%
Region 11. South Texas Border 25 4%
Region 12. West Texas 4 1%
Region 13. Upper Rio Grande 20 3%
Multiple regions 36 6%
Statewide 70 12%
Multiple states 13 2%
Unknown 33 6%

Total 593 100%

Source: BBC Research & Consulting from the 2012 Stakeholder Survey.

Overall, the regional coverage of stakeholder survey respondents is similar to the population
distribution of the State of Texas. There was a slight overrepresentation of stakeholders serving
the Capital Region and a slight underrepresentation of stakeholders serving the Metroplex, Gulf
Coast and San Antonio regions.

Residents. The statewide telephone resident survey contacted a statistically valid
representative sample of Texas residents to determine their knowledge of fair housing law and
their personal experiences with fair housing choice when seeking housing. (Detailed survey
methodology is found in Appendix B). In addition to the representative statewide sample
(hereafter “general market sample”), the telephone survey included an oversample of non-White
residents, low income households and persons with disabilities.
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A total of 586 residents participated in the telephone survey: 400 respondents comprise the
general market sample which is representative of the state as a whole; and 186 comprise the
oversample of protected classes. In addition, 349 residents participated in the online or paper
version of the survey. Throughout the following discussion, the general market sample can be
interpreted as a statistically valid representation of all Texas residents and the low income,
disability and non-White subsamples reflect the experiences of these protected classes.
Responses to the online survey are included when they provide additional insight and are
referenced separately.

Comparisons of telephone survey respondents to state Census data. Figures I11-2 through I11-4
compare the demographics of the general market sample of the telephone survey to the State of
Texas. Figure 11I-5 compares the protected class representation of the online and general market
surveys. The sampling methodology was designed to mirror the state’s demographic and
geographic profile to the best extent possible. Overall, the general market sample closely
resembles the State of Texas in regard to protected classes, geographic representation and
housing tenure. The only exception is the representation of Hispanics.

Overall, members of protected classes are well-represented in the general market telephone
survey sample, although Hispanics are slightly underrepresented, as shown in Figure III-2.

Figure llI-2.
Low Income, Single Parent, Disability and Minority
Representation in the General Market Sample Compared to the State of Texas

General
Market Sample State of Texas

(n=400) (2010 Census/ACS)
Low Income (<$36,000) 28% 26%
Single Parent 15% 13%
Hispanic 25% 38%
African American 7% 12%
Disability* 17% 12%

Note: *BBC survey question is "do you or any member of your family have a disability?" Census reports percent of population with a disability.
Source: BBC Research & Consulting from the 2012 Telephone Resident Survey; 2010 Census and 2010 ACS.
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Figure I1I-3 demonstrates that the proportion of survey respondents from each of the state’s
Uniform Service regions aligns closely with the population proportion for each region.

Figure llI-3.
Regional Coverage of Survey Compared to the State of Texas Population

General Market All Survey State of Texas
Sample Respondents Population

(n=400) (n=582) (2010 Census)
Region 1. High Plains 3% 3% 3%
Region 2. Northwest Texas 2% 2% 2%
Region 3. Metroplex 33% 27% 27%
Region 4. Upper East Texas 7% 7% 4%
Region 5. Southeast Texas 2% 4% 3%
Region 6. Gulf Coast 23% 22% 24%
Region 7. Capital 7% 7% 7%
Region 8. Central Texas 6% 5% 4%
Region 9. San Antonio 7% 7% 9%
Region 10. Coastal Bend 2% 2% 3%
Region 11. South Texas Border 5% 8% 7%
Region 12. West Texas 1% 2% 2%
Region 13. Upper Rio Grande 1% 4% 3%
TOTAL 100% 100% 100%

Source: BBC Research & Consulting from the 2012 Telephone Resident Survey; 2010 Census.

Figure I11-4 shows that the share of homeowners to non-homeowners is similar to the state’s
homeownership profile. The resident survey questioned non-homeowners’ tenure in more detail
than the 2010 Census, so the questions are not directly comparable. However, the proportion of
homeowners represented in the survey nearly matches that reported in the Census.

Figure llI-4.
Tenure of Survey Respondents Compared to the State of Texas Residents

Living with others
but not pazm
rent (1 °/<3
Renter (36%)

Renter (22%)

\.

Oowner (67%) ~ Owner (64%)

General Market State of Texas
(n=400) (2010 Census)

Source: BBC Research & Consulting from the 2012 Telephone Resident Survey; 2010 Census.
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Online survey respondents. In general, respondents to the online survey are more likely to live
in the Metroplex or Capital regions, represent a household with a disabled member, have a low
household income and be a renter than the general market sample of the telephone survey.
These differences were anticipated due to the nature of the online survey outreach. As noted
above, this instrument was fielded to provide an additional opportunity for residents to
participate in the Al, not as a statistically valid representative survey of the state’s population.
Figure I1I-5 compares the representation of protected classes in the online survey to the General
Market Sample and the State of Texas.

Figure llI-5.
Low Income, Single Parent, Disability and Minority
Representation in the Online Survey Compared to the State of Texas

Online Survey General
Respondents Market Sample State of Texas
(n=349) (n=400) (2010 Census/ACS)

Low Income (<$36,000) 38% 28% 26%
Single Parent 38% 15% 13%
Hispanic 16% 25% 38%
African American 16% 7% 12%
Disability* 48% 17% 12%

Note: One in four respondents to the online survey declined to provide their race/ethnicity. The proportion in the table reflects those
respondents who answered the question.

*BBC survey question is "do you or any member of your family have a disability?" Census reports percent of population with a disability.
Source: BBC Research & Consulting from the 2012 Online Resident Survey; 2012 Telephone Resident Survey; 2010 Census and 2010 ACS.

Resident Housing Choice

In order to explore residents’ experience with fair housing choice in Texas, the survey included a
series of questions related to satisfaction with current housing, the factors that led residents to
choose their housing, their interest, if any, in moving to a different area, and any barriers
associated with doing so.

Satisfaction with current housing. As demonstrated in Figure I11-6, most Texas residents
are satisfied with their current housing situation. Nearly half of the respondents to the general
market and disability samples are extremely satisfied with their current housing, as are two in
five low income and non-White respondents. About one in 20 general market respondents are
dissatisfied with their current housing (rating of 0-4), compared to approximately one in 10
respondents in each of the oversampled populations. The low income subsample had the highest
proportion of unsatisfied households although this was just 13 percent.
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Figure 111-6.
On a scale from 0 to 9, where 0 is extremely unsatisfied and 9 is
extremely satisfied, how satisfied are you with your housing situation?

Extremely Extremely
unsatisfied satisfied

Average 0 1 M2 H3 H 4 5 6 M 7 H s H °

e Generel Market Sample (n=400) III --

7 on-wihite Subsample (n=254) I. -

7.4 Disability Subsample (n=147) III -

72 ow Income Subsample (n=243) Ill --
T

T T 1
0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%
Source: BBC Research & Consulting from the 2012 Telephone Resident Survey.

Within the general market sample, the top three reasons given for being dissatisfied include:
m  “Home/apartment needs repairs that I can't afford;”
m  “Crime in neighborhood;” and

m  “Don'tlike the neighborhood.”

In addition to those factors, respondents in the low income and non-White subsamples included
“landlord won’t make repairs” as a reason for dissatisfaction. Respondents in the disability
subsample and the low income subsample also cited “bad/rude/loud neighbors” as one of the
top reasons for being dissatisfied.

Comparison to online survey. Nearly one in four online survey respondents (23%) are
dissatisfied with their current housing situation. Given the higher proportion of low income and
disabled households represented in this sample, the overall higher share of dissatisfaction is not
a surprising result. In addition, those experiencing frustration with their housing situation may
be more motivated to respond to a survey about housing choice.

Among the dissatisfied online survey respondents, the top three factors contributing to their
dissatisfaction with their current housing situation include:

m  “Bad/rude/loud neighbors;”
m  “Crime in neighborhood;” and

m  “Not enough job opportunities.”

Reasons for choosing current residence. When asked "What factors were most important
to you in choosing your current home or apartment?" the top five answers were the same across
all telephone survey subsamples, but the proportion of respondents choosing a factor differed.
Among the general market respondents at least one in five identified affordability, school quality
and liking the neighborhood as reasons for choosing their current housing. The low income
sample had the strongest preference for living close to family/friends. The non-White subsample
had a stronger preference for living near quality schools than did the low income and disability
subsamples. Figure 111-7 presents these results.
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Figure 11I-7.
Top 5 Important Factors in Housing Choice

General Market Low Income Disability Non-White
Sample Subsample Subsample Subsample
(n=400) (n=243) (n=147) (n=254)
Close to quality public schools/school district 22% 10% 12% 18%
Cost/I could afford it 22% 26% 24% 24%
Liked the neighborhood 22% 17% 13% 21%
Close to work/job opportunities 19% 14% 12% 14%
Close to family/friends 9% 16% 12% 13%

Note: Numbers may add to greater than 100 percent due to multiple responses.
Source: BBC Research & Consulting from the 2012 Telephone Resident Survey.

Although not displayed in the figure, online survey respondents’ top five factors were
affordability, proximity to family/friends, liking the neighborhood, liking the type or layout of
home and school quality.

Desire to move. Even though most residents are satisfied with their current housing,
approximately one-quarter of general market respondents want to move from their current
home or apartment (Figure I11-8). The proportion of residents desiring a move was similar
among low income (29%), disability (27%) and non-White (27%) subsamples.

Respondents who indicated they would like to move were asked if they would prefer to move to
another part of their city/town or someplace else. As shown in Figure I11-8, slightly less than half
of general market residents would prefer to relocate to another community. A greater
proportion of low income and minority residents—64 percent and 66 percent, respectively—
than the general population (55%) to want to move to a new residence within their current
community rather than relocating to a different city or town.

Figure 111-8.

Desire to Move, e

General Market 5 glse

Sample (45%) Another part
of city/town
(55%)

Note: Don't know (1%)

n=400 and n=92,
respectively.

Would you prefer to move to another part of
city/town or someplace else?

Yes (23%)
Source:

BBC Research & Consulting
from the 2012 Telephone
Resident Survey.

No (76%)

Would you like to move from your
current home or apartment?
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Factors motivating desire to move. The most common reason for wanting to move among all
subsamples was a bigger house or apartment. The desire to purchase a home was also common
across subsamples. Within the general market sample the top factors motivating a desire to
move were:

m  “Bigger house/apartment” (23%);
m  “Smaller house/apartment” (12%);
m  “Desire to purchase a home” (10%); and

m “Want my own place” (10%).

Responses were similar across subsamples and online respondents, although low income
respondents also included crime and safety reasons as a top reason for wanting to move. Low
income respondents were also more likely to mention saving money or getting something less
expensive as a factor.

Factors delaying a move. Across all samples, affordability—associated with both the costs of
moving or a lack of affordable units—is the primary barrier delaying a desired move, as
displayed in Figure I1I-9. In addition to affordability and employment-related factors, about one
in 10 respondents in the low income, disability and non-White samples report that they “can’t
find a better place to live.” This may result from a lack of, or perceived lack of, quality affordable
housing options or a lack of awareness of “better places to live.”

Figure 111-9.
Top Reasons Residents Who Want to Move Haven’t Moved Yet

General Low Income Disability Non-White

Market Sample (n=92) Subsample (n=70) Subsample (n=40) Subsample (n=92)

B Can't afford to move/ B Can't afford to move/ B Can't afford to move/ B Can't afford to move/
Can't afford to live Can't afford to live Can't afford to live Can't afford to live
anywhere else (45%) anywhere else (66%) anywhere else (52%) anywhere else (57%)

B Jobis here (17%) B Family reasons (10%) B Family reasons (17%) B Can'tfind a better

place to live (12%)

B Need to find a new B Need to find B Can'tfind a better B Need to find a new
job (14%) a new job (9%) place to live (12%) job (9%)

B Can'tfind a better B Family is here (9%)

place to live (9%)

Source: BBC Research & Consulting from the 2012 Telephone Resident Survey.
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Barriers to moving elsewhere within current community. All survey participants
identified the barriers, if any, that prevent them from living in another part of their community.
As shown in Figure 111-10, more than half of respondents in each sample reported that “nothing”
keeps them from moving to another part of the community or that they “don’t want to live in
another part” of their city or town. Again, among barriers cited, the greatest proportion of
respondents in each sample identified affordability.

Figure 11I-10.
What are the barriers, if any, that keep you from living in another part of city/town?

General
Market Low Income Disability Non-White
Sample Subsample Subsample Subsample
(n=400) (n=243) (n=147) (n=254)
Nothing 38% 33% 35% 36%
I don't want to live in another part of city/town 28% 24% 22% 23%
Can't afford to live anywhere else 17% 25% 20% 20%
Close to work 3% 2% 1% 4%
Close to school/good district 2% 2% 1% 1%
Family reasons 1% 3% 3% 2%
Higher tax rate elsewhere 1% 0% 0% 0%
Do not have a car 1% 2% 1% 2%
No bus service anywhere else 1% 2% 2% 2%
I'm disabled/no accessible housing elsewhere 1% 2% 4% 2%
My race/ethnicity 0% 0% 1% 0%
My age 0% 1% 2% 1%
Other 12% 8% 11% 10%

Note: Numbers may add to greater than 100 percent due to multiple responses.
Source: BBC Research & Consulting from the 2012 Telephone Resident Survey.

Race or ethnicity as barriers to within community movement. Based on responses to this
question, race or ethnicity is not a top-of-mind barrier the vast majority of residents associate
with not being able to move to other areas within their current community. In total, three
respondents to the telephone survey — one from the general market sample (0.003%) and two
from the disability sample (1%) — identified race or ethnicity as a barrier to moving within their
community.

Applying the general market sample’s incidence of race or ethnicity as a barrier to moving within
a community to the state’s 8.9 million households suggests that approximately 22,250 households
statewide may find race or ethnicity to be a barrier to moving to a different residence within their
city or town.
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“Other” barriers. Based on responses in the “other” category, some residents experience
barriers associated with a lack of housing suitable and affordable for persons with intellectual or
other disabilities, persons with criminal records and Section 8 voucher availability, among
others. Selected comments about other factors that prevent respondents from moving include:

m  “Housing availability;”

m  “Criminal background checks exclude me even as [ have not been arrested or charged with a
crime for more than 10 years;”

m  “Special needs adult daughter needs to live nearby in low rent apartment;”

m  “No supported housing options for people with cognitive impairments;”

m “Section 8 housing is scarce;” and

m “Need to stay in current school district because of child with disabilities.”

Transportation. According to the survey results, 97 percent of Texas households have at least
one motor vehicle. Even among the low income subsample, 90 percent of households have a
motor vehicle.

Typical mode of transportation. Figure I1I-11 presents the mode of transportation residents use
most often to get to work or run errands. Not surprisingly, most survey respondents drive a
personal vehicle when going to work or running errands. Respondents in the low income,
disability and non-White samples are three times more likely than the general population to use
public transit, yet this represents fewer than one in ten residents in each sample.

Figure llI-11.
If you have to get to work or run errands, which type of transportation do you use most often?

Low Income Disability Non-White
General Market Subsample Subsample Subsample
Sample (n=400) (n=243) (n=147) (n=254)
Drive personal vehicle 94% 83% 82% 85%
Drive with someone else/get a ride with someone else 2% 5% 5% 5%
Drive company vehicle 1% 0% 0% 0%
Take public transit - bus, light rail 2% 6% 6% 6%
Walk 1% 1% 0% 0%
Bike 1% 0% 0% 0%
Use taxi 0% 1% 1% 0%
Use specialized transportation service 0% 2% 4% 2%
| can't get out / No transportation available 0% 1% 1% 1%

Note: Percentages may not add to 100 percent due to rounding.
Source: BBC Research & Consulting from the 2012 Telephone Resident Survey.
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Households with no personal vehicle. Respondents that indicated their household did not have
a car were asked a series of additional transit-related questions. The most common reasons
given for not having a car were “can’t afford a car” and “I/we don't drive/don't have a
license/lost license.” The small proportion of residents without access to a personal vehicle
responded to questions about the impact of a lack of personal vehicle on where they can live and
access to job opportunities.

Interpret these results with caution due to the small sample sizes.

m  Within the general market sample, about half of respondents (46%) said not having a car
limits where they can live, compared to one-third of non-White respondents.

m  About two in five (38%) general market respondents without a vehicle state that not having
a car limits job opportunities, compared to one-third of non-White respondents.

Potential interest in transit use. Although most respondents drive a personal vehicle for work
and errands, 58 percent of residents included in the general market sample said they would use
public transit if it were available. This should not be interpreted as an estimate of demand for
public transit, as the type of transit and the potential frequency of use was not specified. Still, it is
important to note that a majority of respondents indicated an interest in using public transit if
available. Among low income residents, minority residents and families with a disabled member,
this percentage was even higher.

Figu re llI-12. If public transit were available to you, would you use it?
Percent of Respondents
i O Il
Who Would Use Public o (n240) 58%
Transit if it Were Available T
EE Residents in
oW Metro areas 66%
5# (n=126)
v Residents in
Note: £ non-Metro J
“Metro areas” are defined as Austin, (n:£$3§ L
Dallas, Fort Worth, Houston, San Antonio
and El Paso.
Overall
(n=243) 70%
Source: g!
) SE Residents in
BBC Research & Consulting from the £ Metro areas 78%
= (n=79) :
2012 Telephone Resident Survey. 38
35 Residents in
non-Metro
areas
(n=164)
Overall
(n=147)
]
—
EE‘ Residents in
Bg Metro areas
EE (n=37)
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Residents in major metropolitan areas (Austin, Dallas, Fort Worth, Houston, San Antonio and El
Paso) are more likely to indicate they would use public transit if it were available. However, even
among residents in non-metropolitan areas, over half of general market respondents said they
would use public transit if it were available.

Housing Choices for Persons with a Disability

Households that include a member with a disability responded to a series of questions regarding
the accessibility of their current housing unit and discussed the improvements needed, if any, to

enhance the ability of the family member with a disability to access employment, health services
and community amenities.

Housing accessibility. About 17 percent of general market sample respondents indicated that
they or someone in their household has a disability, as shown in Figure 11I-13. This translates to
approximately 1.5 million households statewide. The majority of households with a household
member who is disabled live in housing that meets their accessibility needs (85% in the general
market sample and 87% in the disability subsample). Applying the rate of inaccessible housing
from the general market sample suggests that approximately 227,000 households live in housing
that does not meet the family’s accessibility needs.

Figure 111-13. Does the house or
Disability Incidence aPartm;"f_W*{ .
currently live In mee.
Market Sample your or your family's  No (15%)

accessibility needs?
Note:

n=400 and n=67, respectively.
Yes (17%)

Source:

BBC Research & Consulting from the 2012
Telephone Resident Survey.

Yes (85%)
No (83%)

Do you or any member of
your family have a disability?

The most common accessibility improvements desired include grab bars, ramps, wider
doorways and accessible bathtubs/showers.

Needed neighborhood or community improvements. Resident survey respondents
representing households with a disabled member commented on the improvements to their
neighborhood/community that are needed to ensure access to employment opportunities,
health services or community amenities. By far, the most common needed improvements were
access to public transportation and accessibility improvements to sidewalks and streets.
Additional comments include:

m  “The sidewalks are not wide or level enough and in some places there are no sidewalks;”
m  “Public transportation would help a lot;”
m “There should be more ramps and easier access to driveways;”

m  “The bus only runs certain hours so it can be difficult to get to and from work;”
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m  “Helping find jobs for mental disabilities;”

m  “Would be nice to have a bridge over the low water crossing in our neighborhood;”
m  “There is no close proximity to a place with health care;”

m  “Getthe word out that they have the ability to use these amenities;” and

m  “Handicapped restrooms.”

Stakeholder perspectives. Stakeholder survey respondents provide additional perspective
regarding housing choices for persons with disabilities.

Accessible units. Most stakeholders (58%) believe that there are an insufficient number of units
accessible to persons with disabilities in the area they serve.

m  Stakeholder comments indicate that the primary need is for more affordable accessible
units, as opposed to market rate accessible units.

m  Other housing types needed include single family, multifamily, group homes and permanent
supportive housing.

m  Wheelchair accessibility and accessible housing specifically for elderly and those with
developmental disabilities was also a common unmet need identified by stakeholders.

Quality of accessible housing stock. Sixty-four percent of stakeholders indicated that the quality
of accessible housing stock was either medium or poor (only 16% said accessible units were of
good quality). According to stakeholder comments, inadequacies of accessible housing include:

m  Old housing stock that is not up to current code;

m  Inadequate, poorly trained and/or unlicensed staff in group homes and congregate care
facilities;

m  Lack of access to transit and services; and

m  Housinglocated in "unsafe" areas.

Awareness of accessibility improvement programs. Stakeholders responded to questions about
programs and policies in their community that help improve accessibility. As displayed in Figure
[1I-14, nearly half of respondents indicated that there are programs in place to help persons with
disabilities make accessibility improvements to their housing unit; however, many of these
programs are restricted to homeowners. As shown, more than one in three stakeholders did not
know if their community or service area offered accessibility improvement programs.

Flgu re lll-14. If yes, is the program restricted to
Existence Of ACCESSib“ity . homeowners or can renters apply?
Don't Restricted

Improvement Programs know to homeowners
(42%)
Note:

n=507 and n=207, respectively.

Yes (49%)
BBC Research & Consulting from the ‘

2012 Stakeholder Survey.

Renters/landlords
may apply (58%)

No (16%)

Does your community have programs in place to help
persons with disabilities make accessibility
improvements to their housing unit?
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Visitability policies. When stakeholders were asked if the community they serve has a visitability
policy or incentives, 45 percent indicated they were unfamiliar with the term “visitability.”2
Approximately 12 percent responded that the community has a visitability policy or incentives,
15 percent responded that their community does not and 29 percent were familiar with the term
but unsure if the community has a policy.

Visitability is growing trend in home construction practices which emphasizes basic accessibility
features in the construction of new homes, whether or not they are designated specifically for
residents with disabilities. The design usually incorporates at least one zero-step entrance,
accessible interior doorways and a half bath on the main floor. The visitability concept seeks to
make all new homes “visitable” by persons with mobility impairments and is seen as one way to
help meet the needs of aging populations.

The importance of using visitability concepts to increase housing choices for persons with
disabilities as well as address the growing needs of an aging population makes the lack of
stakeholder recognition of the term a concern.

Stakeholder Perspectives on Housing Choices for Low Income Residents

Stakeholders responded to a series of questions regarding housing opportunities for low income
residents in the stakeholders’ service areas.

Concentration of housing. As discussed in Section I. Demographics, areas of concentrated
poverty exist in many parts of the state. Nearly two in three stakeholders responded that
housing opportunities low income persons can afford are concentrated in certain
areas/neighborhoods. Many stakeholders characterized these concentrated areas as:

m  Unsafe;
m  Lacking access to transit/jobs;
m  Occurring in minority-majority areas; and

m  Having poorly maintained or lower quality housing stock.

Stakeholders serving Regions 11 (South Texas Border) and 13 (Upper Rio Grande) noted that
affordable housing in these regions is concentrated in Colonias.

2 Visitability is design concept, which for very little or no additional cost, enables persons with disabilities to visit relatives,
friends, and neighbors in their homes within a community. Visitability standards generally include at least one accessible
entrance, 32 inch interior doorways and a half bath on the main floor.
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Figure IlI-15. Are housing Available
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Potential causes of affordable housing concentration. As shown in Figure I1I-16, the
primary cause identified was “area is less desirable so prices are lower.” This is not a surprising
result given housing market forces. However, about one in five stakeholders (22%) said
zoning/land use policies caused the concentration. Twenty-nine percent said it has “always been
that way,” which may indicate the persistence of historic segregation patterns within the housing
market.

Figure lll-16. 100%
What caused the concentration?

80% —
Note:

n=270.

62%

60% —
Numbers may add to greater than 100 percent due
to multiple responses.

40% —
Source: 20%

BBC Research & Consulting from the 2012
Stakeholder Survey.

0% |

Areais Land is Always Zoning/land Don't know
less more been that use

desirable affordable way policies

S0 prices there

are lower

Stakeholders mentioned other possible causes of concentration including lack of government
funding, government and affordable housing award criteria, NIMBYism, racism and remnants of
segregation. Some select responses are below:

m  “Discrimination;”

m  “Opinion of homeowners, that it will devalue their property and bring crime and over-
crowding to their neighborhood;”

m  “I never thought about it until Hurricane Ike came and the low income people were
displaced and the moderate to high income people did not want them back;”

m  “Alack of adequate affordable housing development funds to fully integrate affordable
housing development into the heart of the city where access to public transportation is
greatest, along with more schools, job opportunities, etc;”
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m  “Regulators and government officials encourage poverty stacking;”
m  “Historical legislation lingering into today;” and

m  “Institutionalized racism.”

Concentration and protected classes. Concentration of housing affordable to low income
residents is not a fair housing concern per se, unless the concentration disparately impacts
members of protected classes. Among stakeholders who said low income housing was
concentrated, 63 percent believe that the concentration of affordable housing disproportionately
impacts legally protected classes. Figure I11-17 displays the protected classes stakeholders
identified as impacted by the concentration of housing. Race and disability were selected by
three quarters of respondents.

Figure 111-17.

Race
Protected Classes Impacted by
Housing Concentration Disability
Note:

Color
n=283.
Numbers may add to greater than 100 percent due to Familial status
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National
ariginfancestry
Source:
BBC Research & Consulting from the 2012 Stakeholder

Survey. Religion
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Housing quality and neighborhood amenities. An overwhelming majority (89%) of
stakeholder survey respondents said that housing stock in the areas lower income persons and
families can afford to rent or purchase is of lower quality than other parts of the community
(Figure I11-18). Fifty-six percent of stakeholder survey respondents believe low income housing
options are more likely to be close to brownfields/areas of poor environmental quality and/or
infrastructure such as utility plants, or other undesirable types of infrastructure. Two-thirds said
school quality in these areas is lower and over half (57%) said low income housing options limit
residents’ access to employment opportunities. However, 70 percent of stakeholder survey
respondents said low income areas have the same or more access to public transit than the rest
of the community.

Figu re ll1-18. Percent of stakeholders saying "yes" to the following

Housing Quality and issues regarding lower income housing:
Neighborhood
Amenities in Low
Income Neighborhoods

Lower quality housing stock 89%
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Source: areas of poor environmental quality
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the 2012 Stakeholder Survey.
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Relocation and displacement plans. Although 30 percent of stakeholder survey
respondents were aware of at least one instance in the past five years where low income housing
was redeveloped and residents were displaced, only 13 percent of stakeholder survey
respondents said the area they serve has a relocation or displacement plan for cases when low
income housing is redeveloped. The majority of respondents (64%) did not know if their area
had a relocation or displacement plan.

Neighborhood and Community

Residents responded to several questions regarding their current neighborhood and community,
as well as their preferences regarding neighborhood and community characteristics.

What residents like most. In response to the open-ended question, “what do you like most
about your neighborhood or community,” residents, regardless of subsample, liked that their
neighborhood is quiet, the people in their neighborhood and its safety. It should be noted that
this was asked as an open ended question, and respondents were not provided with a list of
choices. Other popular responses included access to restaurants, entertainment and/or shopping
as well as the architecture, design and/or style of the community.

Figure 11I-19.
What do you like the most about your neighborhood or community? (Select Responses)

General Market Low Income Disability Non-White
Sample Subsample Subsample Subsample
(n=400) (n=243) (n=147) (n=254)
Quiet 30% 41% 35% 47%
Neighbors/people who live there 27% 29% 27% 26%
Safe 20% 22% 20% 25%

Note: Numbers may add to greater than 100 percent due to multiple responses.
Source: BBC Research & Consulting from the 2012 Telephone Resident Survey.

What residents like least. There was less agreement among residents when asked about
what they liked least about their neighborhood or community. The most common response
across all subsamples was “nothing” (30% of the general market, 41% of low income, 27% of
disabled and 16% of minority respondents). Otherwise, there was very little consensus
regarding the least likable neighborhood characteristics. Responses ranged from
“architecture/style of neighborhood” to “not enough jobs/economic opportunity” but in general,
responses reflected personal preference and did not indicate any fair housing concerns at the
state level.

Households with a disabled member were more likely than other subsamples to cite neighbors
as the least likable attribute of their neighborhood (although “neighbors” was a somewhat
common response among all samples). The top three responses in the online survey were no
access to public transit, crime and noise.
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Most responses reflected typical personal preferences such as “no bicycle lanes” and “prefer to
live in the country,” but a few responses may indicate fair housing concerns. These include:

m  “[llegal Hispanics moving in;”

®  “No zoning ordinances;”

m  “Housing projects down the road;”

m  “Too many Mexicans;”

m  “Not enough building restrictions in neighboring areas;”

m  “Adjacent to a ghetto neighborhood;”

m “We are the minority;”

m  “Near some not-so-safe areas like lower income areas;”

m  “Homeless people;”

®  “Too many black people moving into my neighborhood;”

m  “Gentrification, makes area less affordable; little if any affordable housing;”
m  “Neighbors are trashy. No deed restrictions in our area;” and

m  “Fear of harassment due to disability.”

What residents would change. In a related question, residents were asked “what would you
change about your neighborhood if you could?” More than one third of respondents across all
subsamples indicated they would change “nothing.” Similar to the previous question, the
responses were widely varied, lacked consensus and generally reflected typical neighborhood
personal preferences as opposed to potential fair housing concerns. Figure I11-20 displays some
of the most common responses to this survey question.

Figure 111-20.
What would you change about your neighborhood if you could? (Select Responses)

Low Income Disability Non-White
General Market Subsample Subsample Subsample
Sample (n=400) (n=243) (n=147) (n=254)
Nothing 36% 43% 36% 37%
Increase or improve city services/utilities/roads 8% 7% 10% 6%
More parks/open space/playgrounds 5% 5% 5% 7%
Cleaner streets, sidewalks 5% 1% 6% 6%
Better maintained houses 4% 5% 5% 5%
Less crime 4% 5% 2% 4%

Note: Numbers may add to greater than 100 percent due to multiple responses.
Source: BBC Research & Consulting from the 2012 Telephone Resident Survey.

Among online survey respondents, the top two changes residents would make are better
maintained houses and access to public transit.
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As with the previous question, a few responses to this question culled from both the online and
telephone survey (all subsamples) may suggest fair housing concerns:

m  “Eliminate the illegals;”

m  “Prejudice;”

m  “Homeowners Association (HOA);”

m “Getrid of the illegals and let more refined people come in;”
m “Wouldn’t let them bus in students from worse schools;”

m  “More housing opportunities for those with low income;”

m  “More houses and less apartments;”

m “More ethnic diversity;”

m  “More housing options from single family to four-plexes to rowhouses to larger apartment
complexes;”

m  “More parks, diversity, community access to transit [on] weekends;” and

m  “Lessillegal aliens living in my [apartment] complex. Less kids.”

Housing and community preferences. Respondents were also asked about their housing
and community preferences in general by rating their level of agreement with specific
statements on a scale of 0 to 9 (where 0 means strongly disagree and 9 means strongly agree).
The mean responses are displayed in Figure I1I-21; responses with a mean rating of six or higher
are shaded in gray.

The most highly rated statement across all subsamples was a preference to live near people with
the same values; however, residents also tend to value a neighborhood with many different
types of people. Preferences for no apartment buildings and few renters were also rated highly
in the general market sample. Foreclosures do not seem to have negatively impacted
neighborhoods in the general market or any subsamples. Preference ratings in the online survey
were very similar to the telephone survey.
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Figure 111-21.
Mean Rating of Agreement with Housing and Community Preference
Statements (Rating on a scale from 0=Strongly Disagree to 9=Strongly Agree)

General
Market Low Income Disability = Non-White

Sample Subsample Subsample Subsample
(n=400) (n=243) (n=147) (n=254)

| prefer to live near people who share my values. 6.9 6.7 7.0 6.8

| prefer to live in a neighborhood with many different types of people. 6.4 6.3 5.8 6.8
| prefer to live in a neighborhood with no apartment buildings. 5.9 5.1 5.6 5.5
| prefer to live in a neighborhood with few renters. 5.8 5.1 5.5 5.7
| prefer to live in a suburban environment. 5.6 5.6 5.6 5.8
It is difficult to find housing people can afford that is close to good quality schools. 5.3 m
Neighborhoods in this city have the same quality of parks and recreation. 5.3 5.9 5.7 5.9
| prefer to live near people who share my culture. 5.2 5.6 5.6 5.6
| prefer to live in a rural environment. 5.0 5.5 5.9 5.1
| prefer to live in an urban environment. 4.8 4.9 5.1 5.6
| prefer to live near people who share my political beliefs. 4.3 4.6 4.5 4.9
| prefer to live near people who share my religion. 4.1 4.9 4.7 5.1
| prefer to live near people who are of my race or ethnicity. 3.9 4.4 4.3 4.5
Compared to other parts of town, my neighborhood is low income. 3.6 5.3 4.6 5.2
Foreclosures have negatively impacted our neighborhood. 3.5 3.8 3.6 4.0

Note: Ratings were on a scale of 0 to 9. Respondents that answered “don’t know” or “not applicable” were excluded from the mean calculation.
Source: BBC Research & Consulting from the 2012 Telephone Resident Survey.

Equitable treatment. Although the majority of respondents feel like residents in their
neighborhood are treated the same as residents of other neighborhoods in their town or city, 17
percent of the general market sample disagreed with the statement, as illustrated in Figure III-
22. Among low income residents, 16 percent disagreed; 22 percent of respondents with a
disabled family member disagreed, and 21 percent of non-White respondents also disagreed.

Figure 111-22. No (17%)
Equitable Treatment,
General Market Sample

Note:
n=400.

Source:

BBC Research & Consulting from the
2012 Telephone Resident Survey. Yes (83%)

Do you feel that all residents of your
neighborhood are treated equally or
the same as residents of other
neighborhoods in town/city?
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Resident perspectives on reasons for inequitable treatment. Those respondents who believe
that people in their neighborhood are treated differently than residents of other neighborhoods
offered their perspective on why they are treated differently. This included:

m  Police presence, road conditions and other amenities such as parks and open space in lower
income neighborhoods are of poorer quality and less well-maintained than similar facilities
in more affluent neighborhoods;

m  Race/ethnicity;
m  [ncome/class; and

m  Perception that renters are less desirable than homeowners.

Stakeholder perspectives on equitable service delivery. Stakeholders provided additional
perspective on equitable treatment by rating the degree to which specific services are delivered
equitably across neighborhoods in the communities they serve. Figure I11-23 summarizes
stakeholder ratings on a scale of 0 to 9 with 0 being very equitable and 9 being very inequitable.
As shown, overall, none of the services included in the stakeholder survey for evaluation
received mean ratings that would indicate a systematic statewide pattern of inequitable service
delivery. Among those evaluated, quality schools, street infrastructure and public transit were
considered relatively inequitable; yet none received an average rating higher than 4.5 ona 9
point scale.

Figure 111-23.
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Source: BBC Research & Consulting from the 2012 Stakeholder Survey.
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Stakeholders that rated any services as inequitable were asked to explain and comment as to
whether the inequitable delivery disparately impacts protected classes. Overall, stakeholder
comments suggested that inequities tend to occur in low income neighborhoods/communities
and do disparately impact protected classes. Some select comments are below:

m  “Due to limited funds, there has been less improvement to infrastructure in older
neighborhoods that tend to have more protected classes;”

m  “They discriminate against African Americans;”

m  “Most of the neighborhoods/Colonias are located in remote areas of the county far away
from these services;”

m  “Not sure of the intentionality of the inequity, but the reality is that the low income
neighborhoods (with high concentrations of people of color) are those same neighborhoods
with few parks, low performing schools, little economic development;”

m  “People with disabilities rely on sidewalks to get around. One would never permit the
construction of new housing stock in an area without roads, but housing is permitted in
areas with no sidewalks all of the time;” and

m  “In Colonias there is no trash pick-up, police and fire protection nearby.”

Potential Barriers to Fair Housing Choice

Both residents and stakeholders rated the degree to which a series of factors may be serious
barriers to fair housing choice. Because of their expertise, stakeholders responded to a more
comprehensive list of potential barriers.

Potential barriers—residents. Residents rated the degree of seriousness that potential
barriers to fair housing choice posed for them or their family when trying to rent or purchase
housing. The rating scale ranged from 0 to 9, where 0 meant “not a problem” and 9 meant “a
serious problem.” Figure I1I-24 presents the average rating for each potential barrier among the
various subsamples; means of 2.0 or above are highlighted in gray. Ratings of potential barriers
by online survey respondents were very similar to those found in Figure I1I-24. On average,
common barriers to fair housing choice are not perceived to be a serious problem by survey
respondents, regardless of subsample.
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The highest rated barriers are finding a unit that accepts Section 8 and affordable housing being
located in unsafe or high crime areas. Within the general market sample and the non-White
subsample, real estate agents showing clients housing only in certain neighborhoods rated
highly relative to other potential barriers. Low income respondents viewed HOA regulations and
mobile home park fees as more serious potential barriers. The disability subsample rated
landlord refusal to make accommodation for disabilities and HOA restrictions on reasonable
accommodations highly relative to other potential barriers.

Figure 111-24.
Mean Rating of Potential Barriers to Fair Housing Choice
(on a scale from 0=Not a Problem to 9=A Serious Problem)

General Low

Market Income Disability = Non-White
Sample Subsample Subsample Subsample
(n=400) (n=243) (n=147) (n=254)

I have Section 8 and it is hard to find a place to live. 2.2 2.8 3.0 2.7
Housing I can afford is in unsafe or high crime areas. 1.8 3.2 2.6 2.8
Real estate agents showed me housing | could afford only in certain neighborhoods. 13 1.8 1.6 2.1
Owners of my mobile home park charged fees | didn’t know about. 11 1.9 1.2 1.8
My landlord refused to make an accommodation for my disability. 1.0 1.8 “ 1.6
My lender told me to use a specific appraisal or hazard insurance company. 0.9 1.2 1.2 1.7
| did not get information about private mortgage insurance. 0.9 1.7 1.5 1.4
My lender did not give me an appraisal of my home or property. 0.9 1.1 1.4 1.4
The HOA in my neigh_borh‘ood wouldn’t let me make changes to my house 08 1.9 n 17
or property for my disability.

| was given a subprime loan. 0.6 0.6 0.9 0.7
| have not been able to get homeowner’s insurance. 0.6 1.5 1.1 1.2

Note: Ratings were on a scale of 0 to 9. Respondents that answered “don’t know” or “not applicable” were excluded from the mean calculation.
Source: BBC Research & Consulting from the 2012 Telephone Resident Survey.

Figures I11-25 through I11-28 display more comprehensive results regarding the degree of
seriousness of potential barriers for each subsample.
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Potential barriers detail—general market sample. Difficulty finding Section 8 housing was
identified as the most serious barrier in the general market sample; however, it should be noted
that this statement only applied to 45 of the 216 respondents (the average excludes those to

whom the statement does not apply).

Figure IlI-25.
Seriousness of Potential Barriers to Fair Housing Choice—General Market Sample

Average

2.2

1.8

13

1.1

1.0

0.9

0.9

0.9

0.8

0.6

0.6

wouldn't let me make changes to m

Serious
Problem

1 Wz H 3 H 4 5 6 W 7 W& W °

I have Section 8 and it is
hard to find a place to live.

Housing I can afford is in
unsafe or high crime areas.

Real estate agents showed
me housing 1 could afford
only in certain neighborhoods.

Owners of mF mobile home park
charged fees I didn’t know about.

My landlord refused to make an
accommodation for my disability.

My lender did not give me an
appraisal of my home or property.

I did not get information about
private mortgage insurance.

My lender told me to use a |
specific appraisal or hazard
insurance company.

The HOA in my neighborhood

= my
house or property for my disability.

1 have not been able to get
homeaowner’s insurance.

I was given a subprime loan.

0%

T T T T 1
20% 40% 60% 80% 100%

Note: n=216; Respondents that answered “don’t know” or “not applicable” are excluded from the figure so n’s for individual issue statements
range from 35 to 216. The lowest n’s are for Section 8 and disability statements.

Source: BBC Research & Consulting from the 2012 Telephone Resident Survey.
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Potential barriers detail—low income subsample. Among low income respondents, the location
of affordable housing in unsafe or high crime areas was the most serious problem, with one-third
of respondents rating the issue at five or above on a nine point scale.

Figure 111-26.
Seriousness of Potential Barriers to Fair Housing Choice—Low Income Subsample

Not a Serious
Problem Problem
Average 0 1 W2 H 3 H 4 5 c M 7 H s W °

Housing I can afford is in
3.2 unsafe or high crime areas.
I have Section 8 and it is
2.8 hard to find a place to live.
The HOA in my neighbcrhood_
1.9 wouldn’t let me make changes to my
- house or property for my disability.

Owners of my maobile home park
1.9 charged fees 1 didn't know about.
My landlord refused to make an
1.8 accommodation for my disability.
Real estate agents showed |
18 me housing 1 could afford
- only in certain neighborhoods.
1 did not get information about
1.7 private mortgage insurance.
I have not been able to get
1.5 homeowner's insurance.
My lender told me to use a |
1.2 specific appraisal or hazard
o insurance company.
My lender did not give me an
1.1 appraisal of my home or property.
0.6 1 was given a subprime loan.
T T T T
0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%

Note: n=153; Respondents that answered “don’t know” or “not applicable” are excluded from the figure so n’s for individual issue statements
range from 48 to 153. The lowest n’s are for subprime loans and disability statements.

Source: BBC Research & Consulting from the 2012 Telephone Resident Survey.
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Potential barriers—disability subsamples. Similar to the general market sample, households
with a disabled member rated difficulty finding Section 8 housing the most serious issue.
Landlords refusing to make an accommodation for disability was given an average rating of 2.6
and had an interesting distribution of responses: 21 percent of respondents considered this a
“Serious Problem,” 61 percent considered it “Not a Problem,” and the remaining 18 percent rated
the issue between one and eight.

Figure 111-27.
Seriousness of Potential Barriers to Fair Housing Choice—Disability Subsample

Not a Serious
Problem Problem
Average 0 1 W2 W 3 A 4 5 6 W 7 W s MW o

hard to find a place to live.

3.0 I have Section 8 and it is .

2.6 Housing I can afford is in
unsafe or high crime areas.

2.6 My landlord refused to make an
accommodation for my disability.

2.0 HOA in my neighborhood
. wouldn’t \et me make changes to my
house or property for my disability.

1.6 Real estate agents showed
. me housing 1 could afford
only in certain neighborhoods.

1.5 1 did not get information about
private mortgage Insurance.

1.4 My lender did not give me an
appraisal of my home or property.

1.2 Owners of my mobile home park
charged fees I didn't know about.

My lender told me to use a
iz specific appraisal or hazard
insurance company.

1.1 I have not been able to get
: homeowner’s insurance.

0.9 1 was given a subprime loan.

T T T 1

1
0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%

Note: n=89; Respondents that answered “don’t know” or “not applicable” are excluded from the figure so n’s for individual issue statements
range from 26 to 89. The lowest n’s are for Section 8 and mobile home park fees.

Source: BBC Research & Consulting from the 2012 Telephone Resident Survey.
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Potential barriers—non-White subsample. Similar to the low income subsample, minority
respondents rating the location of affordable housing in unsafe or high crime areas as the most
serious problem when looking for housing to rent or buy.

Figure 111-28.
Seriousness of Potential Barriers to Fair Housing Choice, Non-White Subsample

Serious
Problem

1 M2 H 3 H 4 5 6 M7 Hs MW °

Average
2.8 Housing I can afford is in
. unsafe or high crime areas.
I have Section 8 and it is
2.7 hard to find a place to live.
Real estate agents showed
2.1 me housing 1 could afford
only in certain neighborhoods.
Owners of my mobile home park
1.8 charged fees I didnt know about.
The HOA in my neighborhood
1.7 wouldn't let me make changes to my
house or property for my disability.
My lender told me to use a
1.7 specific appraisal or hazard
insurance company.
1.6 My landlord refused to make an
J accommadation for my disability.
4 Idid no;: get intformation about
1. private mortgage insurance.
1.4 My lender did not give me an
. appraisal of my home or property.
1.2 I have not been able to get
. homeowner's insurance.
0.7 I was given a subprime loan.

Note:

Source:

0%

T
20%

T T T !
40% 60% 80% 100%

n=158; Respondents that answered “don’t know” or “not applicable” are excluded from the figure so n’s for individual issue statements
range from 39 to 158. The lowest n’s are for Section 8 and disability statements.

BBC Research & Consulting from the 2012 Telephone Resident Survey.
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Potential barriers—stakeholders. Stakeholders rated the degree of seriousness of potential
barriers to fair housing choice related to economic, demographic and housing factors; land use
and zoning; capacity issues; lending activities; real estate activities; and transit, schools
employment and environment.

Economic, Demographic and Housing Factors. Lack of affordable housing received the highest
average rating (6.4) among potential economic, demographic and housing barriers and 80
percent of stakeholders said this disparately impacts protected classes. NIMBYism,
concentration of affordable housing and concentration of rental units accepting Section 8 also
received average ratings above five. Figure I1I-29 presents stakeholders’ ratings of economic,
demographic and housing factors that may be barriers to fair housing choice.

Figure 111-29.

Potential Barriers to Fair Housing — Economic, Demographic and Housing Factors

Do any of these Not a Serious
?;;’:i:i‘:;izi::;ﬂy Problem Probilem
classes? (% Yes)  AVerage 0 1 W2 W3 W4 5 6 W 7 H s W ¢

80% 6.4 Lack of affordable housing. III .-

NIMBYism prevents the

56% 5.8 development of certain

types of housing.

Concentration of affordable

o > rossing i certan arees. I.. --

Rental units acceptin
Section 8 are concentrate

56% 53 in less desirable areas of

the community.

Segregation by race
53% 4.3 Drgathgnicity inyparts
of the community.

42 Conc}fntr&ation ofdal_|cce551ble/
andicapped housing in
% 4.2 parts of the commung\ty.

T
0% 20%
Note: n=348.
Source: BBC Research & Consulting from the 2012 Stakeholder Survey.

Land Use and Zoning. On average, stakeholders did not rate land use and zoning factors as
particularly serious barriers, as shown in Figure 111-30. NIMBYism, or resistance to development
by neighbors, was the only potential barrier to receive a rating over five. Sixty-nine percent of
stakeholders said NIMBYism disparately impacts protected classes.
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Figure 111-30.
Potential Barriers to Fair Housing — Land Use and Zoning

Do any of these Not a Serious

barviers disparately Borrier ol
impact proteci
classes? (% Yes) ~ Average 0 12 N3 B 4 5 6 @ 7 H 8 B 9

NIMBYism/resistance to
69% 5.4 development by neighbors.

Restrictive covenants by

builders, developers or

49% 4,4  homeowners associations that
limit fair housing choice.

Limitations on the
57% 4.3 development of housing for
persons with disabilities.

Insufficient enforcement

of ADA compliance in

51% 4.1 multifamily housing
developments.

o Limitations on
39% 3.9 density of housing.

Occupancy limitations

40% 3.8 (number of people,
type of people).

T
0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%

Note: n=306.
Source: BBC Research & Consulting from the 2012 Stakeholder Survey.

Stakeholders representing organizations that develop affordable housing were also asked about
zoning or land use issues that have impacted their ability to develop affordable housing. As
shown in Figure I1I-31, high development fees, lack of multifamily zoning and lack of zoning for
group homes were identified as the primary barriers.

Figure 111-31.

Have any of the following zoning or land
use issues impacted your organization's
ability to develop affordable housing?

Percent
Zoning or Land Use Issue of Cases
High development fees 50%
Lack of multifamily zoning 45%
Lack of zoning for group homes 44%
High impact fees 37%
Minimum lot size 31%
Low density requirements 30%
Minimum square footage requirements 24%

Note: n=153; Numbers may add to greater than 100 percent due to multiple responses.
Source: BBC Research & Consulting from the 2012 Stakeholder Survey.
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Other comments from stakeholders indicated that high density requirements, sprinkler system
requirements, parking requirements, manufactured housing unit (MHU) restrictions and set-
back requirements can be barriers to affordable housing development. Although not specifically
related to zoning regulations, some affordable housing developers said cost of land, high
property taxes, cost of building permits and NIMBYism also impact their ability to develop
affordable housing.

Capacity Issues. Among capacity issues, lack of knowledge of fair housing law by local landlords
and/or property managers was the most serious barrier with an average rating of 5.1. This was
closely followed by limited capacity of local or state fair housing organizations to do
investigation and testing. Figure I11-32 presents stakeholders’ ratings of capacity issues that may
be barriers to fair housing choice.

Figure 111-32.
Potential Barriers to Fair Housing — Capacity Issues

Do any of these Not o Serious
barriers disparately Barrier Barrier
Impact protected 0 1 02 0 3 B8 4 5 6 M7 H s W o

classes? (% Yes) Average

Lack of knowledge of fair
66% 5.1 housing law by local fandlords
and/or property managers.

Limited capacity of a
61% 4.9 local organization devoted to fair
housing investigation or testing.

_Limited capacity of a
59% 4.8 state organization devoted to fair
housing investigation or testing.

Lack of ADA accessibilit
64% 4.5 on streets and sidewalksx

Lack of knowledge of
43% 4.5 fair housing law by real
estate professionals.

Lack of knowledge of
38% 4.4 fair housing law by
insurance professionals.

Lack of knowledge of
41% 4.4 fair housing law by
lending professionals.

Lack of knowledge of
49% 4.3 fair housing Ia%v by
local government.

Lack of knowledge of fair
35% 2 housing law by ap%raisers.

56% 4.1 Lack of ADA accessibility

in public areas.

T 1
0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%

Note: n=269.
Source: BBC Research & Consulting from the 2012 Stakeholder Survey.
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Lending Activities—stakeholder perspectives. Lending activities were not considered very serious
potential barriers to fair housing, with the average stakeholder rating ranging from 3 to 3.8.

Figure 111-33.
Potential Barriers to Fair Housing — Lending Activities

Do any of these Not a Serious
barriers disparately Barrier Barrier
T v 0 1 M2 W3 M4 5 6 W7 W& Mo

classes? (% Yes) Average

75% 3.8 Lenders targeting subprime,
high-risk’borrowers.

) Lenders offering prime
72% 3.7 customers subpr\mg n?ates.

Lenders steering customers
559, 3.4 to use a specific appraisal or
hazard insurance company.

dL(tenders ntct disc\gswgg me
) etermination made by the
2% 3.2 private mortgage insurer.

Lenders not disclosing

) full appraisal reports
47% 3.0 pptu burrov?fers.

T
0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%

Note: n=235.
Source: BBC Research & Consulting from the 2012 Stakeholder Survey.
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Lending activities—resident perspectives. Similar to stakeholders, resident responses to
lending—as well as foreclosure survey questions—did not indicate fair housing concerns. Within
the general market sample, less than 2 percent (seven respondents) had concerns about their
home going into foreclosure. Even within the low income and non-White subsamples less than 4
percent of respondents were concerned about foreclosure.

Across all subsamples, the most common resident responses to “why did you choose the
mortgage loan that you currently have?” were the “interest rate was the best I could find,” “the
amount was what I could afford,” and “I don’t know/remember.” The resident survey also asked
respondents whose first language is not English whether or not their loan or rental documents
were translated for them. As displayed in Figure I11-34, over half of all respondents’ documents
were translated for them and less than 5 percent had to ask for the documents to be translated.

Figure 111-34.
If your first language is not English, were your loan or rental documents translated for you?
General Market Low Income
(n=68) (n=86)

didn't netd
idn't nee
didn't lr\:géd] translation
translation (44%) ves
(40%) Yes (52%)
(56%)

asked them to be asked thg,%’ t%uit:,el
translated (4%} translated (3%)
Disability Non-White
No, T (n=33) (n=116)
didn't need
translation
(33%)
No, I
dtidn'tlnged Yes
ranslation
\ (46%) (51%)
No, but I Yes
asked them to be (67%)
translated (0%)

\

but I

asked them to be
translated (3%)

Source: BBC Research & Consulting from the 2012 Telephone Resident Survey.
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Real Estate Activities. Like lending, stakeholders did not consider real estate activities to be
particularly serious barriers to fair housing. Housing providers refusing to make reasonable
accommodations for tenants with disabilities was rated highest (3.8) followed by housing
providers placing certain tenants in the least desirable units in a development (3.7). Although
these average ratings are both fairly low, 71 and 63 percent, respectively, of stakeholders agreed
that these potential barriers disparately impact protected classes.

Figure 111-35.

Potential Barriers to Fair Housing — Real Estate Activities

Serious
Barrier

H:2HNH3H4 5 c M 7 W & W o

Do any of these Not a
barriers disparately Barrier
impact protected
classes? (% Yes)  Average 0
aa Housin% provlw(ders reFusubnlg
0 o make reasonable
Zio . accommodations for tenants
with disabilities.
Housing providers placin:
63% 3.7 certain tenants in the leas!
desirable units in
a development.
Rfal e”state ?getn%'. dli"ECtt"';Q
0 egally protected clients to
53% 34 regtal‘f‘oe sale housing only
in certain neighborhoods.
Housing providers falsel
56% 3.3 der?y?ng that hquslng
is available.
Ownerks Otf mtqbile‘ horﬂe
arks treating lega
46% 3.2 pmtecte;fresidents digfergntlg
from other residents.
Use of neighbarhqod
55% 3.0 stability or other similar
factors as proxies for racial or
ethnic makeup in appraisals.
Insurance agenc
39% 3.0 discrimination in de%\'siox
to insure certain parties.
Sellers of homes
40% 2.9 refusing to show their
home to legally protected
prospective buyers,
Housing providers usin
40% 2.8 discriminagtgry advems[ngg.'
0%
Note: n=209.
Source: BBC Research & Consulting from the 2012 Stakeholder Survey.

20%

T
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Transit, Schools, Employment and Environment. Figure I11-36 presents stakeholders’ ratings of
transit, schools, employment and environmental issues that may be barriers to fair housing
choice. Among these issues, lack of or limited public transit availability (areas of service, times of
service) received the highest average stakeholder rating at 5.3. Nearly four in five stakeholders
indicated a lack of transit availability as disparately impacting protected classes.

Figure 111-36.
Potential Barriers to Fair Housing — Transit, Schools, Employment and Environment

Do any of these

barriers disparately Nota Serious

impact protected Barrier Barrier
H Average

classes? (% Yes) [+] Q 12 H 3 B 4 5 6 M 7 H 3 M °

Lack of or limited public

78% 5.3 transit availability (areas of
service, times of service).

Cuﬂcrlentrations uf’_?fﬂ)rdab\e

ousing in certain areas

67% 5.0 d\sprnportiona%ew limits access
to quality schools.

- Cam}_lentr,atinns uf’_?ffordabre
ousing in certain areas

67% 4.9 d\spmpnrtuona%e\y limits access
to employment opportunities.

o ﬁencentraticn%cf af;gr‘ddab\e
ousing near orgwnfields or
48% 4.2 undesirable infrastructure
(e.g., utility plants).

T T T 1

0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%

Note: n=277.
Source: BBC Research & Consulting from the 2012 Stakeholder Survey.
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Summary of most serious potential barriers to fair housing choice—stakeholders. Figure I11-37
summarizes the top barriers to fair housing choice as rated by stakeholders. Each of the barriers
shown had an average of 5.1 or higher. As shown, three of the five most serious barriers relate to
affordable housing and two relate to NIMBYism. Lack of affordable housing was both the highest
rated barrier and the barrier that most affected protected classes.

Figure 111-37.
Most Serious Potential Barriers to Fair Housing Choice

Do any of these Not a Serious
barriers disparately Barrier Barrier
impact protected
classes? (% ves)  Average 0 1 W2 W3 A4 5 6 W 7 W s W o
0, Lack of affordable
80% 6.4 housing.
NIMBYism prevents the
56% 5.8 development of certain

types of housing.
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63% 5.6 affordable housing in
certain areas.
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69% 5.4 to devejopment
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s t_Renstal units acc?ptti:n

0 ection 8 are concentrate

56% 5.3 in less desirable areas
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0, transit availability
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L?cfk oLknowlez‘jge
o of fair housing law
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property managers.

0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%

Note: n=348.
Source: BBC Research & Consulting from the 2012 Stakeholder Survey.
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Housing Discrimination

Both residents and stakeholders responded to a series of questions about housing discrimination
in Texas. It should be noted that respondents self-reported their experiences with housing
discrimination; the cases were not verified or matched with fair housing complaint data.

Resident experience with housing discrimination. As shown in Figures I11-38 through
[1I-41, only a small proportion of Texas residents believe they have experienced discrimination
in housing. Experience with housing discrimination is higher in the subsamples than in the
general market. Of those who believed they had experienced discrimination, the most common
explanation for discrimination was race or ethnicity. Other explanations included familial status,
age, income, gender and criminal record.

Statewide experience. Statewide only 3 percent of respondents felt they were discriminated
against when looking for housing. Incidence of perceived discrimination was higher among the
subsamples (8% of low income respondents, 9% of households with a disabled member and 6%
of non-White respondents) but still low compared to other states where BBC has conducted
similar analyses based off of statistically valid, representative surveys. For instance, in similar
statistically representative statewide surveys, the incidence of perceived housing discrimination
was 13 percent for the general population and 17 percent for minorities in the State of Colorado
(2002); 13 percent in rural areas and 10 percent in urban areas of Oregon (2005); and 11
percent in nonentitlement (rural) areas of Nevada (2010).

Figure 111-38.

Resident Experience with
Housing Discrimination,
General Market Sample
Note:

n=400 and n=13, respectively.

Source:

BBC Research & Consulting from the
2012 Telephone Resident Survey.

Figure 111-39.
Resident Experience with
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discrimination occur?

More than 5
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In the
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Housing Discrimination,
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BBC Research & Consulting from the
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2012 Telephone Resident Survey.

When you looked for housing,
did you ever feel you were
discriminated against?
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Figure 111-40.

Resident Experience with
Housing Discrimination,
Disability Subsample

Note:

n=147 and n=13, respectively.

Source:

BBC Research & Consulting from the
2012 Telephone Resident Survey.

Figure 111-41.

Resident Experience with
Housing Discrimination,
Non-White Subsample
Note:

n=254 and n=16, respectively.

Source:

BBC Research & Consulting from the
2012 Telephone Resident Survey.
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Urban areas. Within the State of Texas, perceived experience with housing discrimination is

higher in major metropolitan areas (Austin, Dallas, Fort Worth, Houston, San Antonio and El

Paso). According to the survey, the proportion of respondents who felt discriminated against in

these major metropolitan areas was 5 percent (compared to 3% for the state overall).

Figure I11-42 compares the statewide percentage of survey respondents who experienced

discrimination to respondents in major metropolitan areas and urban regions. As shown, among

the subsamples, the incidence of perceived housing discrimination is much higher among the

low income and disability subsamples—but not the non-White subsample—than the general
market sample in metro/urban areas.

Figure 111-42.

Percent of Respondents that Felt Discriminated Against When Looking for Housing

Urban Regions

Urban Regions

General Market Sample
Low Income Subsample

Disability Subsample

Statewide Statewide Major Metro Major Metro
Number of Percent of Areas Number Areas Percent
Respondents Respondents of Respondents  of Respondents
400 3% 126 5%

243 8% 79 14%

147 9% 37 16%

254 6% 113 7%

Non-White Subsample

Number of Percent of
Respondents Respondents
283 3%
137 12%
81 11%
174 7%

Note:

Capitol, San Antonio, El Paso and Gulf Coast regions.

Source:

BBC Research & Consulting from the 2012 Stakeholder Survey.

“Major Metro Area” is defined as Austin, Dallas, Fort Worth, Houston, San Antonio, and El Paso; “Urban Region” is defined as Metroplex,
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Online survey respondents. Respondents to the online survey had a much higher incidence of
perceived discrimination than the general market sample of the telephone survey—17 percent
said they felt discriminated against when looking for housing. Some of this variation may be
explained by the demographics of the online survey respondents who tend to be lower income,
have a higher incidence of disability and higher likelihood of living in metropolitan areas. As
noted previously, some variation may also be due to self-selection bias in the online survey.

Overall, these findings suggest that residents’ perceived experience with housing discrimination
in the State of Texas is very low. It is likely, however, that there are geographic pockets of higher
prevalence of discrimination, as evidenced by examining the major metro areas and urban
regions.

Perceived reasons for discrimination. Those respondents who believe they have
experienced discrimination when trying to rent or buy housing offered the reasons displayed in
Figure I11-43. The most common explanation for discrimination was race or ethnicity. Other
explanations included familial status, age, income, gender and criminal record. The reasons
presented in Figure I11-43 are similar to comparable state studies BBC has conducted. However,
family status or having children was a more common reason given for discrimination in Oregon,
Colorado and rural Nevada than in Texas.

Figure 111-43.
Perceived Reasons for Discrimination When Looking for Housing

What was the reason you felt discriminated against?

Respondents living in urban regions:

B | felt discriminated due to only speaking Spanish; | would receive phone calls and | would let the caller know | didn't speak
English and they would hang up on me

B The area

B | felt | was looked upon as a low life

B They said that | was a White Mexican

B Because | am young they assumed that | did not have the money to buy the home | was looking for
B Because of the places they show you to live

B Because | look like I'm Mexican

B All over Houston you have housing for rent/sale; the real estate century 21 agent brought my husband and | to the most
Hispanic areas in Houston; we told him we didn't want to live with all the Hispanic people

B My race

B The attitude

B Being from a different culture
®  Mexican

B | was a White male

B Income or race

B My ethnicity
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Figure I1I-43. (CONTINUED)
Perceived Reasons for Discrimination When Looking for Housing

What was the reason you felt discriminated against?

Respondents living in rural regions:

B We are White and it's primarily Hispanic; one place was not rented but we were told it was as soon as they got a look at us
B Wanted too much money for the home

B | was told that | could have this apartment and when they saw me they said it was no longer available

B Total income

® | have a felony

B | was looking at a house and inquired about the house; they told me it had already been sold but when | drove by the house
still I saw the for sale sign; shortly after that, my coworker who is White was offered the house

B | am asingle mom and not of a certain ethnicity
B Salesman are unhelpful

B Because | was too young, Hispanic, and female; the chief of police would chase me to my house when he was drunk; | went to
the mayor and everyone and no one did a thing

B Because they just show what they think you will be able to afford to pay for
B | think unintentionally, every time we go into a house, doorways or halls are too narrow, something is always wrong

H  Because I'm White

Note: “Urban Region” is defined as Metroplex, Capitol, San Antonio, El Paso and Gulf Coast regions.
Source: BBC Research & Consulting from the 2012 Telephone Resident Survey.

Denial of housing. An additional method for understanding residents’ perceptions of their
experience with housing discrimination is to examine the reasons respondents report for being
denied housing to rent or purchase.

Among those who looked for housing in the past five years, only 1.4 percent of respondents (five
individuals) in the general market sample indicated they had been denied housing to rent or buy.
Of these five individuals, one was non-Hispanic White, two were Hispanic and two were non-
Hispanic minorities. Denials were somewhat higher among the subsamples: 2.2 percent in the
low income subsample, 4.0 percent in the disability subsample and 2.1 percent in the non-White
subsample. Approximately 10 percent of online survey respondents said they had been denied
housing to rent or buy.

The most common reason given for being denied was credit score or financial reasons. Some
additional reasons given (from both the telephone and online surveys) for being denied were:

] “Personal disagreement;”
®m  “Criminal record;” and

m  “Because | wasn't Hispanic but I never filed discrimination on the management company.”
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Response to housing discrimination—residents. Most residents would take some form of
action if they or someone they knew were discriminated against when looking for housing. The
two groups least likely to take action were low income residents and non-White residents.
However, there was a broad range of responses regarding whom residents would contact to
report or confront housing discrimination. Figure 111-44 displays residents’ responses to
perceived housing discrimination.

Figure 111-44.
Resident Response to Perceived Housing Discrimination

General Low Income Disability Non-White
Market Sample Subsample Subsample Subsample
(n=400) (n=243) (n=147) (n=254)
Nothing 27% 32% 25% 30%
Contact City government/elected officials 12% 13% 14% 15%
Look for a different property/realtor 10% 9% 8% 10%
Contact someone (not sure who) 10% 7% 6% 7%
Contact a fair housing organization 7% 6% 8% 9%
I don't know what to do 7% 11% 14% 6%
Contact a lawyer/ACLU 6% 4% 5% 6%
Contact HUD 4% 3% 3% 3%
Look for help on the Internet 4% 4% 4% 4%
Contact supervisor, property owner/manager, corporate office, etc. 3% 3% 1% 2%
Contact the Better Business Bureau 2% 2% 3% 1%
Contact a civil rights group 1% 0% 0% 1%
Confront the person who discriminated 1% 0% 1% 1%
Contact the Housing Authority 1% 1% 1% 0%
Contact the Board of Realtors 1% 0% 0% 0%
Contact the police 1% 1% 1% 1%
Contact a human rights group 1% 0% 0% 1%
Contact the media 1% 1% 0% 1%
Other 7% 7% 10% 7%

Source: BBC Research & Consulting from the 2012 Telephone Resident Survey.
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Response to housing discrimination—stakeholders. Stakeholders were asked to whom
they would refer clients who had experienced housing discrimination. The most common
responses were:

m  Department of Housing and Urban Development (HUD) (51%);

m  Local fair housing organization (50%); and

= TDHCA (27%).3

Just 12 percent of stakeholders said they don’t know where they would refer clients with a fair
housing complaint.

Fair Housing Training and Resources

Stakeholders responded to several questions regarding their personal experience with fair
housing training and accessing resources.

Filing a complaint. Twenty-two percent of stakeholder respondents had filed a fair housing
complaint or assisted clients with a complaint in the past. As displayed in Figure I11-45, more
than one third of this group (38%) said the process of filing a complaint was difficult or very
difficult.

Figure 111-45. If you have filed a fair housing complaint or assisted clients
Difficulty of Fi|ing Fair with a complaint in the past, was the process of filing a fair
Housing Complaints housing complaint...

Note: Very difficult (12%) Very easy (12%)
n=69.

Source: Difficult (26%)
BBC Research & Consulting from the
2012 Stakeholder Survey.

The most common reasons provided for why it was difficult were:

Easy (51%)

m  Process was lengthy (48%);
m  Unsure of where to file (35%); and

m  The organization we filed with was nonresponsive (32%).4

3 Numbers add to greater than 100 percent due to multiple responses.

4 Numbers may add to more than 100 percent due to multiple responses.
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Training and fair housing activities. Only 53 percent of respondents to the stakeholder
survey had received fair housing training in the past. For those who had received it, the training
was:

m  Provided by a fair housing organization (35%);

m  Sponsored/required by their industry (31%);

m  Provided by the local government (21%); or

m  Conducted in-house through their company (13%).

Given the relatively low level of training provided even to stakeholders it is not surprising that

42 percent of stakeholders said there is not adequate information, resources and training on fair
housing laws in the area they serve (see Figure I11-46).

Figure 111-46. Do you feel there is adequate information, resources and
Fair Housmg Resources training on fair housing laws in the area you serve?

Note:

n=322. Yes (35%) .Don't know (23%)

Source:

BBC Research & Consulting from the
2012 Stakeholder Survey.

No (42%)

Stakeholders that responded, “no” to the question “Do you feel there is adequate information,
resources and training on fair housing laws in the area you serve?” were asked to list the
information, resources and training that would be helpful. Common requests included:

m  General training;

m  Needs of people with disabilities;

m  Best practices for removing impediments;

®  Training for landlords;

m  Training for real estate professionals;

®  Training in Spanish;

®  Training for residents—especially those with disabilities;
m  How to file a complaint;

m  Practical training (not just rules and regulations); and

m  Training for elected officials.
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Some select additional comments regarding fair housing training were:

m  “Information for families who wanted to stay together—i.e., NOT group homes;”
m  “Identification of high opportunity neighborhoods;”

m  “Training for people in Criminal Justice system;”

m  “Some type of handbook for small towns (that isn't just a bunch of jargon and legal
language—it needs to be practical), online training modules, programs to provide
inexpensive means of 'testing' for fair housing issues.”

Stakeholders also indicated the types of fair housing activities needed most in the area they
serve. Their responses are displayed in Figure I11-47.

Figu re l11-47. What types of fair housing activities are most needed
Fair Housing Activities Needed in the area you serve? (Select all that apply)

Note: Landlord/property

n=270. manager education 76%

Numbers may add to greater than 100 percent due
to multiple responses.

Resident education 74%

Source:

BBC Research & Consulting from the 2012

Stakeholder Survey. Assistance filing fair

housing complaints

Testing 34%

T T T T

0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%

Among stakeholders that specified “other,” comments included education for elected officials
and state/local governments, enforcement of fair housing laws and community/neighborhood
education.

Role of the State of Texas. Stakeholders were also asked a series of questions regarding the
state’s role in fair housing choice. Figures I11-48 through I1I-50 display these questions along
with select representative responses to each.

Contributions to affirmatively furthering fair housing choice. Stakeholders described how they
think the state can most effectively contribute to affirmatively furthering fair housing choice.
Responses followed several themes including:

m  Increase fair housing education and training;

m  [mprove accountability/enforcement;

m  Expand Section 8;

m  Improve accessibility and housing options for people with disabilities; and

m  Address NIMBYism and limit the power of neighborhood associations.
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Other comments suggest increasing the state’s financial commitment to housing, allowing
inclusionary housing ordinances, building more affordable housing and deconcentrating poverty.
Select stakeholder responses are displayed in Figure I11-48. Please note that these responses are
presented exactly as they were received online—i.e., no editing, text modification, rewording or
verification of program or regulatory requirements cited has been made.

Figure 111-48.
Role of the State of Texas in Affirmatively Furthering Fair Housing Choice

In your opinion, how can the State of Texas most effectively contribute to affirmatively furthering fair housing choice in Texas?

B Leave it alone. More regulation by the State only further limits a locality's ability to meet local housing needs.

B Education—Not allowing cities like Fort Worth to BULLY addicts out of a neighborhood. This is no different than the KLAN
marches back in the 60's. | am surprised the city hasn't burned a cross in our yard yet.

B Give choices in housing. If people with disabilities want to live in an apartment complex together (i.e.; apartments built like
assisted living) there should not be a barrier based on law which restricts the number of people with disabilities in one
residence/area.

B Relaxing local ordinances concerning multiple residents’ homes: allow more non-related resident and requirements such as
sprinkle system where mobility is not a factor.

B Spread the affordable housing out over all parts of the city, not just south Dallas.

B Reverse the late 2011 tax credit criteria changes that reduce the points granted to worthy projects that are in majority
minority areas. Allow consideration of the fact that some majority minority areas are losing population, like south Dallas, which
has lost 30,000 citizens in the last 10 years. We have very low density and cannot attract quality housing programs because we
don't have the population density to meet the criteria for developing required by developers or businesses like grocery stores
that must have a certain number of "rooftops" to make an investment worthy of undertaking.

B For small cities the ability to develop new affordable housing needs to be open to all Census tracts. Using Census tract
boundaries in small cities to determine where affordable housing should be built can effectively hinder much needed
affordable housing because of the small amount of available buildable property.

B Have a centralized office who can review applications and be efficient and clear as to when families can have feedback of
qualifying for the program.

B We need to increase the Housing Section 8 stock. There is a waiting list of 3 to 4 years for people who need it.

B Alack of funding for extremely low income rental housing stock has contributed to continuing Texas' legacy of racism and
inequitable urban development. To affirmatively work to alleviate the legacy of tangible discrimination in housing, funding
must be made available that adequately covers the cost of housing production in high opportunity areas that is accessible
to all.

B Austinis in a unique position with very high cost for land. It would help if the State allowed inclusionary zoning and really
fostered solutions like land trusts, limited equity cooperatives and other creative solutions that seem to work pretty well in
other states.

B Ensure tax credits are awarded/scored in such a way to help deconcentrate poverty. Ensure that any funds they allocate to
the local level comply with fair housing rules. Become a leader in fair housing training and education. Encourage mixed
income development.

B Laws that limit the power of neighborhood associations to disproportionately influence siting of affordable housing
decisions.

B Make more tax credit properties available in rural counties.

B Revamp or get rid of the Texas Workforce Commission Civil Rights Division (TWCCRD). | filed a complaint and it took the agency
2 years to conclude its investigation and find no cause. The entire process was redundant and fruitless.

B Recognize "NIMBY" type of complaints from area residents for what it is in most cases—racial discrimination against
protected classes.
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Figure 111-48. (CONTINUED)
Role of the State of Texas in Affirmatively Furthering Fair Housing Choice

In your opinion, how can the State of Texas most effectively contribute to affirmatively furthering fair housing choice in Texas?

B Campaign to deal with NIMBY.
B Urge HUD to issue vouchers to all those displaced by Hurricane lke in Galveston.
B Allow for not only more mixed income, but mixed use as well.
B By focusing more efforts on veterans.

B Change the current statutory scoring framework that gives too much power to neighborhood associations. The breadth and
fairness of local participation in many neighborhood associations can be difficult to evaluate, and the current framework for
local input fails to ensure the process is not a barrier to furthering the fair housing goals of the State. Require a target income
category in TDHCA programs of between 0 and 110% of the level of Supplemental Security Income (SSI) so Texas can monitor,
plan for, and allocate resources to people with developmental or mental health disabilities, frail elderly, and impoverished
that are priority of State housing programs, but slipping through the cracks.

Source: BBC Research & Consulting from the 2012 Stakeholder Survey.

State-level strategies. When asked about state-level strategies to prevent housing
discrimination stakeholder suggestions focused on education, enforcement and testing. There
was also strong support for developing mixed use and mixed income housing and combating
NIMBYism. Select stakeholder responses are displayed in Figure I11-49.

Figure 111-49.
Role of the State of Texas in Preventing Discrimination

What strategies would you recommend the State of Texas employ to

prevent overt housing discrimination or acts that have the effect of being discriminatory?

B Better oversight of local government’s barriers, i.e. zoning and use restrictions for development of affordable housing. Also
high impact fees and permit cost.

B Provide thorough testing for various housing scenarios. Have real action steps that must be taken to address fair housing for
those that are imposing violations. Take a closer look at ALL actions that could impede fair housing on various
fronts...deceptive & predatory lending practices, public works projects, public transportation access, notification of housing
opportunities, etc.

B Strategies are all in place and working in my opinion—the problem is dealing with fair housing complaints that are bogus— too
much wasted time for owner to prove innocence.

B [f there is not one already, a really brilliant and user-friendly website that can be used as a resource for landlords and tenants
and that can help tenants file complaints if necessary.

B Currently the State is reactionary. A proactive approach needs to be adopted that includes: 1) Bi-Annual Training Opportunities
in areas of high-poverty or high-population concentration; 2) local trained officers or emissaries to assist with organizing
training and filtering fair housing complaints.

B That substance abuse/mental health be recognized as a disability.
B Require mixed income and mixed use in all new developments.

B | do not condone testing, especially from Tenant unions. Outside sources are better as tenant unions seem to be
on a witch hunt.

B TDHCA’s current guidelines need to be modified to support the development of more integrated, affordable, and accessible
units for individuals with disabilities. TDHCA should not allow single residence occupancy units (SRO’s) in buildings comprised
solely of SRO’s. This model does not promote integration, inclusion and economic opportunity. The single residence occupancy
unit can and should be incorporated into integrated multi-family apartment buildings.

Source: BBC Research & Consulting from the 2012 Stakeholder Survey.
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Policies. Finally stakeholders were asked, “Are there policies that you think the State of Texas
needs to implement to address the barriers to fair housing choice you previously identified?”
Responses to this question tended to be more specific than suggestions offered in response to
the previous two questions. In general, comments addressed the themes of education,
enforcement, NIMBYism and improving housing choice for persons with disabilities. Some
comments called for a local/regional approach instead of statewide mandates. Select stakeholder
responses are displayed in Figure I11-50.

Figure 111-50.
Role of the State of Texas Regarding Policies to Address Barriers to Fair Housing Choice

Are there policies that you think the State of Texas needs to implement to

address the barriers to fair housing choice you previously identified? If so, please describe.

B Allow more flexibility in tax credit rules to accommodate the huge diversity that exists in Texas. The one size fits all mentality
on the use and dispersal of tax credits seems unifying, but in reality, South Texas and North Texas are as different as night and
day. Much like the federal government has recognized for years the notion of states’ rights, Texas should recognize regional
and/or community differences in the awarding of tax credits. Unify the PROCEDURE for applying for tax credits, but allow
flexibility in awarding the funds in keeping with the spirit of why TDHCA was founded.

B [t is hard for African Americans to get state assistance.

B Permit new organizations to get Intermediate Care Facility for the Mentally Retarded licenses. Currently a license must be
purchased from someone getting out of the business. These licenses change hands for $250,000 and up. That doesn't help the
disabled and it doesn't help the state of Texas. Give new innovators a chance to address the problem.

B Scoring for tax credit applications for Public Housing Authorities developing replacement housing for low income residents. |
believe more points should be awarded for this effort. Also, review and spread the awards around the state instead of Dallas,
Ft. Worth, San Antonio getting repeated awards each year. Review city policies that have barriers in place that discourage
development of affordable units.

B Often, Fair Housing is interpreted by the State, either incorrectly or so stringently that Fair Housing rules and enforcement
themselves become impediments to providing affordable, decent housing to the very classes Fair Housing is supposed
to protect.

B Enforce a regional approach to find the locations for affordable housing in high-opportunity neighborhoods.
B No policies, just being more active.

B Decide once and for all: do you want to reward builders to build housing in White neighborhoods as "high opportunity" or
reward them for building in racial/ethnic or low income neighborhoods, to improve options? Because right now they get
slammed no matter where they go.

B Zoning to spread affordable housing in different areas of the city.

B There is a significant need to really step-up public education, and especially increase professional development
opportunities for folks like Realtors and local government officials so they can better understand how they can help.
In my experience, many fair housing violations were more the result of ignorance of rules/practical implementation
than ill-intent.

B TDHCA needs a policy driven action for people with Special Needs to target incomes between 0 and 110% of the level of
Supplemental Security Income (SSI) so Texas can monitor, plan for, and allocate resources to people with developmental or
mental health disabilities and those who are frail elderly who are a priority of state housing programs, but slipping through the
cracks. A policy driven action is also necessary to increase housing opportunities where urban and rural transportation systems
are located. TDHCA’s appeals process should be separated from scheduled board meetings and TDHCA should use
Administrative Law Judges for penalty appeals. The Board needs to focus on policy. Ensure the State complies with all current
legal requirements to have at least one recipient of public housing programs on the Board. Provide representation on the
Board from people with disabilities on the Board. Require fair housing training presented annually for residents at all low
income housing developments as one of the requirements for tax credit funding.

B Incentivize more progressive zoning and land use policies.

Source: BBC Research & Consulting from the 2012 Stakeholder Survey.
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SECTION IV.

Community Meetings and Focus Groups

This section details the results of community meetings and focus groups as part of the public
outreach component to the Analysis of Impediments (Al). It presents the information received
from participants directly as received in comments without editing or fact-checking—that is, the

comments appear exactly as received.

Participation Summary

Overall, 207 individuals from across Texas participated in the community meetings and online
focus groups. An additional 66 participated in expert interviews.

Community meetings. A total of ten community meetings were held across the state. The
format included a brief overview of the Al process followed by an in-depth discussion with
attendees on fair housing issues in the local area. Local organizations, such as the Council of
Governments (COG), generously hosted the meetings and Spanish language interpretation and
materials were provided upon request. As shown below, participation in the meetings ranged
from two to 30 individuals. In general, participants were stakeholders representing a diverse
range of organizations, from municipal governments, affordable housing developers and

providers, to civil rights organizations, among others.

Figure IV-1.

Community Meeting Participants
Stakeholder Region City
South Texas Border Weslaco
Northwest Texas Abilene
Upper Rio Grande El Paso
San Antonio Kerrville
Gulf Coast League City
Southeast Texas Port Arthur
West Texas San Angelo
High Plains Tulia
Upper East Texas Tyler
South Texas Border Carrizo Springs

Number of Attendees

30

16

11

19

17

13

14
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Focus groups. Seven online focus groups were held with key stakeholder groups across the
state. Each discussion occurred over a three day period, and participants were able to respond to
questions at their convenience, rather than a set time of day. Topics of discussion were tailored
to stakeholders’ expertise and each session reviewed the impediments identified in the Phase 1
Al Participants in the online focus groups contributed more than 1,400 individual comments.

m  Disability advocates and organizations—17 participants;
m  Fair housing advocates and organizations—>5 participants;
m  Civil rights advocates and organizations—4 participants;

m  Regional planning/Council of Governments staff and elected officials—two sessions with
38 total participants;

m  Affordable housing developers—6 participants; and

m  Landlords—5 participants.

Perspectives on Housing Market, Stock and Needs

Participants in the community meetings and focus groups discussed the housing market, quality
and nature of the housing stock and housing needs in their community or region.

Characterizations of the housing stock. Stakeholders provided myriad descriptions of the
housing stock in their region of service, and these varied by the strength of the local housing
market and the type of region represented. Often discussions centered on a lack of affordable
housing and the poor quality of the housing stock, particularly in low income or rural
communities. In more urban or suburban communities, poor quality housing stock was
associated with rental properties.

Housing quality. Discussions of the housing stock covered the spectrum, from new gated
suburban communities to aging manufactured homes in rural areas. Stakeholders described
rental properties in need of maintenance and poor housing conditions, particularly in low
income areas.

m  “We have no clue what the quality of our housing stock actually is. We need money for UT Pan
Am to study the housing stock. This hasn’t been funded because the state would have to
address the problem. We need the study because we need to show the hard numbers of how
bad things are. And, we need the numbers so we can show our progress.” (Lower Rio Grande
Valley community meeting)

m  “Many properties are in very bad repair but landlords state that the rents are so low that the
tenants shouldn’t complain.” (Gulf Coast community meeting)

m  “Thereis ample housing stock in Dallas in all parts of town. The challenges in low income area
are finding the quality products/houses. It is more difficult but there are quality produces in
the inner city, though. There needs to be more market rate housing in low income area for the
balance.” (Landlord focus group)
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Needs. Housing needs focused primarily on affordable housing and improving the quality of
existing units.

Affordable housing. As a community grows, rents and home prices may rise, decreasing the
stock affordable to the city’s low income residents. Stakeholders from urban areas described
instances of gentrification pushing low income residents out of the area into inner ring suburbs
or unincorporated areas. Often this leads to concentrations of affordable housing in less
desirable neighborhoods with poorer housing quality, fewer employment opportunities and
poorer schools. In many suburban and rural areas there are insufficient numbers of affordable
housing units to rent or purchase.

m  “In Webb County there is a need for more affordable housing units, there are also many
manufactured homes that are in need of rehabilitation.” (Council of Governments focus

group)

m  “There is a need for all levels of housing in the Huntsville, Walker County area. In addition to
my comment about moderate income homes, there is a great need for low income homes. There
are many seniors who can benefit from lower priced housing as well as the workers who have
lower incomes and cannot afford to purchase home. There is a large need for affordable single
and multifamily homes. As stated before there is a large percentage of renters in our City. |
believe that there is a need for available homes at a price point that the workers could afford.”
(Council of Governments focus group)

m  “Iwould say the Austin area is not wholly unique in its housing challenges. The market is strong
and prices are rising. We also struggle with classic Not in My Backyard syndrome (NIMBY).
People simply do not want so called affordable housing in their neighborhoods. ... As soon as
someone wants to build a tax credit project, the neighbors start screaming. It requires a strong
City Council to stand firm on these kinds of projects to ensure they get built, and many City
Councils aren't willing to take the heat and so affordable housing gets pushed out into the
Counties where there is nobody that can say no...” (Affordable housing developer and lending
focus group)

m  “Our community has a significant amount of affordable housing. Some of this housing needs
improvement. In my opinion, the major issue is that many of the more affluent communities in
the North Central Texas area have set building codes and other local codes such that affordable
units cannot be built in their communities. [ have been told there is one community where even
the teachers in the school system cannot afford to live within the community. If affordable
housing is not available in a community, and yet, they have people working in various low-
paying jobs, then it is likely that transportation is also an issue for those workers. The State
should consider a workforce housing statute where all communities must provide housing that
is affordable to those working in their city/county.” (Council of Governments focus group)

m  “We lack decent affordable housing, transportation and food oriented, in this region (Lower Rio
Grande Valley). I do not know the statistics regarding those with special needs, but for very low
to moderate income families there is a big shortage of all types of housing: rental, single family,
multifamily. This would be in both the cities (urban) and in the unincorporated areas of the
county.” (Affordable housing developer and lending focus group)
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Rehabilitation. Stakeholders often discussed the needs for rehabilitating low income and elderly
residents’ homes. Poor housing quality was often cited as a problem. Old mobile homes present a
particular challenge.

m  “Rehabilitation won’t work because it’s a mobile home. We made the decision to serve fewer
people and simply build new homes, because the underlying quality of the housing stock is so
bad here. It makes more sense to build new.” (Lower Rio Grande Valley community meeting)

m  “There are a lot of homes I see for sale become dilapidated, one is listed at a price that it would
have sold 20 years ago. Are there any grants to try to fix those and sell to low income folks? If
they would buy these and eventually revitalize neighborhoods and create pride in the
neighborhood.” (Northwest Texas community meeting)

m  “Most affordable apartments in Brazoria County are older and need repairs and landlords are
slow to make repairs.” (Gulf Coast community meeting)

m  “From personal experience, I have seen that many small towns in this region have older homes
that could use rehabilitation. This is particularly true of the minority areas of these cities. Most
new homes being constructed are too expensive for low income people to purchase. As a result,
the Section 8 rental program is important. Maybe, a unique problem in these rural towns is the
demand for more rental units for the elderly. Also, with single parent households, I foresee a
growing demand for rental units for mothers and their small children.” (Council of
Governments focus group)

Historic or current segregation. Participants in the online focus groups and community
meetings discussed whether or not parts of their region were currently or historically
segregated by race or ethnicity. Participants from rural communities often acknowledged that
certain parts of a town were historically segregated by race or ethnicity but that no barriers
related to race or ethnicity prevented those residents from moving elsewhere in the community
or others of a different race or ethnicity from moving into those neighborhoods. With a few
exceptions, stakeholders described persistent racial or ethnic segregation as a result of
economics, rather than ongoing discriminatory acts.

m  “Tyler used to have minority concentrations; there are still some, but it’s getting better.”
(Upper East Texas community meeting)

m  “There’s a joke that if you live in Gillespie County you need to have a German surname or be
Lutheran. It’s not so true anymore, but it used to be.” (San Antonio region community
meeting)

m  “Iworked in Vidor for three years and it may be true that you can live anywhere you want if
you have enough money, but I would not want to live in Vidor. It’s about feeling comfortable.”
(Upper East Texas community meeting)

m  “In 1995,  was told not to move to Pasadena by a White friend. Was told that black people did
not live in Pasadena and there was a KKK headquarters located in the city.” (Gulf Coast
community meeting)
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“Historically San Angelo did have a problem; African Americans for example would be guided
towards a certain part of town, Hispanics towards another. Now it is not quite as evident...
Hispanics are everywhere. African Americans and Hispanics are in the same areas. Not as
evident, doesn’t mean it does not happen. Just harder to identify.” (West Texas community
meeting)

“I believe there are high concentrations of people of color on the east side of town. I believe it
has a lot to do with: housing choice availability, income levels, and to some extent property
ownership passing down through generations of families.” (Council of Governments focus

group)

“Historically, the City of Nacogdoches has been segregated in the Southeast Ward due to
family property and residents being handed down from one generation to another. There is
nothing preventing persons or families from moving from that port of town to another.”
(Council of Governments focus group)

Energy boom areas. Stakeholders from regions experiencing growth from oil shale and
other energy development discussed the pressures on the housing market resulting from the
economic growth.

“Due to the Eagle Ford Shale oil play bringing many families to the area, the housing stock has
greatly diminished on all levels. Those seeking homes with reasonable rents are having a
difficult time in finding affordable housing.” (Council of Governments focus group)

“Most of the areas that we work in do not have a housing shortage but a lack of infrastructure
to bring further development and housing to the area. At the current time there are many
areas that are seeing an increase in the number of people taking up residence because of the
drilling and shale activities all over the state. But there is no shortage of housing for them and
most are living in hotels that are being developed for these new industries in the area.”
(Council of Governments focus group)

Colonias. Colonias pose unique challenges to Texas communities. These range from
implementing Model Subdivision codes to attempting to address housing quality to determining
whether or not to annex Colonias into the surrounding community (i.e., Brownsville). Other
studies explore the issues of the Colonias in more depth. This discussion reflects the concerns
raised by stakeholders in the Al process.

“The City of Brownsville entirely surrounds the Cameron Park Colonia and the City refuses to
annex it. The only reason why they won’t annex it is because the people are poor. It will add
nothing to their tax base.” (Lower Rio Grande Valley community meeting)

“The model subdivision took care of infrastructure but it didn’t address the quality of the
housing in Colonias.” (Lower Rio Grande Valley community meeting)

“Lack of knowing your address is a big problem in the Colonias. The addresses are changed by
the city, the county, the Post Office. They change peoples’ addresses two, three, four times. This
impacts signing up for programs and is why we were so undercounted in the Census.” (Lower
Rio Grande community meeting)
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m  “But those figures pale in comparison with what is needed for housing: $72 million for repairs to
3,000 substandard units, nearly half categorized as unsuitable for repair. Given these cost,
burgeoning populations and inadequate infrastructure, cities adjacent to the Colonias are
reluctant to annex them and assume the large financial burden of providing services in
exchange for such limited tax bases. The primary problems have been and remain: contracts for
deed, inadequate infrastructure and substandard housing. Thus the challenges noted also
include low income, high unemployment, dilapidate housing and lack of infrastructure which
need to be addressed to solve some of the Colonia housing problems. There have been significant
amount of resources devoted to this comprehensive and complex Colonia issue however for the
majority of Colonia families the question of housing choice is moot; housing is a necessity and
with a lack of affordable housing in Cameron County the only option for many is the Colonia.”
(Council of Governments focus group)

m  “The Model Subdivision has made a lot of progress with infrastructure. But, the Colonias still
have issues with drainage. There is also a lack of recreation. There are no parks. No sidewalks.
Studies show that the kids are obese, and it’s no surprise. There is nowhere for them to go. So
they sit inside and watch TV. There is no garbage collection. The model subdivision paved the
streets and so forth, but it doesn’t get these people access to the schools and grocery stores or
church. Transportation is a huge issue. There is a lack of public transportation.” (Lower Rio
Grande Valley community meeting)

m ‘T have lived in the Colonia for the last 50 years. There are always problems with drainage.
When it rains it floods. We have to change out the floors. I share the same concerns as others
today. During the monsoon season the septic tank overflows. Many people suffer from
disabilities and we can’t move out. We have to ask people to take us to get the assistance
(subsidized housing). We get all the way there and they hand us forms and tell us to go away
to fill them out, even though there are other people in the place filling out the forms. They see
us and they see our families and they tell us to leave.” (Lower Rio Grande community
meeting)

Housing Opportunities for Low Income Residents

With respect to housing opportunities for low income residents, participants discussed issues
related to concentrations of affordable housing and the factors that contribute to concentration.
Stakeholders also discussed housing opportunities for low income residents in the context of
efforts to provide linkages to transit, employment opportunities and good schools as well as
revitalization efforts.

Concentrations of affordable housing. In general, many participants stated that housing
opportunities for low income residents are concentrated. Those that disagreed tended to
represent parts of Texas where all housing options are relatively affordable, and these tended to
primarily reflect very rural communities. In some places, like the South Texas Border, affordable
housing for low income residents is concentrated outside of municipal boundaries in the
counties or in Colonias.

m  “Ido feel that concentrating affordable housing for minorities is the biggest contributor to
discrimination. There is little choice in where a person can decide to reside sometimes there is
no choice at all. Affordable housing units have become places that harbor a great deal of crime
and potential for violence. Families with children are placed in these areas possibly causing
this cycle to continue.” (Civil rights and refugee focus group)
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“Houston and Dallas are the two cities in the country most segregated by income according to
a Pew study released this week. While income segregation is an issue, the real fair housing
issue is whether housing for populations protected by the Federal Housing Administration
(FHA) is freely available or concentrated in certain areas.” (Fair housing advocate focus

group)

“All cities lack affordable housing for sure, even McAllen; by far the unincorporated areas of
the County in the Colonias/model subdivisions are certainly concentrated areas of very low to
moderate income families. The cause? There are multiple reasons and opinions. My opinion is
that folks can purchase land in the County without going through conventional loans that they
would never qualify for because they have no credit...not BAD credit... NO credit. So, now in the
model subdivisions half acre lots are selling for close to $30,000, owner financed, at about 24-
28 percent interest. So consequently, people then construct their own home, or purchase a
dilapidated mobile home. Some are under the opinion that this happened because the lots are
cheap. 1 don't call that cheap. While the model subdivisions do have the infrastructure, they
are loaded now with substandard housing.” (Affordable housing developer and lending focus

group)

“Housing opportunities for the lower end tend to be concentrated in older, and more
deteriorated neighborhoods. Smart growth simply hasn't taken root in Huntsville whereby
new neighborhoods are mixed race and income. And so, a housing opportunity in a
deteriorated neighborhood—with a wash of attendant social problems like drugs,
prostitution, and theft—is a non-opportunity.” (Council of Governments focus group)

Causes of concentration. In the discussion about causes of concentrations of affordable
housing, market forces, historic patterns of development, possibly in some instances, impacted
by zoning and land use policies were the most common causes noted.

Market forces. By far stakeholders identify market forces as the primary cause of affordable
housing concentration.

“Income is the biggest barrier that keeps people from moving from one area of town to
another or a different town.” (Upper East Texas community meeting)

“In the new developments, different races live there if they have the money. If you have money,
you can ignore anything and live where you want.” (Southeast Texas community meeting)

“The concentration is caused by lack of access to better housing. The quality of schools and
public transportation are not comparable to other parts of the city and employment
opportunities are little to none.” (Civil rights and refugee focus group)
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m  “Inthe rural counties of the Alamo region, housing opportunities are concentrated because
available housing stock is generally located in the most populous parts of the county. This
concentration can be caused by land use/zoning that limits where housing is offered. In
addition, higher market areas will direct low income households to other areas with lower
rents. For the most part, affordable housing in the Alamo region is located in good
neighborhoods with good schools. I believe the make-up of the rural counties, as compared to
counties with large cities, helps in the school quality department. However, residents of rural
counties have less employment opportunities. Regarding public transit, the Alamo Regional
Transit is available and some of the rural counties have city buses. Improved access to public
transit would assist residents in the rural counties with more employment opportunities.”
(Council of Governments focus group)

Zoning and land use policies. Zoning and land use policies such as minimum lot or home sizes
can affect the cost of developing housing. Some communities restrict multifamily development or
group homes, which may disparately impact protected classes.

m  “The use of zoning and land use regulations to keep protected classes and affordable housing
out of wealthier and predominantly White areas. Areas where affordable housing is
concentrated are often segregated, in environmentally vulnerable areas, and have been
historically underserved with public services, including quality schools.” (Fair housing
advocate focus group)

m  “Bydefault through land use practices such as lot size and by proximity to other, more
undesirable land uses, (landfills, airports, flood plains), housing which is affordable to low
income persons tends to be concentrated.” (Council of Governments focus group)

Lack of zoning or land use policies. Some stakeholders point to the development of Colonias as a
result of insufficient zoning or land use policies.

m  “Central Texas and the entire state for that matter have Colonias also. These situations of
substandard housing and concentrations of extreme poverty are the result of little or no
jurisdictional authority in in unincorporated areas. In these areas no building permits are
required. The only checks and balances are imposed by creditors and, to a limited extent,
utility providers. Your concern is refreshing since normally regulations are considered unfair
burdens on providing housing rather than assurances that the housing is actually decent.
Furthermore, these pockets of poverty created by lack of government responsibility for
oversight are long term burdens on the entire community and areas in which they were
allowed to occur. Once established in an area other owners desiring to build better
subdivisions and homes have to pay higher rates or cannot readily secure financing. Lax
subdivision and building standards create a lowest common denominator market in which it is
hard to justify further investment either public or private. This economic reality underlies
what many perceive as bigotry through red lining or ignoring of areas of concentrated
poverty. In reality it takes strong shifts in market demand or economic conditions to justify
buying up, tearing out and rebuilding an entire area.” (Affordable housing development and
lending)
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Linkages to schools, employment and transit. Coordinated efforts to link affordable
housing to schools, employment opportunities and transit are an emerging approach to
affordable housing provision. Stakeholders from more urban and suburban communities
discussed efforts to create such linkages. By and large, few stakeholders report that their
community is engaging in this type of planning. This is particularly true for rural communities
with no capacity to provide public transit.

“Most recently awarded (Low Income Housing Tax Credit - LIHTC) in July, is out in an area
that I kind of... out past most development. They need to increase infrastructure to new area.
It’s a long walk to current public transportation system. It’s out by mall and you can’t get city
bus services.” (Northwest Texas community meeting)

“Rural regions tend to lack meaningful job creation initiatives as well as transportation
flexibility that would permit such collaboration. Housing opportunities for lower income
persons in these areas tend to be static as well. A lack of employment opportunities in rural
regions creates out-migration which creates housing vacancies and deferred maintenance.”
(Council of Governments focus group)

“Transportation and job creation initiatives are not linked to improve housing opportunities
for lower income persons, families and members of protected classes. Transportation and job
creation must be tied to affordable housing development as basic elements of a sustainable
community.” (Civil rights and refugee focus group)

“Transportation is a huge issue. There is very little bus service from the major business
districts to most of the suburbs of Houston. Improving mass transit to the suburbs from central
Houston area would mean people could live in a more affordable and probably safer
environment.” (Fair housing advocate focus group)

“Previously most communities via their economic development departments made job creation
the highest priority with limited attention to creation of housing. The presumption was
housing would be created once industry came into community. Today the University of Texas
at Brownsville and Edinburg have been leading the way in developing a regional plan to
address job creation and housing opportunities. Presently there is also a regional effort via
USDA entitled Stronger Economies Together (SET) which has been meeting for over a year
with focus on rural areas/small cities. This group has created subcommittees which include
housing, health, education, technology, etc. The membership is a varied inclusive of community
grass roots advocates.” (Council of Governments focus group)
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m  “The Hidalgo County Metropolitan Planning Organization (MPO) chairs a regional
consortium. We started this in hopes of attaining the Department of Housing and Urban
Development (HUD) Sustainable Community Grant. While we didn't get the grant, largely due
to lack of regional anything, we have continued to meet...We are hoping through the
consortium to influence policy for cities, especially when they look at renovating their
downtowns, to have mixed used, mixed income, and transportation oriented affordable
housing. We are beginning to look at property along the railway now, which eventually will be
the path of a rapid rail system from Laredo to Brownsville. We also are working toward
bringing together Economic Development Corporations (EDCs) and talk about building a
business near a Colonia. And, after giving away all the incentives to corporations coming down
here, to insist that they invest in community development, which includes affordable housing.
Our Equal Voice Housing Coalition is working on legislative action for this next session to give
Cameron and Hidalgo Counties the authority for planning and zoning. This would eliminate
the sprawled growth in the counties and allow for planned growth, densification, so
transportation would be more feasible. I do have to mention that our COG's transportation
department has done remarkable work with the Equal Voice Network members and Migrant
Health Promotions to conduct public hearings for Colonia residents for input on stops and
routes. I did receive an email from the assistant director in June that statistics show since
those hearings the ridership has almost tripled and they are no longer operating in the red.
This is all new language for our political leaders who definitely for the most part do not
understand regional work. We will not lose hope, but we are beginning with baby steps.”
(Affordable housing development and lending focus group)

Housing Opportunities for Persons with Disabilities

Stakeholders discussed housing needs of persons with disabilities.

Greatest needs. Participants in the community meetings and focus groups suggest that
persons with disabilities, particularly those relying on public assistance, need both affordable
and accessible housing. Stakeholders also discussed that there is no one-size-fits-all solution to
housing for persons with disabilities due to the diversity of needs. They urged flexibility in
approach and policy.

Affordable housing. Affordable housing is a critical need for persons with disabilities, as
discussed by stakeholders. Participants noted that many of the Low Income Housing Tax Credit
(LIHTC) program’s subsidized units are unaffordable to persons with disabilities living on
disability or social security income.

m  “We need more affordability... people with disabilities live on very low incomes— tax credits
do not address this population— there are very few opportunities to develop housing for the
lowest income individuals. We need accessibility and affordability and integrated housing
opportunities.” (Disability focus group)
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m  “There s a lack of decent affordable housing with sliding scale rents. Although we do need
additional accessible affordable units, the larger issue is units for people on Social Security
Disability Insurance (SSDI) who do not require an accessible unit. We need a supply of very
nice affordable housing communities with a substantial number of site based vouchers so
people on SSDI can afford the rent. These communities need to be near public transportation,
provide some transportation services and ideally have a case manager. A good start would be
to provide site based vouchers to the existing Tax Credit properties for their accessible and
their 30% AMI units.” (Disability focus group)

m  “Some people point to Low Income Housing Tax Credit (LIHTC) properties as affordable
housing. However, most LIHTC property rents are at/near market due to the fact that most of
the housing units use maximum rents at the 60% income level. This type of housing does
nothing to help households with limited income—seniors and disabled, as rents at the 60% are
unaffordable to them. I am curious to know how rural development properties can afford to
rent at a lower level than LIHTC properties. If there is a way that LIHTC properties can offer
more affordable rents—that would be a step in the right direction.” (Council of Governments
focus group)

Accessible, affordable housing. Many stakeholders discussed the need for subsidized affordable
and accessible housing for persons with disabilities, noting that persons relying on disability or
social security income could not afford market rate rent in many communities. They emphasized
the linkage between affordable and accessible housing; while market rate accessible units may
be available, these units are not within reach for persons supported by disability or social
security income. In rural communities, stakeholders discussed the need for housing
rehabilitation, particularly for disabled seniors, to make their homes accessible. Landlords
discussed the challenges they encounter in leasing accessible units, even those in tax credit
properties.

m  “Affordable units are what is needed.... there may be accessible units—as in a tax credit
development but they are not affordable to individuals with disabilities who often times rely
on social security as their only income.....affordability is a huge issue—lack of knowledge of
fair housing laws are also an issue.” (Disability focus group)

m  “People with disabilities cannot afford market rate rents. They need subsidized units.” (Upper
Rio Grande community meeting)

m  “What complicates affordable housing is we do have a lot of disabled. Housing is available and
affordable, but they are not wheelchair accessible and do not have need modifications. It’s
complicated.” (San Antonio region community meeting)

m ‘I have had some affordable accessible units that have been difficult to lease and have been
vacant for a longer period of time that we would like. I can't say why they are harder to lease. |
suppose it could be a number of things including not marketing to the right agencies.”
(Landlord focus group)
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Reasonable modifications. Paying for reasonable modifications is difficult for persons with
disabilities. Funding is scarce—especially in rural areas—and very much needed. Based on
participants’ comments, awareness of state and local home rehabilitation programs is low and
funds are limited.

m  “Welook for what we can do to make the entire house accessible. We all get older. If you live in
a house for 15 years, things change. Aging, children in wheelchairs. The biggest complaint we
have is bathroom accessibility. They are so appreciative for a change to something they have
lived with for so long. They say “oh I didn’t know you could do that for me.” One house at a
time is what we try to do. We also try to keep a contact on our website for housing
discrimination and we provide flyers to housing authority.” (Northwest Texas community
meeting)

Reasonable accommodations. Landlords discussed their approach to meeting reasonable
accommodation requests from tenants.

m “Wetry to accommodate them to the best of our ability. Our policy for HUD, is request in
writing with the necessary documentation that the need is there—we do not ask why they
need it, just something from the doctor for example saying they need it—and then the regional
manager approves. The most common request would probably be the companion animal.”
(Landlord focus group)

m  “Wedo our best to accommodate all requests. Our most common request is for a reserve
parking space close to their unit. We do ask that they put the request in writing with the
necessary documentation.” (Landlord focus group)

Restoring housing quality. Many stakeholders discussed poor housing quality, often resulting
from an aging resident unable to conduct maintenance. They express the need for housing
rehabilitation. Others point to landlords that do not maintain properties. Tenants fear rent
increases or other retribution for reporting landlords to code enforcement.

m  “Wedo not enforce codes. One barrier is psychology in Texas when you own land it is yours
and a private issue. Code enforcement is a problem. Brush with Kindness works with low
incomes families to bring exterior of home up to maintain longevity.” (San Antonio region
community meeting)

m  “Many houses are in need of repairs and the City’s code enforcement does not provide any help.
There are properties that should be condemned in low income neighborhoods and the city has
taken no action.” (Gulf Coast community meeting)
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Appropriate, diverse housing options. Housing for persons with disabilities does not have a one-
size-fits-all solution. Accessible housing for a person with a physical disability is very different
from accessible housing for a person with an intellectual or developmental disability.
Stakeholders discussed the myriad types of housing that is needed and most appropriate for
persons with physical and intellectual disabilities. Flexible housing options are needed, ranging
from completely independent living to group homes to campus-styled congregant living. All were
careful to distinguish between communal living options and the institutional settings favored in
the past.

m  “The need varies between individuals. Those with intellectual and developmental disabilities
(IDD) range from needing close, 1:1 supervision and assistance all the way to needing
occasional help with just a few daily living tasks. They desire a variety of options including
group homes (some need overnight assistance, others only need daytime assistance),
apartments with available assistance tailored to individual need or a full village concept
where those with IDD live and work together. These are available if you have a great deal of
money. Unfortunately, if you cannot spend $40,000/year or more on housing, the options are
more limited.” (Disability focus group)

(] “I can't speak for others, but in my experience developing group homes in single family
residential districts by right for persons with disabilities is fairly easy provided they are small
in size (6 patients, 2 caretakers seems to be the norm). Larger ones can be done in various
multifamily districts typically by-right. Halfway houses and inpatient addiction facilities are a
different story and often face a few more hurdles in single family districts. I've seen these
struggle to get through some cities in the Austin region. It would be good to have information,
as a planner, on best practices for these, how to refute misinformation about them, etc.”
(Affordable housing development and lending focus group)

Visitability. Few communities have a formal visitability policy. Many stakeholders were not
familiar with the term. HUD considers housing to be “visitable” if it offers basic accommodations,
such as a 32 inch clear opening on all doorways and bathrooms and at least one accessible
means to enter the unit.! Several participants discussed the importance of incorporating
visitability standards in housing construction.

m  “Visitability should be promoted in new construction.... in rural Texas, many homes are single
family. Habitat homes are single family but not designed to have someone who uses a
wheelchair get to the front door... if individuals do get good accessibility to their home they
likely will not have access to anyone else in the neighborhood or community.” (Disability focus

group)

m  “Ithink it is important to at least get visitability standards strengthened and push for
techniques like universal design given how often real estate moves in a fast growing city. The
turnover means that it becomes more likely that a unit will at some point be occupied or at
least frequently visited by a person with special needs. That will give the units the ability to
adapt to a special needs occupant, broadening their market.” (Affordable housing developer
and lending focus group)

1

http://portal.hud.gov/hudportal/HUD?src=/program_offices/comm_planning/affordablehousing/training/web/crosscutting/
equalaccess/accessprotected
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Concentration. Stakeholders characterized housing opportunities for persons with disabilities
to be available throughout the state, but experts in disability issues noted that accessible housing
is mostly concentrated in the state’s urban areas.

m  “Housing opportunities are available throughout Texas but accessibility is often mostly
available in urban areas .... four of five individuals with disabilities in Texas live in an urban
area.” (Disability focus group)

m  “Most concentration within your more urban areas. The concentration areas unfortunately
are within the lower income neighborhoods within the urban areas.” (Disability focus group)

m  “Housing opportunities are concentrated in the urban areas because of access to more
community agencies and more financial backing by agencies. The rural regions have few
housing opportunities due to lack of funding and lack of resources over all.” (Disability focus

group)

Causes of concentration. Unlike concentrations of affordable housing, stakeholders linked
concentration of housing for persons with disabilities to NIMBYism as well as access to health
care and other services.

m  “The opportunities depend greatly on resources. Person with resources can find options but
affordable accessible housing and affordable housing for persons with mental health or
intellectual disabilities is concentrated in a few cities which have embraced this housing. The
concentrations are primarily due to the ‘Not in my backyard’ sentiment. The difficulty in
obtaining zoning and support points has effectively allowed some cities to drive affordable
housing developments/developers out of their towns.” (Disability focus group)

Linkages to schools, employment and transit. Stakeholder perspectives on efforts to link
housing to schools, employment and transit were mixed. Some communities are just beginning
initiatives to create this linkage. In rural and some suburban communities, transit either does
not exist or offers very limited services.

m  “Transportation is a huge issue especially for someone like me who is in a wheelchair.” (Upper
East Texas community meeting)

m  “There has been great effort from the city of Longview to link transit and employment with
housing opportunities. The local transit has conducted travel trainings at local disability
awareness groups as well as with local Workforce centers.” (Disability focus group)

m  “There is some effort but not nearly enough. Often times a disabled person must take a taxi to
work or travel on two or more separate transportation systems and pay each one. The wait
time is sometimes 90 minutes and some of the systems are poorly run and unreliable. We have
had clients left at work and had to pay for wheelchair transport from a private agency.”
(Disability focus group)

m  “Supports are often needed to assist an individual find employment and a good match for their
skills and what the employer is looking for.... there are placement programs but 'follow-along’
assistance is rare to where an individual would have ongoing support to help with any hurdles
and help keep the individual in their job. Easter Seals Central Texas has a 'follow-along’
program that provides on-going support which has resulted in long-term employment
outcomes.” (Disability focus group)
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Regional differences. With respect to housing opportunities for persons with disabilities,
differences are less regional and more focused on urban versus suburban versus rural.
Stakeholders report that persons with disabilities often have to relocate to urban centers in
order to access accessible housing and transit, health care, services and employment
opportunities. Accessible housing and transit are the two key factors. Transit becomes less
available in suburban communities and is often limited to paratransit services in rural
communities—if such services exist.

In many rural communities there is a dearth of accessible housing and the community
infrastructure is not accessible (e.g., no sidewalks).

m  “Ifyou need a caretaker you can find a 2 bed 1 bath but then the bath isn’t accessible. One
house will have doorway wide enough, but then do not have accessible ramp. So you have to
pay to put in shower.” (Northwest Texas community meeting)

m  “Our more rural areas don’t even have options available.” (Disability focus group)

Potential Barriers to Fair Housing Choice

Throughout the discussion, participants raised issues that may be barriers to fair housing choice.

Land use and zoning. Stakeholders discussed potential barriers associated with land use and
zoning. These include policies to restrict group homes, Homeowner Association (HOA) policies
and zoning regulations to restrict lot or home size.

NIMBYism. Stakeholders discussed two forms of NIMBYism—that driven by residents and
developers purposely siting affordable projects in areas with low resistance to avoid NIMBYism.

Resident driven NIMBYism. Resident opposition to residential development often occurs when
multifamily developments—particularly affordable developments—are proposed in areas with
few rental units or where the proposed density is greater than that of the surrounding community.
During the public input process, stakeholders often discussed resident NIMBYism in the context of
LIHTC developments.

m  “From the provider side, it is much easier in any community to go in and say I want to build
affordable housing for seniors than building affordable housing for the general population.
People don’t mind having seniors, but we don’t want ‘those’ kinds of people in our backyard.
We have had people come in and protest and use the words we don’t want ‘those’ kinds of
people.” (San Antonio region community meeting)

m  “Also a local perception that when you bring in tax credit apartments that it will increase
crime rate and lower property values.” (Northwest Texas community meeting)

(] “LIHTC properties are considered a stigma and communities don’t want them in their
neighborhoods.” (Gulf Coast community meeting)

m  “Ifadeveloper is going to build a multifamily community the mantra of ‘Not in my backyard’ is
alive and well no matter what the location. If the community is deemed an ‘Affordable’ one
then the louder the protest. They claim that there will be more crime, more traffic and will
overcrowd the local school.” (Landlord focus group)
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“I don’t think communities are very receptive to development of affordable housing because
they are afraid it will lower their property values. There was a recent example in Houston; |
think the Meyerland area, where the neighbors protested the location of a home for single
mothers.” (Fair housing advocate focus group)

“Most LIHTC projects and group treatment facilities are businesses and as such operate in the
same manner that other outside interests to secure cheap land and or regulatory concessions
for their projects at the expense of existing neighborhoods. As a past leader in the Austin
Neighborhood Council and as a professional administering the review of projects I have
witnessed little difference in tactics and behavior between the developers of low income
housing and the guy who wants to put a strip club across the street from the elementary
school. Compatibility never enters their mind. Just as with churches and other beneficial civic
facilities there is the right place and scale for LIHTC and special needs facilities. Objections are
typically to scale, traffic, perceived security issues and the lack of adequate support services.
Additionally, many neighborhoods are afraid of setting a precedent by accepting a facility and
then becoming the dumping ground for other such facilities.” (Affordable housing
development and lending focus group)

“In McAllen, there is a lot of NIMBYism around affordable housing.” (Lower Rio Grande Valley
community meeting)

Developer aversion to NIMBYism. Given the climate surrounding the development of affordable
housing and the likelihood of NIMBY protests from residents, developers may avoid proposing
affordable developments in high opportunity areas because of the increased costs and reduced
odds of success resulting from NIMBY opposition. In turn, developers may choose to propose
affordable multifamily developments in areas with fewer barriers to development, often areas
with lower median household income and concentrations of affordable housing.

Restricting group homes. Participants discussed several policies to developing group homes that
vary across the state.

“Initially there was some ‘push back’ from neighbors about the group homes but once people
saw how the homes were managed and the agency gained a good reputation there has not
been any resistance; the houses blend in with the neighborhood and their clients are rarely
outside due to their severe disabilities.” (Gulf Coast community meeting)

“El Paso targets disabled group housing with either Boarding House or Lodging House
regulation depending on whether particular services are provide or not. Both result in costs
and code compliance, fire, health department inspections above and beyond other households
of equal size. Reports indicate that the licensing process was difficult. It should be noted that
El Paso has the fewest number of recovery residences of any major population center in Texas.
Dallas has recently passed (June 2012) an ordinance that is schedule to be enforced October 1,
2012. This HB216 inspired ordinance would require group housing to meet requires reserved
for assisted living and nursing homes. Moreover, it specifically restricts some people in early
recovery from being able to live in disabled group housing and prevents many people in
recovery from owning, working or even volunteering in disabled group housing. This
completely undermines the evidenced-based peer-social model that many people in recovery
choose to live healthier, happier lives.” (Fair housing advocate focus group)
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m  “Fort Worth classifies disabled households as a business and as such cannot be located in some
residential neighborhoods. This year the City of Fort Worth procedure a well-respected
provider for housing peers in recovery. The City handed out a series of fines and cease and
disease order. The provider lost his case in court. He was prevented from even applying for a
reasonable accommodation. The housing provider is now asking for a zoning variance. This
has cost the provider a small fortune in legal fees. The cost in emotion, time and money is why
most persons with disabilities don’t fight cities and their dedicated resources.” (Fair housing
advocate focus group)

HOAs. Homeowners associations may unknowingly enforce policies that create barriers to fair
housing choice.

m  “HOAs control many things in a neighborhood. For example, in my neighborhood, an Asian
family painted their door red and the HOA does not allow red doors and told them that they
had to change the color. Yet on another street in the subdivision, a White family had a red
door. Was this discrimination against the Asian family or did no one complain to the HOA
about the other family with the red door? The Asian family sued based on religious beliefs and
won.” (Gulf Coast community meeting)

m  “Wedevelop condo units for people with disabilities in regular developments. We have had six
condo units at the development since it was first developed in 2005—from day one everyone
knew our units would be rental units subsidized by HUD for people with disabilities. The condo
association has proposed a rule change that will have the effect of denying access to housing
for those with disabilities. Income qualified applicants for housing who are in need of
accessible housing with supportive services will be denied or delayed in obtaining housing. We
requested an exception—reasonable accommodation—to grandfather in our right to rent the
six units without restrictions of a waiting list or additional requirements. We believe this is
discriminatory and in violation of the Fair Housing Act. We have now had to file a fair housing
complaint since the association has refused to grant an accommodation to their rule.”
(Disability focus group)

Zoning codes that create barriers to developing affordable housing. Zoning policies that may
create fair housing barriers include occupancy limitations and minimum lot sizes.

m  “The most common across Texas is a limit on the number of unrelated adults that can live a
dwelling with a neighborhood. Occupancy limits linked to health and safety concerns must be
linked to square footage per occupant according to Justice Ginsberg. Limiting the number of
unrelated adults per dwelling raises barriers to persons with disabilities who often choose to
live together to gain the community-based support they need. Other examples are less about
the zoning itself but the unequal enforcement of restrictions that target protected classes such
as persons with disabilities.” (Fair housing advocate focus group)

(] “I'm not sure I'd call it a restriction on fair housing access, but some of the efforts I've seen in
regard to high minimum square footages for houses, mandatory garages & garage sizes, etc.
strike me as bad policies that create an environment potentially leading to that result.”
(Affordable housing development and lending focus group)

m  “In Hidalgo County, houses have to be at least 2,000 square feet. This is a barrier.” (Lower Rio
Grande Valley community meeting)
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m  “Many of our communities have barriers to the development of affordable housing. Many have
very limited land zoned for high density housing, they have excessive minimum lot sizes for
single family homes, don't have the water or wastewater capacity to support density, and so
on.” (Affordable housing development and lending focus group)

m  “Therealso is a city West of Mission that I will not mention, where they have adopted new
building codes so the smallest home you can build is something like 2500-3000 square feet,
obviously to keep affordable housing out of the city. I can only imagine what it would be for
persons with disabilities.” (Affordable housing development and lending focus group)

m  “Palmhurst here in the Valley has restrictive square footage. It does restrict foreign born from
acquiring a home. In my humble opinion, the zoning regulations should be changed to have
mixed income...pie in the sky I know, but it does make sense to avoid blight.” (Affordable
housing development and lending focus group)

m  “Minimum lot sizes, lack of properly zoned land, unreasonable parking standards, and on and
on... all contribute to restricting affordable housing.” (Affordable housing development and
lending focus group)

m  “Well established law requires uniform enforcement of codes and strict state guidelines are in
place that prohibits granting variances based on financial considerations or for reasons not
strictly tied to physical conditions of the property. There are cases of exclusionary zoning but
these are few and far between. Huge square footage and 3 car garage requirements may
qualify if no accommodation is made for other housing types in the code. On the other hand
minimum lot size, lot coverage standards and other standards may be very sound
requirements to assure adequate sewer leach fields or deal with water quality issues. Rational
standards should be developed by planners, flood plain managers, utility providers,
transportation engineers and builders that actually understand the issues not by fair housing
lawyers who take no responsibility for actually building and managing a community.”
(Affordable housing development and lending focus group)

Capacity issues. Participants described the need for fair housing education for the public and
the real estate community. They also noted that small landlords are less likely than large
corporate property management companies to participate in fair housing training programs.

m  “The issue is getting the word out; we need to get the word out. There are limited resources to
conduct fair housing programming and getting the word out. Need low budget techniques to
get the word out. Property owners will get caught and say, ‘I never knew.”” (West Texas
community meeting)

m  “Inthe DEPCOG area, we found that a lot of the realtors or lending companies did not realize
that they had discriminated against someone.” (Southeast Texas community meeting)

m  “Unfortunately refugees often don't know if they have been treated unfairly. Resettlement
agencies have encountered incidents where the management of the apartment complex does
not respond to refugee complaints since they know they do not know their options.” (Civil
rights and refugee focus group)
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Private landlords. The prevalence of larger, corporate-owned apartment complexes in Texas
leads a more formal, professional approach in fair housing education and training of leasing and
property management staff. Stakeholders citing discriminatory practices by landlords generally
referred to small landlords that lack knowledge or awareness of their responsibilities under the
Fair Housing Act.

m  “The problem in Longview is not the apartment complexes, it’s the person who owns one or
two properties and they are not aware of fair housing law.” (Upper East Texas community
meeting)

m  “There’s a lack of knowledge for landlords. They are not educated in laws.” (Northwest Texas

community meeting)

Lending activities. Participants discussed a number of lending activities that may create
barriers to fair housing choice. These include the reluctance of some populations to participate
in the banking system and increasingly tight lending policies.

m  “Weare probably 90-95% Hispanic here in the Valley. Another reason they lack credit
histories is that there is a natural distrust of the banks. Few of our families have bank accounts
and don't want one.” (Affordable housing developer and lending focus group)

m  “Lastyear our agency was buying a home and the bank wanted written confirmation from the
HOA that they would allow a group home in the neighborhood.” (Gulf Coast community
meeting)

m  “Dodd-Frank, Wall Street Reform, and the Consumer Protection Act allow lenders to ask for
any type of proof to better increase chances loan will be paid. Because there are no specifics
they are using that to ask and ask and making it more difficult. Example: a customer was
asked to provide proof of employment. Showed pay stub and was told ‘this just shows you are
being paid by them, not that you are employed’ a lot of groups trying to get more specifics.
Opens up a window for discrimination. Meant to save lenders and ensure payment, but due to
lack of specifics they can ask for anything to qualify.” (West Texas community meeting)

n “Much of the problem goes back to availability of non-predatory lending to individuals with
no credit, often structured in contract-for-deed arrangements or even worse lease-purchase
agreements. It is a recipe to institutionalize poverty in one of these Colonia-style
neighborhoods. Stronger county zoning and subdivision authority could help with the
substandard housing issues and infrastructure, but local government may not bear a solution
to dealing with predatory practices like that. And perhaps the worst part is that Hispanics are
the most common victims.” (Affordable housing development and lending focus group)

Real estate activities. Real estate activities discussed by stakeholders include examples of
steering and owner-financed lending or contract-for-deed.

m  “Landlords and real estate agents gear people to other neighborhoods.” (Lower Rio Grande
Valley community meeting)

m  “There’s a huge problem with lending, which we haven't talked about. Here, developers cut up
farmland and they sell it cheap. Since you can’t rent anything decent, then you will go and buy
the cheap land. You don’t go through the bank. You buy from the developer and pay 25-30
percent interest. It is owner financed. They make money off the backs of poor people. Then,
these people are so isolated because it’s so far away from stores, from transportation.”
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Infrastructure. A lack of infrastructure, such as sidewalks or drainage systems, may create
barriers to housing choice.

“Well Abilene doesn't even have sidewalks...I know this has been something they have been
trying to work on, but not much has been done. We see people in power wheelchairs, just going
along down the road right next to the cars.” (Disability focus group)

“There is a neighborhood called Acres Homes in north Houston and it looks like a 3rd world
country. No sidewalks, overgrown road right of way, poor lighting, zero to no drainage
systems so streets flood.” (Fair housing advocate focus group)

Inequitable service delivery. Participants were mixed in their opinion of the impact of
inequitable service delivery on housing choice. They noted that rural areas in particular lack the
resources to make Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA) improvements or provide services.

“Our rural areas do not have money to make all buildings accessible and offer quality services.
The money just isn’t there. If you want quality services you need to move to a city that can
offer that.” (Disability focus group)

“In the rural areas, lower income areas tend to have much poorer service. This is true even in
rural, incorporated cities. Within lower income areas of Austin, I'd say there is access to these
services and maybe better transit access than in other, more affluent areas.” (Affordable
housing development and lending focus group)

Program policies and regulations. Participants described limitations on housing choice
resulting from various public program policies and regulations. For persons with disabilities,
stakeholders emphasized the lack of flexibility associated with implementation of the Medicaid
Waiver program.

“More affordable housing for persons with intellectual disabilities is extremely limited. This
limited housing appears to be due to a larger number of hassles affordable housing providers
face in Texas compared to other states, including the removal of Medicaid Waiver support for
those with IDD (intellectual and developmental disabilities) if they move into certain housing
options. Affordable innovative housing options that don't fit a norm set up for those with other
types of disabilities require many more hoops to jump through unless they are done solely with
private funding.” (Disability focus group)

“A revamping of support programs to tailor them to individual need rather than being an all
or nothing system would help, as well as allowing individuals to use their current waiver
program support in many types of housing environments. For example, a higher functioning
individual with IDD would lose his waiver support services if he chooses to rent a house with
more than two other disabled people.” (Disability focus group)
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Barriers related to accessing public housing and vouchers. With respect to accessing public
housing and vouchers, participants discussed challenges associated with Public Housing
Authority’s (PHA) waiting lists and the HUD'’s fair market rent levels.

m  “Reworking how the waiting list is run for vouchers would also be extremely helpful. Currently,
there is an announcement on the website that the list will open (for a day or so) on a specific
date every few years. There is no standard time this announcement is made so disabled
individuals must check in at the website very regularly to see the notice. Once on the list, they
must then check the website for the date that they must update their information. Someone
can be knocked off the list at any time (including less than a month after getting on it) due to
not updating information. That person must then watch and wait for years for the next
opening to get back on the list.” (Disability focus group)

m  “We have accepted Section 8 at a few of our properties and the overall experience was good.
The level of HUD Fair Market Rate (FMR) can be a deterrent now because rental rates have
been soaring at a much higher level than mandated by FMR so we probably will minimize
acceptance of the vouchers in the future.” (Landlord focus group)

m  “The first problem in accepting housing is the inspection process. Not only getting the
inspector out but once there common sense at times goes out the window. A unit in a brand
new development can be rejected for something such as a screen missing on a window. It truly
depends on the inspector. However the major problem is the length of time it takes to receive
rent. It can be months in some cases. This can be a huge problem on communities that are
highly leveraged.” (Landlord focus group)

(] “The fact that HUD requires 30-day documentation for SSI and SSDI award letter but that
paperwork takes three weeks to be mailed to the client from Social Security causes great stress
to the client. It takes the housing office more than 30 days to process the pre-application and
the client must wait for another award letter to arrive before they can get their voucher so the
client must go to the Social Security office and wait all day since they are given less than a
week notice to bring a second copy. If client cannot go and get a second copy due to their
disability it slows down their housing voucher. It is a real nightmare for disabled clients.”
(Disability focus group)

Examples of Housing Discrimination

Throughout the public input process, stakeholders described instances that they believed
constituted housing discrimination. Examples provided include cases based on national origin,
familial status, disability and race.

National origin. In Hispanic-dominated communities, participants discussed Hispanic-on-
Hispanic discrimination based on national origin.

m  “Within the Hispanic community, there is discrimination based on national origin. Here it’s
between people from El Paso and people from Juarez. It’s not as open as other kinds of
discrimination, but it happens.” (Upper Rio Grande community meeting)
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“A woman went to rent a house. The landlord asked her, do you have a social security number?
She did not, but her husband did. The landlord gave her a list of 100 questions to answer,
related to immigration and said she was not eligible for housing. The landlord was a private
landlord. ... We don’t know what to do (wWhen encountering discrimination). I felt lost. I did not
know what to do when I got the 100 questions to answer.” (Lower Rio Grande Valley
community meeting)

“There is discrimination here based on national origin. North of the I-10, people don’t think
discrimination exists here because we are all Latinos. But there is institutional discrimination
based on national origin.” (Lower Rio Grande Valley community meeting)

Familial status. An example of familial status discrimination centered on a landlord refusing to
rent to a single parent.

“I'd like to share a personal story. I recently got divorced. When I was looking for an
apartment, I was denied when the landlord found out [ would have my kid on the weekends. I
filed a complaint [with the Texas Workforce Commission]. The whole thing took months; the
forms were confusing and complicated. No one actually investigated, so it was just my word
against his. He denied it. I said I didn’t want money or anything like that I just wanted him to
stop discriminating. There was no proof, and he’s a really politically connected guy, so I just
dropped it.” .... “If he had such a hard time, and he’s White and educated, what do you think a
single woman with kids who is uneducated or can’t speak English is going to do? Single
mothers have been denied housing here.” (Lower Rio Grande Valley community meeting)

Disability. Stakeholders believe most people are ignorant about reasonable accommodations
and modifications laws. Many renters with disabilities do not know they have the right to ask for
reasonable accommodations, nor that landlords cannot refuse their request if they pay for the
accommodation. Stakeholders familiar with the process of developing group homes discussed
the challenges associated with siting group homes.

“We use Disability Rights of Texas (to report complaints); people with disabilities
have more needs and landlords won'’t let them do renovations.” (Northwest Texas community
meeting)

“We average about 25 fair housing complaints per month. The majority of the complaints are
based on disability discrimination where a renter with a disability alleges that a housing
provider has either refused to grant their request for a reasonable accommodation with
regard to community rules/lease terms or denied their request for a reasonable modification
of the dwelling unit which is needed in order for him/her to have full use and enjoyment of the
unit.” (Civil rights and refugees focus group)

“I discovered that our zoning ordinance was overly restricting community homes for the
disabled. The issue had never come up in the city, so everyone was unaware of the conflict with
Federal and State laws. We're in the process of changing that now.” (Affordable housing
development and lending focus group)
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Recovery residences. Participants characterized NIMBYism responses associated with recovery
residents as much more difficult to overcome than other types of group homes.

m  “The main visible housing discrimination I've actively seen in my region deals with halfway
houses and addiction rehabilitation facilities when located in residential areas. You get the
usual NIMBYism throughout the region in regard to multifamily, but it rarely seems to result
in a project being thwarted.” (Affordable housing development and lending focus group)

Lack of knowledge. Several stakeholders discussed discrimination against persons with
disabilities as arising from other residents’ lack of knowledge about persons with disabilities.
This may stem from fear, discomfort or other issues.

m ‘I feel that most people aren’t informed about people with disabilities.” (Gulf Coast
community meeting)

m ‘I was assisting a disabled client find housing and the prospective landlord stated that the
applicant didn’t look the part.’ This landlord rethought his position and offered an apartment
but it was on the 2" floor and the client had a physical disability that prevented him from
taking the apartment.” (Gulf Coast community meeting)

Race. Participants in public meetings and focus groups discussed several examples of housing
discrimination based on race that they or people they knew had experienced.

m  “lam engaged to a black woman, when I call looking for apartments...yes, we have vacancies.
When she follows up as a black woman...no vacancies.” (San Antonio region community
meeting)

NIMBYism that disparately impacts protected classes. Stakeholders provided several examples
of how NIMBY opposition to the development of affordable housing or workforce housing
disparately impacts protected classes.

m  “In Marfa, there are other forms of discrimination. This is largely due to a lack of housing which
disparately impacted protected classes. It used to be a ranching town, but now it’s an artist
mecca. It has New York pricing for housing. They have huge NIMBYism issues. When we try to
build affordable housing, the residents say they ‘don’t want those kind of people’ in Marfa.
‘Those kinds of people’ could mean any protected class, depending on the prejudice of the
person you ask. So, their workers have to live in Alpine or Presidio.” (Upper Rio Grande
community meeting)

Sources of income or income. Although not a protected class federally or in the state, several
stakeholders discussed their preference that source of income or income level be certified as a
protected class. Stakeholders discussed the difficulty individuals living on public assistance have
in securing housing and speculated that if source of income were protected these individuals
would encounter fewer barriers to securing housing.

m  “It’s too bad that a protected class isn’t the working poor. That’s the discrimination. If a
protected class were the working poor, which seems to be where I am stuck, on families who get
behind. They have to choose between a home, car or fuel to get to work.”
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Perceived Impediments to Fair Housing Choice

With respect to impediments to fair housing choice, stakeholders reviewed and commented on
the Phase 1 impediments and also discussed other public and private impediments.

Review of Phase 1 impediments. In both the online focus groups and the community
meetings, participants reviewed the Phase 1 impediments and described whether or not the
impediment was also true of the region of Texas in which they live or work. Representative
stakeholder comments about the Phase 1 impediments follow. Not all impediments were
expressly addressed.

#1.

#2.

#3.

Protected classes may experience disparities in home mortgage lending and high
cost loans.

m ‘I agree that protected classes may experience disparities in home mortgage lending
and high cost loans, particularly in contract for deed situations involving Colonias—
both on the border and in Central Texas.” (Affordable housing development and
lending focus group)

There is inadequate information available to the real estate community, governments
and the public about fair housing requirements and enforcement procedures.

m I think that there should be someone in every city [as a fair housing resource]. I know
that we have to designate someone to get funding, but that doesn’t mean anything. In
most places, it’s just a name on a form. They don’t really know what to do and no one
knows to call them to ask for help.” (Lower Rio Grande Valley community meeting)

m  “Realtors may know what the laws are, but I don't feel that landlords and investors
know laws. Especially apartments built before 2000—they are not accessible. Abilene is
good about finding housing for 62 and older, but younger and disabled is more difficult.
(Northwest Texas community meeting)

”

m  “We also point them towards legal services and help make them aware of the
reasonable accommodation. Often times they have difficulty navigating the reasonable
accommodation process. There are multiple cases in which city staff tells them that they
have never heard of reasonable accommodation much less know where to apply for it.”
(Fair housing advocate focus group)

The public is not sufficiently aware of their fair housing rights and how to obtain the
assistance necessary to protect those rights.

m  “We need a fair housing organization here. They should open some offices here in the
Valley to help people file complaints.” (Lower Rio Grande Valley community meeting)

m ‘I think that there are people who are discriminated against and don’t follow up on it
because they don’t want to be confrontational.” (Upper East Texas community
meeting)

PAGE 24, SECTION IV STATE OF TEXAS PLAN FOR FAIR HOUSING CHOICE—PHASE 2



#4.

#5.

#6.

“Not in My Backyard” (NIMBY) may be an impediment to fair housing in Texas
communities.

m  “Number 4, there is a common practice here to not show certain areas to potential
buyers. There has been a sizeable amount of complaint about showing homes on the
Wiley region of city. University hills area. People almost have to accidentally find them
to get access. Not shown due to race.” (Northwest Texas community meeting)

m  “NIMBYism is alive and well in the communities we work in. Developers usually have a
somewhat easier time in lower economic areas where new housing brings a solution to
neighborhood blight. Trying to bring affordable housing to upper class suburbs is nearly
impossible.” (Disability focus group)

Certain governmental policies and practices may not meet current HUD policy
concerning affirmatively furthering fair housing. Jurisdictions should act to ensure that
their policies affirmatively further fair housing, address mal-distribution of resources,
and that they do not unnecessarily impact housing choice.

m  “Iam not an expert on HUD policies but the current system for approving and
distributing funding for affordable housing almost encourages NIMBYism and provides
avenue for blatant discrimination.” (Disability focus group)

m  “Policies and practices drive government staff behavior and activity. If the policies and
practices do not affirmatively further fair housing, then we cannot expect government
staff to. Quite the opposite, we can expect them to cause housing discrimination.” (Fair
housing advocate focus group)

m  “#2 and #5-#7 are unquestionably linked together. I don't think #5-#7 are fair to local
governmental entities because of the grossly inadequate information available about
fair housing requirements and enforcement procedures. Not to beat a dead horse, but
providing education and training for local government has been a dismal failure of HUD
and Texas Department of Housing and Community Affairs (TDHCA).” (Affordable
housing development and lending focus group)

Governmental entities at all levels do not appear to have been proactive in the
enforcement of both the Fair Housing Act and the obligation to affirmatively further fair
housing. The state and subrecipients should implement a robust and effective structure
for identifying and pursuing the suspected violations.

m  “The biggest barrier to fair housing is the lack of and the barriers to development of nice
affordable housing.” (Disability focus group)

m "L Jurisdictions need to stop siloing or ignoring fair housing and incorporate it into all
their planning activities. 2. Jurisdictions must be held accountable for violations of the
Fair Housing Act and to their obligations to Affirmatively Furthering Fair Housing
(AFFH). 3. There must be better data, including testing, in order to identify problems. 4.
There are not enough resources for enforcement.” (Fair housing advocate focus group)
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#7.

#8.

#9.

“The City of Nacogdoches plans to establish a testing program for Fair Housing
violations. The City will publish a policy statement expressing our jurisdiction's
obligation to Affirmatively Further Fair Housing. The City has clear procedures for the
Fair Housing complaint process. The City keeps complete logs and records of all Fair
Housing inquires, allegations, complaints and referrals and have a policy statement
about these legal records. The City will develop remedial procedures for developers,
landlords, home sellers and others whose actions may be inconsistent with Fair Housing
laws and regulations.” (Council of Governments focus group)

Many local jurisdictions have zoning codes, land use controls, and administrative
practices that may impede free housing choice and fail to affirmatively further fair
housing.

“The local municipalities use their zoning laws and authority to keep affordable housing
out of their affluent communities.” (Disability focus group)

“#7 is likely accurate, but lacks specificity and doesn't really tell what the problem is.
The way this is written, it can be manipulated by others with different motives and goals
of essentially deregulating land use and building controls. What are the specific zoning
practices and land use controls that are at issue? Zoning is a very broad topic area—
more specificity will allow the Analysis of Impediments to develop a better
implementation strategy and help cities better identify issues they may have. The goal
needs to be specific in describing the impediments, not just some cursory overview
statement. Maybe that specificity is covered in more depth, but at first glance this
particular impediment needs MUCH more detail spelled out.” (Affordable housing
development and lending focus group)

Inadequate planning for re-housing after an emergency situation creates a situation
where persons who are uninsured or under-insured, low income, or special needs can
be displaced for long periods of time. Not specifically addressed.

There are impediments in public and private actions and private attitudes to housing
choice for persons with disabilities. Not specifically addressed.
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#10.

#11.

#12.

#13.

There are barriers to mobility and free housing choice for Housing Choice Voucher
holders including: inadequate tenant counseling services and mobility assistance, failure
of PHAs to apply for the FMR pilot demonstration, and government policies, procedures
and regulations that tend to decrease participation by private housing providers and to
restrict housing to “racially or low income populated neighborhoods” with little access to
economic, educational or other opportunity.

m  “Simply put, the lower the rent allocations, the fewer the choices tenants have to make
about places to live. That’s a no brainer. The only reason I have kept one Section 8
tenant in one of my properties after losing more than $200/month when rates were
reduced was because she was a good tenant; a wonderful mother to her kids; and my
house was the place she could finally get her life in order. Moving her would disrupt her
life, so I didn't do it. However, I've given her notice already, that in 2013, I will not be
able to maintain her tenancy. But, that gives her ample time to look for another suitable
place—howevers; it is unlikely she will find a house as nice as mine for the money Section
8 is allocating. Therefore, the lowering of the rents hurts the tenant and the landlord,
and limits the tenants' choices.” (Landlord focus group)

m  “The FMR is not a good barometer of rates particularly in low to moderate income
areas. The rates are more dictated by the quality of housing on particular streets and
not in the general area. Four to five streets may be great, then you'll have a couple of
bad streets—then good streets again; but the FMR pegs its prices to the lowest common
denominator; thereby making Section 8 less desirable.” (Landlord focus group)

Loss of housing stock in Hurricanes Dolly and ke compounded the shortage of
affordable housing in disaster recovery areas. This shortage is particularly acute in safe,
low poverty neighborhoods with access to standard public services, job opportunities
and good schools. Not specifically addressed.

Lack of financial resources for both individuals and housing providers limits fair housing
choice. Using an effective program under Section 3 of the Housing and Urban
Development Act of 1968 may help members of protected classes gain economic
opportunities necessary to allow them to exercise fair housing choice.

m  “Lack of resources does affect our communities. If they were able to grow their
infrastructure so that more housing was able to move in then it would help this concern.
However at the current time the funding will only help maintain what they have.”
(Council of Governments focus group)

Location and lack of housing accessibility and visitability standards within political
jurisdictions limits fair housing choice for persons with disabilities. Not specifically
addressed.
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#14. Many Colonias residents live in developments that have insufficient infrastructure and
protections against flooding and are impacted by flooding beyond events like
Hurricanes Dolly and lke.

m  “Funding for this is used to help infrastructure but these areas are very prone to
flooding regardless of what humans do. Sometimes Mother Nature just wins out. The
areas have to choose to apply for funding that involves flood and drainage work.”
(Council of Governments focus group)

#15. Minority neighborhoods in disaster areas are primarily served by non-regulated
insurance companies that do not adhere to underwriting guidelines and may be
discriminated against in the provision of insurance. Texas has passed aggressive statutes
to prevent insurance redlining. National research indicates that protected classes face
unwarranted disparities in the cost of insurance, the amount of coverage, and
cancellation of policies without notice to the homeowner. Not specifically addressed.

#16. Many jurisdictions do not have adequate Analysis of Impediments to Fair Housing or
Fair Housing Plans, and do not keep sufficient records of their activities. Not specifically
addressed.

Other public sector impediments. Other public sector impediments raised by participants
include the Texas Workforce Commission (TWC) fair housing complaint process, the LIHTC
points process, and other state policies.

Texas Workforce Commission complaint process. Stakeholders in the Upper Rio Grande region
and the South Texas Border region discussed their frustration with the Texas Workforce
Commission’s approach to fair housing complaints. In their experience, the TWC is not
responsive, does not meet deadlines, and does not have sufficient fair housing expertise. One
stakeholder stated that when filing fair housing complaints with HUD they specifically request
that the complaint not be referred back to the TWC.

m  “While HUD abides by its deadlines, problems arise when HUD refers a case back to the Texas
Workforce Commission. Pursuing a complaint with TWC is a nightmare. [We] have a case
going back to 2009 and still haven’t gotten a decision out of TWC. The questions the TWC
investigators send don’t make sense.” (Upper Rio Grande community meeting)

m  “Weask HUD to hold our cases rather than refer to TWC. To our knowledge, TWC has never
taken a case to trial.” (Upper Rio Grande community meeting)

m  “Filing complaints with the Workforce Commission is not exactly intuitive.” (Fair housing
advocate focus group)

LIHTC points process. Stakeholders, particularly in rural communities, expressed their desire
that the scoring for LIHTC awards would vary based on population. They pointed to the difficulty
rural areas have competing with urban projects and the challenges associated with scoring
projects based on rural areas’ very large Census tracts.

m  “If TDHCA would take a look at their point system, it just takes a sense of priorities and how it
is reflected. We compete with San Antonio and it’s very competitive; we can’t meet points.
With limited resources, they can fund two agencies in San Antonio and we can’t compete. The
rural areas are being short changed because of these types of situations.” (San Antonio region
community meeting)
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“TDHCA’s LIHTC scoring rules are very difficult for rural areas because they are based on
Census tract. Our Census tracts are huge. In some of our towns, they only have one or two
Census tracts. So we've had an application that was close to good schools, parks and so forth,
and it scored less well than an isolated site simply because the isolated site had a higher MFI
on paper. Well, that’s because a few rich farmers up the average. That site was not better than
the other one. Our large Census tracts make it so that you can’t tell the real story.” (Lower Rio
Grande Valley community meeting)

“The fact that a developer has to disclose that the apartments they want to develop and need
zoning and support for are going to be affordable or are going to serve persons with
intellectual disabilities is discriminatory. It should be illegal to ask these questions or to
require disclosure of this information. Municipalities should not be able to reject zoning or
support based on this information! There should not be community support requirements to
obtain funding for affordable housing communities. This is an avenue for discrimination.”
(Disability focus group)

“Grant approval and process that agencies go through, as developers we work with agencies
that have criteria that is not sensitive to rural needs. They may apply to an agency that has
criteria that can make then ineligible and it discourages further applications, real barrier to
get services in our community.” (San Antonio region community meeting)

Weak, non-existent or unenforced county building, zoning and subdivision codes. Several
participants representing counties and rural regions discussed the impact on housing quality
and development associated with having weak or unenforced county building, zoning and
subdivision codes.

“Well in the case of zoning authority, it would simply be for counties to have anything
resembling zoning authority. As it is, they have nothing except for a few special counties. A big
thing would be for counties to gain the authority to require building permits and county
inspections, which could address the issues of substandard housing. That would do wonders to
address the substandard issue without delving into the more complex (and very political)
world of land use regulation. From an urban planning perspective [ would love to see full
zoning authority for counties, but gaining an ability to adopt and enforce building codes
would be a good step with positive results. Subdivision authority is a big one for dealing with
the Colonia issue. In many cases, counties aren't willing or able to use the authority they have.
For example, they aren't forcing the issue of proving water availability & supply, wastewater
availability or adequate on-site sewage facility permitting/enforcement, etc. They have weak
or non-existent standards for roadways (or at least no meaningful inspections). Getting this
stuff right won't really help with the predatory side, but it can help in regard to substandard
development. And in many cases it is a capacity to enforce issue, with many of these Colonias
being illegal subdivisions created without benefit of platting. The County Clerk doesn't check
for such things, so it isn't caught until title searches (and even then, it isn't always caught),
forcing development officials to try to clean up the mess of ownership and insufficient
infrastructure issues.” (Affordable housing development and lending focus group)
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Other state laws and policies. Some participants believe that the state should allow
communities to adopt inclusionary zoning policies and allowing Colonia Self-Help grants to be
used even in Model Subdivisions.

m  “One thing that would help in places like Austin struggling with gentrification and
displacement would be for the state to amend laws to allow inclusionary zoning.” (Affordable
housing development and lending focus group)

m  “TDHCA's regulations not allowing the Colonia Self-Help grant to be used in Model
Subdivisions indirectly discriminates against those families of foreign origin. Model
Subdivisions, while they do have infrastructure, have a lot of substandard housing.”
(Affordable housing development and lending focus group)

Role of the State of Texas

Participants in the focus groups and community meetings discussed the role of the state in
affirmatively furthering fair housing choice and preventing discriminatory acts. Stakeholders’
recommendations included support of balanced housing choice, education, monitoring and
enforcement.

Support balanced housing choice. Stakeholders look to the state to provide leadership in
developing mixed income communities.

m ‘I believe the following would be the most helpful: creating mixed income communities;
increasing the supply of affordable housing in predominantly high cost areas, improving
quality of housing in low income urban communities and increasing residents’ fair housing
knowledge.” (Civil rights and refugee focus group)

Education. Stakeholders suggested that the state proactively support efforts to educate the
public and stakeholders about their fair housing rights and responsibilities.

m  “TDHCA should do radio and TV in English and Spanish to educate the public on what fair
housing is.” (Lower Rio Grande Valley community meeting)

m  “Atremendous issue for all cities is getting adequate training and guidance on what to look
for in our ordinances that could be affecting protected classes. I'm talking about things as
simple as checklists, but it would be great to see fair housing officials at American Planning
Association (APA) Conferences, etc (I've NEVER seen that except for Donavan's keynote in
NOLa). We need practical training materials and assistance. We need to know
frequent/critical things to look for. The last manual I saw on fair housing barriers was old and
out-of-date. Fair housing is at best misunderstood and at worst manipulated in the region by
other interest groups. The Home Builders Association is notorious for using fair housing as a
Straw Man argument against virtually any regulation, and interest groups for protected
classes let themselves be manipulated by it. This makes it more difficult for protected classes
when legitimate fair housing issues are present.” (Affordable housing development and
lending focus group)

m  “Ithink TDHCA should fund local nonprofits to get trained (to help residents file complaints
and understand their rights). Maybe the Equal Voice Network could get trained and certified.”
(Lower Rio Grande Valley community meeting)
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m  “Education and outreach are desperately needed. This education needs to come from officials
and practitioners, not from fair housing advocacy groups—though they should consult.
Planners need to hear from other planners about fair housing issues in their regulatory
language. Local governments need training. This has been a glaring weakness/oversight of the
state agencies responsible as well as HUD. As a local government official that has worked in
community development programs for several years, I would enjoy training on best practices
in regard to testing fair housing issues. Personally, I would like to see a partnership explored
between TDHCA, the American Planning Association (APA), Texas Association of Counties and
Texas Municipal League to carry out the local government training—this would give
geographic reach regardless of COG capacities.” (Affordable housing development and
lending focus group)

m  “Education of the fair housing community is needed most of all. While as professionals we need
to be sure that local regulations don't preclude affordable housing we also need to assure that
fair housing regulations don't preclude or impair the exercise of other legitimate
responsibilities and priorities of government. This is the classic trade-off between legitimate
public objectives. The fair housing community must acknowledge that they are not the only
thing of importance.” (Affordable housing development and lending focus group)

m  “Acknowledge that government causes the most systemic fair housing discrimination. This is
just not a bad landlord issues. Require ongoing education at local government level across
departments that highlight fair housing, expectations and affirmative obligations. Deploy
systems that hold government accountable to affirmatively uphold fair housing. Launch fair
housing education to public to nullify NIMBY and stigma. Help protected classes understand
their fair housing rights, make it safer for them to advocate for themselves and increase the
availability of affordable assistance that helps them defend their rights, especially against
local government.” (Fair housing advocate focus group)

Monitoring and enforcement. Several participants recommended that the state increase it's
monitoring of grantees’ fair housing activities and engage in enforcement and testing.

m  “Education and monitoring that the systems in existence are being followed.” (Civil rights and
refugee focus group)

m  “Actually develop an investigation and enforcement agency of some kind to handle reporting,
and tie non-compliance to ability to access grants. Or conversely, structure grants to award
good behavior in the realm of fair housing.” (Affordable housing development and lending
focus group)

m ‘I believe we definitely need education, outreach and advertising. Testing would also be good,
because it will allow us to learn whether or not individuals (especially those in protected
classes) are receiving the same treatment from housing providers. I believe in this community
it is going to take nonprofits, government and for the private sector to all work together to get
this accomplished.” (Council of Governments focus group)
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Reduce administrative burden. Several participants in the Lower Rio Grande community
meeting emphasized their desire for reduced paperwork for small grant programs.

m  “TDHCA needs to make their forms more reasonable. The Colonia Self Help program is a small
repairs grant where you can get $3,000—and $1,000 goes to help with admin. The same
application is used for the Colonia Self Help program as the one to build an entire new house.
Also, if a student lives in the home and has a scholarship to a Texas university, that scholarship
is added on to the family as income. It’s ridiculous. The Colonia Self Help program application
is a half an inch thick.” (Lower Rio Grande Valley community meeting)

Support housing for persons with disabilities. Disability stakeholders offered
recommendations for increasing the housing options for low income persons with disabilities.
Ideas include increased flexibility and greater coordination among agencies.

m  “Over the years the disability community has made recommendation after recommendation to
increase the number of housing units for people with disabilities—we need affordability—the
largest production program in the state—tax credits—does not provide for affordability for
the majority of people with disabilities that live on SSI, etc. There has to be an effort to create
affordable, accessible and integrated housing—but it will take a major effort to move the
money from the large institutions in the state to provide for community services and
affordable housing. If the state could follow other states in making the decision to close the
large state institutions that are so costly and use the funds to support living in the community
and partner those funds with housing funds, we might see some availability of choice and
housing opportunities.” (Disability focus group)

m  “The department and other state agencies need to be aware of rules that they propose that
restrict the use of funds for housing developments and housing opportunities need to have
some flexibility to address the needs of people with disabilities and to have the ability to
provide a reasonable accommodation without needing to wait for the next board meeting to
have an accommodation made.... there needs to be more experience in the needs and
challenges of people with disabilities at the state agency level.” (Disability focus group)

m  “For HUD and TDHCA to develop a part of their affordable housing program that would
provide funding for companies and non-profit organizations working with affordable housing
to purchase relatively new or under constructions quality market rate developments to
operate as affordable housing to include any of the protected classes without having to obtain
local approval since local government will have already approved the development of the
units.” (Disability focus group)
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Support for Community Development Financial Institutions (CDFIs). In response to barriers
associated with borrowers’ poor credit and increased lending regulations, several participants
encouraged additional support of CDFI’s.

m  “To some extent | understand financial institutions’ resistance to lending for bad/no credit
situations out of risk aversion. I get that. We're still seeing increased diversity in various
neighborhoods, so it doesn't seem that redlining is the issue. However, this does seem to be
resulting in problems discussed earlier in regard to certain classes of individuals (low income
Hispanics in particular) that have no credit and thus resorting to less reputable/predatory
options of obtaining homeownership. I think CDFIs, particularly in combination with 1st Time
Homebuyer Programs through city/county Community Development Block Grant (CDBG) &
Home Investment Partnership (HOME) programs could play a huge role in filling that gap at
least to the point that conventional institutions could feel more comfortable that the financial
risk has been mitigated.” (Affordable housing development and lending focus group)
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SECTION V.
Review of State Level Public Sector
Barriers to Fair Housing in Texas

1. Introduction

This section reviews whether Texas state-level laws — and those implementing rules and
regulations adopted by state agencies—have the effect of making housing unavailable for groups
of persons protected by the Fair Housing Act Amendments of 1988 (the “FHAA” as later amended
since that date).

The FHAA create obligations that all levels of government not “make unavailable” housing to
serve certain protected classes of U.S. persons. When governments “make unavailable” housing
for these persons it is usually through errors of omission, either by not extending fair housing
protections to the full range of persons protected by federal law, or by allowing facially neutral
and well-intentioned legal requirements to be administered in a manner which has an
unintentional discriminatory impacts.

This review was guided by HUD’s Fair Housing Planning Guide, Volume 1, which was the most
recent formal guide to fair housing planning at the time this section was prepared.

[t is important to define from the outset exactly what this review covers — and what it did not
cover.

m  State Level. Most importantly, the review focused at the state level and not at the local level.
Texas, like most states in the western and southern U.S,, confers a great deal of land use and
housing authority on its cities and counties. This review focused on how the state government
directly influences the availability of housing through its own programs or indirectly
influences that availability through state level requirements or restrictions on the land use
and housing powers of its local government. The fact that a city or county could decide to use
state-granted authority that is facially-neutral in ways that would violate the FHAA is not
considered a state-created barrier to fair housing. That said, there have been legal cases in
Texas involving exclusion of affordable housing through local zoning and land use regulations
and practices. These are discussed in depth in Section VI. Complaint and Legal Analysis.

m  Fair Housing — not Affordable Housing. The FHAA prohibits housing discrimination based on
race, color, religion, sex, national origin, age, familial status (which includes pregnant women)
or disability (which includes the frail, persons with AIDS, physically and developmentally
disabled, mentally ill, and recovering alcoholics and drug addicts. but not current abusers who
are not “recovering”). We refer to those groups as the “FHAA-protected persons.” That list
does not include low income persons as a distinct class and we did not specifically review
impacts of state regulations on housing affordability. However, where there is believed to be a
probable overlap between the FHAA-protected classes (such as persons with disabilities) and
lower income populations, the section mentions potential impacts on affordability in some
cases. Following the HUD-prescribed convention in many recent Als, these are noted as
“observations”, but not “impediments,” as they do not constitute barriers to fair housing
under the FHAA.
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This review covered the following Texas Statutes: The Government Code, the Health and Safety
Code, the Local Government Code, the Property Code, and chapters 1201 and 1202 of the
Occupations Code. In addition, Title 10 (Community Development, Part 1: TDHCA) and portions of
Title 40 (Social Services and Assistances) referenced by the above listed code were reviewed.

Finally, the review is organized into the following topics:

m  Zoning, Platting and Land Use m  Community Development

m  Building Occupancy m  Sales or Rental

m  Accessibility m  Conversion of Rental Properties
m  Assisted Housing Awards m  Miscellaneous Provisions

Consistent with recent revisions to CFR §§24.100 et. seq., we did not limit the review to a search
for regulations that appear to be based on discriminatory intent, but also included those that
could have discriminatory impacts on FHAA-protected groups or households. Although Texas
cities adopt land use ordinances, while counties generally adopt regulations, in this section we
use the term ordinances to refer to zoning, subdivision, land use, and other development
controls adopted by both cities and counties.

2. Zoning, Platting and Land Use

Zoning and subdivision platting are two of the most powerful tools that cities and counties can
use to regulate the type, character, and location of housing development with their boundaries;
however, almost all of those regulations are adopted at the local level. State level zoning and
land use laws and regulations can create barriers to fair housing choice if they require local
governments to use zoning or subdivision standards or definitions that reduce the supply or
increase the price of housing for certain groups, but no such instances were identified.

a. Subdivision platting.

i. Cities.

The State of Texas authorizes municipalities to adopt rules governing subdivisions and plats.
Texas statutes describe platting requirements in general and for specific areas, such as those
near the international border and those in economically distressed counties. Platting regulations
can increase the cost of housing by requiring large lots, extensive infrastructure improvements,
and other regulations, but those impacts do not directly implicate FHAA-protected persons.
Local Government Code Section 212.002 includes authorization for municipalities to adopt rules
governing subdivisions and plats, including the platting requirements. Section 212.002 does not
create barriers to fair housing.

Texas Local Government Code, Sec. 212.002. RULES.

After a public hearing on the matter, the governing body of a municipality may adopt rules
governing plats and subdivisions of land within the municipality’s jurisdiction to promote the
health, safety, morals, or general welfare of the municipality and the safe, orderly, and
healthful development of the municipality.
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Texas Local Government Code, Sec. 212.003. EXTENSION OF RULES TO
EXTRATERRITORIAL JURISDICTION.

(@) The governing body of a municipality by ordinance may extend to the extraterritorial
jurisdiction of the municipality the application of municipal ordinances adopted under
Section 212.002 and other municipal ordinances relating to access to public roads or the
pumping, extraction, and use of groundwater by persons other than retail public utilities,
as defined by Section 13.002, Water Code, for the purpose of preventing the use or
contact with groundwater that presents an actual or potential threat to human health.

However, unless otherwise authorized by state law, in its extraterritorial jurisdiction a
municipality shall not regulate:

(1) the use of any building or property for business, industrial, residential, or other
purposes;

(2) the bulk, height, or number of buildings constructed on a particular tract of land;

(3) the size of a building that can be constructed on a particular tract of land, including
without limitation any restriction on the ratio of building floor space to the land
square footage;

(4) the number of residential units that can be built per acre of land; or

(5) the size, type, or method of construction of a water or wastewater facility that can
be constructed to serve a developed tract of land if:

(A) the facility meets the minimum standards established for water or wastewater
facilities by state and federal regulatory entities; and

(B) the developed tract of land is:
i.) located in a county with a population of 2.8 million or more; and
ii.) served by:

a. On-site septic systems constructed before September 1, 2001, that fail
to provide adequate services; or

b. On-site water wells constructed before September 1, 2001, that fail to
provide an adequate supply of safe drinking water.

(b) A fine or criminal penalty prescribed by the ordinance does not apply to a violation in the
extraterritorial jurisdiction.

(c) The municipality is entitled to appropriate injunctive relief in district court to enjoin a
violation of municipal ordinances or codes applicable in the extraterritorial jurisdiction.
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(@)

(b)

(0

(d)

(e)

Texas Local Government Code, Sec.212.004. PLAT REQUIRED.

The owner of a tract of land located within the limits or in the extraterritorial
jurisdiction of a municipality who divides the tract in two or more parts to lay out a
subdivision of the tract, including an addition to a municipality, to lay out suburban,
building, or other lots, or to lay out streets, alleys, squares, parks, or other parts of the
tract intended to be dedicated to public use or for the use of purchasers or owners of
lots fronting on or adjacent to the streets, alleys, squares, parks, or other parts must
have a plat of the subdivision prepared. A division of a tract under this subsection
includes a division regardless of whether it is made by using a metes and bounds
description in a deed of conveyance or in a contract for a deed, by using a contract of
sale or other executor contract to convey, or by using any other method. A division of
land under this subsection does not include a division of land into parts greater than
five acres, where each part has access and no public improvement is being dedicated.

To be recorded, the plat must:

(1) describe the subdivision by metes and bounds;

(2) locate the subdivision with respect to a corner of the survey or tract or an original
corner of the original survey of which it is a part; and

(3) state the dimensions of the subdivision and of each street, alley, square, park, or
other part of the tract intended to be dedicated to public use or for the use of
purchasers or owners of lots fronting on or adjacent to the street, alley, square,
park, or other part.

The owner or proprietor of the tract or the owner’s or proprietor’s agent must
acknowledge the plat in the manner required for the acknowledgment of deeds.

The plat must be filed and recorded with the county clerk of the county in which the
tract is located.

The plat is subject to the filing and recording provisions of Section 12.002, Property
Code.

ii. Counties.

There are five different statutes that govern county subdivision powers. Texas Local

Government Code Subchapter A (§232.001) grants Texas counties subdivision platting powers
and lists related requirements.

Texas Local Government Code, Sec.232.001. PLAT REQUIRED.

(@)

The owner of a tract of land located outside the limits of a municipality must have a plat
of the subdivision prepared if the owner divides the tract into two or more parts to lay
out:

(1) asubdivision of the tract, including an addition;
(2) lots; or

(3) streets, alleys, squares, parks, or other parts of the tract intended to be dedicated
to public use or for the use of purchasers or owners of lots fronting on or adjacent
to the streets, alleys, squares, parks, or other parts.
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(a-1) A division of a tract under Subsection (a) includes a division regardless of whether it
is made by using a metes and bounds description in a deed of conveyance or in a
contract for a deed, by using a contract of sale or other executory contract to convey,
or by using any other method.

(b) To be recorded, the plat must:

(1) describe the subdivision by metes and bounds;

(2) locate the subdivision with respect to an original corner of the original survey of
which it is a part; and

(3) state the dimensions of the subdivision and of each lot, street, alley, square, park,
or other part of the tract intended to be dedicated to public use or for the use of
purchasers or owners of lots fronting on or adjacent to the street, alley, square,
park, or other part.

(c) The owner or proprietor of the tract or the owner’s or proprietor’s agent must
acknowledge the plat in the manner required for the acknowledgment of deeds.

(d) The plat must be filed and recorded with the county clerk of the county in which the
tract is located.

(e) The platis subject to the filing and recording provisions of Section 12.002, Property
Code.

Second, Local Government Code §232.007 (part of Subchapter A) states that a manufactured
home rental community is not a subdivision, grants counties the power to adopt minimum
infrastructure standards for a manufactured home community, and includes what aspects of the
development the county may regulate. Note that this statute does not address regulation of
individual manufactured homes on individual lots in the community — just the creation of a
manufactured home park, which involves land layout and servicing issues similar to that
addressed by subdivision controls. This regulation does not present barriers to housing for
FHAA-protected groups of persons.

Texas Local Government Code, Sec.232.007. MANUFACTURED HOME RENTAL
COMMUNITIES.

(@) Inthis section:

(1) "Manufactured home rental community" means a plot or tract of land that is
separated into two or more spaces or lots that are rented, leased, or offered for
rent or lease, for a term of less than 60 months without a purchase option, for the
installation of manufactured homes for use and occupancy as residences.

(2) "Business day" means a day other than a Saturday, Sunday, or holiday recognized
by this state.

(b) A manufactured home rental community is not a subdivision, and Sections 232.001-
232.006 do not apply to the community.
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After a public hearing and after notice is published in a newspaper of general
circulation in the county, the commissioners court of a county, by order adopted and
entered in the minutes of the commissioners court, may establish minimum
infrastructure standards for manufactured home rental communities located in the
county outside the limits of a municipality. The minimum standards may include only:

(1) reasonable specifications to provide adequate drainage in accordance with
standard engineering practices, including specifying necessary drainage culverts
and identifying areas included in the 100-year flood plain;

(2) reasonable specifications for providing an adequate public or community water
supply, including specifying the location of supply lines, in accordance with
Subchapter C, Chapter 341, Health and Safety Code;

(3) reasonable requirements for providing access to sanitary sewer lines, including
specifying the location of sanitary sewer lines, or providing adequate on-site
sewage facilities in accordance with Chapter 366, Health and Safety Code;

(4) arequirement for the preparation of a survey identifying the proposed
manufactured home rental community boundaries and any significant features of
the community, including the proposed location of manufactured home rental
community spaces, utility easements, and dedications of rights-of-way; and

(5) reasonable specifications for streets or roads in the manufactured rental home
community to provide ingress and egress access for fire and emergency vehicles.

Third, Local Government Code Chapter 232 Subchapter B (§§232.022, 232.023, and 232.024)
contains specialized and significantly more detailed authority to adopt county platting

regulations for areas near the Mexico border.

Texas Local Government Code, Sec.232.022. APPLICABILITY.

(@)

(b)

This subchapter applies only to:
(1) acounty any part of which is located within 50 miles of an international border; or
(2) acounty:

(A) any part of which is located within 100 miles of an international border;

(B) that contains the majority of the area of a municipality with a population of
more than 250,000; and

(C) to which Subdivision (1) does not apply.

This subchapter applies only to land that is subdivided into two or more lots that are
intended primarily for residential use in the jurisdiction of the county. A lot is presumed
to be intended for residential use if the lot is five acres or less. This subchapter does not
apply if the subdivision is incident to the conveyance of the land as a gift between
persons related to each other within the third degree by affinity or consanguinity, as
determined under Chapter 573, Government Code.
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(c) Exceptas provided by Subsection (c-1), for purposes of this section, land is considered
to be in the jurisdiction of a county if the land is located in the county and outside the
corporate limits of municipalities.

(c-1) Land in a municipality’s extraterritorial jurisdiction is not considered to be in the
jurisdiction of a county for purposes of this section if the municipality and the county
have entered into a written agreement under Section 242.001 that authorizes the
municipality to regulate subdivision plats and approve related permits in the
municipality’s extraterritorial jurisdiction.

(d) This subchapter does not apply if each of the lots of the subdivision is 10 or more
acres.

Sec.232.023. PLAT REQUIRED.

(a) A subdivider of land must have a plat of the subdivision prepared. A subdivision of a
tract under this subsection includes a subdivision of real property by any method of
conveyance, including a contract for deed, oral contract, contract of sale, or other type
of executory contract, regardless of whether the subdivision is made by using a metes
and bounds description.

(b) A platrequired under this section must:
(1) Dbe certified by a surveyor or engineer registered to practice in this state;
(2) define the subdivision by metes and bounds;

(3) locate the subdivision with respect to an original corner of the original survey of
which it is a part;

(4) describe each lot, number each lot in progression, and give the dimensions of
each lot;

(5) state the dimensions of and accurately describe each lot, street, alley, square,
park, or other part of the tract intended to be dedicated to public use or for the
use of purchasers or owners of lots fronting on or adjacent to the street, alley,
square, park, or other part;

(6) include or have attached a document containing a description in English and
Spanish of the water and sewer facilities and roadways and easements dedicated
for the provision of water and sewer facilities that will be constructed or
installed to service the subdivision and a statement specifying the date by which
the facilities will be fully operable;

(7) have attached a document prepared by an engineer registered to practice in this
state certifying that the water and sewer service facilities proposed under
Subdivision (6) are in compliance with the model rules adopted under Section
16.343, Water Code, and a certified estimate of the cost to install water and
sewer service facilities;

(8) provide for drainage in the subdivision to:
(A) avoid concentration of storm drainage water from each lot to adjacent lots;

(B) provide positive drainage away from all buildings; and
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(C) coordinate individual lot drainage with the general storm drainage pattern
for the area;

(9) include a description of the drainage requirements as provided in Subdivision (8);
(10) identify the topography of the area;

(11) include a certification by a surveyor or engineer registered to practice in this state
describing any area of the subdivision that is in a floodplain or stating that no area
is in a floodplain; and

(12) include certification that the subdivider has complied with the requirements of
Section 232.032 and that:

(A) the water quality and connections to the lots meet, or will meet, the minimum
state standards;

(B) sewer connections to the lots or septic tanks meet, or will meet, the minimum
requirements of state standards;

(C) electrical connections provided to the lot meet, or will meet, the minimum
state standards; and

(D) gas connections, if available, provided to the lot meet, or will meet, the
minimum state standards.

(c) A subdivider may meet the requirements of Subsection (b)(12)(B) through the use of a
certificate issued by the appropriate county or state official having jurisdiction over the
approval of septic systems stating that lots in the subdivision can be adequately and
legally served by septic systems.

(d) The subdivider of the tract must acknowledge the plat by signing the plat and attached
documents and attest to the veracity and completeness of the matters asserted in the
attached documents and in the plat.

(e) The plat must be filed and recorded with the county clerk of the county in which the tract
is located. The plat is subject to the filing and recording provisions of Section 12.002,
Property Code.

Sec. 232.024. APPROVAL BY COUNTY REQUIRED.

(@) A platfiled under Section 232.023 is not valid unless the commissioners court of the
county in which the land is located approves the plat by an order entered in the minutes
of the court. The commissioners court shall refuse to approve a plat if it does not meet
the requirements prescribed by or under this subchapter or if any bond required under
this subchapter is not filed with the county clerk.

(b) Ifany part of a plat applies to land intended for residential housing and any part of that
land lies in a floodplain, the commissioners court shall not approve the plat unless:

(1) the subdivision is developed in compliance with the minimum requirements of the
National Flood Insurance Program and local regulations or orders adopted under
Section 16.315, Water Code; and
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(2) the plat evidences a restrictive covenant prohibiting the construction of
residential housing in any area of the subdivision that is in a floodplain unless the
housing is developed in compliance with the minimum requirements of the
National Flood Insurance Program and local regulations or orders adopted under
Section 16.315, Water Code.

(c) Onrequest, the county clerk shall provide the attorney general or the Texas Water
Development Board:

(1) acopy of each plat that is approved under this subchapter; or

(2) the reasons in writing and any documentation that support a variance granted
under Section 232.042.

(d) The commissioners’ court of the county in which the land is located may establish a
planning commission as provided by Subchapter D. The planning commission,
including its findings and decisions, is subject to the same provisions applicable to the
commissioners court under this subchapter, including Section 232.034 relating to
conflicts of interest.

On a related note, the Texas Water Development Board has developed model subdivision rules
for use to ensure that subdivisions in low-income areas are developed with adequate water
service and wastewater disposal (Texas Administrative Code, Title 31, Part 10, Chapter 364).
These may be adopted by only counties or cities and must be adopted by counties or cities that
apply to the Board for financial assistance from the Economically Distressed Areas Program, and
violations are enforced by the Texas Office of the Attorney General. Comments below on the
impacts of this requirement on housing availability in Colonias apply to this regulation as well.

Fourth, Local Government Code Chapter 232 Subchapter C (§§232.071, 232.072, and 232.073)
contains specialized subdivision platting regulations for economically distressed counties.

Texas Local Government Code, Sec. 232.071. APPLICABILITY.
(@) This subchapter applies only to the subdivision of land located:
(1) outside the corporate limits of a municipality; and

(2) ina county:

(A) in which is located a political subdivision that is eligible for and has applied for
financial assistance under Section 15.407, Water Code, or Subchapter K,
Chapter 17, Water Code; and

(B) to which Subchapter B does not apply.

Sec. 232.072. PLAT REQUIRED.

(@) The owner of a tract of land that divides the tract in any manner that creates lots of five
acres or less intended for residential purposes must have a plat of the subdivision
prepared. A subdivision of a tract under this section includes a subdivision of real
property by any method of conveyance, including a contract for deed, oral contract,
contract of sale, or other type of executory contract, regardless of whether the
subdivision is made by using a metes and bounds description.
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(b) A plat required under this section must:

(1) include on the plat or have attached to the plat a document containing a
description of the water and sewer service facilities that will be constructed or
installed to service the subdivision and a statement of the date by which the
facilities will be fully operable; and

(2) have attached to the plat a document prepared by an engineer registered to
practice in this state certifying that the water and sewer service facilities
described by the plat or the document attached to the plat are in compliance with
the model rules adopted under Section 16.343, Water Code.

(c) A platrequired under this section must be filed and recorded with the county clerk of
the county in which the tract is located. The plat is subject to the filing and recording
provisions of Section 12.002, Property Code.

Sec. 232.073. APPROVAL BY COUNTY REQUIRED.

(a) A platfiled under Section 232.072 is not valid unless the commissioners court of the
county in which the land is located approves the plat by an order entered in the
minutes of the court. The commissioners court shall refuse to approve a plat if it does
not meet the requirements prescribed by or under this subchapter or if any bond
required under this subchapter is not filed with the county clerk.

(b) The commissioners court of the county in which the land is located may establish a
planning commission as provided by Subchapter D. The planning commission,
including its findings and decisions, is subject to the same provisions applicable to the
commissioners court under this subchapter, including Section 232.078 relating to
conflicts of interest.

Fifth, Local Government Code Chapter 232 Subchapter E (§232.101) includes a separate
statement of plat regulation powers for “urban counties.” Although the subchapter title
references infrastructure planning, the substance of the text is not limited to that topic, but
addresses general subdivision plat regulation power. In addition, the title references urban
counties, but the text does not define which Texas counties are being enabled to use these
powers, rather than those in Subchapter A, as their authority to regulate subdivisions.

Texas Local Government Code, SUBCHAPTER E. Infrastructure Planning Provisions in
Certain Urban Counties

Sec.232.101. RULES.

(a) By an order adopted and entered in the minutes of the commissioners court and after a
notice is published in a newspaper of general circulation in the county, the
commissioners court may adopt rules governing plats and subdivisions of land within
the unincorporated area of the county to promote the health, safety, morals, or general
welfare of the county and the safe, orderly, and healthful development of the
unincorporated area of the county.
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(b) Unless otherwise authorized by state law, a commissioners court shall not regulate
under this section:

(1) the use of any building or property for business, industrial, residential, or other
purposes;

(2) the bulk, height, or number of buildings constructed on a particular tract of land;

(3) the size of a building that can be constructed on a particular tract of land,
including without limitation and restriction on the ratio of building floor space to
the land square footage;

(4) the number of residential units that can be built per acre of land;
(5) aplator subdivision in an adjoining county; or
(6) road access to a plat or subdivision in an adjoining county.

(c) The authority granted under Subsection (a) is subject to the exemptions to plat
requirements provided for in Section 232.0015.

Each of these Texas laws giving counties certain authority enumerate fairly typical provisions in
line with those found in many other states, with one exception. The provisions of Subchapter B
addressing subdivision powers near international borders include significantly more detailed
provisions that may “raise the bar” — particularly in confirming the adequacy of water and
sewer services — higher than the state applies to non-border counties. Instead of simply
authorizing county governments to adopt platting regulations, Subchapter B requires certain
counties to adopt certain regulations that could result in water and sewer service requirements
higher than those imposed by other counties, and prohibits county commissioners courts from
approving plats that do not meet those standards. Section I of this Al demonstrates that many
areas along the Texas-Mexico border contain high concentrations of persons of Hispanic origin.
As such, these regulations could have the effect of raising land division prices — and therefore
housing prices — for those persons.

With that one exception, these subdivision platting powers provisions do not require local
governments to take any actions that would restrict access to housing for FHAA-protected
persons, and do not create state level barriers to fair housing for those groups.

Although subdivision regulations have been identified as a major cause of increased housing
costs — particularly when they impose large minimum lot size or lot width requirements! —
none of the enabling acts reviewed above require Texas cities or counties to establish any
particular lot sizes or dimensions . However, §§232.022 and .023 do prevent new lots under 5
acres (and those between 5 and 10 acres that are intended for residential uses) from being
created unless adequate water and sewer services are available. If the land divider does not
comply with Texas Local Government Code Subchapter A (§232.001) and Subchapter B
(§§232.022,232.023, and 232.024), as applicable, then the parcels allegedly created cannot be
sold by the subdivider. The Texas Office of the Attorney General has authority to enforce this
prohibition on sale. The effect of the provision may be to raise housing costs (by requiring more

1 National Association of Home Builders Research Center, “Study of Subdivision Requirements as a Regulatory Barrier”,
April 2007.
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land per lot in areas where water or sewer that meets the Act standards is not available), which
would not have a direct impact on FHAA-protected persons, but may have an indirect impact on
FHAA-protected groups since they are disproportionately represented in low income groups.
Generally, zoning and subdivision regulations do not prevent the sale of already-created non-
conforming parcels, but may prevent homes from being built on these lots until they are made
conforming (for example, by buying an adjacent parcel and combining them) or until a variance
is obtained.

b. Zoning.

The State of Texas—Ilike every other state in the United States—grants municipalities zoning
authority to divide land into districts and regulate things like building height, lot coverage,
setbacks, and density. 2 State-level zoning enabling acts may create barriers to fair housing
choice if they require local government to adopt standards, definitions of land uses, or
procedures that restrict housing options for FHAA-protected persons, but the mere fact that the
acts allow local governments to take those actions does not constitute a state-level barrier to fair
housing.

i. Cities.

Local Government Code §211.003 grants municipalities general zoning authority and §211.005
grants municipalities the authority to divide land into districts.

Texas Local Government Code, Sec. 211.003.ZONING REGULATIONS GENERALLY.
(@) The governing body of a municipality may regulate:
(1) the height, number of stories, and size of buildings and other structures;
(2) the percentage of a lot that may be occupied;
(3) the size of yards, courts, and other open spaces;
(4) population density;

(5) thelocation and use of buildings, other structures, and land for business,
industrial, residential, or other purposes; and

(6) the pumping, extraction, and use of groundwater by persons other than retail
public utilities, as defined by Section 13.002, Water Code, for the purpose of
preventing the use or contact with groundwater that presents an actual or
potential threat to human health.

(b) In the case of designated places and areas of historical, cultural, or architectural
importance and significance, the governing body of a municipality may regulate the
construction, reconstruction, alteration, or razing of buildings and other structures.

(c) The governing body of a home-rule municipality may also regulate the bulk of
buildings.

2 Levine, Jonathan, Zoned Out, (Washington, RFF Press), 2006.
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Sec. 211.005. DISTRICTS.

(@) The governing body of a municipality may divide the municipality into districts of a
number, shape, and size the governing body considers best for carrying out this
subchapter. Within each district, the governing body may regulate the erection,
construction, reconstruction, alteration, repair, or use of buildings, other structures, or
land.

(b) Zoning regulations must be uniform for each class or kind of building in a district, but
the regulations may vary from district to district. The regulations shall be adopted with
reasonable consideration, among other things, for the character of each district and its
peculiar suitability for particular uses, with a view of conserving the value of buildings
and encouraging the most appropriate use of land in the municipality.

Each of these laws giving cities certain authority includes fairly typical provisions in line with
those found in many states. While the ability to regulate population density raises the possibility
that individual cities could restrict density in ways that raise the costs of housing (which is
common), the Texas” act does not create or encourage that result. These statutes do not require
local governments to take any actions that would restrict access to housing for FHAA-protected
persons, and do not create state-level barriers to fair housing for those groups.

In addition, Texas Local Government Code Section §214.219 requires municipalities with a
population greater than 1.7 million to adopt minimum habitability standards for multifamily
rental buildings.

Texas Local Government Code, Sec 214.219

(c) A municipality shall adopt an ordinance to establish minimum habitability standards
for multifamily rental buildings, including requiring maintenance of proper operating
conditions.

(d) A municipality may establish other standards as necessary to reduce material risks to
the physical health or safety of tenants of multifamily rental buildings.

This statute certainly does not create barriers to fair housing, and may in fact prevent the
creation of barriers by individual cities. Requiring that multifamily residential buildings meet
minimum standards of habitability and not contain risks to the physical health or safety of
tenants probably has the effect of increasing the supply of units that are usable especially for
persons with disabilities, which are included as FHAA-protected persons. As with all regulations
setting minimums for housing size or condition, this requirement may raise the cost of
multifamily rental units, but any impacts on lower-income FHAA-protected persons would be
the same as for other lower-income groups.

ii. Counties.

The State of Texas does not grant zoning authority to counties, with a few exceptions. However,
counties do have selected land use powers that can affect development.
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For example, Local Government Code Section §233.032 grants the county commissioners court
the authority to establish building set back regulations.

Texas Local Government Code, Sec.233.032. POWERS AND DUTIES OF COMMISSIONERS
COURT.

(a) Ifthe commissioners court of a county determines that the general welfare will be
promoted, the court may:

(1) establish by order building or set-back lines on the public roads, including major
highways and roads, in the county; and

(2) prohibit the location of a new building within those building or set-back lines.

(b) A building or set-back line established under this subchapter may not extend:

(1) more than 25 feet from the edge of the right-of-way on all public roads other than
major highways and roads; or

(2) more than 50 feet from the edge of the right-of-way of major highways and roads.

(c) The commissioners court may designate the public roads that are major highways and
roads.

In addition, Texas Property Code Chapter 203 (Enforcement of Land Use Restrictions in Certain
Counties) authorizes the county attorney, in counties larger than 200,000 people, to enforce
restrictions contained in properly recorded real property records including uses, setbacks, lot
size, type and number of buildings or other structures that may be built on the property.

Texas Property Code, Sec.203.001. APPLICABILITY OF CHAPTER.

This chapter applies only to a county with a population of more than 200,000.

Sec.203.002. DEFINITION.

In this chapter, "restriction" means a limitation that affects the use to which real property
may be put, fixes the distance at which buildings or other structures must be set back from
property, street, or lot lines, affects the size of lots, or affects the size, type, or number of
buildings or other structures that may be built on the property.

S5ec.203.003. COUNTY ATTORNEY AUTHORIZED TO ENFORCE RESTRICTIONS.

(@) The county attorney may sue in a court of competent jurisdiction to enjoin or abate
violations of a restriction contained or incorporated by reference in a properly
recorded plan, plat, replat, or other instrument affecting a real property subdivision
located in the county, regardless of the date on which the instrument was recorded.

(b) The county attorney may not enforce a restriction relating to race or any other
restriction that violates the state or federal constitution.

This statute does not grant authority to adopt restrictions. Nevertheless, this statute does not
require local governments to take any actions that would restrict access to housing for FHAA-
protected persons, and does not create state-level barriers to fair housing for those groups.
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Furthermore §203.003(b) would prevent the enforcement of restrictions enacted in violation of
the Equal Protection Clause in the 14th Amendment to the U.S. constitution.3

Finally, Local Government Code Chapter 231 grants zoning authority in specific listed areas of
counties in specific areas of the state, including parts of South Padre Island; Amistad Recreation
Area; areas around many listed lakes (and large lakes in general); the El Paso Mission Trail
Historical Area; areas around U.S. military bases; and, in one case, to an entire county (Hood
County). Chapter 231 is where Texas extends zoning powers to specific unincorporated area —
often to protect natural resources, tourism potential, or public safety — because without specific
enabling authority the county involved would not have powers to regulate development and
prevent adverse impacts. Twelve different subchapters for specific areas and types of areas have
been added to Chapter 231 over time. In almost all cases, the county powers granted are
identical, and include the power to regulate the height, number, of stories, and size of buildings;
percentages of a lot that may be occupied; the size of yards, courts, and other open spaces;
population density; location and use of buildings; and building construction standards. In some
cases they extend to placement of water and sewage facilities, parks and other public facilities.
In effect, each subchapter is a mini-zoning enabling act, and most of them include procedural
requirements for the adoption of regulations, one or more commissions to implement the
powers, procedures for appeal of decisions, and enforcement of regulations.

In short, all of the special cases in which Texas counties are given zoning powers or zoning-like
powers are similar to the municipal zoning enabling powers and do not create barriers to fair
housing choice to FHAA-protected persons.

In addition to the subdivision and zoning powers reviewed above, Texas statutes address the
regulation of specific types of housing, including assisted-living facilities, boarding houses,
convalescent/nursing homes, group homes, homeless shelters, and manufactured homes
(individually, as opposed to in manufactured home rental parks). Each of these statutes is
reviewed in the sections below.

c. Manufactured homes.

State-level laws governing individual HUD Code and pre-HUD Code manufactured homes are
addressed in Texas Occupations Code (while those related to the creation of Manufactured
Home Rental Communities are addressed in the Local Government Code and discussed in
Section 2.a.ii above). The Texas Occupations Code Chapter 1201 defines manufactured and
mobile homes (binding on all political subdivisions). Like many other states, cities, and counties,
“mobile home” means a pre-HUD-standard (i.e. pre-1976) manufactured home, and
“manufactured home” means a post-1976 manufactured home that meets HUD safety standards.

Chapter 1201 also grants authority for municipalities to regulate manufactured homes,
establishes replacement regulations, requires compliance with the National Manufactured
Housing Construction and Safety Standards Act of 1974, and establishes transportation
standards. Section 1201.252 grants authority for local governmental units to adopt different
standards for construction and installation if the new standards is for public health and safety
reasons. Section 1201.008 grants municipalities the authority to prohibit mobile homes (as

3 “no state shall ... deny to any person within its jurisdiction the equal protection of the laws.”
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opposed to manufactured homes) from being used as a residential dwelling. Finally, Texas
Administrative Code, Title 10, Part 1, Chapter 80 contains technical standards and other process
requirements (like installation, licensing, enforcement, etc.).

Texas Occupations Code, Sec. 1201.008. REGULATION BY MUNICIPALITY.

(a) A municipality may prohibit the installation of a mobile home for use as a dwelling in
the municipality. The prohibition must be prospective and may not apply to a mobile
home previously legally permitted by and used as a dwelling in the municipality. If a
mobile home is replaced by a HUD-code manufactured home in the municipality, the
municipality shall grant a permit for use of the manufactured home as a dwelling in the
municipality.

Sec.1201.252. POWER OF LOCAL GOVERNMENTAL UNIT TO ADOPT DIFFERENT
STANDARD.

(@) Alocal governmental unit of this state may not adopt a standard for the construction or
installation of manufactured housing in the local governmental unit that is different
from a standard adopted by the board unless, after a hearing, the board expressly
approves the proposed standard.

(b) To adopt a different standard under this section, the local governmental unit must
demonstrate that public health and safety require the different standard.

Section 1201.008 is a standard provision found in many state acts and local regulations. While
restricting pre-HUD-standard manufactured housing may make those units unavailable for
lower-income persons, those impacts would be no different for a significant portion of a class of
FHAA-protected persons and other lower-income persons. More importantly, the public health
and safety benefits of requiring manufactured housing to meet federal safety standards is
generally considered to outweigh the value of making these now-very-old units available to the
public. Interestingly, Texas counties (as opposed to cities) do not have the ability to prevent the
use of pre-HUD mobile homes as residences.

Any impact of this exception would have the same impact on FHAA-protected persons and
manufactured home residents who are not covered by the FHAA so they do not create barriers
to fair housing choice.

d. Industrialized housing (modular housing).

Texas Occupations Code Chapter 1202 defines industrialized housing, which generally includes
pre-assembled or modular housing that is not a HUD-code manufactured home. That Chapter
also includes standards for construction (building, mechanical, plumbing, etc.) codes, grants
authority for municipalities to regulate land use, zoning, setbacks, etc. Section 1202.253 states
that single family or duplex industrialized housing is real property and may be regulated in the
same ways, but that standards applied to industrialized housing cannot be stricter than those
applied to other forms of housing.
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Texas Occupations Code, Sec.1202.002. DEFINITION OF INDUSTRIALIZED HOUSING.
(a) Industrialized housing is a residential structure that is:
(1) designed for the occupancy of one or more families;

(2) constructed in one or more modules or constructed using one or more modular
components built at a location other than the permanent site; and

(3) designed to be used as a permanent residential structure when the module or the
modular component is transported to the permanent site and erected or installed
on a permanent foundation system.

(b) Industrialized housing includes the structure ’s plumbing, heating, air conditioning, and
electrical systems.

(c¢) Industrialized housing does not include:
(1) aresidential structure that exceeds three stories or 49 feet in height;

(2) housing constructed of a sectional or panelized system that does not use a
modular component; or

(3) aready-built home constructed in a manner in which the entire living area is
contained in a single unit or section at a temporary location for the purpose of
selling and moving the home to another location.

Sec.1202.151. BUILDING CODES.

(@) In addition to complying with Subsection (b) or (c), as applicable, industrialized
housing and buildings must be constructed to meet or exceed the requirements and
standards of the National Electrical Code, published by the National Fire Protection
Association, as that code existed on January 1, 1985.

(b) Industrialized housing and buildings erected or installed in a municipality must be
constructed to meet or exceed the requirements and standards of whichever of the
following two groups of codes is used by the municipality:

(1) the Uniform Building Code, Uniform Plumbing Code, and Uniform Mechanical
Code, published by the International Conference of Building Officials, as those
codes existed on January 1, 1985; or

(2) the Standard Building Code, Standard Mechanical Code, Standard Plumbing Code,
and Standard Gas Code, published by the Southern Building Code Congress
International, Inc., as those codes existed on January 1, 1985.

(c¢) Industrialized housing and buildings erected or installed outside a municipality or in a
municipality that does not use a building code group described by Subsection (b)(1) or
(2) must be constructed to meet or exceed the requirements and standards of
whichever of those building code groups is selected by the manufacturer of the housing
or buildings.
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Texas Occupations Code

Sec.1202.251. RESERVATION OF MUNICIPAL AUTHORITY.

(a) Municipal authority is specifically and entirely reserved to a municipality, including, as
applicable:

(1) land use and zoning requirements;

(2) building setback requirements;

(3) side and rear yard requirements;

(4) site planning and development and property line requirements;
(5) subdivision control; and

(6) landscape architectural requirements.

(b) Except as provided by Section 1202.253, requirements and regulations not in conflict with
this chapter or with other state law relating to transportation, erection, installation, or use
of industrialized housing or buildings must be reasonably and uniformly applied and
enforced without distinctions as to whether the housing or buildings are manufactured or
are constructed on-site.

Sec.1202.252. MUNICIPAL REGULATION OF INDUSTRIALIZED HOUSING AND BUILDINGS.

(a) A municipality that regulates the on-site construction or installation of industrialized
housing and buildings may:

(1) require and review, for compliance with mandatory building codes, a complete set
of designs, plans, and specifications bearing the council ’s stamp of approval for
each installation of industrialized housing or buildings in the municipality;

(2) require that all applicable local permits and licenses be obtained before
construction begins on a building site;

(3) require, in accordance with commission rules, that all modules or modular
components bear an approved decal or insignia indicating inspection by the
department; and

(4) establish procedures for the inspection of:

(A) the erection and installation of industrialized housing or buildings to be
located in the municipality, to ensure compliance with mandatory building
codes and commission rules; and

(B) all foundation and other on-site construction, to ensure compliance with
approved designs, plans, and specifications.

Sec.1202.253. MUNICIPAL REGULATION OF SINGLE FAMILY AND DUPLEX
INDUSTRIALIZED HOUSING.

(a) Single family or duplex industrialized housing must have all local permits and licenses
that are applicable to other single family or duplex dwellings.
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(b) For purposes of this section, single family or duplex industrialized housing is real
property.

(c) A municipality may adopt regulations that require single family or duplex
industrialized housing to:

(1) have a value equal to or greater than the median taxable value for each single
family dwelling located within 500 feet of the lot on which the industrialized
housing is proposed to be located, as determined by the most recent certified tax
appraisal roll for each county in which the properties are located;

(2) have exterior siding, roofing, roofing pitch, foundation fascia, and fenestration
compatible with the single family dwellings located within 500 feet of the lot on
which the industrialized housing is proposed to be located;

(3) comply with municipal aesthetic standards, building setbacks, side and rear yard
offsets, subdivision control, architectural landscaping, square footage, and other
site requirements applicable to single family dwellings; or

(4) be securely fixed to a permanent foundation.

(d) For purposes of Subsection (c), "value" means the taxable value of the industrialized
housing and the lot after installation of the housing.

(e) Exceptas provided by Subsection (c), a municipality may not adopt a regulation under
this section that is more restrictive for industrialized housing than that required for a
new single family or duplex dwelling constructed on-site.

(f) This section does not:

(1) limit the authority of a municipality to adopt regulations to protect historic
properties or historic districts; or

(2) affect deed restrictions.

These provisions clearly authorize Texas municipalities (but not counties) to take actions
consistent with the exercise of general zoning authority, and to adopt regulations that would
limit the availability of modular housing and/or raise the price of those units. As with the
manufactured housing statutes reviewed above, these resulting impacts on reducing housing
choice for lower-income households would be the same on FHAA-protected persons and other
persons. They do not create barriers to fair housing choice for those groups protected under the
FHAA.

e. Assisted living facilities.

Assisted living facilities are under the authority of the Texas State Department of Aging and
Disability Services, and Chapter 247 of the Texas Health and Safety Code requires them to be
licensed by that department. Although assisted living facility regulations are not directly
administered by TDHCA, these facilities are addressed in some of the TDHCA'’s program
eligibility criteria (discussed below)
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Texas Health and Safety Code, Sec 247.002(1) "Assisted living facility” means an
establishment that:

(a) furnishes, in one or more facilities, food and shelter to four or more persons who are
unrelated to the proprietor of the establishment;

(b) provides:
(1) personal care services; or

(2) administration of medication by a person licensed or otherwise authorized in this
state to administer the medication; and

(c) may provide assistance with or supervision of the administration of medication.

Sec. 247.022. LICENSE APPLICATION.

(a) An applicant for an assisted living facility license must submit an application to the
department [State Department of Aging and Disability Services] on a form prescribed
by the department.

Sec. 247.025. ADOPTION OF RULES.

The board shall adopt rules necessary to implement this chapter, including requirements for
the issuance, renewal, denial, suspension, and revocation of a license to operate an assisted
living facility.

Sec. 247.026. STANDARDS.

(@) The board by rule shall prescribe minimum standards to protect the health and safety
of an assisted living facility resident.

Chapter 247 does not authorize any specific land use treatment of group homes — i.e., it does
not limit Texas city zoning authority to permit or exclude them in residential areas, and it does
not give Texas counties zoning-like powers to exclude them. It simply requires that they have a
state-issued license. While some groups likely to occupy assisted living facilities, such as persons
with disabilities, are FHAA-protected persons, it is quite common for states and/or local
governments to establish licensing systems for group home operators in order to protect the
health and safety of residents with limited abilities to protect themselves. State and local
licensing systems are not intended to restrict the number of assisted living facilities except for
reasons of public health and safety, and we do not consider facility licensing systems to create
barriers to fair housing choice for these groups.

f. Boarding homes.

Texas Health and Safety Code Chapter 260 defines “boarding home facility;” enables a county or
municipality to require a person to obtain a permit to operate a boarding home facility; contains
model standards; establishes guidelines for reporting if those standards are adopted; and states
that facilities meeting the standards may not be excluded from a residential area by zoning
ordinance or similar regulations. In 2007 Texas House Bill 1168 requested a Report on Texas
Boarding Houses, and that report was issued in January of 2009. In 2009 Texas House Bill 216
amended Chapter 247 and Chapter 260 provisions on boarding houses. Like assisted living
facilities, boarding houses are regulated by the Department of Aging and Disabilities.
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Texas Health and Safety Code, Sec. 260.001
(2) "Boarding home facility" means an establishment that:

(A) furnishes, in one or more buildings, lodging to three or more persons with
disabilities or elderly persons who are unrelated to the owner of the
establishment by blood or marriage; and

(B) provides community meals, light housework, meal preparation, transportation,
grocery shopping, money management, laundry services, or assistance with self-
administration of medication but does not provide personal care services as
defined by Section 247.002 to those persons.

Sec. 260.004. LOCAL REGULATION.

A county or municipality may require a person to obtain a permit from the county or
municipality to operate a boarding home facility within the county’s or municipality’s
jurisdiction. A county or municipality may adopt the standards developed by the executive
commissioner under Section 260.003 and require a boarding home facility that holds a
permit issued by the county or municipality to comply with the adopted standards.

Sec. 260.005. PERMIT PROCEDURES; FEES; FINES.

(a) A county or municipality that requires a person to obtain a boarding home facility
permit as authorized by Section 260.004 may establish procedures for the submission
of a boarding home facility permit application and for the issuance, denial, renewal,
suspension, and revocation of the permit.

Sec. 260.011. EXCLUSION PROHIBITED.

If an entity meets the requirements established by a county or municipality under this
chapter, the entity may not be excluded from a residential area by zoning ordinances or
similar regulations.

This provision authorizes, but does not require, local governments to establish minimum
standards and a permitting system for boarding houses; it does not appear to require local
governments to include or exclude any specific provisions from their permit systems. While a
local government that decides to establish a permit system may not exclude boarding homes
that meet its standards from residential areas, there is no stated limit to the strictness or laxity
of the boarding home standards that would need to be met for this to apply. However, in the
absence of Chapter 260, the general municipal zoning powers in Local Government Code Section
211 do not explicitly permit or restrict local governments’ ability to exclude all boarding homes
from residential areas. So Chapter 260 enables — but does not require — cities to establish a
system that could remove some barriers to boarding homes for some FHAA-protected persons
in residential areas. While some cities that did not previously have zoning controls addressing
boarding houses may have used the passage of House Bill 216 to adopt stricter controls on these
facilities than they do on other types of facilities, it appears that they could have adopted these
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controls even without the powers granted in Section 247 and 260.4 Cities already had the
authority to adopt boarding house regulations prior to House Bill 216.

In contrast, Texas counties do not have general zoning powers, so they would presumably not be
able to exclude boarding homes from residential areas in the absence of some legislatively
granted power to do so. Chapter 260 could give them that power, because by establishing strict
standards for boarding homes, county governments could make it difficult to obtain a boarding
home permit and those without permits could be excluded from residential areas. Because the
persons with disabilities (i.e. the groups identified in the Texas definition of “boarding house”),
are FHAA-protected groups, Chapter 260 could restrict housing choice for those groups in
counties enacting strict boarding house standards.

Note, however, that the text of Chapter 260 does not apply to the full range of FHAA-protected
persons; it applies to persons with disabilities, but the definition of boarding house would not
cover facilities based on family status or recovering alcohol and drug addicts. So Texas counties
would not have the power to exclude boarding homes for groups other persons with disabilities
from residential areas, and Chapter 260 does not give them that power.>

g. Convalescent and nursing homes.

Chapter 242 of the Texas Health and Safety Code is administered by the Department of Aging
and Disability Services. The chapter is titled “Convalescent and Nursing Homes and Related
Institutions”. Section 242.002 does not define convalescent homes or nursing homes, but does
define “institution”. It is not clear whether the definition of “institution” is intended to include
convalescent and nursing homes but, because those terms are not defined separately, we
assume that they are intended to be included in this definition. Section 242.004 permits
institutions to care for pregnant women and 242.031 requires institutions to be licensed by the
state.

Texas Health and Safety Code, Sec. 242.002 Definitions
(10) "Institution" means an establishment that:

(A) furnishes, in one or more facilities, food and shelter to four or more persons who
are unrelated to the proprietor of the establishment; and

(B) provides minor treatment under the direction and supervision of a physician
licensed by the Texas Medical Board, or other services that meet some need
beyond the basic provision of food, shelter, and laundry.

4 Itappears that several large cities, including Dallas, El Paso, Fort Worth and Houston, may have tightened controls on
boarding homes and specifically those that may serve persons with disabilities and elderly, following the adoption of
HB216.

5  There is no definition of “disability” or “disabled” in Chapter 242 of the Texas Health and Safety Code (Convalescent and
Nursing Homes and Related Institutions). It is also not clear that the definitions of “disability” in the Texas Human
Resources Code (48:002) cover the same groups covered by the FHAA definition of disability (as interpreted in
regulations and by court decisions). That definition is: (8)"Disabled person” means a person with a mental, physical, or
developmental disability that substantially impairs the person ’s ability to provide adequately for the person s care or
protection and who is: (A) 18 years of age or older; or (B)under 18 years of age and who has had the disabilities of
minority removed.” It is not clear, for example, whether this definition covers persons with AIDS or recovering alcohol or
drug addicts.
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Sec. 242.004. SIMULTANEOUS CARE FOR PREGNANT WOMEN AND OTHER WOMEN.

This chapter does not prohibit an institution defined by Section 242.002(6)(B)
[242.002(10)(B)] from simultaneously caring for pregnant women and other women
younger than 50 years of age.

Sec.242.031. LICENSE REQUIRED.

A person or governmental unit, acting severally or jointly with any other person or
governmental unit, may not establish, conduct, or maintain an institution in this state
without a license issued under this chapter.

h. Group homes.

In contrast to assisted living facilities and boarding homes, group homes are regulated by the
Texas Department of State Health Services, which requires that they be licensed. The definition
of a Group Home is found in Texas Health and Safety Code Chapter 591.003(10):

Texas Health and Safety Code, 591.003 Definitions. "Group home" means a residential
arrangement, other than a residential care facility, operated by the department or a
community center in which not more than 15 persons with mental retardation voluntarily
live and under appropriate supervision may share responsibilities for operation of the living
unit.

This statute does not authorize any specific land use treatment of group homes — i.e. it does not
limit Texas city zoning authority to permit or exclude them in residential areas, and it does not
give Texas counties zoning-like powers to exclude them. It simply requires that they have a
state-issued license. While persons with cognitive disabilities are FHAA-protected persons it is
quite common for states and/or local governments to establish licensing systems for group
home operators in order to protect the health and safety of residents with such disabilities. State
and local licensing systems are not intended to restrict the number of group homes except for
reasons of public health and safety, and we do not consider group home licensing systems to
create barriers to fair housing choice for these groups.

There has been significant litigation over the years over whether group homes must be treated
as residential (rather than commercial) uses — and therefore permitted in residential areas —
under certain circumstances. In general, the courts have required that group homes that have
the characteristics of single family homes, most notably in the size and number of people
residing in the facility, must be treated as a residential use. That means that they should be
allowed in at least one residential district either by right or through a permit system.¢ Texas
statutes do not include this requirement, but the failure to so provide does not create a barrier
to fair choice, since local governments are still subject to challenges on this basis under the
FHAA. However a Texas statute requiring that small group home facilities for FHAA-protected
persons be treated as residential uses would prevent the creation of barriers in this area at the
local government level.

6 See for example: Rhodes v. Palmetto Pathway Homes, Inc., 400 S.E.2d 484 (S.C. 1991); Dornbach v. Holley, 854 S.0.2d 211
(2002 FL); Evergreen Meadows Homeowners Association, 773 P.2d 1046 (Colo. 1989); and Baltimore Neighborhoods Inc.,
v. Rommel Builders, 40 F.Supp.2d 700 (1999).
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i. Homeless shelters.

Texas Local Government Code Sections 244.021 through .023 includes spacing and locational
requirements for homeless shelters, but only applies to cities with a population over 1.6 million
— i.e. to Houston, the one large city in Texas that has chosen not to exercise its option to adopt
zoning controls.

Texas Local Government Code, Sec.244.021. DEFINITION.

In this subchapter, "shelter for homeless individuals" means a supervised private facility
that provides temporary living accommodations for homeless individuals.

Sec.244.022. APPLICATION OF SUBCHAPTER.

This subchapter applies only to construction or operation of a shelter for homeless
individuals that is located or proposed to be located within the boundaries of a municipality
with a population of 1.6 million or more.

Sec.244.023. RESTRICTION.

Unless municipal consent is granted under Section 244.025, a person may not construct or
operate a shelter for homeless individuals within 1,000 feet of another shelter for homeless
individuals or a primary or secondary school.

This statute requires a city that has chosen not to adopt zoning to impose zoning-like controls
over homeless shelters (which could limit the availability of that housing), but then provides
that the city may “consent” to exceptions to the spacing requirements (which could limit the
impact of the restriction). Nevertheless, since homeless individuals are not an FHAA-protected
group, this does not constitute a clear violation of the FHAA, but in a given area or locale other
factors may lead to the homeless population having a high level of overlap with one or more
protected classes, such as in communities where significant numbers of persons exiting certain
facilities become a large component of that area’s homeless population.

3. Building Codes

Building construction codes with extensive requirements could have the potential to increase
housing costs and reduce the supply of affordable housing. In addition, if they contain provisions
that discourage or prohibit the types of reasonable modifications needed to meet the needs of
FHAA-protected persons they could create barriers to fair housing choice for these groups.
These issues are discussed in the paragraphs that follow.

a. General requirements.

Local Government Code Section 214.212 requires cities (but not counties) throughout the state
to use the International Residential Code (May 1, 2001) as the residential building code
throughout the state but with an ability to adopt local amendments or a different code as long as
the resulting code includes provision for building rehabilitation or a separate rehabilitation
code.
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Texas Local Government Code, Sec.214.212. INTERNATIONAL RESIDENTIAL CODE.

(a) To protect the public health, safety, and welfare, the International Residential Code, as
it existed on May 1, 2001, is adopted as a municipal residential building code in this
state.

(b) The International Residential Code applies to all construction, alteration, remodeling,
enlargement, and repair of residential structures in a municipality.

(c) A municipality may establish procedures:
(1) to adoptlocal amendments to the International Residential Code; and
(2) for the administration and enforcement of the International Residential Code.

(d) A municipality may review and consider amendments made by the International Code
Council to the International Residential Code after May 1, 2001.

Sec.214.215. ADOPTION OF REHABILITATION CODES OR PROVISIONS.

(a) In this section, "rehabilitation" means the alteration, remodeling, enlargement, or
repair of an existing structure.

(b) A municipality that adopts a building code, other than the International Residential
Code adopted under Section 214.212, shall adopt one of the following:

(1) prescriptive provisions for rehabilitation as part of the municipality 's building
code; or

(2) the rehabilitation code that accompanies the building code adopted by the
municipality.

(c) The rehabilitation code or prescriptive provisions do not apply to the rehabilitation of
a structure to which the International Residential Code applies or to the construction of
a new structure.

(d) A municipality may:

(1) adopt the rehabilitation code or prescriptive provisions for rehabilitation
recommended by the Texas Board of Architectural Examiners; or

(2) amend its rehabilitation code or prescriptive provisions for rehabilitation.

(e) A municipality shall enforce the prescriptive provisions for rehabilitation or the
rehabilitation code in a manner consistent with the enforcement of the municipality’s
building code.

The adoption of an internationally recognized building code is a reasonable response to the
need to protect public health and safety, and resulting increases in housing costs may be offset
by the efficiencies of using a predictable set of building standards across the state. The
requirement for a building rehabilitation code or code provisions is a best practice that tends to
keep the existing housing stock habitable and extends its useful life. Because much of the
nation’s affordable housing stock is in older structures, this tends to increase the supply of
affordable housing. In addition, most international building codes include a provision for
variances or alternative compliance that can be used to respond to requests for “reasonable
accommodation” under the FHAA. For these reasons, building construction codes are seldom
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targeted as significant impediments to fair housing choice. Neither statute creates barriers to
fair housing choice for FHAA-protected persons.

In addition, Health and Safety Code Chapter 388 adopts internationally recognized energy
efficiency codes throughout the state, but allows municipalities or counties to adopt local
amendments to these codes. Local Government Code Section 214.901 clarifies that home rule
municipalities may require compliance with energy conservation standards in their local
municipal building codes.

Texas Health and Safety Code, Sec. 388.003. ADOPTION OF BUILDING ENERGY
EFFICIENCY PERFORMANCE STANDARDS.

(@) To achieve energy conservation in single family residential construction, the energy
efficiency chapter of the International Residential Code, as it existed on May 1, 2001, is
adopted as the energy code in this state for single family residential construction.

(b) To achieve energy conservation in all other residential, commercial, and industrial
construction, the International Energy Conservation Code as it existed on May 1, 2001,
is adopted as the energy code for use in this state for all other residential, commercial,
and industrial construction.

Texas Local Government Code, Sec. 214.901. ENERGY CONSERVATION.

A home-rule municipality may require that the construction of buildings comply with the
energy conservation standards in the municipal building code.

Energy efficiency codes often increase initial construction costs but reduce longer-term
operating costs. These affordability impacts should be the same for FHAA-protected groups as
for the general population.

b. In Colonias and border areas.

Texas Administrative Code Title 10, Part 1, Chapter 1, Subchapter A, Rule 1.18 creates housing
standards for housing projects supported by TDHCA in Colonias within 150 miles of the
international border.

10TAC$§1.18

(@) Purpose. The purpose of this section is to establish housing quality standards for
housing projects located in Colonias. A Colonia is defined in Tex. Gov't Code Ann.
§2306.581 to mean a geographic area located in a county some part of which is within
150 miles of the international border of this state and that:

(1) has a majority population composed of individuals and families of low income and
very low income, based on the federal Office of Management and Budget poverty
index, and meets the qualifications of an economically distressed area under
§17.921, Water Code, or

(2) has the physical and economic characteristics of a Colonia, as determined by the
Texas Department of Housing and Community Affairs.
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(b) Colonia Housing Standards.

(1) Site and Neighborhood. The site and neighborhood shall not be subject to serious
adverse environmental conditions, including at a minimum, but not limited to,

(A) flooding;
(B) open sewers; and

(C) accumulation of trash or refuse.

(2) Access.

(A) the dwelling unit shall have direct access for the occupants from public
roadways;

(B) if new construction, the dwelling unit shall comply with the accessibility
requirements specified in Tex. Gov't Code Ann. §2306.514; and

(C) the dwelling unit shall have operable doors and windows with serviceable
locks.

(3) Structure and Materials. The structure and materials shall be such that the
dwelling is structurally sound and does not pose a threat to the health and safety
of the occupants, including:

(A) the structure shall be free from any serious defects such as leaning, buckling,
or tripping hazards;

(B) roof shall be firm and weather tight; and

(C) in the case of a manufactured home, the home must be permanently
anchored to the site to prevent movement.

(4) Lead-Based Paint. All structures shall be inspected for defective paint surfaces in
units constructed prior to 1978 which are occupied by families with children
under seven years of age. In the event a structure built before 1978 has been
identified as having been painted with lead-based paint, it must comply with the
requirements of §302 of the Lead-Based Paint Poisoning Prevention Act, 42 U.S.C.
§4822, and the following abatement measures shall be taken if:

(A) the painted surfaces have cracking, peeling, scaling, chipping, or loose paint;
or

(B) the family that occupies the unit has a child under seven years of age who is
confirmed to have a concentration of lead in whole blood of 25 micrograms
of lead per deciliter of whole blood, or higher;

(5) Water Supply. The water supply shall be free of contamination; the water heater
shall not be located in a bathroom, bedroom, or clothes closet; and potable water
shall be supplied to all kitchens and bathrooms.

(6) Sanitary Facilities. The dwelling unit shall contain its own sanitary facilities which
shall be connected to an approved sewer or septic system, shall be in proper
working condition and which shall be separate from other rooms to insure
privacy. A bathroom shall contain a lavatory sink, a bathtub and/or shower, and a
flush toilet.
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(7) Interior Air Quality. The air in the dwelling unit shall be free of pollutants, such
as carbon monoxide, sewer gas, and fuel gas.

(A) Bathrooms shall have at least one operable window or other adequate
exhaust ventilation; and

(B) All windows in the dwelling unit shall have screens to cover each window
opening.

(8) Food Preparation. The dwelling unit shall contain space and equipment in the
proper operating condition to prepare and serve food in a sanitary manner.
Each dwelling unit shall have:

(A) aworking stove with a minimum of four operating burners;

(B) provisions for mechanical refrigeration of food at a temperature of not
more than 45 degrees Fahrenheit;

(C) adequate sinks with hot and cold water under pressure which shall drain
into an approved public or private sewer or septic system; and

(D) adequate lighting and ventilation.

(9) Electrical. Each room in the dwelling unit shall have natural or artificial lighting
to permit normal indoor activities.

(A) living areas and bedrooms shall have at least one window;

(B) a ceiling or wall type light fixture shall be present and working in the
bathroom and kitchen;

(C) atleasttwo electrical outlets shall be present in the living area, kitchen,
and bedrooms;

(D) all rehabilitation and new construction shall comply with the National
Electric Code which includes the installation of Ground Fault Interruption
Circuits (GFIC) in the kitchen and bathroom; and

(E) all new construction shall comply with the construction standards of Tex.
Gov't Code Ann. §2306.514 which require accessibility and specify the
location of electrical panels or breaker boxes, light switches, electrical
plugs, and thermostats. Each breaker box is required to be located inside
the dwelling on the first floor.

(10) Thermal Environment. The dwelling unit shall have and be capable of
maintaining a healthy thermal environment.

(A) the dwelling unit shall be energy efficient;

(B) the dwelling unit shall have operable windows to provide cross
ventilation; and

(C) room heaters that burn natural gas, heating oil, or kerosene, or other
flammable fuels shall be vented to prevent fire and safety hazards. All
vents shall extend above the peak of the roof.
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(11) Security. The dwelling unit shall be secure.
(A) all exterior doors and windows shall be secured with operable locks; and

(B) ata minimum, there shall be one Underwriters Laboratories (UL) approved,
battery operated or hardwired smoke detector on each level of the unit.

(c) Appeals and Alternative Dispute Resolution.

(1) The Department provides a process for appeal of decisions made under 10 T.A.C.
§1.7 and §1.8.

(2) The Department encourages the use of alternative dispute resolution as outlined
in 10 T.A.C. §1.17.

These standards are intended to ensure the basic habitability of TDHCA projects in very low-
income unincorporated communities, most of which were constructed before (or in violation of)
county subdivision and building controls. Although very basic, these regulations will tend to
make Colonia units more usable by persons with disabilities, as well as safer for families with
children. They do not create barriers to fair housing choice. It also appears that the provisions of
Texas Property Code Section 301.025, which defines disabilities and requires landlords to make
reasonable modifications or accommodations for persons with disabilities, apply to Colonias,
because Colonias are not excluded from the scope of that provision.

Apparently as an alternative, Texas Local Government Code Section 233.153 authorizes (but
does not require) counties that are within 50 miles of the international border OR have a
population of more than 100 to require that single family homes and duplexes comply with the
International Residential Code. Counties may also adopt the international building code as
adopted by their county seat. This was created to give the authority to small communities and
border communities to adopt a residential code. Note that the statutory language does not
require that those constructing a house or duplex notify the county about the construction, so as
a practical matter it may be difficult for counties to implement and enforce. However, since no
Texas county is obligated to adopt these standards, the fact that counties may have a hard time
enforcing these standards leaves them in no different situation than counties that choose not to
adopt them. This is standard and does not present any barriers.

Texas Local Government Code, Sec. 233.152. APPLICABILITY.

This subchapter applies only to a county that has adopted a resolution or order requiring
the application of the provisions of this subchapter and that:

(1) islocated within 50 miles of an international border; or

(2) has a population of more than 100.

Sec. 233.153. BUILDING CODE STANDARDS APPLICABLE.

(a) New residential construction of a single family house or duplex in the unincorporated
area of a county to which this subchapter applies shall conform to the version of the
International Residential Code published as of May 1, 2008, or the version of the
International Residential Code that is applicable in the county seat of that county.
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The provisions for minimum housing in Colonias may be either higher or lower than the
standards that would be applied to development in other areas of the county, depending on the
standard provisions in the county’s subdivision and building codes (if any). However, if the
Colonia standards apply in counties that otherwise do not have significant subdivision or
building regulations, they may “raise the bar” for development and improve habitability but also
potentially restrict the supply of housing.

c. TDHCA standards.

Texas Government Code Section 2304.005 grants authority to TDHCA to adopt minimum
housing, building, fire, and related code standards applicable to areas where for which a housing
rehabilitation plan has been approved by the Department and for which local government
standards are not in effect.

Texas Government Code, Sec.2304.005. AUTHORITY OF DEPARTMENT
TO ADOPT MINIMUM HOUSING CODE STANDARDS.

The department shall adopt the minimum housing, building, fire, and related code standards
that apply in designated areas for which a housing rehabilitation plan is approved by the
department and for which local government standards are not in effect.

As aresult, all new or rehabilitated construction housing using TDHCA funding is required
to be compliant with minimum standards for materials, electrical, roofing, and insulation,
according to the Texas Minimum Construction Specifications. This simply allows TDHCA to
recognize the public health and safety risks associated with unregulated construction
practices, and to avoid those risks when the local government has no standards in effect and
TDHCA investments and the health and safety of TDHCA project resident are at stake. While
applying minimum building standards in areas that do not have them may raise the cost of
housing, the standards — like other building code compliance requirements — do not create
any barrier to fair housing choice for FHAA-protected groups any differently than those for
the general public.

4. Accessibility

The Fair Housing Act Amendments (FHAA) offers protection to persons with disabilities to
ensure they have equal access to safe and affordable housing options. However, that right will be
impaired if the available housing is not accessible to disabled persons (e.g. doors are too narrow
to accommodate wheelchairs, or building entries are located above or below grade level with no
means for a wheelchair to accommodate that change in grade).

a. Accessible housing design.

Four different Texas statutes address accessibility.

Texas Administrative Code Title 10, Part 1, Chapter 60, Subchapter B requires that all
multifamily projects receiving funding from TDHCA comply with the Uniform Federal
Accessibility Standards (UFAS) and FHAA.
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10 TAC 60.201 Scope

(@) The purpose of this subchapter is to provide guidance about and to ensure compliance
with the requirements of §504 of the 1973 Rehabilitation Act and the Fair Housing Act
in the alteration or construction of multifamily housing projects by recipients of
funding from the Texas Department of Housing and Community Affairs ("the
Department").

(b) No individual with a disability shall, by reason of their disability, be excluded from the
participation in, be denied the benefits of, or be subjected to discrimination under any
program or activity receiving Federal financial assistance from the Department of
Housing and Urban Development through the department.

10 TAC 60.203 General Requirements

(a) A unitis not considered to be fully accessible unless it meets the requirements of the
Uniform Federal Accessibility Standards (UFAS). All units that are accessible to persons
with mobility impairments must be on an accessible route. (Source: HUD Handbook
4350.3, Occupancy Requirements of Subsidized Multifamily Housing Programs, §2-

22(C)(4))

(b) Recipients must give priority to methods that offer housing in the most integrated
setting possible (i.e., a setting that enables qualified persons with disabilities and
persons without disabilities to interact to the fullest extent possible). To the maximum
extent feasible and subject to reasonable health and safety requirements, accessible
units must be:

(1) Distributed throughout the project and site; and

(2) Made available in a sufficient range of sizes and amenities so that the choice of
living arrangements of qualified persons with disabilities is, as a whole,
comparable to that of other persons eligible for housing assistance under the
same program. (Source: 24 CFR §8.26)

(c) Multifamily housing projects covered by this subchapter and built after July 11, 1988
must have a minimum of 5% of the units in multifamily housing that are fully
accessible in accordance with the Uniform Federal Accessibility Standards (UFAS) and
an additional 2% that are accessible to persons with visual and hearing impairments.
This obligation is an absolute requirement. For buildings that fall within this category,
an owner may not justify a failure to have met these requirements because of an undue
financial and administrative burden. This requirement also applies to units that are
newly constructed to replace demolished or uninhabitable units.

(d) Multifamily housing projects which are designed and constructed only for
homeownership are not subject to the 5%/2% requirement. However, they are subject
to the other requirements of this subchapter, including, but not limited to, the
requirements found in §60.207(a)(2) and §60.209 of this subchapter.

(e) Multifamily housing designed and constructed for first occupancy after March 13,1991
containing covered dwelling units must comply with the design and construction
requirements of the Fair Housing Act.
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(f) Covered multifamily dwelling housing is buildings consisting of four or more dwelling
units if such buildings have one or more elevators and ground floor dwelling units in
other buildings consisting of four or more dwelling units. (Source: 24 CFR §8.22, HUD
Handbook 4350.3, §2-35, Telesca v. Long Island Housing Partnership, 443 F. Supp. 2nd
397 (E.D. N.Y. 2006), 42 USC §3604(f)(3)). EXAMPLE 203(1): A recipient receives
funding from the Department and will construct a 10 unit homeownership project. The
requirement that 5% of the units are accessible to persons with mobility impairments
and 2% of the units are accessible to persons with sensory impairments does not apply.
However, structural changes that are needed by a purchaser with a family member
who has a disability are subject to the requirement that the recipient make reasonable
accommodations, including structural changes that may be necessary to enable the
family to live in the unit. So a request that a ramp be constructed to access the front
porch of a homeownership unit to accommodate the disability of a 12 year old resident
or prospective resident must be provided as a reasonable accommodation, unless the
accommodation presents an undue financial and administrative hardship or
constitutes a fundamental alteration of the program. In addition, if some or all of the
units are covered by the design and construction requirements of the Fair Housing Act,
those units must comply with the requirements.

Although the requirements of UFAS are not necessarily the same as those in the FHAA, in
practice TDHCA requires compliance with both sets of accessibility standards. The FHAA text in
42 U.S.C. 3604(f)(3)(C) states that discrimination includes:

42 U.S.C. 3604(f)(3)(c)

(a) in connection with the design and construction of covered multifamily dwellings for
first occupancy after the date that is 30 months after September 13, 1988, a failure to
design and construct those dwellings in such a manner that—

(1) the public use and common use portions of such dwellings are readily accessible
to and usable by handicapped persons;

(2) all the doors designed to allow passage into and within all premises within such
dwellings are sufficiently wide to allow passage by handicapped persons in
wheelchairs; and

(3) all premises within such dwellings contain the following features of adaptive
design:

(A) an accessible route into and through the dwelling;

(B) light switches, electrical outlets, thermostats, and other environmental
controls in accessible locations;

(C) reinforcements in bathroom walls to allow later installation of grab bars; and

(D) usable kitchens and bathrooms such that an individual in a wheelchair can
maneuver about the space.

Regardless of the Texas Administrative Code, all housing and housing projects are subject to
FHAA reasonable accommodations standards and it would be better practice for the state to
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align their definitions of protected facilities with those in the FHAA. Limiting the Texas

Administrative Code language to projects that receive specific types of HUD or TDHCA funds
limits the enforcement responsibilities of specific Texas government departments and could
hinder enforcement of reasonable accommodations requirements in some housing projects.

Second, Texas Government Code Chapter 2306 requires all development supported with a
housing tax credit allocation to comply with accessibility standards.

Texas Government Code, Sec.2306.6722.DEVELOPMENT ACCESSIBILITY.

Any development supported with a housing tax credit allocation shall comply with the
accessibility standards that are required under Section 504, Rehabilitation Act of 1973 (29
U.S.C. Section 794), and specified under 24 C.F.R. Part 8, Subpart C.

Third, Texas Government Code Section 2306.514 specifies accessible construction requirements
for single family affordable housing that is receiving funds from TDHCA.

Texas Local Government Code, Sec.2306.514.CONSTRUCTION REQUIREMENTS FOR SINGLE
FAMILY AFFORDABLE HOUSING.

(b) Ifa person is awarded state or federal funds by the department to construct single
family affordable housing for individuals and families of low and very low income, the
affordable housing identified on the person’s funding application must be constructed
so that:

(1) atleast one entrance door, whether located at the front, side, or back of the
building:
(A) is on an accessible route served by a ramp or no-step entrance; and

(B) has atleast a standard 36-inch door;

(2) on the first floor of the building:

(A) each interior door is at least a standard 32-inch door, unless the door
provides access only to a closet of less than 15 square feet in area;

(B) each hallway has a width of at least 36 inches and is level, with ramped or
beveled changes at each door threshold;

(C) each bathroom wall is reinforced for potential installation of grab bars;

(D) each electrical panel, light switch, or thermostat is not higher than 48 inches
above the floor; and

(E) each electrical plug or other receptacle is at least 15 inches above the floor;
and

(3) if the applicable building code or codes do not prescribe another location for the
breaker boxes, each breaker box is located not higher than 48 inches above the
floor inside the building on the first floor.

(c) A person who builds single family affordable housing to which this section applies may
obtain a waiver from the department of the requirement described by Subsection
(a)(1)(A) if the cost of grading the terrain to meet the requirement is prohibitively
expensive.

STATE OF TEXAS PLAN FOR FAIR HOUSING CHOICE—PHASE 2 SECTION V, PAGE 33



Finally, Texas Government Code Chapter 469 (Elimination of Architectural Barriers) ensures
accessible design for people with disabilities in buildings funded with public money, emergency
or temporary structures, buildings leased or rented by the state, a “public accommodation”, and
“commercial facilities.” This excludes residential units that are not required to be accessible but
includes those units that are required to be accessible and the common use area that serve those
units. This statute appears to be consistent with the requirements of the Americans with
Disabilities Act. The Texas Accessibility Standards have been adopted by the Texas Commission
of Licensing and Regulation as required by Texas Government Code Section 469.052.

Texas Government Code, Sec.469.001.SCOPE OF CHAPTER; PUBLIC POLICY.

(c) The intent of this chapter is to ensure that each building and facility subject to this
chapter is accessible to and functional for persons with disabilities without causing the
loss of function, space, or facilities.

(d) This chapter relates to non-ambulatory and semi-ambulatory disabilities, sight
disabilities, hearing disabilities, disabilities of coordination, and aging.

(e) This chapter is intended to further the policy of this state to encourage and promote
the rehabilitation of persons with disabilities and to eliminate, to the extent possible,
unnecessary barriers encountered by persons with disabilities whose ability to engage
in gainful occupations or to achieve maximum personal independence is needlessly
restricted.

S5ec.469.003.APPLICABILITY OF STANDARDS.
(f) The standards adopted under this chapter apply to:

(1) abuilding or facility used by the public that is constructed, renovated, or modified,
in whole or in part, on or after January 1, 1970, using funds from the state or a
county, municipality, or other political subdivision of the state;

(4) aprivately funded building or facility that is defined as a "public accommodation”
by Section 301, Americans with Disabilities Act of 1990 (42 U.S.C. Section 12181),
and its subsequent amendments, and that is constructed, renovated, or modified
on or after January 1, 1992; and

(5) a privately funded building or facility that is defined as a "commercial facility" by
Section 301, Americans with Disabilities Act of 1990 (42 U.S.C. Section 12181),
and its subsequent amendments, and that is constructed, renovated, or modified
on or after September 1, 1993.

The provisions of Title 10 of the Texas Administrative Code and Chapters 469 and 2306 of the
Texas Government Code incorporate requirements of federal law removing a specific barrier to
fair housing choice. More specifically, they require compliance with certain standards in the
FHAA, the federal Uniform Relocation Act and the federal Uniform Accessibility Standards —
standards that would apply regardless where federal funding is involved. In the process of
reiterating and allowing state enforcement of federal requirements, all four of the statutes
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remove barriers to housing choice for persons with disabilities that might otherwise exist in the
absence of those statutes.

b. Reasonable modifications and accommodations.

Permitting persons with disabilities to make modifications to a dwelling unit in order to live
safely in that unit is an important