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Il. Executive Summary

The North Texas Regional Housing Assessment (NTRHA) was created in 2016 as a consortium of 20
Dallas-Fort Worth (DFW) cities and housing authorities to respond to the U.S. Department of
Housing and Urban Development’s (HUD) requirement to complete an Assessment of Fair
Housing (AFH). NTRHA contracted with researchers representing the Department of Civil
Engineering and the College of Architecture, Planning and Public Affairs at the University of
Texas at Arlington to complete the assessment on behalf of consortium members using HUD-
provided data and analytical tools supplemented by locally generated information.

This report documents the AFH process and findings for the jurisdiction of Fort Worth Housing
Solutions (FWHS) consisting of the City of Fort Worth (CFW) and Tarrant County, excluding the
City of Arlington. Results are discussed in the following sections:

o Community participation - NTRHA gathered information from the public, stakeholders
and subject matter experts through public meetings (11), focus groups (10), consultations
(74) and surveys (CFW, 1604; NTRHA, 157). Focus groups and public meetings involved
more than 300 attendees from throughout the community.!

e Assessment of past goals and accomplishments — FWHS has made progress toward
affirmatively furthering fair housing by developing affordable housing throughout the
community, redeveloping aging and substandard housing, maintaining strong self-
sufficiency programs, working through community partners to provide supportive services
and improving the infrastructure of its organization.

e Fair housing analysis — Researchers studied census data, stakeholder and expert
knowledge and national, state and local information sources to create an informed
picture of fair housing conditions in the FWHS jurisdiction. Study areas included racial and
ethnic segregation, concentrations of poverty, housing problems for persons with
disabilities, limited English proficiency, families with children, seniors and other protected
classes to identify fair housing issues and barriers fo access to opportunity.

e Fair housing goals and priorities — Researchers and FWHS leaders identified priorities for
action among fair housing issues idenftified through the research process and set long-
range goals that addressed these issues.

Five fair housing issues emerged from analysis of census data and expert sources:

e Segregation — Residential segregation has declined for Hispanic and black households
since 1990 but remains moderate to high. The majority of black and Hispanic households
in the jurisdiction live in census fracts where rates of minorities exceed the jurisdiction
average by over 30%.

¢ Concentration of poverty — The number of census tracts in the jurisdiction with high rates
of residents with income below the federal poverty level significantly increased from 1990
to 2015. These census tracts (21) are predominantly located in southeast and north Fort
Worth where 69% to 98% of the residents are minorities.

I NTRHA and FWHS thank the CFW for its collaboration in accomplishing broad and well-planned public participation.
The following report incorporates information gathered through CFW surveys and focus groups as documented in the
City's 2017 draft AFH report in addition to data gathered from NTRHA focus groups, surveys, consultations and public
meetings.



Location of publicly supported housing — Half of the Housing Choice Vouchers used in the
jurisdiction are located in just 22 census tracts, primarily in southeast, far east and far
south Fort Worth. FWHS affordable housing developments, however, are increasingly
spread throughout the community, including in lower poverty areas.

Housing cost — Home prices, apartment rents and property taxes continue to rise rapidly
and exceed the capacity of many residents to afford housing, especially households
with income at or below 30% of the area median income, persons with disabilities,
persons living on fixed incomes and single-parent families with small children.

Access to employment — Lower income residents have limited access to affordable
housing in proximity to good jobs with better wages. The lack of affordable transit options
worsens this problem.

Participants identified six additional issues in public engagement activities:

Lack of affordable housing — Rising housing costs and limited access to housing
assistance make it increasingly difficult for support and service workers, low-income
families and persons living on fixed incomes, including seniors and persons with
disabilities, to find housing.

Discrimination — Most landlords will not accept renters paying with housing subsidies.
Community opposition fo the spread of affordable housing throughout the City
continues.

Lack of affordable transportation — Affordable transportation options are not adequate
to support participation in work, commercial and civic life and recreation.

Lack of integrated, supported, affordable housing for persons with disabilities — Most
persons with disabilities find housing completely unaffordable, especially when
compared with limited and fixed incomes.

Resources for fair housing enforcement — Residents need more support to know and
exercise their rights in relation to problems with landlords and tenancy. Fair housing
agencies are being asked to do more with no increase in resources.

Investment in and revitalization of neighborhoods — Older, lower income neighborhoods
need more investment to improve and increase public infrastructure, retail services and
recreational opportunities.

FWHS seft five goals to address these issues:

Increase access to affordable housing in high-opportunity areas

Increase supply of affordable housing units

Increase supply of accessible, affordable housing for persons with disabilities
Increase access to information and resources on fair and affordable housing
Maintain and improve the quality, management and community impact of publicly
supported housing
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lll. Community Participation Process

Describe outreach activities undertaken to encourage and broaden meaningful community
participation in the AFH process, including the types of outreach activities and dates of public
hearings or meetings. Identify media outlets used and include a description of efforts made to reach
the public, including those representing populations that are typically underrepresented in the

planning process such as persons who reside in areas identified as R/ECAPs, persons who are
limited English proficient (LEP) and persons with disabilities. Briefly explain how these
communications were designed to reach the broadest audience possible. For PHAs, identify your
meetings with the Resident Advisory Board and other resident outreach.

The North Texas Regional Housing Assessment (NTRHA) public participation strategies
incorporated an evolving process, using a combination of methods to make sure that the
community was as engaged in the process as possible. NTRHA used input gathered at each
stage to shape later efforts and research. Figure 1 displays public participation strategies
selected to engage stakeholders in the AFH process, including the goals and target groups for

each strategy.

Strategy Goals Target Groups
Public e Fulfill governmental requirements for e All citizens interested in
Meetings fransparency the subject

Convey HUD data in understandable
ways to the public

Provide opportunity for attendees to
comment on information provided
Gather community reaction to HUD
data and local information about fair
housing opportunities

Low-income community
members

Residents of publicly
supported housing

Focus Groups -
Demand Side

Gather local and site-specific information
about housing experiences and needs,
including:

Disparate freatment in housing access
Impediments to accessing affordable,
quality housing

Barriers to housing in high-opportunity
areas

Experiences with gaining access to high-
quality education, affordable
fransportation, environmentally healthy
communities

Satisfaction with ability to access fair
housing information

Priorities for housing improvement
Experiences with publicly supported
housing programs, including positive
and negative

Consumers of publicly
supported housing
programs

Residents of low-income
communities

Persons with disabilities
Renters and owners
Seniors

Limited English proficiency
groups

Figure 1: Public participation goals, strategies and targets




Strategy

Goals

Targets

Focus Groups —
Supply Side

Gather local and jurisdiction-specific
information about challenges of producing
and supporting affordable housing,
including:

Housing market conditions such as cost,

availability, development, etc.
Programs available to assist
homeowners and renters

Programs available to support
developers (tax credits, etc.)

Public housing authority operations,
management, conditions, challenges
Supportive services available for low-
income housing residents to increase
opportunity and access to affordable
housing

Strategies for increasing accessibility to
affordable housing in high-opportunity
areas and improving conditions in low-
opportunity areas

Housing authority and city
staff and leadership

Real estate professionals,
associations

Developers and
owners/managers of
rental housing properties
Affordable housing
providers

Providers of housing
services and supports for
low-income residents

Consultations

Gather local information on:

School systems and the impact of
housing instability on education
outcomes

Environmental hazards affecting
residents

Transportation system capacity and
gaps

Ofther systemic barriers to affordable

housing, including criminal background,

bad credit, family size, disability
Health outcomes and disparities based
on location of residence

School district staff,
leadership, homelessness
coordinators

Planning managers of
transit programs

City and county staff and
leaders

Low-income housing
advocates

Advocates for special
populations, including
persons with disabilities,
low-income community
residents, minorities,
women

Low-income housing
academic experts

Survey

Gather information on housing and
neighborhood priorities from community
members

Public at large
Consumers of publicly
supported housing
Special housing needs
groups

Independent facilitators, i.e. members of the research team, rather than individuals associated
with Fort Worth Housing Solutions (FWHS), conducted all public participation efforts throughout
the life of this project, including public meetings and focus groups. This ensured that all

community members would feel comfortable sharing first-hand experience and knowledge and




could criticize agencies openly, if desired. NTRHA is confident that this report captures an
accurate account of housing realities.

Web Presence

Continuous public engagement began with the development of the NTRHA website

(www . NorthTexasRHA.com) in mid-February 2017. Viewers had the option to franslate the site
info over 100 languages (including Spanish and Chinese). The website was information-rich and
presented in terms easily understandable to the general population (non-experts in housing).
NTRHA updated the website with times and locations of public meetings and focus groups
throughout the length of the project and posted relevant presentations, videos and links to keep
the community up to date with project progress. The website also contained links to HUD
guidelines, media mentions and other relevant information.

NTRHA launched a Facebook page early in the project (first post Feb. 10, 2017) where it shared
media mentions of the AFH, links to the survey (discussed below), public meeting dates and
photos of the NTRHA team engaging with the community. These tools proved useful for
immediate updates and promoting public engagement in the project. The Facebook page
garnered approximately 120 “likes” overall but achieved additional engagement through
sharing and “liking” individual posts. The NTRHA used social media in a supporting role to other
methods of online outreach such as the website and email.

At each stage of the research process, NTRHA updated its online presence (website and social
media). This included updates to the data, new surveys and other voting tools such as the draft
goals poll initiated during the second round of public meetings. Participating jurisdictions and
advocacy groups incorporated links to the NTRHA website and the NTRHA surveys on their
websites. These organizations also promoted public meetings and focus groups. Other websites
covered the NTRHA in their ongoing blogs and news pages. Websites posting NTRHA information
included:

e Deaf Network.com — Housing focus groups for people with ALL Disabilities
(DeafNetwork.com, 2017)
e University of Texas at Arlington — Aim of assessment study to foster collaboration (Booth,

2017)

o City of Fort Worth — Two meetings to discuss Assessment of Fair Housing (City of Fort Worth,
2018)

e |CP - Getting your fair housing concerns heard — VFO Webinar (ICP: inclusive communities
project, 2017)

o National Apartment Association — DFW Continues Regional Assessment (NAA: National
Apartment Association, 2018)

e City of Fort Worth — Assessment of Fair Housing (City of Fort Worth, 2018)

e Community for Permanent Supported Housing — NTR Fair Housing Assessment Meetings
(Community for Permanent Supported Housing, 2018)

e CPSH - Across DFW: Assessment of Fair Housing (CPSH, 2017)

o City of Fort Worth and FWHS Nofice of Public meetings (FWHS, 2018)

e Housing Channel, Meeting Notice AFH — Fort Worth (Housing Channel, 2018)

e City of Fort Worth — Assessment of Fair Housing Fillable Survey (incident monitoring
reporting form, 2018)

NTRHA also cooperated with the traditional media, allowing for transparency on the project with
the broader community. Outlets covering the research included:



¢ D Magazine - Dallas fair housing study won't be stopped (Macon, 2018)

NTRHA made substantive efforts throughout the project to engage populations that are typically
underrepresented in the planning process such as persons who are limited English proficient
(LEP) and persons with disabilifies. NTRHA found that the most effective tools for engagement of
these populations were public meetings, focus groups, consultations and surveys. The selected
locations of public meetings and targets of focus groups sought to ensure that persons who lived
in R/ECAPs, protected classes and low-income residents would have the opportunity to
participate. The research feam also leveraged relationships between members of the
community and existing organizations such as those described below. Community organizations
assisted NTRHA in keeping the public up-to-date on upcoming meetings and focus groups, as
well as by distributing the survey through their networks.

Public Meetings

Public meetings were conducted in two rounds. The first public meetings held in 2017 were
designed to present HUD data and get community input on conftributing factors to barriers to fair
housing. NTRHA facilitated the meetings with City and housing authority staff available to
address questions. The meetings consisted of a short presentation followed by the opportunity
for attendees to interact with posters, including HUD data in easy to understand maps.
Researchers were spread throughout the poster area to answer questions regarding the data
and gather comments. Attendees voted for the factors contributing the most to fair housing
problems. (Presentation slides and posters were also posted online.)

Nine public meetings were conducted in the first round as a collaboration between the City of
Fort Worth and FWHS. One meeting was scheduled in each council district and two meetings
were conducted at FWHS central offices located centrally in the Butler public housing
community.2 Figure 2 displays the dafes, fimes, locations, number of attendees and whether the
site was within a zip code that included racially and ethnically concentrated areas of poverty
(R/ECAPs). Nearly 200 persons aftended public meetings. All meetings were held in physically
accessible buildings. Spanish language surveys and interpreters were made available at each of
the community meetings to ensure that the limited English proficiency population was
supported.

2 Two additional meetings were originally scheduled for far north Fort Worth, Council District 7. AFH public meetings had
become confused in social media traffic with issues regarding the relocation of public housing residents of the Butler
community through the RAD program. (See Facebook post in Appendix for example.) Additional meetings in far north
Fort Worth were canceled when it was determined that potential community attendees misunderstood the purpose of
the AFH meetings. One meeting was held in far north Fort Worth, District 4, giving the researchers the opportunity to
gather information about community opposition concerning the relocation of public housing residents. Many City of Fort
Worth surveys were also gathered from far north Fort Worth providing ample insight into this issue. FWHS conducted
meetings with community leaders following the meeting cancellations o address issues surrounding the RAD relocation
process and community oppaosition.



Council District Date, Time and Location 0 R/ECAPs
Attendees

Wednesday, July 12

District 6
Chisholm Trail Community Center, 7:00-9:00 pm

Thursday, July 20
District 5 6 Yes
MLK Community Center, 7:00-9:00 pm

Monday, July 31
District 8 40 Yes
Bethlehem Community Center, 7:00-92:00 pm

Tuesday, Aug. 1
District 4 42 No
North Park YMCA, 7:00-2:00 pm

Thursday, Aug. 3
District 9 20 Yes
Worth Heights Community Center, 7:00-2:00 pm

Thursday, Aug. 10
District 2 14 Yes
Northside Community Center, 7:00-9:00 pm

Monday, Aug. 14
District 3 20 Yes
Como Community Center, 7:00-2:00 pm

Tuesday, Aug. 15, FWHS Community Room 7:00-92:00 pm 26
FWHS Yes
Tuesday, Aug. 29; FWHS Community Room 7:00-2:00 pm 6

Figure 2: Public meeting locations, dates, attendees, R/ECAPs

The City of Fort Worth and FWHS worked together to publicize the public meetings. The City used
an automated calling system to place telephone calls to citizens notifying them prior to each
meeting in order to generate addifional interest and attendance. Utilizing this service, 251,794
residents were contacted via phone. The City also communicated directly with neighborhood
associations that were contacted on 15 separate occasions via the City's Community
Engagement Weekly Bulletin email. Meetings were also publicized through local governmental
and public service agencies, including Tarrant County, the City of Arlington and Housing
Channel, a Community Housing Development Organization (CHDO). Additional automated
calls and personal outreach efforts were made by the City of Fort Worth through CDBG sub-
recipient social service agencies. Public meetings notices were also posted on the City of Fort
Worth City Council Agenda and the City Calendar.

FWHS posted all meeting nofices on its website (www.fwhs.org). Notices and flyers for public
meetings were posted in the offices of FWHS and given to Housing Choice Voucher (HCV)
program participants when they visited the office for required re-certifications. Letters and flyers
were hand-delivered to public housing and RAD residents inviting them to the August 15 public
meeting. Lefters were mailed to Family Self-Sufficiency (FSS) program participants inviting them
fo the meeting.

e Public nofices of the meetings were published in the following newspapers:


http://www.fwhs.org/

e Public Notice in La Vida News/Black Voice, June 15, 2017
e Public Noftice in Fort Worth Star-Telegram, June 9, 2017
e Public Notice in La Estrella, June 17, 2017

The second round of public meetings was similar in format with a brief presentation and the
opportunity fo inferact with posters, including HUD data maps. The goal of the second round
was to get public feedback on draft FWHS goals and candidate strategies. Attendees were
asked to vote on the importance of each suggested goal. Meetings were held on Feb. 21 and
27, 2018. Only seven participants attended, in part due to inclement weather on Feb. 21.
Meeting attendees included representatives of the Texas Low Income Housing Information
Service (state-wide advocacy group, Texas Low Income Housing Information Service, 2018), the
North Fort Worth Alliance (North Fort Worth Alliance, 2018, far north Fort Worth association of
individuals, neighborhood associations, etc.) and Wildwood Branch Apartments (Low Income
Housing Tax Credit property, Wildwood Branch Apartments, 2018).

Persons who could not attend the public meetings were invited to contribute by filing out a
survey, voting on draft jurisdiction goals through www.northtexasrha.com, calling the NTRHA
office or emailing/mailing written comments to the NTRHA office.

Focus Groups

NTRHA used focus groups to gather information on targeted aspects of the AFH. Information
from 10 focus groups was incorporated in this report, including meetings sponsored by the City
of Fort Worth (CFW) and NTRHA/FWHS. City staff conducted all CFW focus groups. NTRHA staff
designed and facilitated NTRHA-FWHS sponsored focus groups. Each focus group was targeted
toward stakeholders sharing common interests in fair housing. Figure 3 displays each focus
group, including date/time, sponsoring organization, target group and number of attendees.
The meeting format and questions for each focus group were customized to address the
interests and needs of the participants. NTRHA convened the meetings in centrally located,
accessible facilities, including public libraries, churches and properties where publicly supported
housing is located. NTRHA staff collaborated with the Community for Permanent Supported
Housing (CPSH) to arrange a meeting that addressed the needs of persons with intellectual and
development disabilities (IDD). Focus groups targeting neighborhood and homeowners
association (HOA) representatives included attendees from throughout the Fort Worth
community, including communities with R/ECAPs.


http://www.northtexasrha.com/

Date Time Sponsor Target Group Attendees

Developers, CHDOs, planners, advocates, government agencies

4/9/2017 3:00PM | CFW engaged in affordable housing 8
Real estate brokers, HOA representatives, neighborhood

5/3/2017 3:00 PM | CFW association leaders engaged in homeownership 6

5/23/2017 9:00 AM | FWHS FWHS participating landlords 4]

6/22/2017 6:00 PM | NTRHA Homeless persons 6

Residents of FWHS publicly assisted housing, Resident Advisory
7/10/2017 | 5:30 PM | FWHS Board members )

Nonprofit service providers and government agencies addressing
homelessness, poverty and domestic violence with shelter, housing,

8/9/2017 3:00 PM | FWHS emergency services, employment and health care 15
8/21/2017 6:00 PM | FWHS Neighborhood association and HOA representatives 9
8/29/2017 5:30 PM | FWHS Persons on a waiting list for FWHS publicly supported housing 6
9/25/2017 2:00 PM | CFW Disability subject matter experts (ADRC, state, city organizations) 3
10/12/2017 | 5:00 PM | NTRHA/CPSH | Persons with disabilities and guardians 15

Figure 3: Focus groups benefitting FWHS AFH, including date, sponsor, target group and number of
attendees

More than 110 persons participated in focus groups. The following methods were used to recruit
participants:

e Focus group partficipants were recruited by the CFW and FWHS from the target groups
with personal emails and flyers.

e Letters were mailed to applicants to the HCV program (waiting list) and recently
relocated HCV program participants to attend the targeted focus group held prior to
the public meetfing Aug. 29.

e Emails were sent to all registered neighborhood associations inviting them to the
targeted focus group Aug. 12.

e Emails were sent and telephone calls made to Resident Advisory Committee members
inviting them to the targeted focus group July 10.

e Emails were sent to service provider organizations inviting them to the targeted focus
group Aug. 9.

e The AFH FWHS landlord focus group was included within the agenda of a regularly
scheduled landlord meeting May 23.

e An FWHS vice president who is a member of the local apartment association recruited
for AFH technical advisors at a regular meeting.

e The CPSH used its database of emails and partner organizations and its website o reach
advocacy organizations and service providers for persons with all types of disabilities.




Consultations and information gathering

Consultations (interviews, meetings, tours) were conducted with key informants and subject
matter experts to strengthen the understanding of the realities of barriers to housing in the
jurisdiction and to identify best practices. NTRHA researchers attended public and private
meetings and events in the jurisdiction as well as state and regional conferences related to fair
housing issues, including housing affordability, community opposition, race and culture,
neighborhood revitalization, tfransportation and economic development. Figure 6 (see Section 2
below) lists the organizations consulted, attendees and topics discussed. Over 70 meetings with
50 organizations explored different aspects of access to housing and opporfunity, including
public policy, research, race, gender, neighborhood impact and revitalization, homelessness,
food, civil rights, healthcare, education, transportation, economic development, philanthropy,
insurance, residential real estate property management and development and planning. NTRHA
also formed a Technical Advisory Board of subject matter experts, service providers and
advocates that met with the researchers twice to a) review the research plan and identify issues
and b) to review and provide feedback on draft goals for the region.

Surveys

NTRHA used two survey approaches to analyze fair housing issues for the jurisdiction of FWHS. The
CFW posted a survey, based on the AFH tool, on its website from April 2017 through October
2017 that received 1,604 responses. A copy of the CFW survey and summary charts are
aftached in the Appendix. The NTRHA used the results of the CFW survey, including comments, in
its assessment of contributing factors. Survey participants included 207 black (13%) and 171
Hispanic (11%) respondents. Approximately 395 respondents were persons with a disability or had
a family member with a disability (25%). Respondents were geographically spread throughout
the City. Figure 4 shows the percent of CFW surveys received from each major geographic area.
More than 30% of the CFW surveys were received from persons living in the cenftral city where
most of the jurisdiction’s R/ECAPs are located. The largest portion of the surveys came from far
north Fort Worth (40%).
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Figure 4: CFW survey responses by geographic area, percent of total

NTRHA administered a separate survey at public engagement events designed to ascertain
needs for access to opportunity by different demographic groups. Most of the survey
respondents were attendees at NTRHA public engagement events. The survey was also posted
on-line but received relatively few responses. NTRHA surveys were completed by 157 participants
from FWHS public engagement events and on-line at the NTRHA website.

Figure 5 lists the number of surveys completed by zip code. Over half of the surveys were
completed by participants in the central city and in areas where R/ECAPs are located (76102,
76119,76104,76105,76112, 76107, 76123 and 76107). One survey each was received from 15
other zip codes, including participants from the cities of Irving, Arlington, Aledo, Boyd, Euless,
Grapevine and North Richland Hills.
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Zip Codes | City Total
76102 Fort Worth 16
76119 Fort Worth 14
76104 Fort Worth 13
76105 Fort Worth 12
76244 Keller 12
76112 Fort Worth 10
76123 Fort Worth 9
76107 Fort Worth 8
76134 Fort Worth 8
76133 Fort Worth 6
76164 Fort Worth 6
76116 Fort Worth 5
76137 Fort Worth 5
76110 Fort Worth 4
76111 Fort Worth 4
76036 Crowley 3
76120 Fort Worth 3
76106 Fort Worth 2
76132 Fort Worth 2
Other Other 15

Figure 5: Number of surveys completed by zip code, FWHS jurisdiction

Other communications strateqgies

NTRHA welcomed written comments mailed to NTRHA headquarters as well as any comments
left on voicemail. The public did not regularly utilize these tools. NTRHA representatives
responded fo all comments in the mode of communication in which they were received. NTRHA
staff also responded to comments and questions received at the NTRHA email address,
afh.uta@gmail.com.

Summary

Outreach strategies successfully reached lower income areas with higher concentrations of
racial and ethnic minorities including R/ECAPs. Focus groups were very effective in engaging
members of protected classes, their advocates and service providers. Participants included
residents in publicly supported housing, persons with disabilities, racial and ethnic minorities,
seniors and LEP residents. The researchers effectively used their contacts in the community to
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consult with subject matter experts and participate in relevant public events that addressed
issues relating to housing, race and ethnicity and challenges faced by persons with disabilities.

n Provide a list of organizations consulted during the community participation process.

Figure 6 displays the organizations consulted during the AFH community participation process,
including dates of meetings or events, organization name, principal attendees and the event
purpose or primary fopic discussed. Figure 7 lists the members of the NTRHA Technical Advisory
Board, including the organizations represented.
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Date Organization Attendees Event/Topic
Center for Public Frances Deviney, Director of Meeting to discuss available research on
2/21/2017 Policy Priorities Research women's issues and access o opportunity
Center for Public Interview to discuss policy to address rising
9/21/2017 Policy Priorities Dick Lavine, Senior Researcher property taxes and housing affordability issues
Steven Murdock, Rice University,
former Texas State
Center for Public Demographer and head of
Policy Priorities; 2010 US Census; Simran Noor,
Center for Social Vice President, Center for Social
6/9/2017 Inclusion Inclusion Board meeting/presentation
Carole Klocek, CEO; Elaine Klos,
Board Chair, MHMR and chair,
Center for early child homelessness task Discuss initiafive to address early child
10/24/2017 | Transforming Lives force homelessness
Center for Discuss challenges in housing for formerly
10/10/2017 | Transforming Lives Carole Klocek, CEO homeless and low-income women and families
Residents, affordable housing
providers, City staff, real estate
5/13/2017 | CFW brokers and developers Affordable Housing 101 Workshop
Tara Perez, Manager, Directions | Meeting to discuss incentives for development
3/9/2017 CFW Home of permanent supported housing
Fernando Costa, Assistant City
Manager; Tara Perez, Mgr. Meeting to discuss approaches to permanent
5/18/2017 CFW Directions Home supported housing
Bidders, affordable housing and | Discuss CFW request for proposal for
1/4/2018 CFW homeless service providers permanent supported housing projects
Discuss strategies for public/private
partnerships to create supportive housing for
10/5/2017 CFW CFW Staff, Foundation Directors | people emerging from homelessness
Tara Perez, Directions Home;
Jason Hall, FNMAE; Tom Purvis,
Real Estate finance; Tammy
McGhee, ED Tarrant County
Homeless Coalition; Marti
Lawrence, Arlington Life Shelter;
Dr. James Petrovich, Texas Discuss FNMAE RFP and possible candidate
Christian University; James projects, including landlord retention,
2/2/2018 CFW Lawrence, Architect supported employment
Discuss structure of possible RFP for very low
Barbara Asbury, Compliance income affordable housing with city
2/5/2018 CFW and Planning Manager incentives/CDBG/HOME funds
Catherine Huckaby,
CFW Neighborhood Community Engagement Interview discussing community opposition to
10/13/2017 | Services Manager affordable housing
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Date Organization Aftendees Event/Topic
CFW/FW
Metropolitan Black Representatives of minority
Chamber of community organizations and Community Conversation on Race & Culture
11/11/2017 | Commerce businesses focus group
CFW/United Way of Homeowners, residents, service Las Vegas Trail Initiative public meeting
10/24/2017 | Tarrant County providers addressing community deterioration
CFW/United Way of Residents of Las Vegas Trail
11/13/2017 | Tarrant County neighborhood, service providers | Discuss needs for community revitalization
Dr. John Slburt, President; CFW
council members, FW homeless | Tour of Opportunity Center and tiny home
shelter directors, affordable development, discussion of affordable housing
3/8/2018 City Square housing advocates programs and challenges
Community for
Permanent Meeting to discuss challenges in housing
8/23/2017 | Supported Housing Robin LeoGrande, President access by persons with disabilities
Criterion
Development Interview discussing barriers to construction of
3/30/2017 Partners Preflow Riddick, Partner affordable housing
Dallas Women's Dena Jackson, Director, Interview discussing research on housing and
3/6/2017 Foundation Programs and Research economic development issues for women
Dallas Women's Roslyn Dawson Thompson, Discuss release of Women's Economic Issues
2/9/2017 Foundation President & CEO Report
Rachel Cohen-Miller, Attorney; Discuss state and municipal policies relating to
8/3/2017 Disability Rights Texas | Christopher McGreal, Attorney fair housing for persons with disabilities
Mayor Betsy Price, CFW;
Selarstean Mitchell, FWHS; Bruce
Frankel, DRC Solutions; public Breakfast with the Mayor event/panel
2/2/2018 DRC Solutions aftendees discussion on permanent supported housing
Patricia Ward, Tarrant County
Community Development and
Housing Dept., Director;
Selarstean Mitchell, Vice
President, FWHS; Bruce Frankel,
DRC Executive Director; DRC Discuss planning for development of supported
7/13/2017 DRC Solutions board members housing development
Betty Dillard, community Tour apartments in R/ECAP and discuss
8/1/2017 DRC Solutions volunteer neighborhood impact
DRC Solutions/Center | Bruce Frankel, DRC Executive
for Nonprofit Director; Kyrah Brown, Meeting to discuss metrics for permanent
6/1/2017 Management Consultant, CNM Connect supported housing
Fort Worth City Cary Moon, CFW Council Meeting to discuss impact of affordable and
6/20/17 Council member supported housing
Council members of sub-
Fort Worth City commiftee on Housing and
6/6/17 Council Neighborhood Services Discuss AFH process and strategies
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Date Organization Attendees Event/Topic
Fort Worth Rotary Discuss job training program for persons
2/3/2017 International Presentation by Leg Up staff emerging from homelessness
5/18/2017 FWHS Board of Trustees Board meeting
Tracy Marshall, senior officer, Interview discussing school performance
3/3/2017 FWISD Grants and Development research and policy
Interview discussing planning and zoning
strategies to address segregation and housing
10/9/2017 Gateway Planning Brad Lonberger, principal access
Meeting to discuss programs available to
Guardianship support very-low-income persons with
6/1/2017 Services Lyn Scott, Executive Director disabilities in housing
Hap Baggett Discuss issues of affordable housing
4/27/2017 Properties Hap Baggett, Principal development and neighborhood revitalization
Housing Channel
3/1/2018 (CHDO) Donna VanNess, President Discuss affordable housing projects
Steve Adler, Mayor of Austin;
HousingWorks Judge Sarah Eckhardt, Travis
Austin/Federal County; Rolf Pendall, Urban
Reserve Bank of Institute; other researchers, Housing + Economic Opportunity Summit
2/9/2018 Dallas advocates (conference)
Meeting to discuss barriers to affordable
Beth Van Duyne, Regional housing and strategies for permanent
7/14/17 HUD Administrator supported housing
Demetria McCain, President;
Elizabeth Julian, Founder/Sr.
Inclusive Counsel; Michael Daniel, Meeting discussing AFH process and barriers to
3/23/2017 Communities Project attorney; other staff housing
Interview discussing impact of insurance costs
Kim Kilpatrick-Terrell, CEO and on housing and experience as landlord with
5/15/2017 Kilpatrick Insurance landlord publicly assisted housing
Tour apartment in R/ECAP and discuss
Mark and Devan Allen, Real challenges of very-low-income housing
3/3/2017 Marcus & Milichap Estate Brokers development and maintenance
Susan Garnett, CEO; Elaine Klos,
MHMR Tarrant board chair; Luke Reynard, Discuss housing challenges facing persons with
10/24/2017 | County Chief of Disability Services disabilities and resources available
MHMR Tarrant Discuss barriers to affordable housing for
9/19/2017 County Elaine Klos, Board Chair children
National Association
of Housing and Subject matter experts from
Redevelopment industry and academia, public Annual Summer Conference focusing on best
7/16/2017 Officials housing authority executives practices in managing affordable housing
National Low Income
Housing Information Adam Pirtle, Northwest Texas
2/28/2018 | Service Director Discuss AFH data, process, goals
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Date Organization Attendees Event/Topic
Meeting discussing neighborhood problems
Neighborhoods of Fred Fernandez, President, and related to publicly assisted housing and
3/22/2017 East Fort Worth officers homelessness
Discuss problems related to low income
Neighborhoods of Neighborhood association housing and strategies for increasing
4/8/2017 East Fort Worth presidents affordable housing
CFW neighborhood staff, CFW
Police, housing authority staff,
Neighborhoods of neighborhood leaders, Called meeting to discuss problems with
5/30/2017 East Fort Worth apartment managers apartments including crime and trash
Near East Side
Neighborhood Discuss problems in R/ECAP with high
6/21/2017 | Association Members homelessness, including crime control
North Texas Nancy Jones, Executive
Community Director; Rose Bradshaw, Discuss the AFH and foundation roles in
3/20/2017 Foundation Director of Programs affordable housing
Oak Ridge Discuss barriers to landlord parficipation in HCV
9/7/2017 Apartments Owner/Manager program
Palm Tree Discuss factors for successful housing of
1/31/2017 Apartments Residents formerly unsheltered homeless persons
Presbyterian Night Discuss strategies and barriers to housing for
5/11/2017 Shelter Toby Owen, Executive Director homeless persons
Recovery Resource Eric Niedermayer, Executive Discuss housing for persons with addiction
2/16/2017 Council Director disorders
Meeting to discuss role of philanthropy in
4/26/2017 Ryan Foundation John Ryan, Founder developing permanent supportive housing
Ryanwood
Neighborhood Discuss affordable housing and housing for
12/11/2017 | Association Members, regular meeting homeless
Olivia Duke (resident organizer);
CFW Police Dept. staff; CFW
Code Enforcement staff:
Ryanwood housing authority
Neighborhood representatives; neighborhood Meeting to discuss neighborhood problems
5/1/2017 Association association members; residents related to low-income housing
SafeHaven of Tarrant Discuss housing needs and barriers of domestic
3/9/2018 County Tracy Rector, Board Chair violence victims and housing solutions
Norbert White, Executive Discuss effectiveness of housing for homeless
2/28/2017 Samaritan House Director persons
Tarrant Area Food Meeting discussing food access for very-low-
2/15/2017 Bank Barbara Ewen, Manager income residents
Tarrant Area Food DRC staff, TAFB Community Tour garden and discuss role of community
4/18/2017 Bank Gardening staff gardens in neighborhoods
Tarrant County Louise Appleman, Trustee; Meeting to discuss issues of students who are
8/1/2017 College David Connor, Chancellor homeless
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Date Organization Attendees Topic/Event
Tarrant County
1/26/2017 Homeless Coalition Volunteers Annual Homeless Count
Tarrant County Continuum of Care Community | Meeting to select projects for funding to
9/8/2017 Homeless Coalition Projects Review Committee address homelessness
Lauren King, Development
Tarrant County Director; Devan Allen, board Discuss affordable housing challenges and
11/6/2017 Homeless Coalition member strategies for homeless people
Tarrant County Tammy McGhee, Executive Discuss strategies fo increase access to housing
2/6/2018 Homeless Coalition Director and health-care for persons who are homeless
Texas A&M School of Luz Herrera, Professor; law Class discussion of FW demographics, poverty,
8/19/2017 Law students barriers to housing
Texas Christian Dr. James Petrovich, School of Meeting to review results of study of residents in
6/22/2017 University Social Work permanent supported housing
Texas Civil Rights Meeting to discuss impact of probation fees on
5/19/2017 Project Wallis Nader, Attorney housing affordability
State Rep. Eric Johnson and Interview discussing recent legislative strategies
10/30/2017 | Texas Legislature staff to address affordable housing
The T (Fort Worth
Transportation Phil Dupler, Sr. Planner, Curvie Meeting to discuss access to fransit and
9/19/2017 Authority) Hawkins, Planning Director barriers to housing and opportunity
United Way of Tarrant | Community Volunteers from GM | Corporate Day of Caring - discussion of
6/21/2017 County Financial and others homelessness
Nonprofit service providers,
United Way of Tarrant | government agencies, business
2/23/2017 County leaders Economic Development Summit
United Way of Tarrant | Victoria Walton, Director, Discuss volunteer role in supporting persons
27-Jun-17 County Volunteer Services emerging from homelessness
Dr. Kirk McClure, researcher,
Mid-America Regional Meeting to discuss strategies for analyzing
Council/AFH, professor, voucher use and regional management of
8/2/2017 University of Kansas University of Kansas HCVs
University of North Dr. Emily Spence-Almaguer,
Texas Health Science | Associate Dean Community Meeting discussing behavioral health-care for
3/22/2017 Center Engagement persons in permanent supported housing
Women'’s Policy Women leaders in business and Discuss economic challenges facing women
10/27/2017 | Forum nonprofit sectors and families

Figure 6: List of subject matter experts and key informants consulted during the AFH process




NN

=1 UNIVERSITY OF TEXASAARLINGTON
_Nl'] RTH TF'X.-_&F

NTRHA Technical Advisory Board

Organization

Representative

Coallition of Texans with Disabilities

Dennis Borel, Executive Director

Dallas Women's Foundation

Dena Jackson, Director, Research and
Programs

Federal Reserve Bank

Roy Lopez, Community Development Officer

Habitat for Humanity

Latosha Herron-Bruff, VP Homeowner
Services

Legal Aid of Northwest Texas

Nancy Jakowitsch, Attorney

League of United Latin American Citizens (LULAC)

Lee Saldivar, President

Metro Dallas Homeless Alliance (MDHA)

Cindy Crain, Executive Director

National Association for the Advancement of Colored People
(NAACP)

Tim Robinson, Housing Chairman

North Central Texas Aging and Disability Resource Center

Marty Mascari, Collin County Project
Coordinator

Rehabilitation, Education and Advocacy for Citizens with
Handicaps (REACH)

Charlotte Stewart, Executive Director

Texas Organizing Project

Brianna Brown, Deputy Director

The Real Estate Council

Linda McMahon, President

Texas Workforce Commission (ex officio member)

Lowell Keig, Director, Civil Rights Division

Figure 7: Members of NTRHA Technical Advisory Board

Describe whether the ouireach activities elicited broad community participation during the
development of the AFH. If there was low participation or low participation among particular protected

class groups, what additional steps might improve or increase community participation in the future,
including overall participation or among specific protected class groups?

Effectiveness of Outreach Activities

Community participation (number of people engaged) achieved average industry standards
for an assessment of this size, while exceeding standards for impact. NTRHA incorporated alll
input in meaningful ways by fitting the public participation strategy to each stage of the project
and using experience to inform data gathering in later stages.

NTRHA appropriately leveraged existing local knowledge and relationships to maximize
community outreach by incorporating the suggestions of staff from FWHS, CFW, industry experts
and community leaders for publicity of public meetings and organization of focus groups. NTRHA
is confident that the insights captured through public participation efforts are representative of
the diversity found throughout the region and the FWHS jurisdiction.

Surveys proved to be a useful tool for widespread input and were distributed at community
events and public places as well as through established modes of communications and
networks. Individuals could participate on their terms rather than attending a meeting at a
specific time and place to give input. The comments gathered in the survey were insightful and
NTRHA incorporated them into the analysis of the barriers to fair housing.

North Texas Reglonal Houslng Assessment/2018
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The first round of public meetings and targeted focus groups represented the most fruitful
engagement methods. The first round of public meetings presented the HUD data and obtained
community input on contributing factors to barriers to fair housing. The meetings attracted
standard levels of attendance and the rooms were filled with members of the community eager
to engage with the data and talk about their experiences with housing in the region.

Focus groups, organized with the input of local community organizations, were successful
because they engaged key populations with diverse experiences throughout the community.
Individual focus groups were organized o specifically include seniors, persons with disabilities
and other protected classes.

NTRHA received comments and questions regarding the public participation process and
notification strategy throughout the public participation process. NTRHA prioritized outreach
strategies to maximize reach and widen the possibility of diverse input, within its constraints.
NTRHA made every effort to include all populations, neighborhoods and other groups in the
process. None were intentionally excluded. NTRHA continuously addressed gaps by adjusting
outreach strategy. Addifional steps to improve or increase community parficipation in the future
could improve overall participation and participation among specific protected class groups.

NTRHA experimented with scheduling focus groups directly in the community while the public
meetings were underway, without success. NTRHA found that it was much more effective to
recruit through its client organizations, partner with other community organizations or leverage
existing meetings where a housing focus group could be added to the agenda. This approach
also allowed the research team to engage with stakeholders not typically considered in housing
analysis. For example, the focus group conducted in partnership with the Community for
Permanent Supported Housing involved many participants who might not normally be
comfortable participating in a discussion group that was not designed with their needs in mind.

Strategies to Improve Community Participation

NTRHA developed online polling fo gather feedback and allow respondents to participate in
voting on the importance of each suggested goal to maximize meaningful community input
when aftendance was low at public meetings. There was little engagement in online polling,
which the research team suspects could be the result of the difficulties inherent in providing a
clear written explanation online that allowed the community to vote with confidence. Budget
and time constraints did not allow the presentations to be videotaped and placed online, but
doing so in future efforts would give community members a common vocabulary and base of
knowledge that would allow for increased participation in the online polling platform.

NTRHA acknowledges that social media (Facebook) was not leveraged fully to increase public
meeting aftendance due to constraints in time, budget and staffing. Utilizing social media more
frequently and boosting engagement through “paid posts” and other methods could widen the
reach among populations who have online access. Social media resources were redirected intfo
other outreach methods that proved more effective in reaching specific protected class groups.

The second round of public meetings was not as well attended as the first, although the
meetings were publicized through the same traditional media outlets, social media, printed
flyers and community organizations. NTRHA also communicated with individuals who expressed
interest in updates on the research by using email addresses obtained from focus group/public
meeting sign-in sheets, surveys and any written comments o recruit for second-round meefings.
Low attendance could be attributed to the fact that the first round of public meetings was in the

North Texas Reglonal Houslng Assessment/2018
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summer and the second-round was in the winter. North Texas experienced unprecedented rain
and near freezing temperatures in February 2018, making it difficult for some individuals to leave
home and travel to a public meeting. Another reason could be that all interested parties felt
that they had already given sufficient input. In the future, this could be remedied by more
accurately explaining the difference in the public meetings.

In all, while participation numbers ebbed and flowed, NTRHA is pleased with the quality of
engagement during the entire process. Community members were invited regularly to share
insight that had fremendous impact on the research and comments were incorporated info not
only the final report but also informed subsequent phases of the project. The research team was
responsive to the communications needs of the community and adapted the public
participation strategy as it identified issues and shortcomings.

comments or views not accepted and the reasons why.

- Summarize all comments obtained in the community participation process. Include a summary of any

NTRHA engaged the public throughout the research and reporting process, eliciting a
substantial body of input that was both qualitative and quantitative in nature. NTRHA specifically
designed the public participation strategy fo maximize responsiveness to the phase of the
research in which it was gathered, so that it contfinually informed the process and shaped later
engagement and research efforts.

NTHRA designed the first phase of public participation to gather public insight on HUD data and
the realities of housing in the community. Community members also were asked to comment on
the conftributing factors to barriers to fair housing.

Qualitative data was collected through public meetings, demand-side focus groups, supply-side
focus groups and consultations. These results directly informed the contributing factors to barriers
to fair housing.? UTA researchers took notes at each public event and consultation and
conducted qualitative analysis using Dedoose software for coding and summarization
(Sociocultural Research Consultants, LLC, 2018). All data was analyzed and sorfed info the seven
issue areas and associated contributing factors provided by the AFH tool. Comments were
sorted based first on their context, i.e. the question or material provided by the researcher and
second by the contributing factor to which they related. Results of the CFW Survey were
incorporated in the summary below, based on the City's analysis in its published AFH draft (City
of Fort Worth, 2017). Comments from NTRHA public engagement events and the CFW survey are
used throughout this report to illustrate findings, especially in reporting contributing factors to fair
housing issues. The NTRHA survey results were analyzed separately and are summarized in this
section. The following is a summary of comments received through public engagement events
and surveys. The summary example comments under each header

Contributing Factors to Segregation

e Private discrimination
o Racism is a problem

3 Additional quantitative data was collected at public meetings via “voting boards™ designed to prioritize contributing
factors to fair housing issues. Results are discussed under Section VI. Goals and Priorities, Question 1. Quantitative analysis
of the comments received also informed the development of priorities among fair housing issues and is also included

under Section VI. Question 1.
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= There are thoughts about your demographic and the type of
neighborhoods you may live in
= The burden of the poor and disadvantaged is shiffed to the poorer
neighborhoods where people of color live
o The community is highly segregated
» Real estate agents encourage segregation — only black people are
brought to our neighborhood
= Builders target their developments by ethnicity/race
o The community is well-intfegrated
* My neighborhood is ethnically diverse. Unaware of barriers to
homeownership in our area

R/ECAPs

e Lack of investment in specific neighborhoods
o Lack of investment in neighborhoods on the east side of Fort Worth to address
crime, illegal drug use, squatters on vacant property, lack of property
maintenance (especially vacant properties).
= Trash cans stolen, prostitution, murder, public spaces not mowed
= Lofs of abandoned properties, including hotels that need to be torn down
o Central city communities have been neglected for decades, all resources being
invested on the edge of the city
o Lack of private investment in retail and services in east Fort Worth
= Grocery stores won't locate here due to crime
o High cost of infrastructure improvement to develop within the central city
Need for improved apartments, community center and supervised activities for
youth in the Las Vegas Trail community
e Location, type, loss of affordable housing
o Many barriers to development of diverse housing types, including financing
= Need more mixed-income housing
= Land costs and impact fees are too high, based on unrealistic valuations
o Gentrification is a problem
= Need to preserve existing housing - fix what we have
= Rents go up after landlords improve properties
= |ncoming residents drive up housing costs for all
= Areais becoming less diverse as it develops
o Wages are too low to afford the housing available in high-opportunity areas
» Need decent, safe, sanitary housing where you work
= Day labor companies don't pay living wage
e Discrimination
o Many oppose development or increase of affordable housing in their
communities, especially in far north Fort Worth
=  We don't have the public fransportation, services and employment
opportunities for low-income residents
¢ We don't have a food stamp office, public hospital, VA, buses
= Affordable housing will over-crowd our schools and strain public services,
especially police
e Don't bring the most dangerous district (8) to the safest (7)
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= Property values will decrease in response to addition of affordable
housing, public transit
e Affordable housing will drive developers away
= |t's not fair for someone to be able to live here who can't afford it when |
have earned the money to pay for it
o Some welcome the integration of affordable housing

Contributing Factors to Barriers to Access to Opportunity

e High housing costs, lack of affordable housing in high-opportunity areas
o Affordable housing only available is higher crime areas
= Safe, well-made housing unaffordable for majority
= Hard for me to find a place | think is safe enough for me and my child
o Affordable housing contributes to neighborhood deterioration
* Has been shown that where affordable housing goes, crime rates go up
o Unable to find affordable housing in desirable areas
= |f you're not a double-income family you can’t afford to buy
=  We need more affordable low-income housing with access to public
transportation in safer neighborhoods
o Housing in desirable areas is too large and expensive
= Takes 3 or 4 people together to rent a house, always in low-income areas
=  No small, starter homes
= | have too much student loan debft to ever afford to buy a home
Older homes require too much repair to be affordable
o Residents are competing with investors for residential property, driving up prices
Gentrification making housing unaffordable, including property taxes
=  Many new apartments being built but not affordable to low-income
people
o Need more mixed-income, affordable housing throughout the city
= Should require affordable housing to get incentives (developers)
o High-opportunity areas have limited services, supports for low-income people
e Public fransportation
o Public transit doesn’t effectively connect people to opportunities for employment
= Bus line doesn’'t go to where and when the good jobs are from where low-
income people live
= No fransit in the evening
= Residents of east Fort Worth can't get to jobs at Alliance Airport or
Arlington
o Public transit system is convoluted — takes foo many transfers to get anywhere
o No service on Sunday
= Low-income housing without public transit is a prison
o No fransit to the suburbs
e Access to proficient public schools
o Schools are underfunded and over-crowded
Neighbors are sending their kids to private schools
o Proficient schools aren’t available to all because of lack of affordable housing
and school boundary lines
o Schools need help in the Las Vegas Trail area — high class sizes, students with
special needs, illiterate students, no school supplies, kids are starving
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Contributing Factors to Disproportionate Housing Needs

e Economic pressures affecting low-income people
o Increasing property values/taxes making homeownership unaffordable and
driving up rents
Unaffordable home and rental prices, rapidly rising rents
Investors pushing up prices and eliminating previously affordable housing
Barriers to homeownership, including difficulty obtaining a mortgage or funds for
down payment
Tight rental market driving up rents
New construction product types directed at upper middle and upper income
households and not households needing smaller or less expensive units
e Physical housing problems affecting low-income people
e Poor condition of older housing stock, lack of maintenance and repair
o Seller’'s market — sellers don't make needed repairs prior to sale
e Landlords/owners failing to maintain property in affordable housing
e Lack of public investments in low-income communities
o Lack of police protection, rising crime rates, perceptions of lack of safety
adjacent to affordable housing

Contributing Factors to Issues with Publicly Supported Housing

o Community opposition creates lack of access to housing in high-opportunity areas
o Opposition based on belief that affordable housing is associated with:
* Increased crime
= Poor property management, maintenance, deteriorating properties
= Sfrained community infrastructure (schools, roads)
= Reduced property values
e Site selection procedures
o Rely too much on neighborhood and elected official approval
o Insufficiently tfransparent
e Source of income discrimination
e Lack of access to information about affordable housing programs and supports:
o How fo access age-based property tax reductions
o How tfo learn about subsidized housing programs
o How to access programs to support low-income homeowners
e Lack of investment in neighborhoods where publicly supported housing is located

Contributing Factors to Issues for Persons with Disabilities

e Lack of access to transit

o Ride times are excessively long on shared ride para-transit (MITS)

o Para-transit service is not reliable or customer-friendly

o Public transit vehicles do not have spaces that fit modern wheelchairs, especially
those that are electrically operated and have additional adaptive equipment;
not enough space for multiple wheelchairs
Most cities within Tarrant County can’t afford to participate in the transit authority
Para-transit services provided by nonprofits aren’t sufficient to fill gaps in MITS
service
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Transit services provided by public schools are great but end just when young
people need them to become independent and employed, especially after their
guardians pass away

Limited access to transportation for food shopping for seniors

Para-transit is limited by a lack of drivers

Para-transit fees (MITS) have doubled, costing $4 per trip one way — too much

e Lack of affordable in-home and community-based supportive services

o

o

o

Many people with disabilities require in-home services, including 24-hour live-in
Caregivers are paid only $8 to $9 per hour making it difficult to recruit and retain
qualified staff for in-home assistance

Group homes provide inadequate levels of service, including limitations on
independence and the ability to participate in activities in the community
Assisted living communities start at $3,500 per month, far above the income of
persons living on SSI and SSDI

What we need is a village within the larger community where we can help each
other and share supportive services

Need to maintain housing and independence: medical support, especially in-
home or community monitoring for emergencies; supervision for safety; assistance
fo get out of bed, dress and prepare to leave the home for employment or other
community activities; day activity programs to prevent isolation and support
community integration; legal support and guardianship-type services that enable
supported decision-making and choice

Texas Medicaid waiver programs do not provide sufficient supportive services

e Inaccessible public and private infrastructure

@)

Handicapped parking spaces do not fit modern van ramps

Most single-family neighborhoods not designed for walkability (no sidewalks) and
that impacts people with disabilities and those aging in place

Side streets largely inaccessible

Downtown Fort Worth, Magnolia Street bars and restaurants don't provide
enough space between tables for a walker or a wheelchair to pass

Not enough accessible public bathrooms — often used by people who don't
need them

Sidewalks, crosswalks, crossing signals inaccessible and bar access to transit stops

e Lack of affordable, accessible housing in a range of sizes

o

Lack of housing that allows persons with disabilities to live together with their
families in the community

Emergency shelters lack sufficient, accessible facilities that allow families to stay
tfogether

Persons with disabilities have incomes of $735 to $1,000 per month — no housing
available that is affordable at these incomes ($300 to $400 per month)

We have looked and nothing meets our needs

LIHTC properties are not being built with enough accessible units

Group homes require residents to share bedrooms (no privacy), and many rooms
are not big enough for persons with wheelchairs and other adaptive equipment
Persons with disabilities often suffer from job loss and loss of income creating
barriers to affordability; my son was bullied and had to quit; not enough
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companies are wiling to make accommodations; oo many jobs for persons with
disabilities pay piece rate that tops out at minimum wage
o Even with a “gifted” home, persons with disabilities unable to afford property
taxes and maintenance
o | have only $135 per month to live on (from my disability check) after | pay my
rent
e Lack of assistance for housing accessibility modifications
o People don't know how to go about requesting modifications
o Waiting list fo get a ramp built by a nonprofit is one year
e Access to publicly-supported housing for persons with disabilities
o Assisted living facilities have rules that prevent family members from living with
persons with disabilities for support
o Very difficult to get info housing programs
Funding cuts keep supply below the need
o When housing subsidy becomes available (voucher), there are no accessible
units located near services or adjacent to public transit
o Forsome with Social Security and VA benefits, income may be too high to qualify
for housing program but too low to afford market rate housing
o LIHTC restricted rents are too high to be affordable for people on SSI, SSDI — rents
are $700 per month and landlords require double or triple deposits — rents below
$700 have one- to two-year waiting lists
e Access to proficient schools
o Need more post-secondary schools, programs that provide job training for
persons with disabilities, including intellectual and developmental disabilities (IDD)
o Need more supportive services on campuses for persons with disabilities
o Public school class sizes were too large for our daughter, and their expectations
were too low
e Lack of affordable, infegrated housing for individuals who need supportive services
o While community integration is preferred, it can be isolating — hard to find other
people with disabilities to interact with — need services and supports to overcome
isolation
o Don't want to have to live in a nursing home when | can be independent just
because | can't find affordable housing
o Many nursing homes will not accept patients who are ventilator dependent,
forcing them to move out of their home community — home-based community
care more desirable and effective
e Lack of assistance for fransitioning from institutional settings to infegrated housing
o You have to have accessible, affordable housing to transition to that can support
the adaptive and supportive equipment you need - tough to find
e Inaccessible government facilities or services
o Parking spaces at City Hall and other public facilities don't fit a seven-foot van
ramp — have to use two parking spaces
o Insufficient handicapped parking spaces around City Hall
New public coliseum is being built for 18- to 35-year-olds without disabilities
o Lack of accessible community centers, especially in east and northeast Tarrant
County; need more recreational opportunities
o Can get positive responses to requests for accommodations or accessible
programs in public facilities but it takes a long time and a lot of activism
e Lending discrimination
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o Too hard to get mortgage when you have limited stable income from wages or
salaries

NTRHA Survey responses

The following charts summarize the results of surveys received from participants at FWHS public
meetings and focus groups and residents of the jurisdiction of FWHS completing surveys on line4.

Respondents ranked four types of housing needs from 1 to 5 with 1 indicating most important
and 5 indicating the least important. Not all need types received a rank from every respondent.
Figure 8 shows that housing affordability received the greatest number of responses (131) and
Figure 9 shows it also received the greatest proportion of rankings (73%) of most important.
Housing quality received the next most responses (113) and the next highest proportion of
rankings as most important (44%).

Total
Most important housing needs responses
Housing Affordability (monthly cost) 131
Housing Availability (range of unit size) 104
Special Accommodations (disability) 96
Housing Quality 113
Other 37

Figure 8: Number of total responses for each housing need alternative

What is your greatest housing neede

Other 62% 3%8% 8% M9%N
Housing Quality 44% s 8% 1%
Special Accommodations (disability) 25% 4% 9% 59% *
Housing Availability (range of unit size) 27% L29% . 40% 4%
Housing Affordability (monthly cost) 73% NN 5%

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%
| m2m3m4m;

Figure 9: Housing need responses by rank, 1=most important, 5=least important

Respondents were asked to rate their satisfaction with their current housing situation on a scale
from 1 to 5 with 1 indicating that they were very satisfied and 5 indicating that they were not at
all satisfied. Figure 10 displays the number and percent of responses for each level of
satisfaction. Thirty-one percent of respondents said they were very satisfied with their current
housing situation while 46% rated their satisfaction 3 or below.

4 All responses are included in the appendix. Some questions are not reported here due to very low response rafes.
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How satisfied are you with your current housing
sifuation@

1 w283 n4m)

Figure 10: Number and percent of responses, satisfaction with housing, 1=very satisfied, 5=not at all satisfied

Respondents ranked characteristics of public fransportation from 1, indicating most important, to
6 indicating least important. Respondents included transit users and non-users and did not
necessarily rank every transportation characteristic. Figure 11 displays fotal responses and
responses of fransit users. Affordability was most frequently ranked as most important. Reliability
ranked second in importance for users and non-users.

Transit Features Valued Total responses Transit Users

Affordability 78 54 9%
Reliability 75 47 3%
Accessibility near house and work 3 2 7%
Areas serviced 72 42 58%
Hours of services 75 38 51%
Time to reach destinations 72 41 57%

Figure 11: Number of responses per transportation feature and number/percent reporting transit use

Figure 12 displays, for each tfransportation characteristic, the distribution of relative importance.
Affordability and reliability were each ranked important to most important by approximately 65%
of respondents.
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What public transportation characteristics are the
most important to you?

Time to reach destinations

Hours of services

Serviced areas

Accessibility near house and work

Reliability

Affordability

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 6&60% 70% 80% 90% 100%
nl m2m3 mdm5méb

Figure 12: Percent of responses for transportation characteristics, 1=most important, 6=least important

Respondents were asked to rate their satisfaction with current transportation opfions on a scale
from 1 to 5 with 1 indicating very safisfied and 5 indicating not satisfied at all. Twenty-eight
percent said they were very satisfied while 33% rated their satisfaction 4 or 5, as displayed in
Figure 13.

How satisfied are you with current tfransportation
options?

n] w2 m3 n4m}h

Figure 13: Satisfaction with fransportation, 1=very satisfied, 5=not at all satisfied
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Respondents ranked six selected characteristics of neighborhoods and “other” in order of
importance with 1 indicating most important and 7 indicating least important. Figure 14 shows
that healthy neighborhood and access to quality education received the highest number of
responses, 132 and 124, respectively, followed by access to employment opportunities (121).

Neighborhood Characteristic Total responses
Healthy Neighborhood 132

Access to quality education 124

Access to employment opportunities 121
Transportation options and affordability 120
Low-poverty neighborhood 114

Racially and economically-integrated neighborhood | 109

Other 17

Figure 14: Number of responses for each neighborhood characteristic

Healthy neighborhoods (Figure 15) received the greatest proportion of rankings of 1 (most
important) and 2 (70%) and access to quality education received the next highest proportion of
1 and 2 rankings (62%). Seventeen respondents selected the category for “other”. Five of these
respondents specified crime, low crime rate or safe and quiet neighborhoods as important to
them. Three respondents specified a priority for no low-income properties, “keep section 8 out”
and like-minded neighbors with homogeneous education. Other priorities written in included
access to healthcare, proximity to grocery stores and malls, sidewalks in good repair and
“natural setting, frees”.

What neighborhood characteristics are the most
important to you?

Other 82% 68%7 ¢ 7%
Transportation options and affordability 22% _ 13% - 23%
Access to employment opportunities 25% 16 25% 22% e
Racially Gndnglf:ohrgon;lcqu—in’regrcﬁed 21% _ 19% _ 16%
ghborhoo
Access to quality education 32% _ 9% -3%
Healthy Neighborhood 55% % 1% Bl
Low poverty neighborhood 19% R 1% 1% s 28%

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%
I m2m3 m4m5mé

Figure 15: Percent of rankings for each neighborhood characteristic, 1=most important, 6=least important
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The following charts describe the demographic characteristics of the respondents willing to
complete demographic surveys at public meetings, focus groups and on-line. Respondents to
the demographic survey had the following characteristics. The reader is reminded that
respondents included community leaders, advocates and stakeholders in addition to families in
need of affordable housing.

e Female (68%)

e Hispanic (15%)

e Black (48%)

e Single (38%)

e Have a college degree (54%)

e Employed (47%)

e Annualincomes of less than $35k per year (39%)
e Own their home (67%)

What is your gender?

® Female = Male
Figure 16: Percent of NTRHA survey respondents by gender

Are you of Hispanic, Lafino, and/or Spanish
origing

5

mYes m No

Figure 17: Percent of survey respondents by ethnicity
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What is your race/ethnicity?
1,1% _2,1%
1/~

f

10, 7%

= American Indian or Alaska Native = Asian
= White = Black or African American
= Native Hawaiian /Pacific Island = Hispanic

= Other

Figure 18: Percent of survey respondents by race and ethnicity

What is your marital status?

=Single = Married = Widowed =Separated = Divorced

Figure 19: Percent of survey respondents by marital status
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What is the highest level of school you have
completed or the highest degree you have
received?

14,9%

'. 21,14%
“24, 16%

10, 7%
= Less than high school degree = High school degree or equivalent
= Some college but no degree = Associate Degree
= Bachelor Degree = Graduate Degree

Figure 20: Percent of NTRHA survey respondents by education

What type of community do you live in?

6, 4%

i

= City or urban community = Rural community = Suburban community = Other

Figure 21: Percent of survey respondents by type of community
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Which of the following categories best describes your
employment status?

11, 7%
11, 7% ‘
3% 5 4% 7, 5%
= Employed part fime = Employed Full ime
= Not employed-looking for work = Not employed-not looking for work
= Student = Retired
= Self-employed = Disabled

Figure 22: Percent of NTRHA survey respondents by employment status

What was your total household income before taxes
during the past 12 months?

7. 5%
7. 5% ‘

\A

= Less than 20000 = 20000 to 34999 = 35000 to 49999 = 50000 to 74999
= 75000 to 99999 = 100000 to 149999 = 150000 to 199999 = 200000 or more

Figure 23: Percent of NTRHA survey respondents by household income
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Which option below best describes your living quarters?

=

Figure 24: Percent of NTRHA survey respondents by household tenure

= Owned or being bought by you or
someone in your household

= Rented for cash by the respondent
= Occupied by the respondent

without payment of cash rent

» Other
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oals and Actions
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IV. Assessment of Past Goals and Actions

Impediments, Assessments of Fair Housing, or other relevant planning documents.

- Indicate what fair housing goals were selected by program participant(s) in recent Analyses of

FWHS publishes and updates goals in ifs five-year and annual plans. The following goals and
objectives were published in its Annual PHA Plan for fiscal year 2018 (Fort Worth Housing
Solutions, 2017).

Goal one: Create a diverse, economically sustainable real estate porifolio
A. Create and implement a portfolio plan

B. Increase developer partnerships

C. Increase landlord participation in HCV programs

Goal two: Provide a foundation for improving lives

A. Develop properties in locations that support improving lives through access to schools,
fransportation, jobs and services

B. Establish policies and incentives that support movement to self-sufficiency

C. For children and youth, support other organizations that serve the population

D. For work-able population, promote financial independence and self-sufficiency

E. For seniors who are capable of independent living, support their effort to age in place

F. For special needs population, including people who are chronically homeless, develop service
partnerships to secure and maintain housing by leveraging Project-Based Vouchers and other
resources

Goal three: Support our employees to enhance an organizational culture of excellence

A. Clearly define the organizational structure and staffing plan

B. Develop workforce to support succession planning and career ladders

C. Build a system of fraining, mentoring and coaching to empower employees to reach their full
potential

D. Facilitate the Board in developing additional expertise

Goal four: Develop a continuously improving effective and efficient operation

A. Increase use of performance metfrics to evaluate the Authority

B. Leverage technology to consistently elevate Authority performance

C. Rebrand FWHA with a comprehensive marketing, branding and outreach plan

Goal five: Develop a sustainable business model

A. Explore cost-saving and business efficiencies, including shared services with other housing
authorities

B. Generate and increase development-related revenue

C. Pursue opportunities to provide fee for service or consorfium services

D. Pursue and increase government partnerships and philanthropic sources of revenue
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n Discuss what progress has been made toward the achievement of fair housing goals.

FWHS publishes goal progress in its annual plans. The following results were included in its report
for fiscal year 2018 (Fort Worth Housing Solutions, 2017).

UNIVERSITY OF TEXASA ARLINGTON

Goal one: Create a diverse, economically sustainable real estate portfolio

A. FWHS has developed a process for reviewing its current portfolio on a quarterly basis to
identify opportunities for refinancing, selling or repositioning our assets.

B. FWHS has worked diligently to outreach to various developers in and around Texas. FWHS has
utilized the Request for Qualification (RFQ) process to pre-qualify developer partners with
experience and capacity in developing mixed-income affordable housing. FWHS selected four
developers in 2015 to serve on an as-needed basis through May 2018 to assist in the expansion of
affordable housing opportunities with an additional eight developers selected in 2017 for use as
needed through May 2020. FWHS actively engages with seven developer partners on six
different development and construction projects with two additional projects pending approval.
Figure 25 displays the locations of FWHS properties owned (26), approved and in development
or construction (six) and pending approval (two) (Mitchell, Vice President, Assisted Housing
Programs, FWHS, 2018).

C. FWHS has developed various marketing campaigns targeted toward encouraging new
landlords to participate in the HCV program. FWHS has seen an increase in the number of new
landlords participating.
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Figure 25: FWHS properties existing, in development and pending approval as of February 2018
Goal two: Provide a foundation for improving lives

A. FWHS has identified several development locations throughout Fort Worth that all provide
better access to higher performing schools, transportation opportunities, areas with high job
growth and supportive services. FWHS also works closely with the Fort Worth Independent School
District, the City of Fort Worth and the Fort Worth Transportation Authority to identify areas where
future schools, fransportation routes and economic development are being proposed to ensure
that future developments are located in areas of opportunities. None of the locations of the
eight projects under development or awaiting approval shown in Figure 25 are located in
racially and ethnically concentrated areas of poverty (R/ECAP). FWHS received HUD approval
for a total conversion of its public housing portfolio, through the Rental Assistance Demonstration
(RAD) program, to project-based rental assistance (PBRA), including 1,002 units. Properties listed
in Figure 26 are in the process of conversion. Only seven units at Butler Plaza remain to be
converted under the RAD process (Lemons, 2018). Unit mixes are being changed through the
conversion process in order to betfter meet the needs of current residents and applicants by
significantly increasing the number of one-bedroom and four-bedroom units.
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Project Name Total OBR IBR | 2BR | 3BR | 4BR HC (W) HC (V)
Units
Butler Place Apartments 412 0 92 159 139 22 27 2

1201 Luella St.

Fort Worth TX 76102
Cavile Place Apartments 300 0 60 146 69 25 15 0
1401 Etta St.

Fort Worth, TX 76105
Butler Place Apartments 20 0 0 14
(Scattered Sites)
Overton Park 54 0 23 21 10 0 4 4
5501 Overton Ridge Blvd.
Fort Worth, TX 76132
Svcamore Center Villas 47 0 0 20
7901 Chandra Lane
Fort Worth, TX 76134
Stonegate (Villas of Oak 58 0 24 26 0 0 2 0
Hill)

2501 Oak Hill Circle
Fort Worth, TX 76109
Cambridge Courts
8135 Calmont Ave.
Fort Worth, TX 76116
Candletree Apartments 44 0 23 21 0 0 3 0
7425 South Hulen
Fort Worth, TX 76133
Wind River 34 0 10 24 0 0 6 0
8725 Calmont Ave.
Fort Worth, TX 76116
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Figure 26: FWHS public housing units converted to PBRA under RAD

B. FWHS continues to encourage participation in the Family Self Sufficiency program (FSS) and
Homeownership programs by both HCV and PH residents. In addition, FWHS, through the
Barbara Holston Education Fund, provides scholarships to select graduating seniors or adults
aftending vocational, two-year or four-year institutions. Partficipation in both the FSS and
Homeownership programs has increased since 2015. Figure 27 displays the number of
participants in each program and the number of households successfully closing on a home
purchase in 2015, 2016 and 2017. FSS participation increased by 11% and homeownership
participation increased by 35% from 2015 to 2017.

# of # of
# of FSS # of FSS Homeownership | Property
Year Participants | Graduates | Participants Closings
2015 285 17 288 2
2016 302 18 306 22
2017 316 19 390 7

Figure 27: Results of FWHS FSS and Homeownership programs
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C. Our partnerships supporting our youth population include:

¢  YMCA Amaka Child Care Center — a four-star, Texas Rising Star accredited facility
located on FWHS's largest PH site

e Boys & Girls Club of Greater Fort Worth — has three local branches located in FWHS
properties, including two Cavile and Butler PH communities and a new branch in the Las
Vegas Trail community

e Silhouettes — a girls mentoring program developed in partnership with Aloha Kappa
Alpha sorority

D. FWHS also partners with Tarrant County College to provide ongoing vocational and
occupational training, including GED, Adult Literacy, Computer and Medical Training.

E. FWHS offers assistance to elderly and disabled program participants that makes it easier for
them to ‘age in place’ and live an independent lifestyle. Assistance includes help with:

e Budgeting and housekeeping

e Free meal services

e Rent and utilities

e Healthcare

e Transportation

e Social Security, SSI, Medicare or Medicaid and Lone Star

F. FWHS continues to provide programs and housing for special needs populations. FWHS
administers a locally funded housing program for chronically homeless individuals. In addition,
FWHS has partnered with MHMR in the Healthy Community Collaborative, a program designed
to assist chronically homeless individuals or families with severe mental health illness by providing
short-term and long-term rental assistance, as well as supportive services for persons who are
homeless.

Goal three: Support our employees to enhance an organizational culture of excellence

A. FWHS continually analyzes its organizational structure and staffing needs, as well as staff
capacity to determine where efficiencies can be seen through realigning staff and skills
throughout the organization.

B. FWHS has developed a succession plan and implemented steps to ensure that employees
have opportunities to develop skills and advance within the organization.

C. Ongoing fraining is being provided for staff, including specific training for managerial staff, fo
develop staff skills and capacities. A Continuous Improvement Team has been created o
identify areas within the organization that need improvement and empower staff from various
departments to develop solutions for these areas.

D. FWHS provided board members with opportunities for training and networking through online
training opportunities, various conferences and topic-specific work sessions. In addition, Board
members are encouraged to share their expertise with other PHAs.

Goal four: Develop a continuously improving effective and efficient operation

A. FWHS is developing an internal measurement system to evaluate the organization’s
performance on both internal measures and external measures. Checklists have been
developed to improve the efficiency and completeness of client annual recertfification.
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B. FWHS is developing a Strategic IT Plan to assess and prioritize hardware and infrastructure
upgrade needs and opportunities for enhancement.

C. FWHS has completed a rebranding from Fort Worth Housing Authority to Fort Worth Housing
Solutions. The rebranding plan includes revising external marketing pieces to complement FWHS
priorities and outreach efforts.

Goal five: Develop a sustainable business model

A. FWHS has begun working with other PHAs to determine areas where shared services or
collaboration can be financially and administratively beneficial.

B. FWHS has identified and implemented development-related revenue through the issuance of
bonds, as well as the aggressive negotiation of developer fees through co-development
arrangements. FWHS has begun to research self-developing affordable housing projects as well
as developing in partnership with other PHAs.

C. In conjunction with objective A, FWHS has begun providing fee-paid services to other PHAs
through inter-local agreements.

D. FWHS continues to work closely with the City of Fort Worth to maximize local funding sources
and has begun to identify areas of opportunity within the philanthropic community where FWHS
can leverage organization resources to maximize alternate funding sources, such as foundation
funding.

E Discuss how successful the jurisdiction is in achieving past goals and/or how it has fallen short of

achieving those goals (including potentially harmful unintended consequences).

FWHS has made progress toward its goals in all areas. Many of these goals require the
establishment of new systems (measurement, training, development) so much of the recent
work has been to put such systems in place. FWHS made substantial progress in professionalizing
its housing development capacity and confinues its work as one of the major producers of new
affordable housing in its jurisdiction.

HCV program cost

FWHS identified a shortfall in November 2017 when the expense for its voucher programs
exceeded revenue and authorized budget. The FWHS budget for Housing Choice Vouchers
(HCV) was insufficient to support the number of vouchers in use by the agency (Mitchell, 2018).
FWHS turns over approximately 40 vouchers per month. The agency issued no new vouchers until
it eliminated the shortfall through attrition in 2018 (except for special-use programs). The shortfall
was resolved in approximately six weeks. FWHS will closely monitor program costs as it
implements the new Small Area Fair Market Rent program and rents are increased in certain zip
codes.

Landlord engagement

FWHS conducted a survey of its 1,103 landlords in June of 2015 to identify opportunities to better
engage and maintain landlords (FWHS, 2015b). Over 100 landlords responded, primarily owners
with one to five HCV units with one to 10 years of experience in the program. Respondents
identified issues around processes for inspection, rent increases and resident relocation.
Approximately half of the responses were favorable in most areas. Over 90% said that payments
were timely and more than 70% said they would consider accepting additional FWHS residents.
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Respondents said that guaranteed, timely, direct deposit of rental payments (80%) were the
program’s greatest strengths. Those who would not accept additional residents cited reasons,
including quality of tenants (37.5%), rent amount (27.5%), FWHS customer service (25%),
inspection requirements (25%) and insufficient rent increases (22.5%). Respondents cited reasons
for considering ferminating participation, including damages to apartments by tenants and a
perceived bias fowards tenants. FWHS implemented the following policy changes in response to
this feedback:

e Eliminated the $50 cap on rent increases

e Increased consistency of inspection standards, including coordinating with Tarrant
County Housing Assistance

e Developed process to support evictions by landlords for recurring fenant lease violations
with HCV program terminations and consistent messages to tenants

¢ Implemented required Good Tenant/Good Neighbor training for all program participants

FWHS also increased marketing efforts and conducted partner events with the City of Fort Worth
to attract new landlords. FWHS confinues tfo work fo address ongoing challenges to increase
landlord engagement and maintain landlord relationships. During AFH public participation
events and inferviews, landlords confinued fo express concerns with tenant damage to units,
frustrations with process efficiency and standards for inspections, confusions about the rent
increase process and inadequate customer service in response to phone calls and requests for
assistance. FWHS will continue to develop strategies to address these issues.

Community impact

FWHS is making substantial progress in developing housing in higher opportunity areas with good
schools even in the face of continuing expression of community opposition. Some community
members have expressed concern over the impact of residents of some FWHS properties on the
neighborhood. FWHS has begun a series of “community coffees” to better understand and
manage such concerns and to become increasingly proactive.

Family Self-Sufficiency

FWHS supports one of the largest FSS programs in the U.S. in terms of number of participants
(Ficke & Piesse, 2004), ranking in the top 14% of public housing authorities with HCV programs.
Approximately 5% of its HCV and public housing clients participate in FSS, placing it among the
top half of all FSS programs for participation rate. Participants receive close case management
and assistance with establishing, maintaining and achieving personal, educational and financial
goals. Graduates achieve their goals, become fully employed and independent of cash welfare
assistance (Broussard, 2018). The FWHS Home Ownership program helps participants use funds
from Section 8 vouchers to purchase homes. The program garners a significant amount of
inferest among clients, leading to significant increases in the pipeline of participants. Closings,
however, dropped significantly from 2016 to 2017, largely due to the “buyer’s market” in single-
family homes in the region. Participants had greater difficulty in competing with other
(unassisted) buyers and investors who were offering contracts at prices higher than asking prices
and in cash.
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past goals, or mitigate the problems it has experienced.

- Discuss any additional policies, actions or steps that the program participant could take to achieve

FWHS is developing a substantial set of quantifiable targets against which to compare its
performance. Annual performance reports will be able to include more quantitative measures
of progress and allow for greater analysis of efforts toward improvement. Obstacles to greater
improvement in its voucher programs hinge on market conditions and funding availability.

Discuss how the experience of program participant(s) with past goals has influenced the selection of
current goals.

The AFH goals proposed in this report are a natural outgrowth of past FWHS goals. Goals
continue to emphasize increased access to opportunity and housing in high-opportunity areas
as well as increased development of affordable housing. New goals also directly target some of
the challenges faced by FWHS clients in the current housing market, including significant source
of income discrimination. New goals include developing funding sources that offer clients
greater support in seeking housing and offer landlords more incentives to participate in the
voucher program.

Market conditions and the increasing deficit of affordable housing in the area have emphasized
the need to be strategic and targeted in efforts to meet needs for low-income housing. FWHS is
collaborating with the City of Fort Worth, Tarrant County Homeless Coalition, Arlington Housing
Authority, Housing Channel (a local Community Housing Development Organization or CHDO),
Habitat for Humanity and the Tarrant County Housing Assistance Office (a public housing
authority) to develop a strategic plan for affordable housing that improves coordination and
overall effectiveness.
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V. Fair Housing Analysis
A. Demographic Summary

- Describe demographic patterns in the jurisdiction and region and describe trends over time (since

1990).

Overall trends 1990-2013

From 1990 to 2013, the racial and ethnic composition of the City of Fort Worth changes
significantly for some ethnic groups (Figure 28). During this period, the white population
percentage declines gradually from 58% in 1990 to 42% in 2010 and 2013. This change appears
slightly lower than regional frends (Figure 29), where the proportion of white residents declines
from 70% in 1990 to 50% in 2013.

While the share of white residents declines both at the jurisdictional and regional level, the
Hispanic population expands at both levels. In Fort Worth, from 1990 to 2013, the Hispanic
population adjusts from 19% of the overall population in1990 to 34% in 2010 and 2013 and the
regional Hispanic populatfion increases from 13% in 1990 to 27% in 2013. As for the black
population, Fort Worth and regional levels experience slightly dissimilar frends. In Fort Worth, the
share of black residents decreases from 21% to 18% between 1990 and 2013. Regionally, the
share of black residents remains relatively unchanged with a slight increase from 13.7% (1990) to
14.6% (2013). Native Americans do not account for a significant share of the population in Fort
Worth or the region. In Fort Worth, the proportion remains between 0.3% to 0.4% in 1990 and
2013, with a slight increase in the infermediate years. In the region, the share of Native American
residents experiences no significant change. The Asian or Pacific Islander (Asian/Pl) population
share in Fort Worth increases from 2% in 1990 to 3.7% in 2013. Regionally, the Asian/Pl population
increases from 2% to 5%.

Fort Worth's demographic changes from 1990 to 2013 generally reflect the regional changes
with decreasing white population proportions and increasing Hispanic and Asian/Pl proportions.
Fort Worth has greater black and Hispanic proportions than the region; the decrease in the
black proportion represents the only significant difference between the jurisdiction and the

region.
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Figure 28: Percent of population by race and ethnicity over time, FWHS, U.S. Decennial Census and ACS
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Figure 29: Percent of population by race and ethnicity, NTRHA Region, U.S. Decennial Census and ACS

Figure 30 spatially represents the demographic trends in Fort Worth using maps that represent
the racial or ethnic concentration at the census tract level for the years 1990, 2000, 2010 and
2015 (U.S. Decennial Census and the American Community Survey). As the racial or ethnic
concentration increases, the shade on the map darkens.

In 1990, white residents prevailed throughout Tarrant County except for one wedge northwest of
downtown (roughly bordered by I-35W, SH 199 and 1-820), another area southeast of downtown
(bordered by SH 180, I-35W, 1-820 and I-20, including Everman) and the Como area in southwest
Fort Worth. By 2015, the concenfration of the white population decreased throughout Tarrant
County. In 1990, the black population concentrated in the Como and southeast areas. From
1990 to 2015, the black population remained prevalent in most of the census tracts in the
southeast area and Como, but the overall percentage of black residents in the southeast area
decreased as Hispanics entered. During this period, the black population dispersed info Grand
Prairie and far east and south Fort Worth. The overall growth of the Hispanic population
franslates info the expansion of geographic clusters of Hispanic residents. In 1990, the highest
concentration of Hispanic residents live in the northwest wedge defined by SH 199, I-35W and |-
820. The Hispanic population retained predominance in this area from 1990 to 2015, but the
overall percentage of Hispanic residents in these census fracts decreased by 2015. During this
time, the Hispanic population expanded to the south, southeast and east along SH 121 but
inside 1-820. Asian/Pl and Native American households do not exhibit any consistent patterns in
these figures.
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Figure 30: Percent of population by census tract for race and ethnicity, Fort Worth
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B. General Issues
i. Segregation / Integration

n Describe and compare segregation levels in the jurisdiction and region. Identify the racial/ethnic groups that

experience the highest levels of segregation.

To gauge overall levels of segregation in the City of Fort Worth and the region, HUD provides a
dissimilarity index, which is a conventional measure to assess the degree of residential
segregation between two groups. As the dissimilarity index value increases, the level of
segregation also increases. The index value ranges from 0 to 100 where values from 0 fo 39
indicate a low level of segregation, values from 40 to 54 indicate a moderate level of
segregation; and values from 55 to 100 indicate a high level of segregation.

In Figure 31, the dissimilarity index values indicate moderate segregation for white/non-white
populations, but black residents are highly segregated. The Hispanic population experiences
moderate segregation while Asian/Pl residents experience low segregation in the jurisdiction. As
a whole, the level of segregation for Fort Worth remains similar fo the DFW region according to
the dissimilarity index, except for Asian/Pl residents who are more highly segregated at the
regional level.

m High Segregation

[40-54° Moderate Segregation
<40  Low Segregation
> rwHs
55
431 46 100 0 - 100 o e 00 0 = 10K B> OFWRegion

Figure 31: Dissimilarity index scores by race/ethnicity, HUD AFH, U.S. Census 2010

2010 ‘

The following figures investigate the demographic composition of census fracts with different
levels of white/non-white segregation in the FWHS jurisdiction in 2015 as indicated by the degree
of difference between census fracts and the jurisdiction as a whole. Figure 32 defines the levels
of segregation identified. For white/non-white segregation, level 1 represents census tracts
where the percent of white residents in the census fract is greater than the percent of white
residents in the jurisdiction as a whole. Level 2 represents census tracts where the proportion of
non-white residents equals the proportion in the jurisdiction as a whole (sometimes called
“integration”). Levels 3 through 7 characterize census tracts where the percent of non-white
residents is greater than the percent of non-white residents in the jurisdiction as a whole. Level 7
reflects the most severe case of segregation.

Level Definition: Census tract compared to jurisdiction
1 White population share in census fract greater than jurisdiction share
Census tract share equal to jurisdiction share
Census tract share up to 10% greater than jurisdiction share
Census tract share >10% to 20% greater than jurisdiction share
Census tract share >20% to 30% greater than jurisdiction share
Census tract share >30% to 40% greater than jurisdiction share
Census tract share more than 40% greater than jurisdiction share
Figure 32: Levels of segregation based on difference between census tract and jurisdiction
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Figure 33 displays overall proportions of selected groups in the jurisdiction of FWHS and the DFW
region in 2015. Figure 34 shows the demographic composition of census tracts with increasing
levels of white/non-white segregation in 2015 in the FWHS jurisdiction. Census fracts with the
highest levels of segregation have a greater proportion of residents with extremely low incomes
(less than 30% of area median income), limited English proficiency, residents who are foreign
born and families with children.

White

non- Foreign
2015 Hispanic Black Hispanic Asian/PI born LEP
FWHS 52% 13% 28% 4% 15% 6%
DFW 49% 15% 28% 6% 18% 7%

Figure 33: Demographics of protected groups in FWHS and the DFW region, ACS 2015 five-year estimate

Segregation % % % % % % 30- % 50- % % % Families
Level White | Black Hispanic Asian/PI <30% 49% 80% LEP | Foreign | w/child(ren)
AMI AMI AMI born
1 72 7 11 4 7 6 12 4 9 47
2 52 11 19 5 7 9 15 10 16 53
3 46 14 22 7 8 9 13 11 17 52
4 36 21 26 5 12 14 17 16 20 53
5 27 33 24 6 13 11 15 14 20 55
6 17 26 36 6 15 12 15 23 28 59
7 6 30 46 1 19 15 15 28 29 56

Figure 34: Demographic composition of census fracts by severity of white/non-white segregation, FWHS
jurisdiction, ACS 2015

n Identify areas in the jurisdiction and region with relatively high segregation and integration by race/ethnicity,

national origin, or LEP group and indicate the predominant group living in each area.

To supplement the HUD-provided dissimilarity index and assess spatial patterns of segregation,
additional maps were created to understand how the racial composition of a given census tract
differs from the racial composition of the surrounding city or region. NTRHA researchers created
the following maps to understand to what extent the protected group composition (race,
ethnicity, national origin, limited English proficiency) of a given census tract significantly differs
from the protected group composition of the surrounding jurisdiction or region by assessing
whether a statistically significant difference exists. The following maps compare the percentage
of each protected group in each census tract to the jurisdiction average to determine the size
of the difference using the levels of segregation defined in the previous section. (For the full
methodology, refer to Appendix.)

As discussed in the previous section, FWHS jurisdiction has moderate levels of segregation
between non-white and white residents using the dissimilarity index; however, Figure 35 clearly
illustrates the significantly greater concentration of non-white residents in northwest and
southeast Fort Worth where the percent of non-white residents exceeds the jurisdiction average
by more than 40% in many census fracts. South Fort Worth, portions of east and west Fort Worth,
Grand Prairie and Everman all show high non-white concentrations. The white population
concentrates in suburban locations of Tarrant County to the north, west and south and in
southwest Fort Worth.
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Figure 35: FWHS jurisdiction white to non-white segregation, 2010 and 2015 (ACS)

Patterns of segregation can also be analyzed from a regional perspective. Figure 36 and Figure
37 display the jurisdictions of the 20 cities and housing authorities that make up the NTRHA. This
area includes the 13 counties that make up the DFW MSA. The dark green sections in the
following maps represent census tracts where the percent of non-white residents is more than
40% greater than the percent of non-white residents in the NTRHA region as a whole.
Segregation between white and non-white residents, when analyzed at a regional level,
appears most severe in sections of Dallas and Fort Worth. Segregation also appears to be
occurring on a limited basis in many of the county seats throughout the region.
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Figure 36: Regional patterns of segregation NTRHA, U.S. Decennial Census 2010

Figure 37: Regional patterns of segregation NTRHA, ACS 2015
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Segregation: black vs. non-black (2010)

UNIVERSITY OF TEXASA ARLINGTON

Figure 38 displays the level of segregation experienced by black residents in the FWHS
jurisdiction. Black residents are concentrated throughout southeast Fort Worth. High
concentrations also occur in Como (southwest Fort Worth) and east areas of Fort Worth near 1-30
and Everman. Less severe concentrations occur in Grand Prairie and south Fort Worth.
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Figure 38: Black/non-black segregation, FWHS jurisdiction, U.S. Census 2010

Segregation: Hispanic vs. non-Hispanic (2010)

Figure 39 shows that the Hispanic population appears to be experiencing similar patterns of
concentration to the black population but in different locations. The percentage of Hispanic
residents exceeds the jurisdictional average by more than 40% in many census tracts in north
and south Fort Worth inside 1-820. The Hispanic population also clusters in small portions of west
Fort Worth and throughout much of southeast Fort Worth.
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Figure 39: Hispanic/non-Hispanic segregation, FWHS jurisdiction, U.S. Census 2010
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Segregation Asian or Pacific Islander (2010)

Figure 40 shows that no census fracts experience greater than a 20% difference in population
proportion from the overall jurisdictional proportion of Asian or Pacific Islander residents. Most of
the mild concentrations of the Asian/Pl population occur in the more affluent north and
northeast areas of Tarrant County. West of SH 360 and south of SH 10 a higher concentration of
Asian/Pl residents overlaps with a high concentration of black, lower income residents.
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Figure 40: Asian/Pl and non-Asian/Pl segregation, FWHS jurisdiction, U.S. Census 2010

National origin (2010)

The most represented country of origin in the jurisdiction is Mexico, which accounts for 10% of
residents. Clusters of foreign-born residents from Mexico concentrate in north and south Fort
Worth inside -820 and mirror the concentration of the Hispanic population (Figure 41). The
overall residential pattern of foreign-born residents (Figure 42) generally reflects the pattern of
foreign-born Mexican immigrants, except for Grand Prairie and east Fort Worth where more
foreign-born Asian/Pl people reside.
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Figure 41: Percent of residents born in Mexico by census tract compared with jurisdiction average (U.S.
Decennial Census 2010)
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Figure 42: Percent of foreign-born residents by census tract compared with jurisdiction average (U.S.
Decennial Census 2010)

Limited English Proficiency (2010)

From 1990 to 2013, the proportion of LEP residents in Fort Worth increased to 11%. The top three
languages spoken by LEP residents are, in order by percent of all residents: Spanish (10.61%),
Vietnamese (0.65%) and Chinese (0.35%). Figure 43 shows that the census tracts with a greater
share of LEP Spanish-speaking individuals occur in north, south and southeast Fort Worth inside |-
820. These areas tend fo correspond to the areas with high concentrations of foreign-born
residents from Mexico (Figure 41). The highest concentrations of residents with LEP speaking any
language occur in northwest and south Fort Worth inside 1-820 (Figure 44).
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Figure 43: Census fracts with highest percentages of LEP, Spanish-speaking residents compared with
jurisdiction averages (U.S. Decennial Census 2010)
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Figure 44: Share of residents with limited English proficiency (any language) by census tract compared with
FWHS jurisdiction share (U.S. Decennial Census 2010)

Explain how these segregation levels and patterns in the jurisdiction and region have changed over time (since

1990).

In Figure 45, from 1990 to 2010, dissimilarity index values indicate moderate segregation for the
white/non-white populations, but the scores for FWHS have decreased. Black residents remain
highly segregated but these scores also decreased during the period. The Hispanic population
remained moderately segregated during the period with relatively unchanged scores. The
Asian/Pl residents experience low segregation throughout the period. As a whole, segregation in
the jurisdiction remains similar fo the region according to the dissimilarity index, except for
Asian/Pl residents who are less segregated in the FWHS jurisdiction than in the region. Black
residents experience a high level of segregation in the region while the index score declines
slightly from 1990 to 2010. The level of segregation between Hispanics and white residents
remains moderate at the regional level, with a slight overall increase from 1990 to 2010.
Regionally, Asian/Pl residents experience moderate and increasing levels of segregation while
FWHS has low segregation.
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Figure 45: Dissimilarity index scores from 1990 to 2010 for FWHS jurisdiction and DFW region (U.S. Decennial
Census 1990, 2000, 2010)

Spatial patterns of segregation

Spatial patterns of segregation remained consistent from 2010 fo 2015. The percent of non-white
residents in northwest and southeast Fort Worth confinued to exceed the overall percent of non-
white residents for the region by more than 40%.  iegenda

—— FWHS_Highvays

- Greater white populaton share
:] Integraton/

l:l 0to<10% greater

D 0 to <20% greater

- 20 to <30% graater

- 20 to <40% graater

- More than 40% greater

Figure 46: White vs. non-white segregation, 2010 and 2015

Segregation across the NTRHA region from 2010 fo 2015 confinued to be most severe in Fort
Worth and Dallas.

North Texas Reglonal Houslng Assessment/2018
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Figure 47: Segregation in the NTRHA region, 2010, U.S. Decennial Census

Figure 48: Segregation in the NTRHA region, 2015, U.S. Decennial Census
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n Consider and describe the location of owner-and renter-occupied housing in the jurisdiction and region in

determining whether such housing is located in segregated of integrated area and describe trends over time.

The share of residents owning their own homes in the DFW region declined from 63.8% in 2006 to
59.6% in 2013 (e.republic, 2018). Figure 49 shows the proportion of renters in the FWHS jurisdiction.
Because most of Fort Worth inside 1-820 experiences some level of segregation, higher
proportions of renters fend to match segregation patterns. However, the most segregated
census fracts in Fort Worth with high black and Hispanic populations do not match the highest
percentages of renters. Homeownership appears highest in northeast and northwest Tarrant
County where over 80% of residents own their homes and the residents tend to be white (Figure
50). Suburban locations with high rental concentrations tend to either be in segregated areas
and/or near freeways. Rates of rental housing also appear higher in Hurst, Euless, Bedford and
Grand Prairie.

[ ] Fort_Worth_City_Limit

— FWHS_Highways
0.0-20.0
20.1-40.0

1 40.1 - 60.0

I 60.1-80.0

I 80.1-100.0

777 Null

Figure 49: Percent of renters in the jurisdiction of FWHS by census fract, CHAS 2013
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20.1 - 40.0
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N 60.1 -80.0
I 80.1 - 100.0
777 Null

Figure 50: Percent of homeowners by census fract in FWHS jurisdiction, CHAS 2013

Figure 51 shows the proportion of renters at a regional scale. High rental concentrations occur in
Dallas, Fort Worth, in the mid-cities between SH 183 and I-20 and in many suburban and rural
county seats near freeways. The Red River counties have lower home ownership rates than most
rural areas.
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Figure 51: Percent of renter households by census tract, NTRHA region, CHAS 2013

The following tables describe the housing tenure of census fracts in the jurisdiction of FWHS with
increasing levels of white to nonwhite segregation. More than two thirds of the households own
homes in census tracts with higher concentrations of white residents. Census tracts where non-
white residents exceed overall jurisdiction rates have more than 40% renter households. The
lowest rates of rental housing are in census tracts with predominantly white and integrated

populations.

Level | Definition: Census tract compared to jurisdiction
1 Greater white population share than jurisdiction
Census tract share matches jurisdiction
Up fo 10% greater than jurisdiction percent
Up to 20% greater than jurisdiction percent
Up to 30% greater than jurisdiction percent
Up to 40% greater than jurisdiction percent
7 More than 40% greater than jurisdiction percent
Figure 52: Levels of segregation for white vs. non-white residents

N D WIN
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1 69.2 30.8
2 65.5 34.5
3 53.1 46.9
4 46.2 53.8
5 59.1 40.9
6 53.3 46.7
7 53.3 46.7

Figure 53: Percent homeowners and renters by level of segregation of census tract, FWHS jurisdiction (CHAS
2013, U.S. Decennial Census 2010)

Level of Segregation | % Homeowners | % Renters

1 68.5 31.5
2 53.3 46.7
3 57.3 42.7
4 49.3 50.7
5 49.1 50.9
6 56.9 43.1
7 543 45.7

Figure 54: Percent of homeowners and renters by level of segregation of census fract, FWHS jurisdiction
(CHAS 2013, ACS 2015)

Homeownership in the FWHS jurisdiction remains slightly lower than the regional level for
predominantly white and integrated census tracts and higher in the most segregated census
tracts. Figure 55 and Figure 56 show that predominantly white census tracts in the region have
about 72% home ownership and integrated census tracts have over 55% ownership. All other
categories have between 42% and 53% ownership. Home ownership appears significantly higher
in census fracts where the percent of white residents exceeds the average for the region.

Level of Segregation | % Homeowners | % Renters
1 71.9 28.1
2 57.0 43.0
3 49.0 51.0
4 53.1 46.9
5 493 50.7
6 42.6 57.4
7 47 .4 52.7

Figure 55: NTRHA regional percent of homeowners and renters by level of segregation, (CHAS 2013, U.S.
Decennial Census 2010)

Level of Segregation | % Homeowners | % Renters

1 72.2 27.8
2 55.5 44.5
3 53.0 47.0
4 47.5 52.5
5 48.6 51.4
6 45.7 543
7 50.5 49.5
Figure 56: NTRHA regional percent of homeowners and renters by level of segregation (CHAS 2013, ACS

2015)

Discuss whether there are any demographic trends, policies, or practices that could lead to higher segregation in
the jurisdiction. Participants should focus on patterns that affect the jurisdiction and region rather than create an

inventory of local laws, policies or practices.
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The City of Fort Worth Human Relations Commission, in its annual report, expressed concern over
“the repeated attempts by the Texas State Legislature to limit local municipalities from enforcing
expanded anti-discrimination laws™ (Fort Worth Human Relations Commission, 2017, p. 6).
Participants in public engagement commented that previously diverse communities, such as
Fort Worth's Southside, are becoming less diverse, more predominantly white and higher income
as the community gentrifies. Community members said that, as housing prices increase, service
and support workers can no longer afford to live in the community and must go farther and
farther out of the central city to afford housing. This effect disproportionately affects minorities.
National research, using methods other than the dissimilarity index and focusing at the block
group level, found that segregation within cities and suburbs has declined while segregation
between central cities and their suburban cities has intensified, especially as metropolitan size
increased (Lichter, Parisi, & Taquino, 2015).

The Fort Worth Human Relations Commission (FWHRC) received 198 fair housing complaints in
2017. Figure 57displays the percent of total complaints received by the basis for the complaint
(Fort Worth Human Relations Commission, 2017)5. Complaints based on race increased from 28%
in FY2016 to 34% in FY2017 or 67 cases in 2017, 78% of which were based on unfair housing
practices against black persons (Fort Worth Human Relations Commission, 2017).

B oseeiLimy

I FAmiLiaL sTaTus

I NATIONAL ORIGIN

|| RETALIATION
B sex

Figure 57: Fair housing complaints received by the FWHRC by type, FY2017

Ninety-seven percent of FY2017 complaints brought forward under the City's Fair Housing
Ordinance alleged discriminatory terms, conditions, privileges, services and facilities in the rental
or sale of property (Fort Worth Human Relations Commission, 2017). Sixty-two percent of
complaints withdrawn and/or conciliated resulted in a monetary settflement between the parties
while 38% resulted in non-monetary settlements. Staff received 2,161 contacts regarding fair
housing issues in FY 2017. Increases in the percent of complaints filed based on race could
indicate increases in private discrimination leading toward greater segregation.

The City of Fort Worth Race and Culfure Task Force engaged the National League of Cities:
Race, Equity and Leadership to assess the extent to which Fort Worth city departments and
agencies collected and disaggregated data by race and ethnicity (Race, Equity & Leadership
(REAL): National League of Cities, 2017). The majority of agencies and departments did not
disaggregate data by race and ethnicity and did not assess the impact of policies and

5 Percentages add to more than 100 because some complaints are based on more than one

factor.
North Texas Reglonal Houslng Assessment/2018 6




NN
=1
NORTH TF'XA'%
programs by race/ethnicity, gender or geography. Potential changes in department practices

resulting from task force work could create change in policies and practices that foster
segregation.

UNIVERSITY OF TEXASA ARLINGTON

Current conditions that could lead to greater increases in segregation, without changes in policy
starting atf the state level, include:

e State and local policies that permit source of income discrimination

o State and local policies that emphasize the role of local community approval for new
affordable housing projects

o State and local policies that limit the amount of available rental and multifamily housing
and higher housing densities (eight units per acre and above) (Pendall, 2000)

¢ National and regional tfrends in housing prices and property valuations that exceed
increases in local wages for service and support workers

e Lack of assessment during policy-making for the potential impact of policy decisions on
racial and ethnic segregation

e Lack of representation of racial and ethnic minorities on boards, commissions and other
policy-making bodies

_Addi’rionol Information

n Beyond the HUD-provided data, provide additional relevant information, if any, about segregation in the

jurisdiction and region affecting groups with other protected characteristics.

Single mothers with young children

Single mothers with young children make up the greatest share of families who are homeless
and are at greater risk for homelessness (Culhane, Metraux, Byrne, Stino, & Bainbridge, 2013).
Research finds that neighborhoods with the following characteristics have higher rates of
homeless residents (Byrne, 2013; Culhane D. P., 1996; Crane, 2008; Culhane D. P., 2008; Early,
2004; Rukmana, 2010):

o higher numbers of single mothers with children under age 6

e higher concentrations of black and Hispanic families

e high unemployment and rates of domestic violence

e |low high school graduation rates

e concentrations of households below 75% of the Federal poverty rate
e housing crowding, abandonment and vacancy

e higherrent to income ratios

Figure 58 displays census tracts with families with incomes under the federal poverty level with
single mothers with children under the age of 5 (U.S. Census Bureau, 2016). Darker shades of red
indicate greater numbers of single mother families with children under age 5. There are 10,389
families consisting of single mothers with children less than five years of age in Tarrant County,
and 38.9% have incomes below the federal poverty level (U.S. Census Bureau, 2016).
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Figure 58: Number of families consisting of single mothers with children age 5 and younger with incomes
below federal poverty rate with (ACS five-year estimate 2016)

Lending and segregation

A recent review of mortgage originations found no evidence of a disproportionate loan
approval rate for minority applicants in the Dallas-Fort Worth metropolitan area (Glantz &
Martinez, 2018). Figure 59 displays the percent of home mortgages approved by race for Tarrant
County and the region. Approval rates are slightly lower for non-white applicants than white
applicants, but the differences may not be statistically significant.

%
Approved %
Tarrant Approved
Race/Ethnicity County Region
Not Hispanic 93.2% 93.4%
White 93.2% 93.3%
Asian 93.0% 94.4%
Pacific Islander 89.3% 90.4%
Black 89.2% 89.1%
Hispanic 89.1% 89.2%
Native American 88.2% 89.2%

Figure 59: Percent of mortgages approved by race/ethnicity, HMDA data 2017

Home mortgage loan originations for purchase and refinancing revealed a spatial pattern in the
Dallas-Fort Worth metropolitan area in some reports. A review of the Urban Institute’s inferactive
map of Home Mortgage Disclosure Act data for Tarrant County, displayed in Figure 60, finds
approximately 10 mortgage originations for black households in 2016 within the central city and
southeast Fort Worth (Bai, Ganesh, & Williams, 2017).

North Texas Reglonal Houslng Assessment/2018 @




NN

=1
NORTH TEXAS
; B - —— S I

UNIVERSITY OF TEXASA ARLINGTON

. 0. | T ‘,.i N
e wd Lo +BEDE oo .
FW Nature\| ° el 4 o . 2 NORTH BEOD ORD
) p * ‘.-,‘ - v ¥ E
Center 1) - % ZRICHLAND;
L5 * HILLS ofe—-Yi—al | e
LAKESIDE . e *HORST L=
Pl SANsom - X 1. . e 11 1] .
WQRTH PARK , ™ 'HALT:OM
% . X A 5 2% &
- 5 .
A . . o
RIVER‘OAKS
o '» ., :
WHITE | * 8 > )
sl 8 - - - (]
s 4 2R L EMENT . " FORTWORTH f
y . P -
‘=. o . ) =
9 ’ W =K s i < ARLINGTO?
o = 7 L /e = .
. . *. - "
. . .
b~ v\ . olo # i
$17 /4 7 = >0 T DALWC - ReFINA :5:*‘ G
. . v s ¢ a PURCHASED
¥ 58 L) s CYAR G/ _] )
g 0 2 All v v
6 oJ (s " bt Wy FOREST HILL . \
+ . Onedotequals / ot Hispanic
— 10 mortgages K 1
= Black
White

(o oo | e | 000 | on | 205 | s | 200 | o | 29 | 00 | o | 2oz | 00> | o | s QR
Figure 60: 2016 mortgage originations by race/ethnicity (Urban Institute)

White household mortgage originations predominate in southwest Fort Worth with none in
southeast Fort Worth (inside 1-820). Hispanic loan originations concentrate in far southwest Fort
Worth and northeast Fort Worth but most frequently outside the 1-820 loop. Black loan
originations occur in the area outside the central city between Benbrook, Forest Hill and
Burleson. Southeast Fort Worth, a higher poverty and higher minority community, has almost no
loan originations. Loan originations for black households in the Dallas-Fort Worth metropolitan
area tend to concentrate south of Dallas, Arlington and Fort Worth, particularly south of 1-20.
Mortgage originations for minority borrowers peaked just before the great recession and have
declined more severely than for white borrowers with the post-recession fightening of credit
requirements. Minority borrowers, disproportionately represented in the group of borrowers with
FICO scores below 660, have been far less able to benefit from the recovery and build wealth
through home ownership (Goodman, Zhu, & George, 2015). Black households in the DFW
metropolitan area have not made gains in homeownership rates since the 1980s, trailing white
households nationally by more than 30 percentage points (McCargo & Strochak, 2018).

Home mortgage loan denials are analyzed by reason (for the denial) for the DFW region in
Figure 61 and for Tarrant County in Figure 62 (Federal Financial Institutions Examination Council,
2016). Debt-to-income ratio and poor credit history are the top two reasons for denial for every
racial classification, with poor Credit history as the number one reason in three of the five race
categories in the region. Credit History and debf-to-income ratio account for an average of 27%
and 28% of denials respectively. Poor credit history represents the number one reason for denial
in all race and ethnic categories in Tarrant County except Asian, for whom the top reason for
denial is debt-to-income ratio. Twenty-nine percent of applications overall are denied based on
poor credit history in Tarrant County.
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Percent of home mortgage loans denied sorted by race for the DFW MSA 2016 (FFIEC)

Figure 61
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The program participant may also describe other information relevant to its assessment of segregation, including
activities such as place-based investments and geographic mobility options for protected class groups.

Place and segregation

Fort Worth has deep roofs as a racially segregated community originally settled by white
southerners who brought their slaves with them (Selcer, 2012). Blacks originally lived along the
Trinity River bottoms in shantytowns. Segregation was strictly enforced well into the 1960s. Fort
Worth schools were desegregated in 1967, 13 years after the Brown vs. Board of Education ruling
made segregated classrooms illegal (Kennedy, 2017). The first middle class black neighborhood,
Terrell Heights, was formed southeast of the City's “red light” district known as Hell's Half Acre
(City of Fort Worth, 2018). Poor black people lived on the eastern edge of the City (Selcer, 2012).
Another middle class black community formed in the 1920s around Lake Como on the southwest
side of Fort Worth, where lived black people who served wealthy white families in the nearby
Arlington Heights neighborhood. The Public Works Administration provided for the funding in 1941
of the City’s first public housing, including Ripley Arnold for poor whites located in the downtown
area west of the Courthouse and a property for poor blacks known as H. H. Butler Place on the
eastern edge of downtown adjacent to Hell's Half Acre and the Trinity River bottoms. Figure 63
shows the locations of these three historically black communities (blue markers).
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Figure 63: Historically segregated black communities in Fort Worth

These communities continue to be home to concenfrations of minority households in Fort Worth.
Figure 64 shows race, ethnicity and poverty rates for the Terrell, Butler and Como communities
(United States Census Bureau, 2016). All three communities significantly exceed the averages for
Tarrant County in percent of households with incomes below the poverty level and percent of
population claiming a black racial heritage. Terrell Heights is shifting to a predominantly Hispanic
population. All three communities are 80% to 90% non-white/Hispanic compared with fewer than
50% non-white or Hispanic for Tarrant County.

Community Census Tract | % Poverty | % Black | % Hispanic
Terrell Heights 1231 50% 39% 52%
Butler Place 1017 79% 51% 28%
Lake Como 1025 45% 64% 30%
Tarrant County 14% 17% 28%

Figure 64: 2016 demographics for historically black communities in Fort Worth
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Participants in community engagement from east and south Fort Worth identified deteriorated

and abandoned properties as an extremely important contributing factor to addressing
segregation (City of Fort Worth, 2017). Over 70% of black participants from the south, east and
central city sectors rated deterioration and community revitalization as extremely important
contributors to segregation/integration.

UNIVERSITY OF TEXASA ARLINGTON

FWHS uses place-based investments coupled with affordable housing interventions to address
areas of deterioration. FWHS is conftributing to place-based investments through its participation
in the HUD Rental Assistance Demonstration program. RAD was created to “give public housing
authorities (PHAs) a powerful tool to preserve and improve public housing propertfies and
address the $26 billion nationwide backlog of deferred maintenance” (U.S. Department of
Housing and Urban Development, 2018). FWHS has received approval to convert essentially all
of its aging public housing through a combination of rehabilitation, demolition and
reconstruction (Fort Worth Housing Solutions, 2017). Hunter Plaza, a 1954 hotel bought by the Fort
Worth Housing Authority in 1971 and converted to public housing, was the first property to be
completely renovated (Nagy, 2016). Residents vacated Hunter Plaza in 2010 after an infestation
of bedbugs became impossible fo remediate due to the age and condition of the property.
Figure 65 pictures the renovated property and its considerable presence on the western edge of
the cenftral business district. FWHS gutted and renovated Hunter Plaza into a mixed-use property
featuring 164 apartments and 10,000 square feet of ground floor space for retail and other
commercial uses (Mitchell, 2017). The property added 49 market-rate units to create a mixed-
income community, maintaining most of the units as affordable housing, giving lower income
residents access to an increasingly high quality of life in the downftown business district.

Figure 65: Hunter Plaza 2016 following rehabilitation

The Hunter Plaza redevelopment project differed significantly from FWHS's approach to
redeveloping the older Ripley Arnold public housing property, also located on the northwest side
of the cenftral business district. FWHS sold the aging property in 2002, which eventually became
the site of the Tarrant County College flagship Trinity River Campus (Tarrant County College
District, 2013). Most residents of Ripley Arnold received vouchers to relocate to a variety of
locations throughout the City, including mixed-income, lower poverty neighborhoods. Residents
said their greatest regret in relocating was losing access o the amenities of downtown Fort
Worth with strong access o transportation (Intermodal Transportation Center), retail, jobs and
recreation in a walkable community that had been in the process of redevelopment since the
late 1970's beginning with Sundance Square (Lucio & Barrett, 2010). The Hunter Plaza
redevelopment allows public housing residents to stay in a very desirable community.

Redevelopment of the 41-acre Butler Place public housing project is FWHS's largest RAD project.
The areais a racially and ethnically concentrated area of poverty and residents reported
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concerns about serious physical deterioration and crime during public engagement events.
FWHS is gradually moving residents to its own, new mixed-income affordable properties
throughout the community. Figure 66 pictures some of the 68 red brick buildings built in 1940 that
make up the 412 units in Butler Place. The property is located adjacent to the redevelopment of
I.M. Terrell, once a segregated high school for black students, (the beige buildings pictured in
the distance) (Mauch, 2016). .M. Terrell is now the Fort Worth Independent School District’s site
for science, technology, engineering, arts and math, after rehabilitation and substantial new
construction (STEAM).

UNIVERSITY OF TEXASA ARLINGTON

Figure 66: Butler Place FWHS public housing

Columbia Renaissance in southeast Fort Worth is a successful example of master planning to
redevelop a racially and efthnically concentrated area of poverty. FWHS provided project-
based vouchers to the Columbia Renaissance Apartments, a mixed-income affordable housing
project, in support and on the strength of the revitalization (Figure 67). The Renaissance project is
located in a high-poverty neighborhood where 99.5% of the residents are non-white, including
approximately 60% black and 40% Hispanic residents (United States Census Bureau, 2016). The
area had aging housing stock, high property vacancy rates, lack of quality retail such as grocery
stores with fresh food and a high concentration of unwanted uses such as pawnshops and
convenience stores selling alcohol (Harral, 2015). Affordable housing can combat genftrification
and form an important part of comprehensive place- and people-based revitalization projects
like Columbia Renaissance that include investment in housing and real estate, support for
increased family income and wealth (jobs), economic development (new businesses), improved
access o quality education and supportive of healthy lifestyles (Randall, 2016).
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Figure 67: Location of Renaissance Heights, blue marker
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The developer’s plan for the 200-acre site started with quality retail anchored by the largest
Walmart grocery and department store in the City of Fort Worth. The developer met with
community members to identify needs and eventually adopted the Purpose Built Communities
model of neighborhood revitalization that included bringing in a charter school, YMCA
recreation center and children’s healthcare clinic, in addition o 330,000 square feet of retail
space and accompanying jobs (Purpose Built Communities, 2018). The master plan, shown in
Figure 68, won the participation of the City of Fort Worth and the establishment of a Tax
Increment Financing agreement to provide revenue for infrastructure.
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Figure 68: Renaissance Master Plan

The project includes three phases of mixed-income affordable housing with 500 units, including
apartments, single-family, fownhomes and senior housing (Harral, 2015). Phase | (140 units)
completed in 2018. Subsequent phases include the support of the City of Fort Worth HOME
funds, Low Income Housing Tax Credits (LIHTC) and Project-based vouchers from FWHS
(Goldberg, 2016).

The City of Fort Worth, in its 2017 budget, allocated $2.56 million to addressing crime, pedestrian
safety and aesthetics to leverage additional public and private investment in the Stop Six
neighborhood in east Fort Worth. The city identified the project as the first in its Neighborhood
Improvement Strategy (City of Fort Worth, 2018). The City has begun to monitor 26
Neighborhood Profile Areas and selects areas for investment based on metrics targeted at
access to opportunity. Goals include long-term economic revitalization. The Stop Six
Neighborhood Profile Area, pictured in Figure 69, is a historically black southeast Fort Worth
community anchored on the northern edge by Cavile Place, a 1960 300-unit public housing
project owned by FWHS (CoStar Group, Inc., 2018; Ratigan, 2016). The neighborhood is a racially
and ethnically concentrated area of poverty with 69% black and 23% Hispanic residents (United
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States Census Bureau, 2016). FWHS has applied to HUD for permission to demolish and dispose of
the aging Cavile Place requesting 300 tenant protection vouchers to help with relocation of
current residents. FWHS will seek to redevelop the property in the spirit of the 2013 fransformation
plan developed with the City of Fort Worth and other stakeholders.

8|

YERS

<
Council District 8 AvEJ

g g g HISTORIC 7 .
g St dlstrict s H voUNG MeN'S ROSEDALE | !
: 8 3 LEADERSHIP > HISTORIC | f
) < ACADEMY,
, HISTORIC
STOP SIX MAUDE |

LOGANES

I

CRENSHAW

A~
SIMS ES

gSTOPSIX o i
1

tEarnG as Jpunmise "o
oAS et 3 EDITION
. TEgaLE bl PARKSIDE
"5 [
A ! souTH ™, = ~ |
N =Y /EDGEWOOD ] 3 |
N i LA 4 S o b e
N, R i w
~ W CHRISTENE ' g
Sy V‘Uc;\ CMOSSES | 3
RN, 5 )
N,
K : Lare
LN : ARLINGTON
o EASTNOOOY = 3 T R T T T
2 e
g N (e FAIRHAVEN
5 \\\ WILBARGER
x A\
- AN v SEE WA S TS TN
| N CRe € / N CITY OF
! A AR ARLINGTON

Figure 69: Stop Six Neighborhood Profile Area, City of Fort Worth

Community Reinvestment Act

The Community Reinvestment Act (CRA) was created to prevent redlining and encourage
banks to provide financial services that meet the needs of their communities (Federal Financial
Institutions Examination Council, 2015). Redlining is denying or using methods to increase the cost
of banking to residents of racially distinct neighborhoods that can lead to high amounts of
segregation (Office of the Compitroller of the Currency, 2018). Banks, credit unions and other
financial institutions are encouraged to tailor financial offerings/programs to the needs of the
entire community in which they operate, including meeting the needs of residents in low- and
moderate-income neighborhoods (Office of the Comptroller of the Currency, 2014). The CRA
was also created to assist in rebuilding and revitalizihg communities and provides a framework
for financial institutions and community organizations to collaborate to promote the availability
of different types of credit and banking services for low- and moderate-income neighborhoods
and residents. The CRA achieves this by encouraging financial institutions to “open new
branches, provide expanded services and make a variety of community development loans
and investments. In addition, CRA has encouraged banks fo provide substantial commitments to
state and local governments and community development organizations fo increase lending to
underserved segments of local economies and populations” (Office of the Compftroller of the
Currency, 2014, p. 1).

Figure 70 shows the total value of the CRA loans made to small businesses by institutions in
Tarrant categorized by the median family income of the business applicant’s census tract.
Columns two through four categorize the total amount loaned by the size of the loan. Column
five shows the amount of money loaned to small businesses (revenue less than or equal to $1
million). Thirty-eight percent of Tarrant County CRA dollars loaned went to businesses located in
census fracts where family incomes are greater than 120% of the area median income for the
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DFW MSA¢. Seven percent of CRA dollars went to communities with median incomes below 50%
area median income. Fewer CRA dollars going to lower income census tracts disproportionately
affect minority residents who are more likely to live in census tracts with lower median incomes.

T Loan Amount at Origination Loans to Businesses with TOTAL TOTAL
% of Area Median <= > $100,000 $2 50>, 000 Gross Annual Revenues Dollars DZ,"Zfr .
Family Income $100,000 | But <= $250,000 <= $1 Million secned Loaned
Tarrant County (000s) (000s) (000s) (000s) (000s) (000s)
10-20% $697 $531 $750 $1,110 $3,088 0.2%
20-30% $3.355 $2,081 $13,817 $2,557 $21,810 1.1%
30-40% $9,693 $7,103 $26,654 $11,985 $55,435 2.8%
40-50% $12,175 $4,992 $28,945 $12,585 $58,697 2.9%
50-60% $53,066 $33,609 $121,654 $66,530 $274,859 13.6%
60-70% $23,666 $10,029 $43,056 $28,116 $104,867 5.2%
70-80% $27,969 $12,405 $35,313 $24,295 $99.982 5.0%
80-90% $39,903 $17.896 $68,176 $34,466 $160,441 8.0%
90-100% $36,607 $15.556 $45,920 $39.824 $137.907 6.8%
100-110% $40,775 $24,899 $67,384 $43.215 $176,273 8.8%
110-120% $36,511 $14176 $38,257 $38,818 $127,762 6.3%
>=120% $199.,865 $77.911 $267,253 $225,401 $770,430 38.2%
MFI Not Known $754 $375 $1,679 $233 $3,041 0.2%
Tract Not Known $10,771 $1.247 $1,289 $6,482 $19.789 1.0%
$495,807 $222,810 $760,147 $535,617 $2,014,381

Figure 70: CRA loans by median family income of community 2016, Tarrant County (FFIEC)

Mobility and place

Recent research examining intergenerational economic mobility finds that low-income children,
especially under age 13, do better economically as adults than their parents if they are able to
grow up in neighborhoods that are less segregated and have less concentrated poverty, better
schools, lower crime rates, less income inequality and more two-parent families (Chetty &
Hendren, 2017; Chetty, Hendren, Kline, & Saez, 2014). Research also finds that a child’s
economic prospects differ based on where she grows up. Figure 71 uses predictive data from
research by Chetty and Hendren (2017) to show the effect of growing up in Tarrant County on
annual income in adulthood for children from families with different household incomes (Aisch,
Buth, Bloch, Cox, & Quealy, 2015). Children earn higher incomes as adults if they grow up in
Tarrant County compared with the average U.S. county?’.

¢ No loans were recorded in Collin County in census tracts with median family incomes below
30% of area median income or between 40% and 50% of area median income.

7 For this analysis, poor families are defined as those with incomes of $30k or less, average
families have incomes of $60k, rich kids come from families with $100k in family income and the
top 1% come from families with more than $500k in annual income (Bai, Ganesh, & Williams,
2017).
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What a Childhood in Tarrant County Does to Future Income

For poor kids For average-income kids For rich kids For kids in the top 1%
GROUP  INCOME CHG NAT. PCT. GROUP  INCOME CHG. NAT. PCT. GROUP  INCOME CHG NAT. PCT. GROUP  INCOME CHG NAT. PCT.
All kids +$80  39% All kids +$370  41% Al kids +$650  44% All kids +$810  46%

Figure 71: Variation in annual adult income for persons growing up in Tarrant County compared with average U.S.
counties

Housing authority voucher location and segregation

Housing Choice Voucher (HCV) users have the opportunity to choose where they want to live.
Geographic analysis shows that HCV users tend to concentrate in certain census fracts. Aimost
5,000 (5,442) FWHS vouchers were used in 55% of the census tfracts within its jurisdiction in 20178,
Fifty percent of FWHS vouchers were used in just 22 census fracts. Figure 72 identifies the census
tracts with the most vouchers (colored red and orange).
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Figure 72: Location of FWHS Housing Choice Vouchers

Figure 73 shows areas with the highest levels of white/non-white segregation in the jurisdiction.
Areas colored red are census fracts in which the white population exceeds the average for the
entire jurisdiction. Areas shown in progressively darker shades of green show census tracts where
the percent of non-white residents exceeds the jurisdiction average by greater amounts. The
darkest shade of green highlights census tracts where the percent of non-white residents
exceeds the average for the jurisdiction by greater than 40%. Many of the census tracts in Figure
72 colored orange and red are the same as census fracts colored dark green in Figure 73,
indicating that higher concentrations of voucher holders tend to be concentrated in areas of
higher racial and ethnic segregation. Census tracts with HCVs have an average value of 58%
non-white, Hispanic residents. Census tracts without HCVs have an average value of 30% non-
white, Hispanic residents (ACS 2015). An average of 82% of residents are non-white or Hispanic in
census fracts where 10% or more of the renter households use HCVs.

8 Maps of the FWHS jurisdiction include all of the City of Fort Worth and all of Tarrant County with
the exception of Arlington. Arlington is shown as a blank area on the map to the southeast.
Blank areas on the voucher maps indicate where no FWHS vouchers are located.
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Figure 73: White/non-white segregation FWHS jurisdiction

Combined effect of overlapping housing authority jurisdictions

The concentration of users of publicly supported housing (who are disproportionately non-white
themselves) exacerbates the impact of vouchers from other housing authorities. The DFW region
is home to many housing authorities with overlapping jurisdictions. Figure 74 displays the
boundaries of the 20 cities and housing authorities engaged in the North Texas Regional Housing
Assessment. The housing authorities of Plano, McKinney, Fort Worth, Denton, Greenville, Frisco,
City of Dallas and Dallas County have significant areas of overlap. A single rental property may
include residents holding vouchers from several housing authorities often without the housing
authorities’ knowledge.
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Figure 74: Jurisdictions of the housing authorities participating in the North Texas Regional Housing
Assessment

Two hundred twenty-seven vouchers from the Dallas Housing Authority (DHA) are in use in the
FWHS jurisdiction. DHA HCV payment standards are significantly higher than FWHS payment
standards and Walker Voucher standards are higher yet. Figure 75 shows the median payment
standards for FWHS, DHA in Tarrant County, and DHA Walker vouchers for zip codes in which
FWHS has a payment standard. Figure 76 shows the location of DHA vouchers (brown dots)
superimposed on the locations of FWHS vouchers. DHA vouchers are located in approximately
55 census tracts within the FWHS jurisdiction. DHA vouchers are generally located where FWHS
vouchers are more highly concentrated and in some areas of higher segregation.

HCV Program 0 BR 1 BR 2 BR 3 BR

FWHS $738 | $840 $1,055 | $1,450
DHA Tarrant County $810 $922 $1,159 | $1,597
DHA Walker $920 | $1.048 | $1.318 | $1.815

Figure 75: Comparison of median payment standards for FWHS, DHA in Tarrant County and DHA Walker
vouchers by unit size (2017-2018)
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Figure 76: Location of Dallas Housing Authority Vouchers (brown dots) and FWHS vouchers

Racially or ethnically concentrated census fracts (50% or more non-white or Hispanic residents)
made up 43% of the census tracts in the jurisdiction (U.S. Department of Housing and Urban
Development, 2015). Figure 77 displays the percent of housing units located in racially and
ethnically concentrated census tracts for all rentals and for voucher rentals in the Fort Worth-
Arlingtfon metropolitan area (Center on Budget and Policy Priorities, 2018). Fifty percent of all
rental units in 2015 were located in racially and ethnically concentrated census tfracts. Seventy-
three percent of households using vouchers were located in racially and ethnically
concentrated census tracts. The Arlington Housing Authority does not locate its voucher holders
in the jurisdiction of FWHS (and vice versa), based on an inter-local agreement.
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TABLE 4
Segregation of Area Housing Units

% in Racially Concentrated
Total Units Neighborhoods
Renter-Occupied Units 286,972 50%
White, non-Hispanic Households 139,149 30%
Non-White/Hispanic Households 147,823 68%
Voucher Households 13,084 3%
White, non-Hispanic Households 2,835 49%
Non-White/Hispanic Households 10,239 80%
100%
80% 713%
60%
40%
20%
0%

Renter Occupied Units Voucher Households

Share of Units in Racially Concentrated Neighborhoods

MNotes: A neighborhood is "racially concentrated” if at least 50% of the population is non-white/Hispanic. We use Census
tracts as proxies for neighborhoods. Race/ethnicity based on the household head.

Sources: 2011-2015 American Community Survey and 2096 HUD administrative data

CENTER ON BUDGET AND POLICY PRIORITIES | CBPP.ORG
Share of Residents in the SAFMR Area That Are Non-White/Hispanic 47%

Share of Voucher Households in the SAFMR Area That Are Non-
White/Hispanic

78%

Figure 77: Percent of housing units located in census fracts with 50% or more non-white/Hispanic residents

White voucher holders are less likely to live in a neighborhood where 10% or more of the families
have incomes below the federal poverty level. Figure 78 displays the percent of families with
vouchers by the poverty level of their neighborhood and their race or ethnicity in the Fort Worth-
Arlington metropolitan area (Center on Budget and Policy Priorities, 2018). Sixty percent of black
voucher-holding families compared with 44% of white voucher-holding families live in high-
poverty neighborhoods (20% or more with incomes below the federal poverty level).
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Distribution of Families by Neighborhood Poverty Rate
Race/Ethnicity Total Units | Lessthan 10%  10%-19.9% 20%-29.9%  30% or Higher
Asian/Pacific Islander 191 15% 34% 28% 23%
Black 8723 10% 30% 33% 27%
Hispanic, any race 1,230 14% N% 29% 26%
Multiracial 61 15% 31% 39% 15%
Native American Suppressed Suppressed Suppressed  Suppressed Suppressed
White 2,835 17% 39% 25% 19%

B wnite [ Asian/Pacific Islander 1] Black || Hispanic, any race
. Native American

35%
30%
25%
20%
15%
10%

5%

Less than 10% 10%-19.9% 20%-29.9% 30% or higher
Neighborhood Poverty Rate

Notes: Household counts under 11 are suppressed for privacy. We use Census tracts as proxies for neighborhoods.
Racelethnicity based on the household head. Honolulu appears to have much lower poverty than all the other SAFMR
areas due to differences in local cost of living. "MSA™ = metropolitan statistical area.

Sources: 2011-2015 American Community Survey and 2016 HUD administrative data

CENTER ON BUDGET AND POLICY PRIORITIES | CBPP.ORG
Figure 78: Percent of voucher holders by race and neighborhood poverty rate, FW/Arlington, 2015 ACS

Mobility Programs

In the Dallas-Fort Worth metropolitan region, patterns of segregation set the stage for fair
housing litigation related to housing location choice in Walker v HUD beginning in 1985 (Daniel &
Beshara, P.C., 2018). The initial lawsuit was against the City of Mesquite, a suburb of the City of
Dallas, where the plaintiff was prevented from using a Section 8 voucher. The Walker decision
found that “certain housing programs prevented minorifies from moving into non-minority areas
of Dallas” and the surrounding suburbs (Dallas Housing Authority, 2012). The court ordered,
among other remedies, that programs be established to facilitate the use of rental subsidy
vouchers in predominantly white, lower poverty communities (Debra Walker, et al., v. U.S.
Department of Housing and Urban Development, et al., 2001). The Mobility Assistance Program,
operated by Inclusive Communities Project (ICP), received funding through the Walker
Seftlement and serves residents participating in the Dallas Housing Authority’s Housing Choice
Voucher program. Families receive assistance to use vouchers to obtain housing in higher
opportunity areas in seven counties, including Tarrant. To reverse patterns of segregation, Walker
Setftlement voucher holders must move to housing in a Walker Targeted Area defined as a
census tract in which the poverty rate is less than or equal to 22.3%, the black population is less
than or equal to 25.7% and where no public housing is located (Inclusive Communities Project,
2013). ICP further assists DHA voucher holders to relocate in High Opportunity Areas, defined as
census fracts in which residents have incomes at or above 80% of the Area Median Income, no
more than 10% of residents have incomes below the Federal poverty rate and public schools
meet the standards of the Texas Education Agency and have four-year graduation rates of 85%
or higher.

Mobility programs help participants in publicly supported housing to access housing
opportunities in lower poverty, higher opportunity communities through search assistance and
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counseling services (Inclusive Communities Project, 2018). Few housing authorities in the region
have funding to support mobility programs, including FWHS.

UNIVERSITY OF TEXASA ARLINGTON

Relocation

Housing authorities are required to provide relocation assistance to public housing residents
displaced during redevelopment and reconstruction activities of the RAD program (U.S.
Department of Housing and Urban Development, 2014). Assistance must include moving
assistance, advice and referrals to replacement properties, and when possible, to areas without
minority concentration.

The sale and demolition of Ripley Arnold was FWHS's first major relocation project. Most residents
received Housing Choice Vouchers to use throughout the jurisdiction (Mitchell, 2018). FWHS built
townhomes and bought an existing apartment complex in higher income, low minority
southwest Fort Worth to increase the opportunities for residents o move to less segregated
communities (Fox, 2002). Opposition from the receiving community fo the relocation was
significant and resulted in the reduction of numbers of low-income residents relocated to one
property. A research team from the University of Texas at Arlington studied resident experiences
as they relocated, including in-depth interviews (Johnston, 2006). Relocated residents reported
challenges with transitioning to the new communities, including isolation, difficulty with finding
work, accessing child care and transportation, with a great deal of variability in the amount of
assistfance people needed. The principal investigator for the study said, “success of the
relocation varied from household to household. Some did well, others not so well. Some were
evicted who might also have been evicted from Ripley Arnold. Others who were evicted might
have been able to stay had they still been at Ripley” (Tarrant County College District, 2013).

The former president of the Ripley Arnold tenants association started a nonprofit organization
that assisted former public housing residents affer continuing to receive requests for help after
the relocation (Serio, 2004). Assistance included a newsletter and help finding childcare and
fransportation, consistent with recommendations of researchers that residents continue to need
help to connect with their new community and its resources (Lucio & Barrett, 2010). Most
residents relocated to lower poverty communities.

Relocation of residents from FWHS's RAD properties will be to specific properties provided by
FWHS through new construction or property acquisition scattered throughout the community,
including LIHTC and rent-restricted properties (Fort Worth Housing Solutions, 2018). FWHS will
continue to intentionally use the RAD relocation process to de-concentrate poverty (from the
old public housing projects) and provide access to higher opportunity areas with quality
housing, access to employment, higher performing schools and other community amenities.
FWHS will conduct individualized assessments of need (based on a written protocol) for each
household combined with meetings to present detailed information about the properties
available. Residents participate in a loftery process to select their future residences. Residents
receive detailed information about their community of choice, including property description,
community resources, an area map and lists of area schools with contact information. Residents
have 15 days to reconsider their choice. Relocation services will include counseling, advisory
services and/or home visits.
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- Contributing Factors of Segregation

Figure 79 displays CFW survey response ratings of extremely important for contributing factors to
racial and ethnic integration, sorted by protected group (City of Fort Worth, 2017). Figures in
bold reflect the highest ratings of extremely important for each factor. Black residents had the
highest percentage of extremely important ratings for eight of the 12 factors offered in the
survey. More than 70% of black residents rated economic pressures (rising rents, housing prices
and gentrification), affordable housing availability and community revitalization as extremely
important to integration.

Native Age
Factors affecting integration: White | Black | Hispanic | Asian Amer. 65+
Land use and zoning laws 59% 68% 69% 66% 50% 70%
Housing occupancy codes and limits 54% 64% 60% 81% 54% 66%
Deteriorated and abandoned properties 53% 69% 68% 69% 31% 63%
Community Support 49% 72% 59% 74% 39% 57%
Economic Pressures 49% 72% 68% 63% 32% 52%
Community Revitalization 47% 72% 66% 3% 31% 55%
Affordable housing availability 47% 74% 58% 50% 42% 58%
Access to financial services 44% 64% 58% 64% 33% 56%
Government investment in neighborhoods | 35% 66% 59% 62% 38% 49%
Source of income/Private discrimination 33% 55% 51% 63% 31% 37%
Private investment in neighborhoods 43% 60% 54% 50% 8% 52%
Regional cooperation between cities 33% 56% 52% 50% 31% 43%

Figure 79: Percent of respondents to CFW survey rating factors affecting integration extremely important by
protected classes, CFW 2017

Respondents to the CFW survey gave land use and zoning laws the highest 