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Introduction and Executive Summary

Executive Summary

Davis County receives an annual allocation from US Department of Housing and Urban
Development’s Community Development Block Grant (CDBG) program. In fiscal year 2021, the
County’s CDBG entitlement grant was $888,009.00. The CDBG program contains a regulatory
requirement to affirmatively further fair housing based upon HUD’s obligation under Section
808 of the Fair Housing Act.

HUD defines impediments to fair housing choice as:

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

2. Any actions, omissions, or decisions which have the effect of restricting housing choices
or the availability of housing choices on the basis of race, color, religion, sex, disability,
familial status, or national origin.

The CDBG regulation also reflects the CDBG statutory requirement that grantees certify that
they will affirmatively further fair housing. HUD’s goal is to expand mobility and widen a
person’s freedom of choice.

Davis County is required to:

1. Conduct an analysis to identify impediments to fair housing choice within the
jurisdiction

2. Take appropriate actions to overcome the effects of any impediments identified through
the analysis

3. Maintain records reflecting the analysis and actions taken in this regard.

Davis County is dedicated to implementing these objectives and will:

e Analyze and work to eliminate housing discrimination in the jurisdiction

e Form policy to better support fair and equitable housing

e Promote fair housing for all persons

e Provide opportunities for inclusive patterns of housing occupancy regardless of race,
color, religion, sex, familial status, disability, and national origin

e Promote housing that is structurally accessible to, and usable by, all persons, particularly
persons with disabilities

e Foster compliance with the nondiscrimination provision of the Fair Housing Act.



Although the County’s obligation arises in connection with the receipt of Federal funding, its
fair housing obligation is not restricted to the design and operation of HUD-funded programs
at the local level. The fair housing obligation extends to all housing and housing-related
activities in the Davis County’s jurisdictional area whether publicly or privately funded.

This report provides Davis County with a roadmap to enable the County to continue to address
and remedy any challenges that residents may experience that impact their access to fair and
affordable housing. As mounting social science research confirms the significant role that
housing location plays in enabling people to access and make the most of educational,
economic, employment, and social opportunities, it is clear that access to fair and affordable
housing policy is critical to ensuring a promising future for every resident of Davis County.

The goal of the County in conducting the Al is not only to identify and provide solutions to
barriers and impediments to fair housing, but also to provide a structure for on-going dialogue,
relationships, and greater housing choice throughout the community. Open communication
and strong relationships are necessary to ensure a continuous exchange of ideas, concerns,
analysis, and evaluation. Ultimately, sustained fair housing practices and opportunities will only
be realized when a fair housing commitment reverberates throughout all segments of the
county.

Who Conducted

Resource Consultants assisted Davis County with the preparation of this Analysis of
Impediments to Fair Housing Choice (Al).

Methodology

The HUD’s “Fair Housing Planning Guide, Volume 1” was used to direct the Al. The Al is
undertaken to determine what types of impediments to fair housing choice may exist within
Davis County, it should be considered the foundation for developing the county’s Fair Housing
Plan to address any impediments. The Al provides detailed information for policy makers,
administrative staff, housing providers, housing advocates and civil rights organizations as well.
The Al includes background information, statistical data, and a review of laws, policies and
complaint. It details community perception, identifies available resources, and it lists specific
impediments to fair housing choice. Also, the Al provides recommendations to address the
impediments identified during the Al process.

The purpose of this Al is to:

e Review of the county’s laws, regulations, administrative policies, procedures and
practices with regard to fair housing;

e Assess how laws, regulations, policies, and procedures affect the location, availability,
and accessibility of housing; and

e Assess public and private sector conditions affecting fair housing choice.



Funding

The county receives funding through the HUD Community Development Block Grant (CDBG)
program and utilized CDBG administrative funds to pay for the Analysis of Impediments to Fair
Housing Choice (Al.) The Al is funded fully through HUD CDBG allocation that is designated for
program administration and studies.

Davis County receives federal financial assistance from HUD and must prepare and submit a
five-year Consolidated Plan for Housing and Community Development to HUD. The
Consolidated Plan identifies the community’s housing goals which HUD uses to evaluate the
plan’s success. Together the Al and the Consolidated Plan provide a guide for the jurisdiction’s
expenditure of HUD entitlement grant funding.

Conclusions

As a recipient of HUD CDBG Entitlement funds, the County is committed to Affirmatively
Further Fair Choices for all residents. This Al has provided an assessment of Davis County’s
population demographics, RCAPs, employment trends, housing market conditions, educational
attainment, housing needs, foreclosures and evictions, and private lending practices, which
provides a framework to identify impediments to fair housing choice and corrective actions.

Although many issues that affect fair housing choice have been identified, the county is limited
in resources and ability to impact all areas. Davis County recognizes the following impediments
which may have a direct and substantial impact on fair housing choice and are within the
County’s ability to impact. Furthermore, the county has identified action steps to address the
areas of impediments.

IMPEDIMENT #1 - Limited English Proficiency

Fair Housing brochures, webpage and materials are printed mostly in English, limiting the
available of Fair Housing information to non-English speaking persons. There is a need to
improve language access for people with Limited English-speaking proficiency who seek
information regarding Fair Housing.

Goal: Provide consistent and even Fair Housing services, outreach and support to all citizens
and program applicants.

Action Items

e Develop a Language Assistance Plan (LAP). Expand Davis County’s HUD-funded
programs’ outreach to include Spanish translation and outreach to Spanish-speaking
citizens, Davis County’s largest minority group. Federal policies under Title VI of the
1964 Civil Rights Act set benchmarks by which jurisdictions like Davis County must
assure meaningful access to federally funded services.



e Partner with the Utah Hispanic Chamber to promote the County’s HUD funded
programs to the Hispanic community.

e Translate the County’s Community Development Block Grant (CDBG) webpage and vital
HUD-funded program documents in Spanish; and print from HUD’s website and make
available informational pamphlets and Fair Housing brochures for LEP individuals.

e Continue to provide citizens with consistent Spanish translation services. Utilizing a
private contractor to test and certify employees, so that quality translation services are
available to LEP individuals.

e Work with subrecipients to develop and track the success of marketing and outreach to
ensure racial and ethnic diversity of program participants.

IMPEDIMENT #2 - Lack Familiarity with Fair Housing Act

Many landlords are not aware of their responsibilities to provide “reasonable accommodations”
as required by the Fair Housing Act. The number of disabled individuals in Davis County is
estimated at 23,000 individuals, about 11% of the population. Under the Fair Housing Act
housing providers must make “reasonable accommodations in rules, policies practices, or
services when such accommodations may be necessary to afford a person with a disability the
equal opportunity to use and enjoy a dwelling.” Currently over one-third of all rental housing in
Davis County is a detached single-family unit. Many of the landlords who are renting homes or
small “mom and pop” housing providers are not aware of the full implications of the Fair
Housing Act and the “reasonable accommodations” provision.

Goal: Increase awareness and compliance with Fair Housing laws.
Action Items:

e Work with state agencies and Disability Law Center to promote fair housing educational
opportunities.

e Work with the Utah Apartment Association’s to increase attendance at Fair Housing
Tradeshow.

e Promote April as Fair Housing Month to increase the public’s awareness of the Fair
Housing Act. Display posters at Davis County offices and provide posters to partners.

e Utilize the FHEO logo in County’s documents to raise awareness of Fair Housing.

e Provide citizens with fair housing information utilizing the Fair Housing and Housing
Affordability outreach flyers.

e Partner with other the municipalities in Davis County and Utah Disability Law Center to
provide education on renters’ rights.

e Promote renters’ advocacy groups and when necessary refer them to the Disability Law
Center and/or Utah Anti-discrimination and Labor Division for legal counsel.

e Encourage housing developers (nonprofit and for-profit) to purchase and rehab
foreclosed properties.



IMPEDIMENT #3 — Lack of informational and outreach activities

IMPEDIMENT #4 — Lack of record maintenance of fair housing activities

e Actions take to eliminate identified impediments
Description of the financial and in-kind support for fair housing projects

Integration of identified impediments and progress to address impediments into the
Annual Action Plan and CAPER process.



1.Jurisdictional Background Data

Davis County is Utah's smallest county in land area. It is a narrow strip of land only 223 square
miles but is the third largest county in population. An estimated 248,000 residents live in the
County's fifteen communities. Frequented by Shoshone Indians during historic times, the area
was among the first settled by members of The Church of Jesus Christ of Latter-day Saints who
arrived in the Great Salt Lake Valley in 1847. The lush lake-bottom pastures, fertile soils of the
bench lands, and streams flowing out of the high Wasatch Mountains on the east attracted
early settlers, who established small farms and close-knit communities. These early settlers
established schools, built homes and churches, and created productive farms and shops.

Named after the early pioneer leader, Daniel C. Davis, the County was established as a territory
in 1850. The territorial legislature created Davis County in 1852 and designated its County seat
at Farmington, midway between boundaries at the Weber River on the north and the mouth of
the Jordan River on the south. Westward, the County includes a portion of the Great Salt Lake
and its largest island, on which Antelope Island State Park is now located.

During its first half-century, Davis County grew slowly. It supported a hardy pioneer people
engaged in irrigation agriculture and raising livestock. The Utah Central Railroad (now the Union
Pacific) crossed the County from Ogden on the north to Salt Lake City on the south in 1870 and
offered welcome transportation links to bring in manufactured products. This was the
beginning of a transition in the County's history that led to mechanized agriculture and a surge
of commerce, banking, and local business, along with improved roads, new water systems, and
the electrification of homes and businesses.

After the turn of the century, the County's 8,000 residents joined in a chorus of boosterism that
encouraged growth, but by 1940 the population was barely 16,000. The small family farms and
local businesses could support no greater increase. Consequently, many of the younger
generation left for new settlements in northern Utah and nearby Idaho and Wyoming.

As the age of the automobile and interurban railways created greater mobility, many County
citizens looked to Ogden and Salt Lake City for employment and cultural enrichment. Market
gardens, dairy farms, beef cattle, orchards, and fields of grain and sugar beets continued to
sustain local farmers. World War Il then introduced a new way of life in Davis County. The
establishment of Hill Air Force Base in northern Davis County and other defense installations
nearby created a surge of civilian employment. Hill AFB quickly became and remains one of the
state's largest employers.

Diversification brought rapid post-war growth. The County doubled in population between
1940 and 1950, and doubled again in the next decade. Between 1960 and 1980, the population
more than doubled again, from 65,000 to 147,000. By 1990 the population had reached
188,000 and the 2000 census recorded 238,994. Being the fastest growing of the four major
urban communities along the Wasatch Front, Davis County is projected to build out with a
population near 390,000 by the year 2030.



Accompanying this growth has been a diversification of population and a new prosperity. Davis
County now enjoys a wide mix of people representing many ethnic, cultural, and religious
backgrounds. The County has moved from its traditional agricultural dependency to an
interlocking network of suburban communities around a core of original towns with closeness
in proximity to downtown Salt Lake City. The communications age has tied Davis County to the
world. Its citizens today are part of an economic and social pattern that reaches far beyond the
County's tiny geographical limits.

Today, many nationally known commercial, industrial, recreational, and service companies
provide diversified employment opportunities for residents of Northern Utah. The Freeport
Center is the largest distribution center in the State of Utah with more than seven million
square feet of covered storage and five million square feet of open storage occupied by more
than 70 renowned companies employing some 7,000 employees.!

! Davis County website. https://www.daviscountyutah.gov/county-info/county-history
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Demographic Data

As of December 2020, the population of Davis County is estimated at 362,200 an average increase of approximately 5,225, or 1.6 percent, a
year since 2010. Net in-migration averaged 1,250 people a year and accounted for approximately one-quarter of the population growth
since 2010. The current number of households is estimated at 111,200. The number of households increased by an average of 1,650, or 1.6
percent, a year since 2010, slowing from an increase of 2,225 households, or 2.8 percent, a year from 2000 to 2010.2

Davis County, Utah Utah United States
Population estimates, July 1, 2019 355,481 3,205,958 328,239,523
Population estimates base, April 1, 2010 306,492 2,763,891 308,758,105
Population, percent change - April 1, 16.00% 16.00% 6.30%
2010 (estimates base) to July 1, 2019
Population, Census, April 1, 2010 306,479 2,763,885 308,745,538
Bountiful  Centerville Clinton  Farmington Fruit Kaysville North Salt
Heights Lake
Population estimates, July 1, 2019 43,981 17,587 22,499 25,339 6,221 32,390 20,948
Population estimates base, April 1, 2010 42,574 15,304 20,481 18,234 5,036 27,570 16,199
Population, percent change - April 1, 2010 3.30% 14.90% 9.90% 39.00% 23.50% 17.50% 29.30%
(estimates base) to July 1, 2019, (V2019)
Population, Census, April 1, 2010 42,552 15,335 20,426 18,275 4,987 27,300 16,322
South Weber Sunset Syracuse West Bountiful West Point Woods Cross
Population estimates, July 1, 2019 7,836 5,364 31,458 5,800 10,957 11,431
Population estimates base, April 1, 2010 6,117 5,147 24,377 5,259 9,412 9,767
Population, percent change - April 1, 2010 28.10% 4.20% 29.00% 10.30% 16.40% 17.00%
(estimates base) to July 1, 2019
Population, Census, April 1, 2010 6,051 5,122 24,331 5,265 9,511 9,761

2 HUD Market at a Glance, Davis County Utah, PD7R/Economic & Market Analysis Division (EDMA)
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Davis County Cities with the Highest Population Growth (2010-2019)
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Population Age and Sex

Davis County, Utah State of Utah United States
Persons under 5 years, percent 8.10% 7.70% 6.00%
Persons under 18 years, percent 31.70% 29.00% 22.30%
Persons 65 years and over, percent 10.30% 11.40% 16.50%
Female persons, percent 49.50% 49.60% 50.80%
Bountiful  Centerville Clinton  Farmington Fruit Kaysville North Salt
Heights Lake
Persons under 5 years, percent 8.50% 7.60% 8.50% 7.80% 5.50% 9.40% 9.90%
Persons under 18 years, percent 29.30% 30.00% 33.60% 34.70% 31.20% 36.40% 31.90%
Persons 65 years and over, percent 15.80% 15.90% 8.40% 8.80% 12.50% 9.80% 7.00%
Female persons, percent 50.00% 51.50% 48.90% 48.40% 49.20% 48.50% 50.40%
South Weber Sunset Syracuse West Bountiful West Point Woods Cross
Persons under 5 years, percent 7.30% 8.10% 8.40% 7.40% 8.20% 6.90%
Persons under 18 years, percent 33.90% 29.50% 37.80% 26.80% 32.50% 30.70%
Persons 65 years and over, percent 8.60% 11.10% 7.00% 13.60% 7.60% 6.80%
49.30% 52.40% 49.10% 54.40% 47.50% 49.30%

Female persons, percent

13



12.00%

m Davis County, Utah
10.00% m State of Utah
m United States
= Bounfiful
8.00%

= Centerville

m Clinfon

m Farmington
= m Fruit Heights

m Kaysville
4.00% m North Salt Lake

m South Weber

m Sunset
2.00% m Syracuse

m West Bountiful

= West Point
0.00%

Woods Cross

Persons under 5 years, percent
Axis Title

14



Population Race and Ethnicity

Davis County, Utah State of Utah United States
White alone 92.10% 90.60% 76.30%
Black or African American alone 1.40% 1.50% 13.40%
American Indian and Alaska Native alone 0.80% 1.60% 1.30%
Asian alone 2.10% 2.70% 5.90%
Native Hawaiian/ Pacific Islander alone 0.80% 1.10% 0.2
Two or More Races 2.70% 2.60% 2.80%
Hispanic or Latino 10.20% 14.40% 18.50%
White alone, not Hispanic or Latino 83.20% 77.80% 60.10%
Bountiful Centerville Clinton Farmington Fruit Heights Kaysville
White alone 93.80% 94.30% 91.70% 94.30% 94.40% 95.40%
Black or African American alone 0.40% 0.70% 1.50% 0.80% 0.00% 0.40%
American Indian and Alaska Native alone 0.70% 0.00% 0.60% 0.40% 0.60% 0.50%
Asian alone 1.50% 1.60% 1.80% 1.60% 0.50% 0.90%
Native Hawaiian/ Pacific Islander alone 0.40% 1.90% 0.20% 0.10% 0.60% 0.30%
Two or More Races 1.60% 1.20% 3.30% 2.30% 2.60% 1.80%
Hispanic or Latino 6.00% 4.70% 13.30% 4.50% 2.70% 4.30%
White alone, not Hispanic or Latino 89.70% 90.00% 80.90% 91.00% 94.20% 93.20%

North Salt Lake South Weber  Sunset Syracuse West Bountiful West Point  Woods Cross

White alone 86.00% 94.90% 84.40% 90.30% 79.60% 87.50% 91.30%
Black or African American alone 0.40% 0.40% 1.20% 3.40% 1.30% 0.20% 1.80%
American Indian and Alaska Native alone 0.40% 0.00% 0.30% 0.10% 0.00% 1.30% 0.00%
Asian alone 3.00% 1.20% 1.90% 1.40% 1.00% 2.90% 1.30%
Native Hawaiian/ Pacific Islander alone 0.60% 0.00% 2.20% 0.20% 7.70% 0.90% 0.90%
Two or More Races 5.20% 1.20% 2.90% 3.80% 3.10% 3.90% 4.60%
Hispanic or Latino 13.70% 8.70% 19.20% 5.70% 11.00% 7.70% 8.30%
White alone, not Hispanic or Latino 78.00% 88.30% 74.30% 86.70% 76.20% 84.20% 83.50%
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Special Populations

Davis County, Utah Utah United States
Veterans, 2015-2019 17,441 120,447 18,230,322
Foreign born persons, percent, 2015-2019 4.70% 8.50% 13.60%
Language other than English spoken at home, 10.00% 15.40% 21.60%
percent of persons age 5 years+, 2015-2019
With a disability, under age 65 years, percent, 2015-2019 6.50% 6.80% 8.60%
Persons without health insurance, under age 65 years, percent 6.90% 10.80% 9.50%
Bountiful Centerville Clinton  Farmington Fruit Kaysville
Heights
Veterans, 2015-2019 2,083 693 1,272 757 245 1,125
Foreign born persons, percent, 2015-2019 4.90% 3.20% 4.40% 2.50% 2.00% 2.20%
Language other than English spoken at home, 8.50% 7.40% 9.90% 6.80% 4.10% 6.30%
percent of persons age 5 years+, 2015-2019
With a disability, under age 65 years, percent, 2015-2019 6.40% 7.00% 6.40% 5.10% 4.50% 5.00%
Persons without health insurance, under age 65 years, percent 6.80% 6.50% 8.80% 3.40% 3.00% 4.40%
North South Sunset Syracuse West West Woods
Salt Weber Bountiful Point Cross
Lake
Veterans, 2015-2019 584 535 422 1,611 176 573 282
Foreign born persons, percent, 2015-2019 9.20% 2.30% 7.90% 2.10% 14.90% 3.40% 3.30%
Language other than English spoken at home, 16.50% 5.40% 20.00% 7.40% 17.20% 7.40% 7.10%
percent of persons age 5 years+, 2015-2019
With a disability, under age 65 years, percent, 2015-2019 4.40% 5.30% 8.10% 7.10% 5.30% 4.10%  6.40%
Persons without health insurance, under age 65 years, percent 5.60% 3.40% 11.80% 3.40% 2.20% 4.50% 10.10
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Income Data

Davis County, Utah Utah United States
Median household income (in 2019 dollars), 2015-2019 $83,310 $71,621 $62,843
Per capita income in past 12 months $31,205 $29,775 $34,103
(in 2019 dollars), 2015-2019
Persons in poverty, percent 5.50% 8.90% 10.50%
Bountiful  Centerville Clinton Farmington Fruit Kaysville
Heights

Median household income (in 2019 dollars), 2015-2019

Per capita income in past 12 months
(in 2019 dollars), 2015-2019

$77,823 $93,344
$34,988 $38,538

$82,161  $106,488
$28,112  $36,115

$97,488  $99,597
$43,134  $32,271

Persons in poverty, percent 5.40% 3.00% 2.80% 2.10% 4.80% 3.50%
North Salt South Sunset Syracuse West West Woods
Lake Weber Bountiful Point Cross
Median household income (in 2019 dollars), 2015-2019 $85,185 $107,848 $62,281 $99,625 $95,652 $92,655 $77,433
Per capita income in past 12 months $34,435 $33,817 $25,123 $31,241 $30,697 $28,830 $26,695
(in 2019 dollars), 2015-2019
3.20% 1.70% 11.90% 3.60% 11.80% 2.90% 7.50%

Persons in poverty, percent
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Employment Data

Davis County is part of the Ogden-Clearfield metropolitan area, immediately north of the Salt
Lake City metropolitan area. Hill Air Force Base is the largest employer, with 27,650 military and
civilian employees and a $3.7-billion economic impact statewide in 2019, up by approximately
$100 million from 2018. Defense contractors such as ATK Space Systems and Northrop
Grumman are also among the largest employers in Davis County.

Resident employment during the 3 months ending October 2020 averaged 173,900, up 1.6
percent from the same period a year earlier, and but slowing from an increase of 3.4 percent
during the previous 12 months.

Growth in the Federal government subsector supported the recent gain. The unemployment
rate averaged 3.6 percent during the 3 months ending October 2020, up from 2.2 percent a
year earlier.3

In the face of adverse conditions, the Davis County economy has begun to recover quickly from
the initial effects of the pandemic. The unemployment rate dropped from its record spike of
9.0% in April 2020 down to 3.9% in December 2020. First-time unemployment insurance claims
have continued to taper down towards lower averages in Q4 after the initial surge earlier in the
year. Breaking even with 0.3% job growth in September year-over-year, Davis County saw
growth despite the losses in both the nation (6.4% loss) and the State of Utah (1.5% loss).
Construction values and permitting are up in 2020 and gross taxable sales revenue have grown
significantly throughout the year, a healthy sign for the Davis economy.*

3 HUD Market at a Glance, Davis County Utah, PD7R/Economic & Market Analysis Division (EDMA)
4 Local Insights — Davis County Snapshot, Utah Department of Workforce Services, updated January 1, 2021
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Davis County, Utah Utah United States
High school graduate or higher, 95.60% 92.30% 88.00%
percent of persons age 25 years+, 2015-2019
Bachelor's degree or higher, 37.80% 34.00% 32.10%
percent of persons age 25 years+, 2015-2019
In civilian labor force, total, 68.70% 68.30% 63.00%
percent of population age 16 years+, 2015-2019
In civilian labor force, female, 60.20% 60.60% 58.30%
percent of population age 16 years+, 2015-2019
Bountiful Centerville Clinton Farmington Fruit Kaysville  North Salt
Heights Lake
High school graduate or higher, 96.60% 98.50% 93.20% 98.20% 97.70% 98.50% 95.20%
percent of persons age 25 years+, 2015-2019
Bachelor's degree or higher, 45.30% 47.50% 25.30% 47.50% 51.70% 49.40% 43.80%
percent of persons age 25 years+, 2015-2019
In civilian labor force, total, 64.20% 65.70% 70.70% 65.50% 62.20% 65.40% 76.50%
percent of population age 16 years+, 2015-2019
In civilian labor force, female, 54.50% 55.00% 63.00% 58.10% 51.90% 51.10% 71.50%
percent of population age 16 years+, 2015-2019
South Weber Sunset Syracuse West West Point Woods Cross
Bountiful
High school graduate or higher, 99.00% 90.30% 96.50% 97.80% 95.30% 94.60%
percent of persons age 25 years+, 2015-2019
Bachelor's degree or higher, 42.00% 17.40% 37.50% 26.70% 26.70% 30.80%
percent of persons age 25 years+, 2015-2019
In civilian labor force, total, 68.40% 69.40% 72.20% 71.20% 71.70% 76.70%
percent of population age 16 years+, 2015-2019
59.10% 65.40% 65.30% 65.90% 62.80% 68.90%

In civilian labor force, female,
percent of population age 16 years+, 2015-2019
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Hill Air Force Base

Hill Air Force Base (AFB) is home to the 75th Air Base Wing and the Ogden Air Logistics
Complex, one of three Air Force sustainment complexes nationwide. Serving as a critical
logistics, support, maintenance and testing center for the Air Force’s most advanced aircraft
and weapons systems, the base provides Air Force-wide, depot-level overhaul and repair
support, which is essential to ensuring the proper execution of Air Force operations. The base is
also home to two operational F-35A fighter wings. Hill AFB owns and operates the Utah Test
and Training Range, located 100 miles west of the base. This 2.3 million-acre training range and
airspace is used by Hill AFB, as well as other mission partners and range customers. Multiple
services, including other Air Force active-duty and reserve combat units, U.S. Army, U.S. Army
National Guard, Navy Special Forces and allied units use the range.

e The total economic impact of the base and the Utah Test and Training Range in the state
is estimated at over $3 billion annually.

e The base is the largest single-site employer in Utah, with more than 22,000 military and
civilian employees.

Freeport Center

Freeport Center plays a key role in the economic growth of Davis County and the surrounding
communities. Freeport Center is home to more than 70 national and local companies that have
a workforce of over 7,000 employees. These companies have found that the Freeport Center is
in the best location to manufacture and distribute products. Davis County is strategically
located at the crossroads of the
West. The Freeport Center
benefits from an excellent
transportation network of
highways, railroads, and is only
20 miles from the Salt Lake
International Airport. Freeport
Center has more than
7,000,000 square feet in 78
buildings ranging in size from
4,000 to 400,000 square feet
on 680 acres. Freeport's
buildings have railroad loading
docks on one side and truck loading facilities on the other.

5
b

IMAGE 1: FREEPORT CENTER

A key factor in Utah's favorable business climate is its status as a freeport state. This means no
inventory taxes are assessed on any inventory stored within the state. Merchandise can be
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shipped directly to Freeport Center, stored for any length of time exempt from inventory taxes
and then reshipped to final destination at a continuation of the through rate.

Workforce Development and Education

Educational attainment measures can reflect the quantity (e.g., average years of schooling) or
quality (e.g., average SAT score) of educational attainment. Educational attainment likely
contributes to firm and regional innovation capacity by providing general and specific
knowledge and skills that facilitate the creation, diffusion, and adoption of new technologies
and other innovations.

Working-age adults need a minimum of a high school diploma to compete in today’s workforce.
Without it, they face greater employment challenges and economic hardship than those with a
high school diploma or higher. Some argue that lacking a high school diploma bars individuals
from entering the middle class. Those without a high school diploma are further limited to
strictly low-skill jobs. Between the ages of 16 and 24, an estimated 4 in 10 adults without a high
school diploma received some form of government assistance in 2001. Studies also reveal that
high school dropouts are more likely to engage in criminal activity, use drugs and tobacco, and
report poor mental health. The consequences of dropping out of high school do not stop at the
individual. Communities and nations suffer from fewer skilled and productive workers to fuel
economic activity and innovation. Higher dropout rates correspond to more crime, as well as
public health and other social concerns. Government resources may need to be redirected from
economic activities to support a growing need for government assistance when unemployment
levels are high. "Driving Regional Innovation: The Innovation Index 2.0"

The U.S. Department of Commerce’s Economic Development Administration (EDA) awarded a
$718,968 grant to Weber State University in Ogden, Utah, to help develop a new training
program for the Ogden-Clearfield Launchpad entrepreneurship center (Center) in Clearfield,
Utah. The Center provides critical resources for early-stage entrepreneurs as they move
through the startup life cycle. The EDA grant project, to be located near a Tax Cuts and Jobs Act
designated Opportunity Zone, will be matched with $720,702 in local funds and is expected to
help create more than 60 jobs and generate $2 million in private investment. This project was
made possible by the regional planning efforts led by the Wasatch Front Economic
Development District (WFEDD). EDA funds WFEDD to bring together the public and private
sectors to create an economic development roadmap to strengthen the regional economy,
support private capital investment, and create jobs.
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Housing Profile

Davis  State of United States

County, Utah
Utah
Households, 2014-2018 102,865 957,619 119,730,128
Persons per household, 2014-2018 3.29 3.13 2.63
Living in same house 1 year ago, percent of 84.90% 82.90% 85.50%

persons age 1 year+, 2014-2018

The sales housing market in the Ogden-Clearfield Housing Market Area (HMA) is currently
slightly tight. The home sales vacancy rate as of April 2017 is estimated at 1.4 percent, down
from 1.9 percent in April 2010. A decline in distressed sales (real estate owned [REO] and short
sales) offset an increase in regular resales during the past year. New home sales remained
unchanged from a year earlier. Continued declines in the inventory of existing homes for sale
and in distressed sales supported a larger increase in home sales prices during the past 12
months. New home sales have been relatively unchanged since 2013.

Davis County, State of United
Utah Utah States

Owner-occupied housing unit rate, 2014-2018 77.60% 69.90% 63.80%
Median value of owner-occupied housing units, $265,900 S$256,700  $204,900
2014-2018
Median selected monthly owner costs -with a $1,548 $1,497 $1,558
mortgage, 2014-2018
Median selected monthly owner costs -without $431 $418 $490
a mortgage, 2014-2018
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Davis County, Utah Utah United States
Population estimates, 355,481 3,205,958 328,239,523
July 1, 2019, (V2019)
Housing units, 112,482 1,133,521 139,684,244
July 1, 2019, (V2019)
Households, 104,551 977,313 120,756,048
2015-2019
Persons per household, 3.28 3.12 2.62
2015-2019
Living in same house 1 year ago, 85.40% 83.10% 85.80%
percent of persons age 1 year+, 2015-2019
Bountiful Centerville Clinton  Farmington Fruit Kaysville North Salt
Heights Lake
Population estimates, 43,981 17,587 22,499 25,339 6,221 32,390 20,948
July 1, 2019, (V2019)
Housing units, 14,379 5,632 6,304 6,750 1,887 8,712 6,620
July 1, 2019, (V2019)
Households, 3.02 3.08 3.47 3.4 3.27 3.62 3.08
2015-2019
Persons per household, 85.30% 89.50% 88.10% 86.50% 84.90% 90.10% 81.60%
2015-2019
South Weber Sunset Syracuse West Bountiful West Point Woods Cross
Population estimates, 7,836 5,364 31,458 5,800 10,957 11,431
July 1, 2019, (V2019)
Households, 2,075 1,678 7,799 1,754 2,878 3,460
2015-2019
Persons per household, 3.56 3.15 3.75 3.21 3.69 3.27
2015-2019
Living in same house 1 year ago, 85.60% 86.60% 87.70% 94.30% 85.10% 86.00%

percent of persons age 1 year+, 2015-2019

23



Owner-occupied Housing

Davis County, Utah State of Utah United States
Owner-occupied housing unit rate, 77.60% 69.90% 63.80%
2014-2018
Median value of owner-occupied housing units, $265,900 $256,700 $204,900
2014-2018
Median selected monthly owner costs -with a mortgage, $1,548 $1,497 $1,558
2014-2018
Median selected monthly owner costs -without a mortgage, $431 $418 $490
2014-2018
Bountiful  Centerville Clinton  Farmington Fruit  Kaysville North
Heights Salt Lake
Owner-occupied housing unit rate, 75.10% 84.00% 85.00% 81.50% 90.10% 87.70% 72.60%
2014-2018
Median value of owner-occupied housing units, $316,300 $321,700 $243,400 $386,500 $396,000 $339,500 $303,200
2014-2018
Median selected monthly owner costs -with a mortgage, $1,673 $1,723 $1,395 $2,052 $2,095 $1,761 $1,683
2014-2018
Median selected monthly owner costs -without a $471 S447 $428 $513 $579 $421 $497
mortgage,
2014-2018
South Weber Sunset Syracuse West West Woods
Bountiful Point Cross
Owner-occupied housing unit rate, 89.50% 75.10% 92.90% 82.60% 91.30% 73.40%
2014-2018
Median value of owner-occupied housing units, $337,800 $166,700 $316,200 $314,500 $254,500 $268,700
2014-2018
Median selected monthly owner costs -with a mortgage, $1,808 $1,117 $1,705 $1,788 $1,620 $1,516
2014-2018
Median selected monthly owner costs -without a $534 $321 $428 S446 $433 $401

mortgage, 2014-2018
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Rental Housing

Bountiful Centerville Clinton Farmington Fruit Heights Kaysville  North Salt Lake
Median gross rent, $1,071 $1,157 $1,348 $1,178 $1,669 $948 $1,158
2015-2019

South Weber Sunset Syracuse West Bountiful West Point Woods Cross
Median gross rent, $1,341 $858 $1,514 $1,374 $1,515 $1,243
2015-2019
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A construction labor shortage limited building new homes in the Ogden-Clearfield HMA and
contributed to rising home prices through 2017. New home sales averaged 1,450 homes a year
from 2013 through 2016, up from a low of 1,025 during 2011, but well below the average of
3,725 homes sold a year from 2003 through 2007. During the 12 months ending March 2017,
1,525 homes sold, unchanged from the previous 12 months. New home sales prices averaged
$342,400 during the 12 months ending March 2017, up 7 percent from a year earlier. New
home sales prices have increased an average of 6 percent a year since the 2009 low of
$230,900. Current new home sales prices are 6 percent above the 2007 peak of $323,500.

Existing home sales rose from 2012 through 2016, as local economic conditions improved.
Existing home sales have increased an average of 10 percent a year since 2012 to a recent high
of 14,200 during 2016, up from a low of 9,200 in 2011. Existing home sales during 2016 were
below the average of 17,750 homes sold annually from 2004 through 2007. Existing home sales
prices have increased an average of 5 percent a year since the 2011 low of $192,100 and are 3
percent below the 2007 peak of $251,400. Distressed sales, which have an average sales price
13 percent below the average sales price of regular resales, comprised 6 percent of total
existing home sales during the past 12 months, down from 10 percent during the previous 12
months and well below the peak of 30 percent during 2011.

The rate of seriously delinquent loans (loans that are 90 or more days delinquent or in
foreclosure) and REO properties in the HMA peaked at the same time as the nation in 2010 but
did not increase as much as the national rate and recovered more rapidly. During 2010, the rate
of seriously delinquent properties in the HMA peaked at 4.9 percent, compared with a peak of
8.6 percent for the nation. The rate of seriously delinquent mortgages and REO properties in
the HMA was 1.1 percent during March 2017, compared with a 2.4-percent rate for the nation.
Single-family home construction, as measured by the number of single-family homes permitted,
has been above recession-era levels since 2012 but is well below levels from the early to mid-
2000s.

Slower population growth since 2010, compared with population growth during the 2000s, has
contributed to the lower level of demand for new homes. From 2000 through 2007, a period of
job growth in the HMA, single-family homes permitted averaged 4,175 homes a year. As
payrolls declined, and into the first year of recovery from the decline, single-family permitting
fell to an average of 1,550 homes a year from 2008 through 2011. From 2012 through 2016,
single-family permitting averaged 2,200 homes a year, approximately 650 homes a year above
average recessionary levels but 1,975 homes below average prerecessionary levels. New
subdivisions tend to be farther from Interstate-15 compared with existing homes, because most
of the land adjacent to Interstate-15 has already been developed. HUD Comprehensive Market
Analysis Ogden-Clearfield, Utah — 2017

Rental Housing

The rental housing market in the Ogden-Clearfield Housing Market Area (HMA) is currently
balanced, but tightening. The overall rental market vacancy rate (including single-family,
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homes, townhomes, mobile homes, and apartments) is currently estimated at 4.9 percent,
down from 7.2 percent during 2010. A tightening home sales market and rising sales prices
forced some households that might prefer to own a home to remain renters, contributing to
the tighter rental market compared with 2010. Rental units comprise an increasing share of
the overall housing market in the HMA.

The share of renter households increased to 25.3 percent of all households, up from 24.0
percent in 2010. The share of renter households in the HMA is well below the national rate of
36.4 percent. Rental units consist of approximately 35 percent single-family homes, 60 percent
multifamily units, including apartments and renter-occupied townhomes and condominiums,
and 5 percent mobile homes (2015 ACS 1-year data). Apartment communities comprise
approximately 30 percent of all rental units in the HMA and tend to have lower average rent,
compared with nonapartment units (estimate by the analyst with support from Utah
Apartment Association, 2016).

The apartment market is slightly tight. The current apartment vacancy rate was 4.0 percent
during the first quarter of 2017, down from 4.3 percent during the same quarter a year earlier
and 6.0 percent during 2010 (Reis, Inc.). HUD Comprehensive Market Analysis Ogden-Clearfield,
Utah - 2017

Rental Housing Davis County, State of United

Utah Utah States

Median gross rent, 2014-2018 $1,055 $988 $1,023
Base Year: 2009 Most Recent Year: 2015 % Change
Median Home Value 146,100 153,600 5%
Median Contract Rent 721 840 17%

12005-2009 ACS (BASE YEAR), 2011-2015 ACS (MOST RECENT YEAR)

As the economy improves, rental prices continue to increase. The trend over the past decade
has been a rental increase that is higher than the increase in monthly wages. As this trend
continues, it puts a more significant financial pressure on low- and moderate-income families
who are spending an ever-increasing percentage of their income on housing costs.

The lack of affordable housing impacts the residents who are low- and moderate-income the
greatest. The steadily increasing rent costs compound the financial struggles that these families
are at risk of experiencing. Additionally, the growing need for new rental housing units and
aged housing unit stock results in many renters living in substandard housing conditions.

Housing Affordability HUD Area Median Family Income (HAMFI) is the median family
income calculated by HUD for each jurisdiction to determine Fair Market Rents (FMRs) and
income limits for HUD programs. HAMFI will not necessarily be the same as other calculations
of median incomes (such as a simple Census number), due to a series of adjustments that are
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made. If the terms "area median income" (AMI) or "median family income" (MFI) used in the
CHAS, assume it refers to HAMFI.

The Community Housing Affordability Strategy (CHAS) evaluates the conditions of families in
the lower 50% of the Housing Affordability Median Income for the area.

HAMFI Income Category

Extremely low-income 30% HAMFI

Very low-income >30% - 50% HAMFI
Low-income >50% - 80% HAMFI
Low- and middle-income <100% HAMFI
Upper income >100% HAMFI

The most relevant thresholds are 50% and 80% of HAMFI because most HUD programs base
eligibility on these thresholds (which are generally referred to as "very low-income" and "low-
income," respectively).

% Units affordable to Households Renter Owner
earning
30% HAMFI Extremely low-income 225 No Data
50% HAMFI Very low-income 1,270 485
80% HAMFI Low-income 3,290 1,960
100% Low and middle No Data 2,900
Total 4,785 5,345

Data 2011-2015 CHAS
Number of Households 0-30% >30-50% >50-80% | >80-100% >100%

HAMFI HAMFI HAMFI HAMFI HAMFI

Total Households 1,395 1,625 2,340 1,285 2,970
Small Family Households 745 635 1,065 560 1,690
Large Family Households 75 390 500 225 660
Household contains at least one 230 115 235 175 240
person 62-74 years of age
Household contains at least one- 120 120 150 55 125
person age 75 or older
Households with one or more 385 575 775 400 479
children 6 years old or younger

Data 2011-2015 CHAS
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Renter Owner

0-30% | >30-50% | >50-80% | Total 0-30% >30-50% | >50-80% | Total

AMI AMI AMI AMI AMI AMI
NUMBER OF HOUSEHOLDS
Small Related 565 470 110 1,145 90 65 270 425
Large Related 30 115 15 160 40 135 125 300
Elderly 145 49 45 239 75 34 55 164
Other 185 165 99 449 75 25 50 150
Total need by 925 799 269 1,993 280 259 500 1,039
income

Alternate Data Source Name:
2012-2016 ACS

Over 44% of both owner-occupied homes and 31% renter-occupied homes were built before
1980. As these homes continue to age, repair and maintenance costs also increase. The 2020
Consolidated Plan’s Needs Assessment identified cost burden as the most common housing
problem for Davis County's citizens. Cost burden does not include the cost of repair and
maintenance on the home. Consequently, if families are struggling financially, they will defer
maintenance of their homes causing future need for standard and emergency residential
rehabilitation.

Year Unit Built Owner-Occupied Renter-Occupied

Number % Number %
2000 or later 1,230 24% 1,200 27%
1980-1999 1,660 32% 1,845 42%
1950-1979 1,820 35% 1,110 25%
Before 1950 475 9% 275 6%
Total 5,185 100% 4,430 100%

12011-2015 CHAS

The number of units built before 1980 occupied by households serves as the baseline of units
that contain lead-based paint hazards. The current data listed in the table Risk of Lead-Based
Paint Hazard lists housing units built before 1980 with children present as 36% for owner-
occupied homes and 18% for renter-occupied homes.

Utah Department of Health, Environmental Public Health Tracking (EPHT) reports that cases of
confirmed lead-based paint poisoning for children under 5 years of age and under are
continuing to rise over the past five years. Additionally, in 2017 the Utah Department of Public
Health reported that 269 children age 5 and under were tested for LBPP in Davis County and
that 99 tested positive.
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Risk of Lead-Based Paint Hazard Owner-Occupied

Renter-Occupied

Number %

Total Number of Units Built Before 1980 2,295 44%
Housing Units build before 1980 with
children present 1,880 36%

2011-2015 ACS (TOTAL UNITS) 2011-2015 CHAS (UNITS WITH CHILDREN PRESENT)

30

Number %
1,385 31%

800 18%



Intergenerational Poverty

Intergenerational poverty is poverty in which two or more successive generations of a family
continue in the cycle of poverty, as measured through utilization of public assistance for at least
12 months as an adult and at least 12 months as a child. Situational poverty does not continue
to the next generation, is generally traceable to a specific incident, and is typically time limited.

Utah created its own measurement of intergenerational poverty and is the only state to
distinguish between intergenerational poverty and situational poverty. Utah measures
intergenerational poverty based on enrollment in four public assistance programs where
eligibility is closely aligned with the federal poverty measure:

Food Stamps (SNAP)
Child Care Subsidies

Cash Assistance Programs
Medicaid and/or CHIP

PwnNpE

The state has made progress addressing intergenerational poverty by creating a collaborative
environment to solve this complex issue. It continues to leverage its success in reducing income
inequality and moving people out of poverty to ensure families experiencing intergenerational
poverty participate in the state’s economic gains.

People from various racial and ethnic backgrounds are experiencing intergenerational poverty
in every county in the state. Because of this, Utah’s data is focused on addressing the economic
situation and state of well-being of those in intergenerational poverty, rather than segmenting
the issue by their backgrounds.

Utah takes a two-generation approach with families by focusing on the needs of parents and
their children simultaneously.

e Education

e Family Economic Stability

e Health

e Early Childhood Development®

Intergenerational Poverty in Davis County

e 4% of kids are living in intergenerational poverty.

e 15% of kids are at-risk of remaining in poverty as adults.

e 31.2% of 2017 food stamp households experiencing intergenerational poverty in Davis
County were paying more than 30% of their income for housing.

5 “Intergenerational Poverty Fact Sheet” Utah Department of Workforce Services
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e 87% of adults experiencing intergenerational poverty in Davis County lack education
beyond high school.

e 2.3% of adults are experiencing intergenerational poverty.®

The Intergenerational Poverty Initiative combines resources across systems, including state and
local government, business, non-profit organizations and religious organizations. This combined
effort recognizes that Utah’s ability to meet the goal of measurably reducing the incidence of
intergenerational poverty requires the involvement of local communities.

Davis County’s strategies to reduce intergenerational poverty include;

e Increase Family Economic Stability - refer IGP families to Open Doors Circles Peer
Mentoring Program for assistance with employment services
¢ Increase School Engagement — refer IGP youth to Open Doors program as a resource to

assist in preparing for post-secondary education or in the alternative as a pathway to
obtain job skills’

Health Provider Shortage Area

e Partial Dental Care Health Provide Shortage Area
e Mental Health Provider Shortage Area

5 Intergenerational Poverty (IGP) Davis County Data - Utah Department of Workforce Services

7 “Utah’s Ninth Annual Report on Intergenerational Poverty, Welfare Dependency and the Use of Public Assistance
—2020” Utah Intergenerational Welfare Commission Annual Report
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2.Evaluation of Davis County’s Current Fair
Housing Legal Status

It is illegal to discriminate in the sale or rental of housing, including against individuals seeking a
mortgage or housing assistance, or in other housing-related activities. The Fair Housing Act
prohibits this discrimination because of race, color, national origin, religion, sex, familial status,
and disability. A variety of other federal civil rights laws, including Title VI of the Civil Rights Act,
Section 504 of the Rehabilitation Act, and the Americans with Disabilities Act, prohibit
discrimination in housing and community development programs and activities, particularly
those that are assisted with HUD funding.

These civil rights
laws include
obligations such
as taking
reasonable steps
to ensure
meaningful
access to their
programs and
activities for
persons with
limited English proficiency (LEP) and taking appropriate steps to ensure effective
communication with individuals with disabilities through the provision of appropriate auxiliary
aids and services. Various federal fair housing and civil rights laws require HUD and its program
participants to affirmatively further the purposes of the Fair Housing Act.

PHOTO 1:"OPEN DOORS" BY V.L. COX

Local governments, PHAs, States, and Insular Areas must be involved in fair housing planning to
ensure follow through on the obligation to affirmatively further the policies of the Fair Housing
Act. These policies include the policy of ensuring that persons are not denied equal
opportunities in connection with housing because of their race, color, national origin, religion,
disability, sex, or familial status. They also include the policy of overcoming patterns of
segregation and the denial of access to opportunity that are part of this nation’s history. To be
effective, fair housing planning must tackle tough issues. Fair housing planning affects the
community as a whole, so all people in the community must have the opportunity to be at the
table and participate in making those decisions.

Fair housing choice is not only about combating discrimination.

Fair housing choice involves individuals and families having the information, opportunity, and
options to live where they choose without unlawful discrimination and other barriers related to
race, color, religion, sex, familial status, national origin, or disability, and that their choices
realistically include housing options in integrated areas with access to opportunity.
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Fair housing encompasses;

1. Actual choice, which means the existence of realistic housing options;

2. Protected choice, which means housing that can be accessed without discrimination;
and

3. Enabled choice, which means realistic access to sufficient information regarding options
so that any choice is informed.

For persons with disabilities, fair housing choice and access to opportunity include access to
accessible housing and housing in the most integrated setting appropriate to an individual’s
need.

HUD - Office of Fair Housing and Equal Opportunity (FHEO)

HUD’s Office of Fair Housing and Equal Opportunity (FHEO) works to eliminate housing
discrimination, promote economic opportunity, and achieve diverse, inclusive communities.
FHEO enforces fair housing laws. One of its roles is to investigate complaints of housing
discrimination.

The laws implemented and enforced by FHEO include:
e The Fair Housing Act
e Title VI of the Civil Rights Act of 1964
e Section 109 of the Housing and Community Development Act of 1974
e Section 504 of the Rehabilitation Act of 1973
o Titles Il and Ill of the Americans with Disabilities Act of 1990
e The Architectural Barriers Act of 1968
e The Age Discrimination Act of 1975
o Title IX of the Education Amendments Act of 1972
e Section 3 of the Housing and Urban Development Act of 1968

FHEO investigates complaints, which may be one or both of the following types:
1. Discrimination under the Fair Housing Act (including housing that is privately owned and
operated)
2. Discrimination and other civil rights violations in housing and community development
programs, including those funded by HUD
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A Brief Overview of the Fair Housing Act

The Fair Housing Act protects specified groups from discrimination in obtaining and maintaining
housing. The act applies to the rental or sale of dwelling units with exceptions for single-family
homes (as long as the owner does not own more than three single-family homes) and dwellings
with up to four units where one is owner-occupied.

Discrimination based on the following characteristics is prohibited under the act. In cases where
the statute defines a protected characteristic, or there is additional relevant information on
exemptions or how a protected category is interpreted, it is included here. The terms race,
color, and national origin are not defined in the Fair Housing Act statute.

Race

Color

Religion—The statute provides an exemption for religious organizations to rent or sell
property they own or operate to members of the same religion (as long as membership
is not restricted based on race, color, or national origin).

National origin

Sex—In February 2021, HUD released a memo stating that it would begin accepting
complaints for discrimination based on sexual orientation or gender identity, and that
FHEO would conduct “all other activities involving the application, interpretation, and
enforcement of the Fair Housing Act’s prohibition on sex discrimination to include
discrimination because of sexual orientation and gender identity.” HUD issued this
guidance in response to the 2020 decision, Bostock v. Clayton County, in which the
Supreme Court held that Title VII of the Civil Rights Act of 1964 barred employers from
firing an individual for being gay or transgender. HUD’s guidance explains that “the Fair
Housing Act’s sex discrimination provisions are comparable to those of Title VIl and that
they likewise prohibit discrimination because of sexual orientation and gender identity.”
Further, courts have found discrimination based on sex to include sexual harassment,
and HUD regulations outline quid pro quo and hostile environment sexual harassment
that violates the Fair Housing Act. Discrimination based on nonconformity with gender
stereotypes may also be unlawful sex-based discrimination under the Fair Housing Act.
Familial status—The statute defines familial status to mean parents or others having
custody of one or more children under age 18. Familial status discrimination does not
apply to housing dedicated to older persons.

Handicap—The statute defines handicap as having a physical or mental impairment that
substantially limits one or more major life activities, having a record of such impairment,
or being regarded as having such an impairment. Regulations provide lists of conditions
that may constitute physical or mental impairments.* Major life activities means
“functions such as caring for one’s self, performing manual tasks, walking, seeing,
hearing, speaking, breathing, learning and working.”
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The Fair Housing Act protects individuals in the covered classes from discrimination in a range
of activities involving housing. Some of the specific types of activities that are prohibited
include the following:

e Refusing to rent or sell, refusing to negotiate for a rental or sale, or otherwise making a
dwelling unavailable based on protected class.

e Discriminating in the terms, conditions, or privileges of sale or rental or in the services
and facilities provided in connection with a sale or rental.

e Making, printing, or publishing notices, statements, or advertisements that indicate
preference, limitation, or discrimination in connection with a sale or rental based on
protected class.

e Representing that a dwelling is not available for inspection, sale, or rental based on
protected class.

¢ Inducing, for profit, someone to sell or rent based on the representation that members
of a protected class are moving to the neighborhood (sometimes referred to as
blockbusting).

e Refusing to allow reasonable modifications or reasonable accommodations for persons
with a disability. Reasonable modifications involve physical changes to the property
while reasonable accommodations involve changes in rules, policies, practices, or
services to accommodate disabilities.

e Discriminating in “residential real estate related transactions,” including the provision of
loans and selling, brokering, or appraising property.

e Retaliating (i.e., coercing, intimidating, threatening, or interfering) against anyone
attempting to exercise rights under the Fair Housing Act. &

Fair Housing Assistance Program

Through the Fair Housing Assistance Program (FHAP), HUD funds state and local agencies that
administer fair housing laws that HUD has determined to be substantially equivalent to the Fair
Housing Act.

The Fair Housing Act contemplates that, across the country, state and local governments will
enact and enforce their own statutes and ordinances that are substantially equivalent to the
Fair Housing Act. HUD provides FHAP funding annually on a noncompetitive basis to state and
local agencies that administer fair housing laws that provide rights and remedies that are
substantially equivalent to those provided by the Fair Housing Act.

A state or local agency may be certified as substantially equivalent after it applies for
certification and HUD determines that the agency administers a law that provides substantive
rights, procedures, remedies and judicial review provisions that are substantially equivalent to

8 “The Fair Housing Act: HUD Oversight, Programs, and Activities” Congressional Research Service, April 7, 2021
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the Fair Housing Act. Typically, once certified, HUD will refer complaints of housing
discrimination that it receives to the state or local agency for investigation.

FHAP is an intergovernmental enforcement partnership between HUD and the state or local
agencies. As in any partnership, both parties must contribute to the success of the program.

While HUD provides significant resources to Substantially Equivalent Agencies in the form of
training, technical assistance and funding, the agencies must demonstrate a commitment to
thorough and professional complaint processing. This includes all phases of complaint
processing, from accurate identification of issues at intake, through complete and sound
investigations, to following through on administrative or judicial enforcement to ensure that
victims of unlawful housing discrimination obtain full remedies and the public interest is served.
The agencies should also work to develop relationships with public, private, and non-profit
organizations in a grass roots approach to making fair and open housing a reality.

The Fair Housing Act covers most housing. In very limited circumstances, the Act exempts
owner-occupied buildings with no more than four units, single-family houses sold or rented by
the owner without the use of an agent, and housing operated by religious organizations and
private clubs that limit occupancy to members.

In the Sale and Rental of Housing:
It is illegal discrimination to take any of the following actions because of race, color, religion,
sex, disability, familial status, or national origin:

e Refuse to rent or sell housing application fees, credit analyses, sale or

e Refuse to negotiate for housing rental approval procedures or other

e Otherwise make housing unavailable requirements

¢ Set different terms, conditions or e Evict atenant or a tenant’s guest
privileges for sale or rental of a dwelling e Harass a person

e Provide a person different housing o Fail or delay performance of
services or facilities maintenance or repairs

e Falsely deny that housing is available for e Limit privileges, services or facilities of a
inspection, sale or rental dwelling

e Make, print or publish any notice, o Discourage the purchase or rental of a
statement or advertisement with dwelling
respect to the sale or rental of a e Assign a person to a particular building
dwelling that indicates any preference, or neighborhood or section of a building
limitation or discrimination or neighborhood

e Impose different sales prices or rental o For profit, persuade, or try to persuade,
charges for the sale or rental of a homeowners to sell their homes by
dwelling suggesting that people of a particular

o Use different qualification criteria or e protected characteristic are about to
applications, or sale or rental standards move into the neighborhood
or procedures, such as income (blockbusting)

standards, application requirements,
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Refuse to provide or discriminate in the
terms or conditions of homeowners’
insurance because of the race, color,
religion, sex, disability, familial status, or
national origin of the owner and/or
occupants of a dwelling

Deny access to or membership in any
multiple listing service or real estate
brokers’ organization
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Civil Rights Obligations of Public Entities and Recipients of Federal
Financial Assistance

Federal laws prohibit discrimination in housing and community development programs and
activities because of race, color, religion, sex, national origin, familial status, and disability.
These obligations extend to recipients of HUD financial assistance, including subrecipients, as
well as the operations of state and local governments and their agencies, and certain private
organizations operating housing and community development services, programs, or activities.
For example, federal laws prohibit discrimination, including the denial of participation in and
benefit of, the following examples of programs and activities: homelessness, transitional
housing, permanent supportive housing, the operations of social service organizations, public
housing, voucher programs, other affordable housing programs, community development
funded facilities, etc. Recipients and other covered entities also must take certain affirmative
steps within such programs and activities to provide equal housing opportunities.

Affirmatively Furthering Fair Housing
(AFFH) is a legal requirement that !/
federal agencies and federal grantees .

. >
further the purposes of the Fair \
Housing Act. This obligation to
affirmatively further fair housing has
been in the Fair Housing Act since
1968 (for further information see Title
VIII of the Civil Rights Act of 1968, 42
U.S.C. 3608 and Executive Order
12892).

As provided in the rule, AFFH means
"taking meaningful actions, in addition
to combating discrimination, that IMAGE 2: PHOTO CREDIT HUD FAIR HOUSING
overcome patterns of segregation and

foster inclusive communities free from barriers that restrict access to opportunity based on
protected characteristics. Specifically, affirmatively furthering fair housing means taking
meaningful actions that, taken together, address significant disparities in housing needs and in
access to opportunity, replacing segregated living patterns with truly integrated and balanced
living patterns, transforming racially and ethnically concentrated areas of poverty into areas of
opportunity, and fostering and maintaining compliance with civil rights and fair housing laws.
The duty to affirmatively further fair housing extends to all of a program participant's activities
and programs relating to housing and urban development."”

U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development (HUD) Secretary Ben Carson announced in
July of 2020 that the Department will ultimately terminate the Affirmatively Furthering Fair
Housing (AFFH) regulation. HUD’s brand-new rule, called Preserving Community and
Neighborhood Choice, defines fair housing broadly to mean housing that, among other
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attributes, is affordable, safe, decent, free of unlawful discrimination, and accessible under civil
rights laws. It then defines “affirmatively furthering fair housing” to mean any action rationally
related to promoting any of the above attributes of fair housing.

Now, a grantee’s certification that it has affirmatively furthered fair housing would be deemed
sufficient if it proposes to take any action above what is required by statute related to
promoting any of the attributes of fair housing. HUD remains able to terminate funding if it
discovers, after investigation made pursuant to complaint or by its own volition, that a
jurisdiction has not adhered to its commitment to AFFH.

Disability

Federal nondiscrimination laws provide housing protections for individuals with disabilities.
These protections apply in most private housing, state and local government housing, public
housing and any other federally-assisted housing programs and activities. The Fair Housing Act
prohibits discrimination in housing and housing-related transactions because of disability.

Federal nondiscrimination laws define a person with a disability to include any;

1. Individual with a physical or mental impairment that substantially limits one or more
major life activities;

2. Individual with a record of such impairment; or

3. Individual who is regarded as having such an impairment.

In general, a physical or mental impairment includes, but is not limited to, examples of
conditions such as orthopedic, visual, speech and hearing impairments, cerebral palsy, autism,
epilepsy, muscular dystrophy, multiple sclerosis, cancer, heart disease, diabetes, Human
Immunodeficiency Virus (HIV), developmental disabilities, mental iliness, drug addiction, and
alcoholism.

Some impairments are readily observable, while others may be invisible. Observable
impairments may include, but are not limited to, blindness or low vision, deafness or being hard
of hearing, mobility limitations, and other types of impairments with observable symptoms or
effects, such as intellectual impairments (including some types of autism), neurological
impairments (e.g., stroke, Parkinson’s disease, cerebral palsy, epilepsy, or brain injury), mental
illness, or other diseases or conditions that affect major life activities or bodily functions.

The term “major life activities” includes those activities that are important to daily life. Major
life activities include, for example, walking, speaking, hearing, seeing, breathing, working,
learning, performing manual tasks, and caring for oneself. There are other major life activities
that are not on this list. Major life activities also include the operation of major bodily activities,
such as the functions of the immune system, special sense organs and skin, normal cell growth,
and digestive, genitourinary, bowel, bladder, neurological, brain, respiratory, circulatory,
cardiovascular, endocrine, hemic, lymphatic, musculoskeletal, and reproductive systems.
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Section 504 of the Rehabilitation Act prohibits discrimination on the basis of disability in any
program or activity receiving federal financial assistance. Titles Il and Il of the Americans with
Disabilities Act prohibit discrimination on the basis of disability in all programs, services, and
activities of public entities and by private entities that own, operate, or lease places of public
accommodation.

Section 504 of the Rehabilitation Act provides that no qualified individual with disabilities
should, solely by reason of his or her disability, be excluded from the participation in, be denied
the benefits of, or be subjected to discrimination under any program or activity receiving
federal financial assistance.

Section 504 covers all programs and activities of recipients of HUD financial assistance,
including, for example:
e Qutreach and public contact, e Tenancy, including eviction
including contact with program Service delivery
applicants and participants Physical accessibility of facilities
e Eligibility criteria e Employment policies and
e Application process practice
e Admission to the program

The Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA)

The ADA is a comprehensive civil rights law for persons with disabilities. Title Il of the ADA
prohibits discrimination on the basis of disability in all programs, services, and activities
provided or made available by public entities (state and local governments and special purpose
districts). This includes housing when the housing is provided or made available by a public
entity regardless of whether the entity receives federal financial assistance. For example,
housing covered by Title Il of the ADA includes housing operated by public housing agencies
that meet the ADA’s definition of “public entity,” and housing operated by States or units of
local government, such as housing on a State university campus.

Title Ill of the ADA prohibits private entities that own, lease (to and from), and operate places
of public accommodation from discriminating on the basis of disability and requires places of
public accommodation and commercial facilities to be designed, constructed, and altered in
compliance with established accessibility standards. Public accommodations at housing
developments include any public areas that are open to the general public, such as a rental
office. Public accommodations would also include, for example, shelters and social service
establishments.

Sexual Harassment

Sexual harassment in housing is a form of sex discrimination prohibited by the Fair Housing Act.
Sex discrimination is also prohibited by other federal laws, such as Section 109 of the Housing
and Community Development Act of 1974 and Title IX of Education Amendments of 1972.
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There are two main types of sexual harassment: (1) quid pro quo sexual harassment; and (2)
hostile environment sexual harassment.

Quid Pro Quo

Quid pro quo harassment occurs when a housing provider requires a person to submit to an
unwelcome request to engage in sexual conduct as a condition of obtaining or maintaining
housing or housing-related services.

Hostile Environment

Hostile environment harassment occurs when a housing provider subjects a person to severe or
pervasive unwelcome sexual conduct that interferes with the sale, rental, availability, or terms,
conditions, or privileges of housing or housing-related services, including financing.

Fair housing complaints or compliance reviews where the Secretary
has issued a charge of or made a finding of discrimination

Fair housing discrimination suit filed by the Department of Justice or
private plaintiffs
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Actions for a Violation

Housing Discrimination Complaints filed with State and Federal Organizations Formal
complaints related to housing discrimination in the State of Utah are generally filed with HUD’s
Office of Fair Housing and Equal Opportunity (FHEO), the Housing and Civil Enforcement Section
of the United States Department of Justice, Utah Labor Commission — Antidiscrimination and
Labor Division, or Utah Disability Law Center.

Over the past 2 years, HUD has received one filing in Davis County and the basis was
disability, this filing remains open at this time. The Housing and Civil Enforcement Section of
the Department of Justice works to protect some of the most fundamental rights of individuals,
including the right to access housing free from discrimination, the right to access credit on an
equal basis, the right to patronize places of business that provide public accommodations and
the right to practice one’s faith free from discrimination.

HUD - Multifamily Housing Complaint Line

The Multifamily Housing Complaint Line is a service provided by HUD's Multifamily Housing
Clearinghouse (MFHC) that enables residents of HUD-insured and -assisted properties and
other community members to report complaints with a property's management concerning
matters such as poor maintenance, dangers to health and safety, mismanagement, and fraud. It
can be accessed by dialing 1-800-MULTI-70 (1-800-685-8470).

Callers to this line can speak to MFHC information specialists, in both English and Spanish, who
will help them resolve their problem. MFHC staff explain how to more effectively report
problems to building management, answer questions about residents' rights, and refer callers
to local Public Housing Agencies and other organizations, if needed. If a complaint is serious
enough to bring to HUD's attention, MFHC information specialists write up a report on the
problem and fax or email it to the appropriate HUD Field Office for action.

The Multifamily Housing Complaint Line supports HUD's enforcement efforts by empowering
tenants and community residents to act as HUD's eyes and ears to ensure safe, decent and
sanitary housing. Complaints of housing discrimination are handled by the Office of Fair
Housing and Equal Opportunity

Utah Labor Commission

The Antidiscrimination and Labor Division (UALD) Fair Housing unit administers and enforces
the Utah Fair Housing Act, Utah Code Ann. §57-21-101 et seq., which prohibits discrimination
on the basis of race, color, sex, religion, national origin, disability, source of income, familial
status, sexual orientation, or gender identity. The Act specifically prohibits discrimination
against anyone who wants to rent or purchase real property (houses, condos apartments, etc.)
based on the listed categories.

Generally, UALD can only enforce laws that prohibit housing discrimination by:
e Landlords and owners of four or more housing units
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e Mortgage lenders

e Insurance agencies

e Realtors and management agencies

o State and local governments, including housing authorities

In most situations, a complaint must be filed within 365 days of the date of the discrimination.
UALD will investigate claims that are filed within 180 days of the discrimination. If the complaint
is made between 181 days and 365 days, the UALD will process your paperwork and then send
your case to the Department of Housing and Urban Development (HUD).

It is not necessary to file a complaint with this Division in order to preserve a legal right to file a
private lawsuit at a later date. The Fair Housing Laws allows for the complaints to go directly to
court within two years of the discriminatory act.

Additionally, based on a cooperative agreement with the US Department of Housing and Urban
Development, anyone who files a housing discrimination complaint with the Utah Labor
Commission office is automatically filing with the U.S. Department of Housing and Urban
Development (HUD). Utah Labor Commission is a dual-filing office.

Disability Law Center
The Disability Law Center (DLC) is a private, non-profit organization designated by the governor
as Utah’s Protection and Advocacy (P&A) agency.

The Fair Housing Program at the Disability Law Center serves people from all protected classes
(race, color, ethnicity, sex/gender, religion, disability, familial status), not just people with
disabilities. Utah law also protects against discrimination based on source of income, sexual
orientation and gender identity. This program serves Salt Lake City and all areas of Utah to
ensure that an individual’s housing rights are upheld and that micro or systematic
discrimination is not present.

The Disability Law Center helps ensure that people who belong to protected classes have equal
access and opportunity to rent or own homes and apartments in their communities. This work
includes, but is not limited to, the following:
e Ensuring that landlords and property owners do not discriminate in renting or selling
property
e Making sure that housing is accessible to people with disabilities to the extent required
by law
e Advocating to increase the amount of accessible, affordable and integrated housing
e Providing fair housing trainings for providers, landlords and consumers of housing
e Conducting fair housing testing to ensure that landlords are complying with fair housing
laws
e Enforcing fair housing laws through administrative and judicial complaint processes
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The DLC Fair Housing Team can provide the following services:

Investigation: Investigative methods vary with each case. Some potential methods
include witness interviews, public records searches, fair housing testing, canvassing, or
legal research.

Administrative Representation: The DLC can help you file an administrative complaint,
and represent you throughout the process.

Legal Representation in Federal Court: In very limited circumstances, the DLC may
represent clients in a Fair Housing Act lawsuit in federal court.
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3.ldentification of Impediments to Fair Housing
Choice

The Al is a comprehensive review of a jurisdiction’s laws, regulations, and administrative
policies, procedures, and practices affecting the location, availability, and accessibility of
housing, as well as an assessment of conditions, both public and private, affecting fair housing
choice.

The Al is a review of impediments to fair housing choice in the public and private sector.
Impediments to fair housing choice are any actions, omissions, or decisions taken because of
race, color, religion, sex, disability, familial status, or national origin that restrict housing
choices or the availability of housing choices, or any actions, omissions, or decisions that have
the effect of restricting housing choices or the availability of housing choices on the basis of
race, color, religion, sex, disability, familial status, or national origin. Policies, practices, or
procedures that appear neutral on their face but which operate to deny or adversely affect the
provision of housing to persons of a particular race, color, religion, sex, disability, familial status,
or national origin may constitute such impediments.

Impediments include actions or omissions in the jurisdiction’s public or private housing sector
that:

e Constitute violations, or potential violations, of the Fair Housing Act

e Are counterproductive to fair housing choice, such as NIMBYism:

e Community resistance when minorities, persons with disabilities and/or low-income
persons first move into White and/or moderate- to high income areas

e Community resistance to the siting of housing facilities for people with disabilities in
residential neighborhoods based on their disabilities

e Have the effect of restricting housing opportunities on the basis of race, color, religion,
sex, disability, familial status, or national origin.
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Public Sector

Davis County has the smallest land area of all of Utah's 29 counties, and yet due to its location
in the heart of the Wasatch Front, it has the third-largest county population. All of that
population is sandwiched into the buildable area between the Wasatch Mountains and the
Great Salt Lake Davis County acknowledges that the main purpose of municipalities is to
provide urban services and a public voice in local affairs. The role of the County should be to
coordinate and assist the municipalities in addressing issues of regional significance.

Davis County consists of 630 square miles.

e The Great Salt Lake comprises 335 square miles

e US Forest Service manages 42 square miles

e Incorporated municipalities manage 244 square acres

e Davis County manages 13 square acres of unincorporated land

In the past few years, Davis
County has shifted the
responsibility of land-use
planning in unincorporated
areas to the adjoining
incorporated municipalities
because the County does not
provide utilities in Great Salt Lake
unincorporated areas. New
developments must receive
permission to connect to
utilities provided by existing
municipalities, which in turn
require that those
developments be annexed into
the municipality and/or be
consistent with their land-use
policies before they permit the connections. As a result, the County acknowledges that the
municipalities, through their regulation of utility connections and annexation policies, have de-
facto jurisdiction over land-use planning decisions in the unincorporated county's developable
areas.

The only other undeveloped land located within unincorporated Davis County is located in
environmentally sensitive areas, such as the foothills and the shores of the Great Salt Lake. The
County does not consider these areas developable and is actively working to preserve them as
permanent open space.
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There are several pockets of completely developed neighborhoods located within
unincorporated Davis County. These areas are being annexed rapidly into the adjoining
municipalities, and the County does not foresee any redevelopment opportunities before
total annexation occurs. °

Zoning and Site Selection

Local government policies that limit or exclude housing facilities for persons with disabilities or
other housing for homeless people from certain residential areas may violate the provisions of
the Fair Housing Act. This is because they may indirectly discriminate against persons with
disabilities and minorities, many of whom are homeless. Building codes which require certain
amenities or setbacks also affect the feasibility of providing low- and moderate-income housing
development.

Even where zoning or other government policies are permissive, neighborhood residents often
resist placement of certain types of housing in their area. The attitude of local government
officials, public pronouncements of general policy, and careful planning and implementation of
individual housing efforts by providers are key aspects for overcoming resistance of this kind.
Placement of new or rehabilitated housing for lower-income people is one of the most
controversial issues communities face. If fair housing objectives are to be achieved, the goal
must be to avoid high concentrations of low-income housing.

Whether the persons to be served are families with children, persons with disabilities, homeless
persons, or lower-income minorities, many communities feel strongly that housing for these
persons should be provided but “not in my back yard” (NIMBY). This attitude seriously affects
the availability of housing for people in these groups and is one of the most difficult challenges
jurisdictions encounter in promoting fair housing objectives.

HUD has regulations governing the selection of sites for certain HUD-assisted housing
programs. These regulations are flexible and express the goal previously stated. Jurisdictions
should strive to meet the intent and spirit of these regulations in providing or approving sites
for all of the low- and moderate-income housing developed in the community.

Most developable land in the Davis County is privately owned. Zoning within the county is left
up to local and municipal governments. Zoning districts, and the regulations established within
the zoning districts, are authorized by Utah State Code 17-27a- 505 and municipalities 10-9a-
505.

e Davis County does not provide public utility services to unincorporated areas.

% Davis County Resource Management Plan, 2017
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e Davis County discourages the establishment or extension of special improvement
districts and their utility lines for the primary purpose of opening areas for
development.

e Davis County encourages that municipalities annex areas of Unincorporated County
where new and/or extended services are needed.

e Davis County seeks to encourage such annexations in order to maximize urban services
available to area residents. 1°

10 pavis County Resource Management Plan, 2017
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Neighborhood Revitalization, Municipal and Other Services,
Employment-Housing-Transportation Linkage

One aspect of fair housing choice is neighborhood revitalization and the provision of good
services to areas in which low- and moderate-income families live. Blacks, Hispanics, other
urban minorities and persons with disabilities who are most concentrated in such
neighborhoods—will benefit from better neighborhood environments so critical to good
housing.

Frequently, the quality or extent of public services and facilities varies dramatically among
residential neighborhoods. Public services and facilities include schools, recreational facilities
and programs, social service programs, parks, roads, transportation, street lighting, trash
collection, street cleaning, crime prevention, and police protection activities. Lower-income,
densely populated residential areas too often lack the level and array of services that are
provided in less impacted, more affluent neighborhoods. Jurisdictions should strive to equalize
services as part of FHP.

To encourage a greater racial/ethnic and economic mix of residents in lower-income
neighborhoods, jurisdictions might design a strategy that combines a magnet school program
with enhanced services and facilities in neighborhoods surrounding magnet schools. This would
attract a wide variety of families as renters and owners of vacant and available housing in these
areas. As an adjunct to this strategy, or as a separate effort, a jurisdiction might work with the
local PHA to create magnet public housing developments to improve housing and
neighborhood conditions for current residents and attract a greater mix of tenants to fill vacant
units. Jurisdictions should also strive to secure good services and facilities in neighborhoods
where economic development efforts for creating jobs and enhancing small business
opportunities are under way. Better overall living environments buttress economic objectives.

Davis County Housing Authority

The Davis Community Housing Authority serves the entire county and many members of
protected classes, especially minority, disabled and single parent households. They own or
manage about 269 units across the county and there over 850 Housing Choice Voucher and
location-based vouchers. There are currently over 2,100 families on the waiting list for one of
their programs (either Section 8 or public housing). At the time of application, the applicant is
informed that the wait will probably be two years long. It’s a shorter wait for public housing
units (318 on waiting list) than for the Section 8 vouchers. And for specifically for Rosewood
Housing (658 on waiting list). The biggest single problem facing Davis County affordable housing
is that federal funding is constantly being cut for their programs.

Within Davis County a majority of subsidized housing projects are located in Layton and
Clearfield. Rent assisted projects are targeted toward members of protected classes and are
largely located in the north. Years of rent-assisted projects in the same areas have led to
concentrations of low-income minority renters. Although these areas do not currently qualify
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for RCAP or ECAP they could cross that threshold at any time without shifting current policies
and trends on a regional level.

Public Housing

Public housing was established to provide decent and safe rental housing for eligible low-
income families, the elderly, and persons with disabilities. Public housing comes in all sizes and
types, from scattered single-family houses to high rise apartments for elderly families. There
are approximately 970,000 households living in public housing units, managed by some 3,300
HAs.

The U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development (HUD) administers Federal aid to local
Davis County Housing Authority (DCHA) to help manage the housing for low-income residents
at rents they can afford.

Public housing is limited to low-income families and individuals. DCHA determines eligibility
based on: 1) annual gross income; 2) whether you qualify as elderly, a person with a disability,
or as a family; and 3) U.S. citizenship or eligible immigration status.

Rent, which is referred to as the Total Tenant Payment (TTP) in this program, is based on a
family's anticipated gross annual income less deductions, if any. HUD regulations allow DCHA to
exclude from annual income the following allowances: $480 for each dependent; $400 for any
elderly family, or a person with a disability; and some medical deductions for families headed
by an elderly person or a person with disabilities. Based on the application, DCHA determines if
any of the allowable deductions should be subtracted from the client’s annual income. Annual
income is the anticipated total income from all sources received from the family head and
spouse, and each additional member of the family 18 years of age or older.

The formula used in determining the TTP is the highest of the following, rounded to the nearest
dollar:

1. 30 percent of the monthly adjusted income. (Monthly Adjusted Income is annual
income less deductions allowed by the regulations);

2. 10 percent of monthly income;

welfare rent, if applicable; or

4. a$25 minimum rent or higher amount (up to $50) set by an HA.

w
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Housing Choice Vouchers

The housing choice voucher program is the federal government's major program for assisting
very low-income families, the elderly, and the disabled to afford decent, safe, and sanitary
housing in the private market. Since housing assistance is provided on behalf of the family or
individual, participants are able to find their own housing, including single-family homes,
townhouses and apartments.

The participant is free to choose any housing that meets the requirements of the program and
is not limited to units located in subsidized housing projects.

Housing choice vouchers are administered locally by public housing agencies(PHAs). Davis
County Housing Authority (DCHA) receive federal funds from the U.S. Department of Housing
and Urban Development (HUD) to administer the voucher program.

A family that is issued a housing voucher is responsible for finding a suitable housing unit of the
family's choice where the owner agrees to rent under the program. This unit may include the
family's present residence. Rental units must meet minimum standards of health and safety, as
determined by the Davis County Housing Authority.

A housing subsidy is paid to the landlord directly by the DCHA on behalf of the participating
family. The family then pays the difference between the actual rent charged by the landlord
and the amount subsidized by the program. Under certain circumstances, if authorized by the
DCHA, a family may use its voucher to purchase a modest home.

Eligibility for a housing voucher is determined based on the total annual gross income and
family size and is limited to US citizens and specified categories of non-citizens who have
eligible immigration status. In general, the family's income may not exceed 50% of the median
income for the county or metropolitan area in which the family chooses to live. By law, DCHA
must provide 75 percent of its voucher to applicants whose incomes do not exceed 30 percent
of the area median income. Median income levels are published by HUD and vary by location.

Since the demand for housing assistance often exceeds the limited resources available to HUD
and the local housing agencies, long waiting periods are common. In fact, a PHA may close its
waiting list when it has more families on the list than can be assisted in the near future.

PHAs may establish local preferences for selecting applicants from its waiting list.

The DCHA calculates the maximum amount of housing assistance allowable. The maximum

housing assistance is generally the lesser of the payment standard minus 30% of the family's
monthly adjusted income or the gross rent for the unit minus 30% of monthly adjusted income
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For example, PHAs may give a preference to a family who is (1) homeless or living in
substandard housing, (2) paying more than 50% of its income for rent, or (3) involuntarily
displaced. Families who qualify for any such local preferences move ahead of other families on
the list who do not qualify for any preference. Each PHA has the discretion to establish local
preferences to reflect the housing needs and priorities of its particular community.

Sale of Subsidized Housing and Possible Displacement

In the sale of subsidized housing, the objective should be to preserve lower-income housing
opportunities to the maximum extent feasible. However, if any displacement of current
minority or disabled low-income families occurs, the objective then should be to provide other
housing opportunities to displaced households by giving them a real choice to relocate inside
and outside minority neighborhoods or in buildings that are predominantly occupied by
minorities or persons with disabilities. Because a relocation plan often places sole reliance on
the provision of certificates or vouchers to displaced households, a good program to promote
real choice in the use of certificates and vouchers is essential.

Property Tax Policies

Tax forgiveness, delay, or other tax relief policies can help lower-income homeowners keep
their homes. Programs of this kind can be part of an overall, much larger strategy to promote
fair housing because they help to preserve homeownership opportunities for groups like
minority families and elderly homeowners who otherwise would have only rental options.

Tax relief can take the form of delayed payments. Property taxes become, in effect, a lien on
the property to be paid at the time of sale or inheritance. Alternatively, interest-free payments
can be spread over months, permitting smaller monthly payments for those who qualify.
Jurisdictions can explore various options.

Planning and Zoning Boards

Jurisdictions should pay close attention to the importance of the relationship between the
membership of planning and zoning boards and the decisions they make regarding
neighborhood revitalization activities and lower-income housing site selection. Diversity in
representation of citizens in the community, including lower-income racial and ethnic groups,
gender categories, persons with disabilities, and families with children should be a basic
element of a jurisdiction’s efforts to AFFH.
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Building Codes (Accessibility)

Jurisdictions should include in their Al a review of the State and local building codes to
determine if they have incorporated accessibility requirements of Section 504, the Fair Housing
Act, Title Il of the Americans with Disabilities Act, etc. for both multifamily and single family
housing.

Private Sector

Under the broad term “private sector” are many specific aspects of the jurisdiction’s housing
market that should be examined to determine whether fair housing objectives are being
served.

The following housing market issues and activities are included under this heading:
1. Banking and insurance policies and practices pertaining to the financing, sale,

purchase, rehabilitation, and rental of housing that may affect the achievement of
fair housing choice

2. The sale and rental of housing and real estate practices such as blockbusting, deed
restrictions, trust or lease provisions, conversions of apartments to all-adult
occupancy, inaccessible design, or management firm “occupancy quotas”

3. Availability of programs that may be used to provide financial assistance to modify
privately owned housing to make it accessible to persons with disabilities and their
families and dissemination of information about such programs

4. The discriminatory provision of housing brokerage services.

Government policies and procedures that regulate, monitor, or otherwise impact rental, sales,
and property insurance practices can play a significant role in promoting fair housing choice.
Jurisdictions should seriously consider reviewing their current policies and procedures in light
of private sector practices to determine what, if any, changes might be made to strengthen
their role where private sector practices appear to discriminate or otherwise contribute to
restricted housing choice.
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Lending Policies and Practices
Government policies and procedures that regulate, monitor, or otherwise impact rental, sales,
and property insurance practices can play a significant role in promoting fair housing choice.

Until very recently, mortgage lending and real estate appraisal policies and practices were
openly discriminatory. Decisions as to property values, lending criteria, and related factors
frequently rested on the race or ethnicity of the applicant and the racial or ethnic identity of
the neighborhood in which the subject property was located. Lending policies and practices also
treated applicants differently based on gender. Because of the close relationship between
mortgage lending and appraisal activities, the policies and practices in one area significantly
impact those in the other area.

Appraisal and lending criteria that look at age, size, or minimum value of a dwelling in light of
“stability” factors—such as whether the neighborhood is homogeneous or changing culturally
or socially—may be more recent iterations of previous policies and criteria that referred openly
to neighborhood stability or change in terms of racial characteristics. Intentional or inadvertent
discrimination may result from the application of these criteria or from a variety of other
factors, some of which may be very difficult or impossible to detect in a fair housing review by a
regulatory or other agency.

Lending policies and requirements related to credit history, current credit rating, employment
history, and general character of applicants permit lenders to use a great deal of discretion and
in the process deny loans even though the prospective borrower would have been an
acceptable risk. In October 1992, the Federal Reserve Bank of Boston released a study of 131
Boston area lenders that shows that the subjectivity built into the loan process is a principal
cause of discrimination in lending. The study is based on the review of 3,062 loan applications.
The study concluded that, after controlling for all objective indicators of applicant risk, lenders
still rejected members of minority groups 56 percent more often than otherwise identical
Whites. For Whites, “compensating factors” are considered that result in loan approval at a
much higher rate than for Blacks or Hispanics.

Studies such as this clearly point to the need for affirmative action by lenders themselves to
look at their policies and practices and change the manner in which judgments are made by
every person who plays a role in the lending process.

Lenders may apply different terms for different applicants or for dwellings in different
neighborhoods. Frequently, the terms offered to Blacks or other minority borrowers have been
less favorable than those offered to nonminority borrowers. Often, however, the less favorable
terms have been the only ones available in the neighborhoods in which the minority borrowers
reside, or in which the dwellings they plan to purchase are located. These most often have been
minority neighborhoods. Often also, the limited lending options available in such
neighborhoods have been offered by lenders who operate only in such areas.

Because some banks or savings and loan institutions in cities will not make loans in minority
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neighborhoods, minority borrowers cannot benefit from competitive loan offerings available in
the larger market.

Home Mortgage Disclosure Act

The Home Mortgage Disclosure Act (HMDA) was enacted by Congress in 1975 and is
implemented by the Federal Reserve Board's Regulation C. The Act was implemented in
response to concerns about mortgage credit shortages in older urban neighborhoods
(particularly those with predominantly minority populations).

OnJuly 21, 2011, the rule-writing authority of Regulation C was transferred to the Consumer
Financial Protection Bureau (CFPB). This regulation provides the public loan data that can be
used to assist:

e in determining whether financial institutions are serving the housing needs of their
communities;

e public officials in distributing public-sector investments so as to attract private
investment to areas where it is needed; and in identifying possible discriminatory
lending patterns.

The Fair Housing Act applies to mortgage lending just as it does to other aspects of housing.
Lenders may not:

e Refuse to make a mortgage loan;

e Refuse to provide information regarding loans,

e Impose different terms or conditions on a loan (such as different interest rates, points,
or fees); or

e Discriminate in appraising property based on race, color, national origin, religion, sex,
familial status, or handicap.

Most banks and other lending institutions are required to report to the Federal Financial
Institutions Examination Council (FFIEC) on their lending practices. Information from the
Federal Financial Institutions Examination Council (FFIEC) is available to the public as Home
Mortgage Disclosure Act data (HMDA).

Information reported about the clients and the properties include data related to such
elements as race, gender, marital status, income level of the mortgagee, and location of the
dwelling by census tract, type of housing, value of housing, etc. The information required and
the manner of reporting has been modified a number of times since the adoption of the HMDA.
Collection information requirements continue to be modified to meet the changing needs of
those who utilize this information for the purposes intended by congress. Additionally, the
criteria that determine which institutions must report continue to be modified as well.
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HMDA data is filed with the regulatory agency given oversight for the particular type of financial
institution performing the reporting. These agencies include the Comptroller of the Currency,
the Federal Reserve Board, the Federal Deposit Insurance Corporation, the Office of Thrift
Supervision, or the National Credit Union Association. The Federal Financial Institutions
Examination Council (FFIEC) is directed by to act to compile annual data by census tract.

The disparities in homeownership across racial and ethnic lines reflect only the symptoms of
underlying impediments in the home mortgage application process. The Home Mortgage
Disclosure Act (HMDA) data was compiled for Davis County to better understand the barriers
that members of the protected class face in obtaining mortgages.
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All Originations
County (Davis)
Number of Loans
Median Loan Amount
State (Utah)
Number of Loans
Median Loan Amount
National
Number of Loans

Median Loan Amount

2010

12,836

$183,000

90,304

$177,000

6,743,289

$175,000

2011 2012

9,118 15,693

$175,000  $180,000

66,926 110,000

$167,000  $178,000

5,917,574 8,238,430

$168,000  $179,000

2013

11,085

$187,000

83,397

$181,000

7,058,554

$174,000

58

2014 2015 2016 2017

8,470 11,979 14,601 11,034

$196,000  $206,000  $220,000  $234,000

63,702 89,782 107,522 89,103

$190,000  $203,000 $216,000  $227,000

4,748,163 6,029,619 6,897,295 5,878,448

$181,000 $198,000 $209,000  $207,000

2018

10,492

$245,000

88,123

$245,000

5,714,446

$205,000

2019

16,105

$275,000

128,669

$265,000

7,288,638

$235,000



Davis County saw 40.1% of its loans originated for the purpose of purchasing a home and 59.9% for refinancing in 2019. Across the nation, 2019

saw a 4.1% growth in purchase loans, and a 70.5% increase in refinance mortgages, for an overall increase of 27.5% for all originations.

Purchase

County (Davis)
Number of Loans
Median Loan Amount
Percent of All Loans
State (Utah)

Number of Loans
Median Loan Amount
Percent of All Loans
National

Number of Loans
Median Loan Amount

Percent of All Loans

2010

3,266
$191,000

25.44%

26,212
$178,000

29.03%

2,181,851
$168,000

32.36%

2011

3,025
$179,000

33.18%

24,741
$168,000

36.97%

2,037,856
$166,000

34.44%

2012

4,302
$181,000

27.41%

32,697
$176,000

29.72%

2,306,579
$174,000

28%

2013

4,408
$204,000

39.77%

34,576
$197,000

41.46%

2,648,557
$187,000

37.52%

2014

5,210

$207,000

61.51%

39,201

$200,000

61.54%

2,772,003

$190,000

59

58.38%

2015

6,248
$216,000

52.16%

48,112
$211,000

53.59%

3,164,779
$200,000

52.49%

2016

7,124
$232,000

48.79%

55,166
$224,000

51.31%

3,507,634
$208,000

50.86%

2017

6,529
$251,000

59.17%

55,397
$243,000

62.17%

3,648,867
$216,000

62.07%

2018

6,201
$265,000

59.1%

55,033
$265,000

62.45%

3,698,859
$225,000

64.73%

2019

6,458
$285,000

40.1%

56,302
$285,000

43.76%

3,851,355
$235,000

52.84%



Refinance

County (Davis)
Number of Loans
Median Loan Amount
Percent of All Loans
State (Utah)

Number of Loans
Median Loan Amount
Percent of All Loans
National

Number of Loans
Median Loan Amount

Percent of All Loans

2010

9,570
$180,000

74.56%

64,092
$176,000

70.97%

4,561,438
$179,000

67.64%

11 source:
Data aggregated by:

2007 - 2019 Data Contains: Davis County, Utah

2011

6,093
$173,000

66.82%

42,185
$167,000

63.03%

3,879,718
$170,000

65.56%

2012

11,391
$180,000

72.59%

77,303
$179,000

70.28%

5,931,851
$181,000

72%

2013

6,677
$176,000

60.23%

48,821
$170,000

58.54%

4,409,997
$166,000

62.48%

2014

3,260

$178,500

38.49%

24,501

$174,000

38.46%

1,976,160

$167,000

60

41.62%

2015

5,731
$194,000

47.84%

41,670
$193,000

46.41%

2,864,840
$195,000

47.51%

2016

7,477
$208,000

51.21%

52,356
$206,000

48.69%

3,389,661
$210,000

49.14%

2017

4,505
$206,000

40.83%

33,706
$200,000

37.83%

2,229,581
$191,000

37.93%

2018

4,291
$205,000

40.9%

33,090
$195,000

37.55%

2,015,587
$175,000

35.27%

2019

9,647
$255,000

59.9%

72,367
$255,000

56.24%

3,437,283
$235,000

47.16%"



In Davis County 29.13% of home purchase loans originated were government-insured.

Government-Insured

Purchase 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019
County (Davis)

Number of Loans 2,098 1,646 1,986 1,652 1,871 2,641 2,768 2,267 1,717 1,881
Median Loan Amount $190,000 $176,000 $177,000 $196,000 $201,000 $212,000 $231,000 $248,000 $275,000 $295,000
Percent of All Loans 64.24%  54.41%  46.16% 37.48% 3591% 4227% 38.85% 34.72% 27.69% 29.13%
State (Utah)

Number of Loans 16,935 14,197 16,502 14,047 14,971 20,400 21,511 19,252 15,711 16,145
Median Loan Amount $174,000 $161,000 $167,000 $185,000 $187,000 $201,000 $215,000 $231,000 $255,000 $275,000
Percent of All Loans 64.61% 57.38% 5047% 40.63%  38.19% 424%  38.99%  34.75%  28.55%  28.68%
National

Number of Loans 1,149,391 1,011,164 1,029,647 993,674 1,001,607 1,230,898 1,340,552 1,304,666 1,187,255 1,250,420
Median Loan Amount $156,000 $151,000 $156,000 $163,000 $166,000 $177,000 $186,000 $193,000 $205,000 $215,000
Percent of All Loans 52.68%  49.62% 44.64% 37.52% 36.13% 38.89% 38.22%  35.76% 321%  32.47%
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FHA Purchase Loans
County (Davis)
Number of Loans
Median Loan Amount
Percent of All Loans
State (Utah)

Number of Loans
Median Loan Amount
Percent of All Loans
National

Number of Loans
Median Loan Amount

Percent of All Loans

2010

1,719
$185,000

52.63%

14,049
$173,000

53.6%

889,802
$153,000

40.78%

2011

1,312
$170,000

43.37%

10,821
$157,000

43.74%

717,049
$147,000

35.19%

2012

1,594
$168,000

37.05%

12,502
$164,000

38.24%

700,939
$151,000

30.39%

2013

1,142
$183,000

25.91%

9,848
$179,000

28.48%

623,515

$157,000

23.54%
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2014

1,198
$184,000

22.99%

9,686
$181,000

24.71%

584,315
$157,000

21.08%

2015

1,932
$201,000

30.92%

14,750
$196,000

30.66%

794,990
$170,000

25.12%

2016

1,962
$221,000

27.54%

15,601
$210,000

28.28%

866,731
$178,000

24.71%

2017

1,492
$232,000

22.85%

13,506
$226,000

24 .38%

811,482
$186,000

22.24%

2018

1,061
$255,000

17.11%

10,554
$245,000

19.18%

715,060
$195,000

19.33%

2019

1,111
$275,000

17.2%

10,717
$265,000

19.03%

755,092
$205,000

19.61%



Originations by Income

Lending by Borrower Income

6.4% of loans in Davis County were for borrowers whose income was less than 50% of the Metropolitan Statistical Area's (MSA) Median Family
Income in 2019 (<$42,500 for a family of four), and 24.05% were for borrowers with incomes between 50% and 80% of MSA income (542,500 -
$68,000). 31.36% of loans went to borrowers with incomes between 80% and 120% of area income ($68,000 - $102,000), and 33.11% went to

borrowers with incomes greater than 120% of area income ($102,000 or greater). MSA Median Family Income $85,000 in 2019 in this area.

Borrowers <50% of MSA Median

Income

County (Davis)
Number of Loans
Median Loan Amount
Percent of All Loans
State (Utah)

Number of Loans
Median Loan Amount
Percent of All Loans
National

Number of Loans
Median Loan Amount

Percent of All Loans

2010

789
$123,000

6.15%

6,918
$117,000

7.66%

461,498
$93,000

6.84%

2011

730
$115,000

8.01%

6,907
$107,000

10.32%

431,542
$90,000

7.29%

2012

1,042
$115,000

6.64%

9,064
$112,000

8.24%

571,749
$96,000

6.94%

2013

742

$119,000

6.69%

6,921

$115,000

8.3%

483,709

$94,000

63

6.85%

2014

630
$122,000

7.44%

5,422
$116,000

8.51%

316,871
$90,000

6.67%

2015

838
$128,000

7%

7,017
$124,000

7.82%

369,566
$98,000

6.13%

2016

793
$136,000

5.43%

7,396
$128,000

6.88%

361,661
$100,000

5.24%

2017

658
$145,000

5.96%

6,461
$135,000

7.25%

365,169
$103,000

6.21%

2018

604
$155,000

5.76%

6,707
$145,000

7.61%

462,246
$115,000

8.09%

2019

1,030
$195,000

6.4%

9,048
$175,000

7.03%

560,370
$135,000

7.69%



Borrowers 50%-80% of MSA
Median Income

County (Davis)
Number of Loans
Median Loan Amount
Percent of All Loans
State (Utah)

Number of Loans
Median Loan Amount
Percent of All Loans
National

Number of Loans
Median Loan Amount

Percent of All Loans

2010

2,694
$160,000

20.99%

19,950
$150,000

22.09%

1,173,311
$128,000

17.4%

2011

2,049
$149,000

22.47%

15,405
$142,000

23.02%

1,015,589
$124,000

17.16%

2012

3,366
$153,000

21.45%

23,654
$149,000

21.5%

1,368,277
$130,000

16.61%

2013

2,454
$158,000

22.14%

18,845
$152,000

22.6%

1,200,429

$127,000

17.01%
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2014

2,112
$163,000

24.94%

15,993
$157,000

25.11%

871,133
$128,000

18.35%

2015

2,790
$173,000

23.29%

21,461
$168,000

23.9%

1,063,612
$137,000

17.64%

2016

3,166
$180,000

21.68%

25,054
$177,000

23.3%

1,131,985
$143,000

16.41%

2017

2,708
$194,000

24.54%

23,403
$189,000

26.27%

1,108,133
$148,000

18.85%

2018

2,473
$215,000

23.57%

22,602
$205,000

25.65%

1,145,976
$155,000

20.05%

2019

3,874
$225,000

24.05%

31,198
$225,000

24.25%

1,350,276
$165,000

18.53%



Borrowers 80%-120% of

MSA Median Income
County (Davis)
Number of Loans
Median Loan Amount
Percent of All Loans
State (Utah)

Number of Loans
Median Loan Amount
Percent of All Loans
National

Number of Loans
Median Loan Amount

Percent of All Loans

2010

3,468
$183,000

27.02%

22,786
$177,000

25.23%

1,579,628
$163,000

23.43%

2011

2,353
$176,000

25.81%

16,769
$173,000

25.06%

1,338,537
$157,000

22.62%

2012

4,004
$180,000

25.51%

27,095
$180,000

24.63%

1,873,030
$165,000

22.74%

2013

3,088
$193,000

27.86%

21,952
$186,000

26.32%

1,623,314

$161,000

23%
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2014

2,522
$204,000

29.78%

18,163
$198,000

28.51%

1,145,180
$167,000

24.12%

2015

3,503
$214,000

29.24%

24,595
$211,000

27.39%

1,425,265
$180,000

23.64%

2016

4,440
$221,000

30.41%

30,474
$220,000

28.34%

1,614,494
$188,000

23.41%

2017

3,556
$240,000

32.23%

26,635
$235,000

29.89%

1,495,122
$193,000

25.43%

2018

3,404
$255,000

32.44%

26,880
$255,000

30.5%

1,470,430
$195,000

25.73%

2019

5,050
$275,000

31.36%

37,772
$275,000

29.36%

1,796,355
$215,000

24.65%



Borrowers > 120% of MSA

Median Income
County (Davis)
Number of Loans
Median Loan Amount
Percent of All Loans
State (Utah)

Number of Loans
Median Loan Amount
Percent of All Loans
National

Number of Loans
Median Loan Amount

Percent of All Loans

2010

4,265
$225,000

33.23%

29,991
$228,000

33.21%

3,078,751
$235,000

45.66%

2011

3,104
$223,000

34.04%

22,184
$228,000

33.15%

2,657,645
$232,000

44 .91%

2012

4,965
$231,000

31.64%

35,956
$237,000

32.69%

3,753,172
$239,000

45.56%

2013

3,671
$241,000

33.12%

28,609
$246,000

34.3%

3,236,426

$238,000

45.85%
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2014

2,811
$266,000

33.19%

21,488
$268,000

33.73%

2,183,572
$257,000

45.99%

2015

3,760
$272,000

31.39%

28,934
$279,000

32.23%

2,712,397
$273,000

44.98%

2016

5,082
$283,500

34.81%

37,248
$289,000

34.64%

3,241,375
$280,000

46.99%

2017

3,721
$300,000

33.72%

29,863
$306,000

33.52%

2,661,440
$284,000

45.27%

2018

3,826
$305,000

36.47%

30,008
$315,000

34.05%

2,503,147
$285,000

43.8%

2019

5,333
$335,000

33.11%

44,084
$345,000

34.26%

3,182,415
$315,000

43.66%



Lending by Tract Income

0% of loans in this area were in Census Tract(s) with median income(s) of less than 50% of the Metropolitan Statistical Area's (MSA) Median Family
Income in 2019 (<$42,500 for a family of four), and 8.39% were in tract(s) with income(s) between 50% and 80% of MSA income (542,500 -
$68,000). 48.51% of loans were in tracts with income(s) between 80% and 120% of area income ($68,000 - $102,000), and 43.1% went to residents
in tracts with incomes greater than 120% of area income ($102,000 or greater). MSA Median Family Income was $85,000 in 2019 in this area.

. , .
Tracts with <50% of MSA Median 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019

Income

County (Davis)

Number of Loans 0 0 2 6 2 0 5 0 5 0
Median Loan Amount N/A N/A N/A $136,000 N/A N/A $198,000 N/A $365,000 N/A
Percent of All Loans 0% 0% 0.01% 0.05% 0.02% 0% 0.03% 0% 0.05% 0%

State (Utah)

Number of Loans 295 237 1,061 1,006 722 1,008 1,155 1,067 1,508 2,739
Median Loan Amount $143,000 $137,000 $131,000 $132,000 $141,000 $154,000 $164,000 $168,000 $205,000 $245,000
Percent of All Loans 0.33% 0.35% 0.96% 1.21% 1.13% 1.12% 1.07% 1.2% 1.71% 2.13%
National

Number of Loans 49,455 41,991 93,962 95,727 70,299 87,365 102,628 118,850 138,134 158,051
Median Loan Amount $160,000 $158,000 $137,000 $134,000 $143,000 $163,000 $176,000 $165,000 $175,000 $195,000
Percent of All Loans 0.73% 0.71% 1.14% 1.36% 1.48% 1.45% 1.49% 2.02% 2.42% 217%
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Tracts with 50%-80% of MSA
Median Income

County (Davis)
Number of Loans
Median Loan Amount
Percent of All Loans
State (Utah)
Number of Loans
Median Loan Amount
Percent of All Loans
National
Number of Loans
Median Loan Amount

Percent of All Loans

2007

1,179
$158,000

8.73%

12,460
$140,000

11.71%

1,027,956
$141,000

13.28%

2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 20
961 1,051 803 505 1,922 1,510 927 1,318 1,558 1
$167,000 $164,000 $158,000 $140,000 $126,000 $128,500 $132,000 $139,000 $152,000 $174
8.7% 6.3% 6.26% 5.54% 12.25% 13.62% 10.94% 1% 10.67%
9,879 11,404 8,499 6,099 10,919 9,042 6,760 9,505 11,113 12
$148,000 $144,000 $138,000 $123,000 $129,000 $132,000 $137,000 $148,000 $159,000 $174
11.55% 9.73% 9.41% 9.11% 9.93% 10.84% 10.61% 10.59% 10.34% 14.
625,849 657,447 540,859 467,570 800,892 772,444 557,484 691,045 800,939 819
$135,000 $138,000 $135,000 $129,000 $132,000 $130,000 $134,000 $148,000 $160,000 $16C
11.15% 8.47% 8.02% 7.9% 9.72% 10.94% 11.74% 11.46% 11.61% 13.
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Tracts with 80%-120% of

MSA Median Income
County (Davis)
Number of Loans
Median Loan Amount
Percent of All Loans
State (Utah)
Number of Loans
Median Loan Amount
Percent of All Loans
National
Number of Loans
Median Loan Amount

Percent of All Loans

2007

8,386
$173,000

62.09%

64,335
$173,000

60.47%

3,943,334
$152,000

50.93%

2008

6,680
$180,000

60.47%

51,592
$182,000

60.31%

2,860,741
$152,000

50.98%

2009

10,007
$180,000

60.02%

69,069
$176,000

58.93%

3,755,576
$155,000

48.41%

2010

7,474
$175,000

58.23%

52,337
$169,000

57.96%

3,188,528

$152,000

47.28%
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2011

5,306
$164,000

58.19%

38,690
$157,000

57.81%

2,796,896
$145,000

47.26%

2012

8,156
$176,000

51.97%

62,741
$169,000

57.04%

3,493,352
$153,000

42.4%

2013 2014
5,856 4,408
$184,000 $188,000
52.83%  52.04%
48,471 37,779
$172,000 $180,000
58.12%  59.31%

3,086,745 2,129,487
$150,000 $157,000

43.73%  44.85%

2015

6,291
$197,000

52.52%

53,385
$193,000

59.46%

2,687,030
$171,000

44 .56%

2016

7,493
$211,000

51.32%

64,002
$205,000

59.52%

3,078,174
$182,000

44.63%

2071

$221,

48.4

48,
$220,

54.9

2,608,:
$183,
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Tracts with > 120% of MSA

Median Income
County (Davis)
Number of Loans
Median Loan Amount
Percent of All Loans
State (Utah)
Number of Loans
Median Loan Amount
Percent of All Loans
National
Number of Loans
Median Loan Amount

Percent of All Loans

2007

3,824
$210,000

28.31%

27,572
$227,000

25.92%

2,586,516
$214,000

33.41%

2008 2009
3,272 5,637
$222,000 $212,000
29.62%  33.21%
22,236 35,472
$234,000 $221,000
25.99%  30.26%

1,996,605 3,186,804
$216,000 $219,000

35.58%  41.08%

2010

4,559
$206,000

35.52%

29,077
$215,000

32.2%

2,915,477

$217,000

43.24%
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2011

3,307
$201,000

36.27%

21,881
$209,000

32.69%

2,573,088
$212,000

43.48%

2012

5,613
$213,000

35.77%

35,126
$227,000

31.93%

3,811,142
$224,000

46.26%

2013

3,713
$223,000

33.5%

24,832
$237,000

29.78%

3,077,586
$223,000

43.6%

2014

3,133
$240,000

36.99%

18,408
$254,000

28.9%

1,974,811
$236,000

41.59%

2015

4,369
$250,000

36.47%

25,835
$262,000

28.78%

2,548,643
$250,000

42.27%

2016

5,645
$261,000

37.98%

31,197
$276,000

29.01%

2,901,163
$261,000

42.06%

2071

4,
$274,

41.5

26,
$293,

29.3

2,323,
$264,

39.5



High-Cost Originations

In PolicyMap, a loan is considered high cost when a rate spread is reported. In the fourth quarter of 2009, HMDA changed its rules for reporting
rate spreads in an effort to more accurately capture high-cost lending activity. Therefore, data shown here separates the first three quarters of
2009 from the last quarter of 2009. The 2010 - 2019 data in the table below represents the rate spread rule change implemented in 2009Q4.
Change calculations between 2019 and years previous to 2010 should not be made due to the adjusted reporting rules implemented beginning in
the fourth quarter of 2009.

For 2004-2009Q3, the rate spread on a loan was the difference between the Annual Percentage Rate (APR) on the loan and the treasury security
yields as of the date of the loan's origination. Rate spreads were only reported by financial institutions if the APR was three or more percentage
points higher for a first lien loan, or five or more percentage points higher for a second lien loan. A rate spread of three or more suggested that a
loan was of notably higher cost than a typical loan.

For 2009Q4 and 2010 - 2019, the rate spread on a loan is the difference between the Annual Percentage Rate (APR) on the loan and the estimated
average prime offer rate (APOR). Rate spreads are only reported by financial institutions if the APR is more than 1.5 percentage points higher for a

first lien loan, or more than 3.5 percentage points higher for a second lien loan.

High-Cost Lending
9.34% of loans originated in this area were high-cost loans in 2019, compared to 9.54% of loans in Utah.
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High-Cost Loans 2010
County (Davis)
Number of Loans 106

Median Loan

Amount $138,500
Percent of All 0.83%
Loans
State (Utah)
Number of Loans 907
Median Loan $142.000

Amount

Percent of All

0,
Loans 1%

National

Number of Loans 145,203

Median Loan
Amount $88,000
Percent of All

(0]
Loans 2.15%

2011 2012 2013 2014

95 169 340 592

$151,000 $145,000 $164,500 $169,500

1.04% 1.08% 3.07% 6.99%

982 1,159 2,856 4,385

$143,000 $140,000 $162,000 $165,000

1.47% 1.05% 3.42% 6.88%

163,776 171,247 278,938 384,126

$99,000 $100,000 $126,000 $139,000

2.77% 2.08% 3.95% 8.09%

72

2015

538

$178,500

4.49%

4,170

$176,000

4.64%

313,732

$137,000

5.2%

2016

466

$179,000

3.19%

3,688

$178,000

3.43%

339,072

$147,000

4.92%

2017

460

$199,000

4.17%

4,093

$203,000

4.59%

370,162

$160,000

6.3%

2018

1,222

$170,000

11.65%

10,694

$170,000

12.14%

529,069

$155,000

9.26%

2019

1,504

$165,000

9.34%

12,270

$175,000

9.54%

624,758

$165,000

8.57%



High-Cost Lending by Loan Type

High-Cost Loans
Purchase

Number of Loans

Median Loan Amount
Percent of Purchase Loans
Refinance

Number of Loans

Median Loan Amount

Percent of Refinance Loans

2010

12
$175,000

0.37%

94
$131,500

0.98%

2011

23
$150,000

0.76%

72
$161,000

1.18%

2012

68
$146,500

1.58%

101
$140,000

0.89%

2013

245

$167,000

5.56%

95

$152,000

1.42%

2014

505

$172,000

9.69%

87

$138,000

73

2.67%

2015

457
$185,000

7.31%

81
$137,000

1.41%

2016

349

$189,000

4.9%

117

$147,000

1.56%

2017

350
$206,000

5.36%

110
$158,000

2.44%

2018

849
$200,000

13.69%

373
$65,000

8.69%

2019

840
$220,000

13.01%

664
$85,000

6.88%



High-Cost Lending by Race

Looking across high-cost loans originated in 2019 in this area, 88.76% were to Whites, 0.93% were to African Americans, 1.99% were to Asians,

and 10.97% were to Hispanics.

High-Cost

Loans to Whites

Number of Loans

Median Loan Amount
Percent of Loans to Whites
Percent of High-Cost Loans
Loans to African Americans
Number of Loans

Median Loan Amount

Percent of Loans to African
Americans

Percent of High-Cost Loans
Loans to Asians

Number of Loans

Median Loan Amount
Percent of Loans to Asians

Percent of High-Cost Loans

2007

1,679
$173,000
13.86%

86.55%

22

$165,500

18.97%

1.13%

23
$200,000
14.2%

1.19%

2008

574
$166,500
5.75%

91.26%

$160,000

9.88%

1.27%

N/A
2.07%

0.48%

200901 -
2009Q3

411
$162,000
3.03%

91.74%

N/A

3.96%

0.89%

$124,000
2.5%

1.12%

200904

13

$132,000

0.75%

92.86%

74

N/A

0%

0%

N/A

0%

0%

2010

98
$140,000
0.83%

92.45%

N/A

0%

0%

N/A
0.56%

0.94%

2011

90
$150,500
1.08%

94.74%

N/A

3.7%

2.11%

N/A
0%

0%

2012

154
$145,000
1.08%

91.12%

N/A

2.33%

1.18%

N/A
0%

0%

2013

309
$165,000
3.11%

90.88%

N/A

3.49%

0.88%

N/A
2.38%

1.18%

2014

543
$170,000
7.1%

91.72%

$182,000

9.72%

1.18%

$182,500
5.48%

1.35%

2015

502
$178,000
4.63%

93.31%

$170,000

5%

0.93%

N/A
2.26%

0.74%

2016

421
$177,000
3.22%

90.34%

N/A

3.64%

0.86%

$226,000
3.63%

1.93%

$1

$2



Loans to Hispanics

Number of Loans

Median Loan Amount

Percent of Loans to Hispanics
Percent of High-Cost Loans
Loans to Nonhispanics

Number of Loans

Median Loan Amount

Percent of Loans to Nonhispanics

Percent of High-Cost Loans

161
$168,000
24.77%

8.3%

1,598
$174,500
13.51%

82.37%

36
$158,000
8.04%

5.72%

551
$168,000
5.64%

87.6%

21
$139,000
4.09%

4.69%

402
$164,000
3.02%

89.73%

N/A $105,000
1.54% 1.36%

7.14% 5.66%

12 94

$133,500 $140,000

0.7% 0.81%

85.71%  88.68%

75

N/A
1.33%

4.21%

86
$161,000
1.04%

90.53%

10
$99,000
1.86%

5.92%

148
$145,000
1.05%

87.57%

24
$158,500
5.56%

7.06%

294
$164,500
3%

86.47%

41
$147,000
10.99%

6.93%

525
$172,000
6.92%

88.68%

61
$162,000
9.4%

11.34%

458
$179,500
4.33%

85.13%

46
$177,500
5.94%

9.87%

399
$179,000
3.12%

85.62%

$1

$2



High Cost Lending by Borrower Income

7.67% of loans in this area where the borrowers' income was less than 50% of the Metropolitan Statistical Area's (MSA) Median Family Income
were high cost in 2019 (<$42,500 for a family of four), and 12.47% of loans where borrowers' incomes were between 50% and 80% of MSA income
(542,500 - $68,000) were high cost. 9.72% of loans that went to borrowers with incomes between 80% and 120% of area income ($68,000 -
$102,000) were high cost, and 7.89% of loans that went to borrowers with incomes >120% of area income ($102,000 or greater) were high cost.
MSA Median Family Income was $85,000 in 2019 in this area.

o o [1)
SOOI D EEOWNEEY S0 BF | on 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019

MSA Median Income

County (Davis)

Number of Loans 10 8 28 49 69 49 36 39 81 79
Median Loan Amount $105,000 $116,500 $101,500 $121,000 $117,000 $129,000 $131,000 $131,000 $105,000 $165,000

0 3 0
% of Loans with Borrower, <50% MSA 1.27% 1.1%  2.69% 6.6% 1095%  5.85%  4.54%  593% 13.41%  7.67%

Median
State (Utah)
Number of Loans 97 137 167 435 641 469 370 347 864 896
Median Loan Amount $102,000 $103,000 $102,000 $122,000 $123,000 $127,000 $119,000 $129,000  $95,000 $130,000
Per"emOfLoa;ljs‘xt&E;ggwe“nc<50% 14%  1.98%  1.84%  629% 11.82%  6.68% 5%  537% 12.88%  9.9%
National
Number of Loans 18,282 21,934 23,771 34,046 44,173 36,673 33,551 36,167 55329 62,003
Median Loan Amount $55,000  $62,000 $65,000 $77,000 $83,000 $82,000 $82,000 $86,000 $95,000 $105,000

76



Percent of Loans with Borrower Inc <50%

MSA Median 3.96% 5.08% 4.16% 7.04%  13.94% 9.92% 9.28% 9.9% 11.97% 11.06%

High-Cost Loans to
Borrowers w/ 50%-80% 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019
of MSA Median Income
County (Davis)

Number of Loans 17 21 30 121 231 214 170 174 368 483
Median Loan Amount $131,000 $148,000 $148,500 $158,000 $156,000 $171,500 $167,000 $181,000 $175,000 $185,000
Percent of Loans with

Borrower Inc 50% - 80% 0.63% 1.02% 0.89% 4.93% 10.94% 7.67% 5.37% 6.43% 14.88% 12.47%
MSA Median
State (Utah)

Number of Loans 149 202 261 986 1,687 1,642 1,306 1,544 3,685 4,103
Median Loan Amount $121,000 $129,000 $140,000 $155,000 $157,000 $168,000 $164,000 $185,000 $170,000 $175,000
Percent of Loans with

Borrower Inc 50% - 80% 0.75% 1.31% 1.1% 5.23% 10.55% 7.65% 5.21% 6.6% 16.3% 13.15%
MSA Median
National

Number of Loans 26,950 33,992 36,846 72,387 109,492 90,232 92,767 101,929 139,069 154,977

Median Loan Amount $73,000 $85,000 $85,000 $110,000 $120,000 $121,000 $123,000 $133,000 $135,000 $145,000
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Percent of Loans with
Borrower Inc 50% - 80%
MSA Median

High-Cost Loans to
Borrowers w/ 80%-120%
of MSA Median
County (Davis)
Number of Loans
Median Loan Amount
Percent of Loans with
Borrower Inc 80% - 120%
MSA Median
State (Utah)
Number of Loans
Median Loan Amount
Percent of Loans with
Borrower Inc 80% - 120%
MSA Median
National

Number of Loans

Median Loan Amount

2.3% 3.35% 2.69% 6.03% 12.57% 8.48% 8.2% 9.2%

2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017

18 22 43 101 202 192 159 162

$80,000 $161,000 $145,000 $195,000 $194,000 $201,000 $210,000 $218,000

0.52% 0.93% 1.07% 3.27% 8.01% 5.48% 3.58% 4.56%

121 163 231 720 1,343 1,349 1,207 1,380

$155,000 $152,000 $150,000 $184,500 $190,000 $200,000 $201,000 $219,000

0.53% 0.97% 0.85% 3.28% 7.39% 5.48% 3.96% 5.18%

26,812 32,606 36,020 70,375 105,580 85218 97,228 113,359

$87,000 $102,000 $104,000 $137,000 $152,000 $153,000 $161,000 $172,000

78

12.14%

2018

439

$205,000

12.9%

3,727

$205,000

13.87%

155,685

$175,000

11.48%

2019

491

$195,000

9.72%

4,093

$205,000

10.84%

177,564

$175,000



Percent of Loans with
Borrower Inc 80% - 120% 1.7% 2.44% 1.92% 4.34% 9.22% 5.98% 6.02% 7.58% 10.59% 9.88%
MSA Median

High-Cost Loans to
Borrowers w/ > 120% 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019
of MSA Median Income
County (Davis)

Number of Loans 19 19 37 48 68 50 75 82 321 421
Median Loan Amount  $230,000 $212,000 $186,000 $232,500 $286,500 $240,000 $242,000 $285,500 $125,000 $125,000
Percent of Loans with
Borrower Inc > 120% 0.45% 0.61% 0.75% 1.31% 2.42% 1.33% 1.48% 2.2% 8.39% 7.89%

MSA Median
State (Utah)

Number of Loans 156 187 201 509 559 456 625 794 2,304 2,935

Median Loan Amount  $228,500 $217,000 $215,000 $240,000 $236,000 $231,500 $254,000 $289,000 $165,000 $185,000

Percent of Loans with

Borrower Inc > 120% 0.52% 0.84% 0.56% 1.78% 2.6% 1.58% 1.68% 2.66% 7.68% 6.66%
MSA Median
National

Number of Loans 43,478 49,046 55,224 84,821 110,460 82,343 100,344 112,185 172,522 212,563

Median Loan Amount  $116,000 $138,000 $137,000 $175,000 $197,000 $197,000 $211,000 $226,000 $205,000 $215,000

79



Percent of Loans with
Borrower Inc > 120% 1.41% 1.85% 1.47% 2.62% 5.06% 3.04% 3.1% 4.22% 6.89% 6.68%
MSA Median
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High Cost Lending by Tract Income

N/A of high-cost loans in this area where the Census Tract income was <50% of the Metropolitan Statistical Area (MSA) Median Family Income
were high cost in 2019 (<$42,500 for a family of four), and 17.25% where the Census Tract income was between 50% and 80% of the MSA Median
Family Income were high cost (542,500 - $68,000). 10% of loans where the Census Tract income was between 80% and 120% of the MSA Median
Family Income were high cost (568,000 - $102,000), and 7.06% of loans where the Census Tract income was >120% of the MSA Median Family
Income were high cost (5102,000 or greater). MSA Median Family Income $85,000 in 2019 in this area.

High-Cost Loans to
Borrowers in Tracts with

<50% of MSA Median 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019

Income

County (Davis)
Number of Loans 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0
Median Loan Amount N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A
Pﬁ;"figgz/:ﬁg:\mg;fd NA  N/A N/A 0% N/A N/A 0% N/A 0% N/A

State (Utah)

Number of Loans 4 2 14 54 79 82 55 89 211 292
Median Loan Amount N/A N/A $130,500 $120,000 $132,000 $148,500 $124,000 $157,000 $115,000 $145,000

Percent of Loans with Tract

0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0,
Inc <50% MSA Median 1.36% 0.84% 1.32% 5.37% 10.94% 8.13% 4.76% 8.34% 13.99% 10.66%

National

Number of Loans 2,268 2,274 3,989 6,799 10,190 8,729 9,374 14,201 21,100 22,550
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Median Loan Amount $71,000 $79,000 $73,000 $98,000 $118,500 $117,000 $123,000 $131,000 $135,000 $145,000

Percent of Loans with Tract

0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0,
Inc <50% MSA Median 4.59% 5.42% 4.25% 7.1% 14.5% 9.99% 9.13% 11.95% 1528% 14.27%

High-Cost Loans to
Borrowers in Tracts
with 50%-80% of MSA
Median Income

2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019

County (Davis)
Number of Loans 7 4 53 82 119 102 113 86 212 233
Median Loan Amount  $112,000 N/A $114,000 $127,500 $136,000 $137,000 $149,000 $165,500 $150,000 $175,000

Percent of Loans with

Tract Inc 50% - 80% 0.87% 0.79% 2.76% 5.43% 12.84% 7.74% 7.25% 78% 2211% 17.25%
MSA Median
State (Utah)

Number of Loans 115 114 188 512 784 712 675 940 2,372 2,546
Median Loan Amount  $111,000 $104,500 $116,500 $133,000 $137,000 $145,000 $150,000 $182,000 $157,500 $175,000
Percent of Loans with
Tract Inc 50% - 80% 1.35% 1.87% 1.72% 5.66% 11.6% 7.49% 6.07% 7.3% 19.25% 15.73%

MSA Median

National
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Number of Loans

Median Loan Amount

Percent of Loans with
Tract Inc 50% - 80%

MSA Median

High-Cost Loans to
Borrowers in Tracts

with 80%-120% of MSA

Median Income
County (Davis)
Number of Loans
Median Loan Amount
Percent of Loans with
Tract Inc 80% - 120%
MSA Median

State (Utah)

Number of Loans

Median Loan Amount

21,821

$69,000

4.03%

2010

71

$127,000

0.95%

568

$134,500

23,500 28947 51,468 77,104 63,941 69,905 86,020 113,713 128,077

$75,000 $80,000 $102,000 $117,000 $116,000 $125,000 $138,000 $145,000 $145,000

5.03% 3.61% 6.66% 13.83% 9.25% 8.73% 10.5% 14.42% 13.46%

2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019

68 79 193 361 325 246 256 650 781

$147,000 $152,000 $177,000 $175,000 $186,000 $188,000 $199,000 $175,000 $175,000

1.28% 0.97% 3.3% 8.19% 5.17% 3.28% 4.79% 12.56% 10%

595 666 1,813 2,901 2,761 2,383 2,414 6,231 6,950

$134,000 $138,000 $165,000 $169,000 $178,000 $181,000 $206,000 $180,000 $185,000
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Percent of Loans with

Tract Inc 80% - 120% 1.09%
MSA Median

National

Number of Loans 82,408
Median Loan Amount $85,000

Percent of Loans with
Tract Inc 80% - 120% 2.58%
MSA Median

High-Cost Loans to Borrowers in
Tracts with > 120% of MSA Median
Income

County (Davis)

Number of Loans

Median Loan Amount

Percent of Loans with Tract Inc > 120%
MSA Median

State (Utah)
Number of Loans

Median Loan Amount

1.54% 1.06% 3.74% 7.68% 5.17% 3.72% 493% 12.87% 9.92%

93,676 87,999 142,857 197,511 162,957 176,606 182,389 255,228 298,868

$94,000 $96,000 $120,000 $133,000 $133,000 $141,000 $154,000 $155,000 $165,000

3.35% 2.52% 4.63% 9.28% 6.06% 5.74% 6.99% 10.09% 9.43%

2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019

28 23 37 65 111 111 107 118 360 490

$176,500 $208,000 $189,000 $205,000 $204,000 $192,000 $231,000 $235,000 $155,000 $145,000

0.61% 0.7% 0.66% 1.75% 3.54%  2.54% 1.93%  2.57% 8.27% 7.06%

219 269 291 474 617 612 575 649 1,880 2,482

$180,000 $198,000 $189,000 $222,000 $210,000 $217,000 $233,000 $264,000 $170,000 $185,000
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Percent of Loans with Tract Inc > 120%
MSA Median

National

Number of Loans

Median Loan Amount

Percent of Loans with Tract Inc > 120%
MSA Median

0.75%

36,540

1.23%

42,504

0.83%

48,600

1.91%

75,575

3.35%

97,223

2.37%

76,412

1.84%

81,882

2.48%

86,637

7.26%

139,028

6.25%

175,263

$124,000 $137,500 $136,000 $164,000 $176,000 $177,000 $190,000 $207,000 $185,000 $195,000

1.25%

1.65%

1.28%

2.46%
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4.92%

3%

2.82%

3.73%

6.16%

5.82%



Originations for Purchase

Purchase Originations

In 2019, the typical loan originated for the purchase of a home was for $285,000.

Purchase 2010
All Purchase

Number of Loans 3,266
Median Loan Amount $191,000
Percent of All Loans 25.44%

High-Cost
Purchase

Number of Loans 12
Median Loan Amount $175,000

Percent of Purchase

0.37%
Loans
Prime Purchase
Number of Loans 3,254

Median Loan Amount $191,000

Percent of Purchase

99.63%
Loans

2011

3,025
$179,000

33.18%

23

$150,000

0.76%

3,002

$179,000

99.24%

2012

4,302
$181,000

27.41%

68

$146,500

1.58%

4,234

$182,000

98.42%

2013

4,408
$204,000

39.77%

245

$167,000

5.56%

4,163

$206,000

94.44%

2014

5,210
$207,000

61.51%

505

$172,000

9.69%

4,705

$212,000

90.31%

86

2015

6,248
$216,000

52.16%

457

$185,000

7.31%

5,791

$220,000

92.69%

2016

7,124
$232,000

48.79%

349

$189,000

4.9%

6,775

$234,000

95.1%

2017

6,529
$251,000

59.17%

350

$206,000

5.36%

6,179

$255,000

94.64%

2018

6,201
$265,000

59.1%

849

$200,000

13.69%

5,352

$275,000

86.31%

2019

6,458
$285,000

40.1%

840

$220,000

13.01%

5,618

$295,000

86.99%



Piggyback Purchase Loans by Loan Type

Piggyback loans, also known as 80-20 loans, are multiple mortgage transactions, where a buyer obtains at least two loans in order to purchase a

home. The second loan finances that part of the purchase price not being financed by the first loan. The 80-20 or piggyback loan has been used to

avoid underwriting standards held by most lenders that require private mortgage insurance (or PMI) when less than a 20% down payment is made

by the buyer. Studies suggest that these transactions have a higher risk of default and foreclosure as the homebuyers have little or no equity at risk.

HMDA data does not explicitly identify 80-20 or piggyback loans; this is an analytic performed by PolicyMap.

The typical piggyback loan for the purchase of a home in this area was for $250,000, and made up 1.75% of purchase loans made here. Across all

purchase loans, the median purchase loan amount was for $285,000.

Piggyback Loans

Total

Number of Loans

Median Loan Amount
Percent of Purchase Loans
High-Cost Piggyback Loans
Number of Loans

Median Loan Amount
Percent of Piggyback Loans
Prime Piggyback Loans

Number of Loans

2010

N/A

0.12%

N/A

25%

2011

N/A

0.13%

N/A

0%

2012

7
$172,000

0.16%

0
N/A

0%

2013

22
$192,000

0.5%

7
$176,000

31.82%

15

87

2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019

117 124 110 128 136 113
$192,000 $218,000 $225,500 $456,000 $240,000 $250,000

2.25% 1.98% 1.54% 1.96% 2.19% 1.75%

66 63 42 1 130 106

$184,500 $189,000 $186,000 N/A  $240,000 $250,000

56.41% 50.81%  38.18% 0.78%  95.59%  93.81%

51 61 68 127 6 7



Median Loan Amount N/A N/A  $172,000 $193,000 $212,000 $256,000 $246,000 $456,000 $255,000 $260,000

Percent of Piggyback Loans 75% 100% 100%  68.18%  43.59% 49.19% 61.82%  99.22% 4.41% 6.19%

88



Loans for Manufactured Housing
Loans for the purchase or refinance of manufactured housing, also known as mobile homes, are often structured differently than for conventional

housing, and so are presented as a separate category in PolicyMap.

In this area, there were 63 loans originated for manufactured housing in 2019, representing 0.39% of the total loan activity.

Manufactured Housing Loans

County (Davis)
Number of Loans
Median Loan Amount
Percent of All Loans
State (Utah)

Number of Loans
Median Loan Amount
Percent of All Loans
National

Number of Loans
Median Loan Amount

Percent of All Loans

2010

34
$38,500

0.26%

752
$82,000

0.83%

97,948
$62,000

1.43%

2011

25
$34,000

0.27%

695
$83,000

1.03%

89,193
$61,000

1.48%

2012

23
$40,000

0.15%

867
$90,000

0.78%

100,777
$64,000

1.21%

2013

18
$66,500

0.16%

749
$103,000

0.89%

110,056

$68,000

1.54%

89

2014

11
$67,000

0.13%

711
$108,000

1.1%

96,747
$69,000

2%

2015

18
$90,500

0.15%

815
$109,000

0.9%

107,788
$73,000

1.76%

2016

17
$96,000

0.12%

932
$114,000

0.86%

115,598
$79,000

1.65%

2017

50
$43,000

0.45%

975
$117,000

1.08%

124,522
$80,000

2.07%

2018

51
$55,000

0.49%

1,174
$125,000

1.31%

145,791
$85,000

2.49%

2019

63
$35,000

0.39%

1,213
$135,000

0.93%

153,774
$95,000

2.07%



While 0.39% of loans in the area were for manufactured housing, this category represented 0.35% of the loans to Whites, 0% of loans to African
Americans, 0.71% of loans to Asians, and 1.38% of loans to Hispanics.

Manufactured Housing Loans
Loans to Whites
Number of Loans

Median Loan Amount
Percent of Loans to Whites
Percent of Manufactured Loans
Loans to African Americans
Number of Loans
Median Loan Amount
Percent of Loans to African Americans

Percent of Manufactured Loans
Loans to Asians
Number of Loans

Median Loan Amount
Percent of Loans to Asians
Percent of Manufactured Loans

Loans to Hispanics

2010

33
$37,000
0.28%

97.06%

N/A
0%

0%

N/A
0%

0%

2011

21
$34,000
0.25%

84%

N/A
1.82%

4%

N/A
0%

0%

2012

19
$43,000
0.13%

82.61%

N/A
1.15%

4.35%

N/A
0.43%

4.35%

90

2013

17
$72,000
0.17%

94.44%

N/A
0%

0%

N/A
0%

0%

2014

7
$98,000
0.09%

63.64%

N/A
0%

0%

N/A
0%

0%

2015

15
$92,000
0.14%

83.33%

N/A
0%

0%

N/A
0%

0%

2016

12
$109,500
0.09%

70.59%

N/A
0.9%

5.88%

N/A
0%

0%

2017

49
$43,000
0.5%

98%

N/A
0%

0%

N/A
0%

0%

2018

37
$55,000
0.4%

72.55%

N/A
0.85%

1.96%

N/A
0%

0%

2019

47
$45,000
0.35%

74.6%

N/A
0%

0%

N/A
0.71%

3.17%



Number of Loans 7 5 5 1 2 0 4 13 8 13
Median Loan Amount $30,000 $34,000 $48,000 N/A N/A N/A N/A  $27,000 $40,000 $35,000
Percent of Loans to Hispanics 1.56% 1.63%  0.92% 0.23% 0.53% 0% 0.51% 1.88% 1.17% 1.38%
Percent of Manufactured Loans 20.59% 20% 21.74% 5.56% 18.18% 0%  23.53% 26% 15.69% 20.63%

Loans to Nonhispanics

Number of Loans 26 17 12 12 6 14 11 34 35 42

Median Loan Amount $44,500 $34,000 $42,500 $107,000 $93,000 $105,000 $119,000 $43,000 $55,000 $45,000
Percent of Loans to Nonhispanics 0.22% 0.21%  0.09% 0.12%  0.08% 0.13% 0.09% 0.36% 0.39% 0.32%
Percent of Manufactured Loans 76.47% 68% 52.17%  66.67% 54.55% 77.78% 64.71% 68% 68.63% 66.67%

12

12 policyMap derived all data provided in this report from a public database of lending activity, collected by the FFIEC and mandated by the Home
Mortgage Disclosure Act (HMDA) of 1975. HMDA requires most mortgage lenders located in metropolitan areas to collect data about their housing-
related lending activity, report the data annually to the government, and make the data publicly available.

Data in this report include originated loans made for the purchase and refinance of owner-occupied, one-to-four family dwellings, or, where
specified, for the purchase or refinance of manufactured housing. When performing aggregations and calculations on the HMDA data, medians
were not calculated and percents were not computed where the count of loan events of that type or the denominator of the calculation was less than
five. These places are identified on the map as having Insufficient Data. If a cell in a table contains N/A, the data are not available or have been
suppressed according to these rules.

Depending on the size of the area selected for this report, the above values capture data for the census tracts, counties, etc, in which at least 50%
of their areas are contained. For custom areas, such as radii, custom regions, school districts, and political districts, the HMDA data in this report
was calculated by summing the following component Counties in 2000 for years 2007-2011: Davis; Counties in 2010 for 2012 - 2019: Davis. For
more information on HMDA data in PolicyMap, see the related entries for HMDA (Home Mortgage Disclosure Act) in our Data Directory.

Two changes implemented in the processing of the 2009 HMDA data include: 1. Separation of 2009Q1-2009Q3 from 2009Q4 lending data
concerning rate spread reporting (high-cost and prime loans), and 2. Suppression of median home loan amounts for manufactured home loans. The
separation of data for the first three quarters of 2009 from the last quarter for loans with or specifically without rate spreads is due to the fact that
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HMDA changed its rules for reporting rate spreads in the fourth quarter of 2009 in an effort to more accurately capture the current high-cost lending
activity. The suppression of median home loan amounts for manufactured homes is due to the high incidence of error notations in the manufactured
home loan data in 2009. In the 2010-2019 data, all information regarding loans with or specifically without rate spreads is reported according to the
2009Q4 reporting rules. Because of the relative lack of error notations in the manufactured home loan data in 2010 and 2011, median manufactured
home loans were only suppressed in cases where the count of loan events of that type or the denominator of the calculation was less than five.
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A party who believes they have been a victim of illegal discrimination, based on their
membership in one of the federally protected classes, during a housing related transaction, may
file a complaint with the Department of Housing and Urban Development (HUD). When a
complaint is filed, HUD will investigate the complaint and tries to conciliate the matter with
both parties. The Office of Fair Housing and Equal Opportunity (FHEU) administers and enforces
federal laws and establishes policies that ensure all Americans have equal access to the housing
of their choice.

In addition to general fair housing discrimination complaints, HUD accepts specific complaints
that violate Section 504 of the Rehabilitation Act of 1973, which prohibits programs or
organizations that receive federal funds from discriminating against persons with disabilities. In
relation to housing, this means that any housing program that accepts federal funds must
promote equal access of units, regardless of disability status. Both mental and physical
handicap are included in Section 504.

An example of a Section 504 violation is a public housing manager who demands a higher
housing deposit to a person in a wheelchair because of the anticipated damage that a
wheelchair may cause. This violates Section 504 in that a person cannot be held to different
standards or liabilities due to disability.

Complaints that are in violation of Section 504 are filed and processed in the same manner as
general fair housing complaints.
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Public and Private Sector

Fair Housing Enforcement

Effective fair housing enforcement lies at the heart of a comprehensive program to
affirmatively further fair housing. The structure of this program varies among communities
based on community size and resources.

To assure good standing for HUD’s Community Planning and Development (CPD) programs,

the jurisdiction should address any and all concerns expressed by HUD in contract conditions
that relate to fair housing and equal opportunity performance as required by the laws and
regulations governing these programs. These concerns include any and all court decisions
relating to fair housing and other civil rights laws to which the jurisdiction or the PHA is subject.

Informational Programs

All jurisdictions, regardless of whether they have completed an Al, should be conducting
education and outreach activities. FHP is not comprehensive if it fails to address the lack of
knowledge in the general public and among Government and other community officials and
leaders about actions constituting discriminatory behavior, fair housing laws, and fair housing
objectives.

Jurisdictions should regularly assess the effectiveness of such activities in informing people of
their rights and responsibilities and in reducing the kinds of prejudice and intolerance that lead
to discriminatory actions.

Specific efforts to change the way programs have been administered are essential in situations
where a determination of unlawful segregation or other housing discrimination is made by a
court or where HUD makes a finding of noncompliance regarding assisted housing within a
jurisdiction. These programs should describe clearly and completely each of the steps the
jurisdiction and other affected administering agencies are undertaking to address the
determination or finding. They should emphasize those actions that will entail revising or
developing new policies and procedures in response to court or HUD requirements.

Visitability in Housing
HUD endorses the “visitability” concept, which is a voluntary standard promoted by the
Department in new construction and existing properties.

Visitability means that:
1. atleast one entrance is at grade (no step), approached by an accessible route, such as a
sidewalk and

2. the entrance door and all interior doors on the first floor are at least 34 inches wide,
offering 32 inches of clear passage space.
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Visitability allows mobility impaired residents to visit families and friends where this would not
otherwise be possible. A visitable home also serves persons without disabilities (for example, a
mother pushing a stroller, a person delivering large appliances, a person using a walker, etc.).

One difference between “visitability” and “accessibility” is that accessibility requires that all
features of a dwelling unit be made accessible for mobility impaired persons. A visitable home
provides less accessibility than an accessible home, and is meant to be those units not required
to be accessible.
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4.Assessment of Current Public and Private Fair
Housing Program

Census data, HMDA data, and state and federal complaints provide a statistical basis related to
fair housing issues. There may also be situations where discrimination or other unfair housing
practices occur, but go unreported. To elicit a deeper understanding of fair housing issues
within a community, an analysis of community policies and perspectives can provide a more
detailed assessment of the community; extending the analysis beyond just the reported
statistics. This section reviews local laws, policies, programs, and a survey/public outreach
effort, to understand the community’s perspective as it relates to fair housing issues.

HUD Five-Year Consolidated Plan

The U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development (HUD) requires each entitlement
jurisdiction to complete a Consolidated Plan and certify compliance with the Consolidated Plan
Final Rule.

The Consolidated Plan is intended to:

e Serve as the long-range planning document for affordable housing development and
community service funding;

e Provide priorities for funding for HUD programs and strategies for implementing the
priorities;

e Be an accessible tool to measure the effect of the local funding strategies

Davis County, Utah, receives an annual entitlement allocation from the U.S. Department of
Housing and Urban Development’s (HUD) Community Development Block Grant (CDBG)
program. The Consolidated Plan provides direction on the investment of CDBG dollars over the
next five years, from 2021 — 2025. Additionally, each year, the County will produce an Annual
Action Plan that details how the County will carry out the goals and objectives identified in this
Plan.

A key feature of these grants is the County's ability to choose how the funds will be used. HUD
provides a broad range of eligible activities that can be utilized with CDBG funding. The County
must determine which of the eligible activities will best serve the needs of the community. HUD
requires grantees to develop a Five-Year Consolidated Plan to determine the most pressing
needs and develop effective, place-based market-driven strategies to meet those needs.

When developing a Consolidated Plan, the County must first analyze the needs within Davis
County and then propose strategies to meet those needs.

Goal: Public Facilities and Improvements
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Public Facilities and Improvements are publicly-owned facilities and infrastructure such as
streets, playgrounds, underground utilities, and buildings owned by non-profits open to the
general public. Safe and accessible infrastructure is essential to the quality of life and building
communities that support community diversity and stability. In general, public facilities and
public improvements are interpreted to include all facilities and improvements that are publicly
owned or owned by a nonprofit and open to the general public. Acquisition, construction,
reconstruction, rehabilitation, and installation of public facilities and improvements are eligible
activities.

Davis County's goal to improve and expand public facilities may include, but is not limited to:

e ADA Improvements

e Senior Centers

e Homeless and Domestic Violence Facilities

e Neighborhood Facilities

e Emergency Management/Disaster Recovery Facilities
e Street Improvements

e Fire Stations

e Health Facilities

Goal: Housing

Davis County is committed to improving and expanding access to safe and affordable housing
for low- and moderate-income (LMI) residents. Affordable and safe housing helps to provide
financial stability, reduces the chances of a person becoming homeless, and promotes housing
sustainability.

The County currently has a successful down payment assistance program, emergency roof
repair program, and emergency rehabilitation program administered through Davis County
Housing Authority. Additionally, the County has provided assistance to LMI households who
need home repair due to land subsidence.

Davis County's projects to improve housing sustainability may include, but are not limited to:

e Homeownership Assistance

e Rehabilitation (single-unit residential and/or multi-family residential)
e Energy efficiency improvements

e Acquisition

e The administrative cost for rehabilitation activities

e Lead-based paint testing/abatement

e Housing counseling
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Goal: Public Services

Public services can strengthen communities by addressing the needs of specific

populations. Public services are an integral part of a comprehensive community development
strategy. They can address a range of individual needs and increase CDBG dollars' impact by
complementing other activities.

Davis County may allocate up to 15% of CDBG funds to public services programs that provide
supportive services to low- to moderate-income persons or prevent homelessness.

Davis County projects may include, but are not limited to:

e Employment services (e.g., job training)

e Crime prevention and public safety

e Child care

e Health services

e Substance abuse services (e.g., counseling and treatment
e Fair housing counseling

e Education programs

e Energy conservation

e Services for senior citizens

e Services for homeless persons

e Welfare services (excluding income payments)
e Recreational services

Goal: Economic Development

Creating economic opportunities and jobs are among the key CDBG activities that help support
sustainable and vibrant communities. Davis County may have projects in the 2021-2025
Consolidated Plan that help to support microenterprise development for low- and moderate-
income residents.

Microenterprise development.

Microenterprises range in type and capacity. They include a range of service providers and
retail businesses that typically serve a specific need of their community. Some examples are the
home-based daycare provider, the roving automobile mechanic, or the hairdresser who serves
the neighborhood. Some microenterprise businesses are operated part-time by owners who
want or need to supplement their income.

e These are activities designed to foster the development, support, and expansion of
microenterprise businesses owned by low- and moderate-income persons.

e A microenterprise is a commercial enterprise with five or fewer employees, one or more
of whom owns the enterprise.

e A “person developing a microenterprise” refers to a person who has expressed an
interest and who is, or after an initial screening process is expected to be, actively
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working toward developing a business that will be a microenterprise at the time it is
formed.

Eligible microenterprise activities may include the provision of:

e Grants, loans, loan guarantees, and other forms of financial support for the
establishment, stabilization, and expansion of microenterprises

e Technical assistance, advice, and business services to owners of microenterprises and
persons developing microenterprises

e General support to owners of microenterprises and persons developing
microenterprises, including child care, transportation, counseling, and peer support
groups

e Training and technical assistance or other support services to increase the capacity of
grantees or subrecipients to carry out microenterprise activities

e Projects may provide financial assistance, technical assistance, or general support
services to owners and developers or microenterprises

Goal: Administration

Administering federal funds and ensuring compliance is a critical part of utilizing federal
resources. Davis County is committed to using CDBG entitlement funding for administration to
help to continue growing a community development program that is efficient, effective, and
resourceful.

Davis County may have administration projects that include, but are not limited to:

e General management, oversight, and coordination

e Providing local officials and citizens with information about the CDBG program
e Preparing budgets and schedules

e Preparing reports and other HUD-required documents

e Program planning

e Public Information

e Monitoring program activities

e Fair Housing activities

e Indirect costs

e Submission of applications for Federal programs
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Davis Community Housing Authority

The Davis Community Housing Authority serves the entire county and many members of
protected classes, especially minority, disabled and single parent households. They own or
manage about 269 units across the county and there over 850 Housing Choice Voucher and
location-based vouchers. There are currently over 2,100 families on the waiting list for one of
their programs (either Section 8 or public housing). At the time of application, the applicant is
informed that the wait will probably be two years long. It’s a shorter wait for public housing
units (318 on waiting list) than for the Section 8 vouchers. And for specifically for Rosewood
Housing (658 on waiting list). The biggest single problem facing Davis County affordable housing
is that federal funding is constantly being cut for their programs.

Within Davis County a majority of subsidized housing projects are located in Layton and
Clearfield. Rent assisted projects are targeted toward members of protected classes and are
largely located in the north. Years of rent-assisted projects in the same areas have led to
concentrations of low-income minority renters. Although these areas do not currently qualify
for RCAP or ECAP they could cross that threshold at any time without shifting current policies
and trends on a regional level.

Section 8 vouchers can be an extremely effective tool in reducing concentrations of low- income
households. This was the intent of the voucher choice program when it was introduced in 1974.
Sometimes voucher holders are discriminated against by landlords who are unwilling to accept
Section 8 vouchers. This is clearly against the law in Utah but difficult to enforce. Vouchers are
used to subsidize a voucher holder rent consequently voucher holder must located where rental
housing is available. Furthermore, since the voucher holder’s rental options are limited, in most
cases, to rental units priced at or below Fair Market Rent.
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5.Conclusions and Recommendations

Davis County is committed to eliminating racial and ethnic segregation, illegal physical and
other barriers to persons with disabilities and other discriminatory practices in housing.

The County works to:

e Analyze and eliminate housing discrimination

e Promote fair housing choice for all persons

e Provide opportunities for inclusive patterns of housing occupancy regardless of race,
color, religion, sex, familial status, disability and national origin

e Promote housing that is structurally accessible to, and usable by, all persons, particularly
persons with disabilities

e Foster compliance with the nondiscrimination provisions of the Fair Housing Act.

Impediments to fair housing choice are

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

e Any actions, omissions, or decisions that have this effect.

Policies, practices, or procedures that appear neutral on their face but which operate to deny or
adversely affect the provision of housing to persons of a particular race, color, religion, sex,
disability, familial status, or national origin may constitute such impediments.

Impediments include actions or omissions in the jurisdiction’s public or private housing sector
that:

e Constitute violations, or potential violations, of the Fair Housing Act

e Community resistance when minorities, persons with disabilities and/ or low-income
persons first move into white and/or moderate- to high- income areas

e Community resistance to the siting of housing facilities for people with disabilities in
residential neighborhoods based on their disabilities

e Have the effect of restricting housing opportunities on the basis of race, color, religion,
sex, disability, familial status, or national origin.
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Impediments to Fair Housing Choice and Action Steps

As a recipient of HUD CDBG Entitlement funds, the Davis County is committed to Affirmatively
Further Fair Choices for all residents. This Al has provided an assessment of County’s population
demographics, RCAPs, employment trends, housing market conditions, educational attainment,
housing needs, foreclosures and evictions, and private lending practices, which provides a
framework to identify impediments to fair housing choice and corrective actions.

Although many issues that affect fair housing choice have been identified, the County is limited
in resources and ability to impact all areas. Davis County recognizes the following impediments
which may have a direct and substantial impact on fair housing choice and are within the
County’s ability to impact.

IMPEDIMENT #1 - Limited English Proficiency

Fair Housing brochures, webpage and materials are printed mostly in English, limiting the
available of Fair Housing information to non-English speaking persons. There is a need to
improve language access for people with Limited English-speaking proficiency who seek
information regarding Fair Housing.

Goal: Provide consistent and even Fair Housing services, outreach and support to all citizens
and program applicants.

Action Items

e Develop a Language Assistance Plan (LAP). Expand Davis County’s HUD-funded
programs’ outreach to include Spanish translation and outreach to Spanish-speaking
citizens, Davis County’s largest minority group. Federal policies under Title VI of the
1964 Civil Rights Act set benchmarks by which jurisdictions like Davis County must
assure meaningful access to federally funded services.

e Partner with the Utah Hispanic Chamber to promote the County’s HUD funded
programs to the Hispanic community.

e Translate the County’s Community Development Block Grant (CDBG) webpage and vital
HUD-funded program documents in Spanish; and print from HUD’s website and make
available informational pamphlets and Fair Housing brochures for LEP individuals.

e Continue to provide citizens with consistent Spanish translation services. Utilizing a
private contractor to test and certify employees, so that quality translation services are
available to LEP individuals.

IMPEDIMENT #2 - Lack Familiarity with Fair Housing Act

Many landlords are not aware of their responsibilities to provide “reasonable accommodations”
as required by the Fair Housing Act. The number of disabled individuals in Davis County is
estimated at 23,000 individuals, about 11% of the population. Under the Fair Housing Act
housing providers must make “reasonable accommodations in rules, policies practices, or
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services when such accommodations may be necessary to afford a person with a disability the
equal opportunity to use and enjoy a dwelling.” Currently over one-third of all rental housing in
Davis County is a detached single-family unit. Many of the landlords who are renting homes or
small “mom and pop” housing providers are not aware of the full implications of the Fair
Housing Act and the “reasonable accommodations” provision.

Goal: Increase awareness and compliance with Fair Housing laws.
Action Items:

e Work with state agencies and Disability Law Center to promote fair housing educational
opportunities.

e Work with the Utah Apartment Association’s to increase attendance at Fair Housing
Tradeshow.

e Promote April as Fair Housing Month to increase the public’s awareness of the Fair
Housing Act. Display posters at Davis Countyoffices and provide posters to partners.

e Utilize the FHEO logo in County’s documents to raise awareness of Fair Housing.

e Provide citizens with fair housing information utilizing the Fair Housing and Housing
Affordability outreach flyers.

e Partner with other the municipalities in Davis County and Utah Disability Law Center to
provide education on renters’ rights.

e Promote renters’ advocacy groups and when necessary refer them to the Disability Law
Center and/or Utah Anti-discrimination and Labor Division for legal counsel.

e Encourage housing developers (nonprofit and for-profit) to purchase and rehab
foreclosed properties.

IMPEDIMENT #3 — Lack of informational and outreach activities

IMPEDIMENT #4 — Lack of record maintenance of fair housing activities

e Actions take to eliminate identified impediments

e Description of the financial and in-kind support for fair housing projects

e Integration of identified impediments and progress to address impediments into the
Annual Action Plan and CAPER process.
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6.Signature for Davis County

By my signature | certify that the Analysis of Impediments to Fair Housing Choice for Davis
County is in compliance with the intent and directives of the regulations of the Community
Development Block Grant Program regulations.

Certifying Individual

Date
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APPENDIX B - Housing and Related Laws

File a Complaint

Utah Antidiscrimination & Labor Division
160 East 300 South, 3rd Floor PO Box 146630
Salt Lake City, UT 84114-6630

Phone: 801-530-6801

Fax: 801-530-7609

Email: fh@utah.gov
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Statutes

Fair Housing Act

42 U.S.C. §% 3601-19

Title VIII of the Civil Rights Act of 1968 (Fair Housing Act), as amended, prohibits discrimination
in the sale, rental, and financing of dwellings, and in other housing-related transactions,
because of race, color, religion, sex, familial status, national origin, and disability. It also
requires that all federal programs relating to housing and urban development be administered
in a manner that affirmatively furthers fair housing.

Title VI of the Civil Rights Act of 1964

42 U.S.C. § 2000d-1

Title VI prohibits discrimination on the basis of race, color, and national origin in programs and
activities receiving federal financial assistance.

Section 504 of the Rehabilitation Act of 1973

29 U.S.C. § 794

Section 504 prohibits discrimination based on disability in any program or activity receiving
federal financial assistance.

Section 508 of the Rehabilitation Act of 1973

29 U.S.C. § 794d

Section 508 requires federal agencies to ensure that the electronic and information technology
they develop, procure, or use allows individuals with disabilities to have ready access to and use
of the information and data that is comparable to that of individuals without disabilities.

Title Il of the Americans with Disabilities Act of 1990

42 U.S.C. §§ 12131 —-12165

Title Il of the ADA prohibits discrimination based on disability in programs and activities
provided or made available by public entities. HUD enforces Title Il with respect to housing-
related programs and activities of public entities, including public housing, housing assistance
and housing referrals.

Title 11l of the Americans with Disabilities Act of 1990

42 U.S.C. §12181—-12189

Title Ill of the ADA prohibits discrimination based on disability in the goods, services, facilities,
privileges, advantages, and accommodations of places of public accommodations owned,
leased, or operated by private entities. The Department of Justice enforces Title Il of the ADA,
but certain HUD recipients and private entities operating housing and community development
programs are covered by Title Ill of the ADA.

Architectural Barriers Act of 1968
42 U.S.C. § 4151 et seq.
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The Architectural Barriers Act requires that buildings and facilities designed, constructed,
altered, or leased with certain federal funds after September 1969 must be accessible to and
useable by persons with disabilities.

Section 109 of Title | of the Housing and Community Development Act of 1974

42 U.S.C. § 5309

Section 109 prohibits discrimination on the basis of race, color, national origin, sex, and religion
in any program or activity funded in whole or in part under Title | of the Community
Development Act of 1974, which includes Community Development Block Grants.

Title IX of the Education Amendments Act of 1972

20 U.5.C. §§ 1681-83, 1685-88

Title IX prohibits discrimination on the basis of sex in any education programs and activities that
receive federal financial assistance. HUD enforces Title IX when it relates to housing affiliated
with an educational institution.

Violence Against Women Act

42 U.S.C. § 14043e-11

VAWA provide housing protections for victims of domestic violence, dating violence, sexual
assault, and stalking in many of HUD’s housing programs. VAWA also requires the
establishment of emergency transfer plans for facilitating the emergency relocation of certain
tenants who are victims of domestic violence, dating violence, sexual assault, or stalking.

Age Discrimination Act

42 U.S.C. §§ 6101 -6107

The Age Discrimination Act of 1975 prohibits discrimination on the basis of age in programs and
activities receiving federal financial assistance.

107



Executive Orders

Executive Order 11063

Equal Opportunity in Housing

Executive Order 11063, issued on November 20, 1962, prohibits discrimination in the sale,
leasing, rental, or other disposition of properties and facilities owned or operated by the
federal government or provided with federal funds.

Executive Order 12892

Leadership and Coordination of Fair Housing in Federal Programs: Affirmatively Furthering
Fair Housing

Executive Order 12892, issued on January 17, 1994, requires federal agencies to affirmatively
further fair housing in their programs and activities, and provides that the Secretary of HUD will
be responsible for coordinating the effort.

Executive Order 12898

Federal Actions to Address Environmental Justice in Minority Populations and Low-Income
Populations

Executive Order 12898, issued on February 11, 1994, requires that each federal agency conduct
its program, policies, and activities that substantially affect human health or the environment in
a manner that does not exclude or otherwise subject persons to discrimination based on race,
color, or national origin.

Executive Order 13166

Improving Access to Services for Persons With Limited English Proficiency

Executive Order 13166, issued on August 11, 2000, requires each federal agency to take steps
to ensure that eligible persons with limited English proficiency are provided meaningful access
to all federally-assisted and federally-conducted programs and activities.

Executive Order 13217

Community Based Alternatives for Individuals With Disabilities

Executive Order 13217, issued on June 18, 2001, requires federal agencies to evaluate their
policies and programs to determine if any can be revised or modified to improve the availability
of community-based living arrangements for persons with disabilities.
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Regulations

Accessibility Standards for Design,
Construction, and Alteration of Publicly
Owned Residential Structures

24 C.F.R. part 40

Affirmative Fair Housing Marketing
24 C.F.R. part 108

24 C.F.R. part 110

24 C.F.R. part 200, subpart M

24 C.F.R. § 203.12(b)(3)

Affirmatively Furthering Fair Housing
24 C.F.R. §§5.150—-5.168

Certification and Funding of State and

Local Fair Housing Enforcement Agencies

24 C.F.R. part 115

Collection of Data
24 C.F.R. part 121

Discriminatory Conduct Under the Fair
Housing Act
24 C.F.R. part 100

Equal Access Rule
24 C.F.R. § 5.105
24 C.F.R. § 5.106

Fair Housing Act Complaint Processing
24 C.F.R. part 103

Fair Housing Poster
24 C.F.R. part 110

Fair Housing Initiatives Program
24 C.F.R. part 125

Information and Communication
Technology Standards and Guidelines
36 C.F.R. part 1194
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Nondiscrimination and Equal Opportunity
in Housing Under Executive Order 11063
24 C.F.R. part 107

Nondiscrimination Based on Handicap in
Federally-Assisted Programs and Activities
of the Department of Housing and Urban
Development

24 C.F.R. part 8

Nondiscrimination in Federally-Assisted
Programs of the Department of Housing
and Urban Development — Effectuation of
Title VI of the Civil Rights Act of 1964

24 C.F.R. part1

Nondiscrimination in Programs and
Activities Receiving Assistance under Title |
of the Housing and Community
Development Act of 1974

24 C.F.R. part 6

Nondiscrimination on the Basis of Age in
HUD Programs or Activities Receiving
Federal Financial Assistance

24 C.F.R. part 146

Nondiscrimination on the Basis of
Disability in State and Local Government
Services

28 C.F.R. part 35

Nondiscrimination on the Basis of Sex in
Education Programs or Activities Receiving
Federal Financial Assistance

24 C.F.R. part 3

Protection for Victims of Domestic
Violence, Dating Violence, Sexual Assault,
or Stalking

24 C.F.R. §§ 5.2001 —5.2011
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