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CHAPTER I.
INTRODUCTION

AFFIRMATIVELY FURTHERING FAIR HOUSING

Equal access to housing choice is crucial to America’s commitment to equality and opportunity for all. Title
VIl of the United States Civil Rights Act of 1968, more commonly known as the Fair Housing Act, provides
housing opportunity protection by prohibiting discrimination in the sale or rental of housing on the basis
of race, color, religion, sex, and national origin. The Act was amended in 1988 to provide stiffer penalties,
establish an administrative enforcement mechanism and to expand its coverage to prohibit discrimination
on the basis of familial status and disability. The U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development
(HUD), specifically HUD’s Office of Fair Housing and Equal Opportunity (FHEO), is responsible for the
administration and enforcement of the Fair Housing Act and other civil rights laws.

Provisions to affirmatively further fair housing (AFFH) are basic long-standing components of HUD’s
housing and community development programs. The AFFH requirements are derived from Section 808(e)
(5) of the Fair Housing Act which requires the Secretary of HUD to administer the Department’s housing
and urban development programs in a manner to affirmatively further fair housing.!

In 2015, HUD published a final rule on Affirmatively Furthering Fair Housing, which outlines procedures
that jurisdictions and public housing authorities who participate in HUD programs must take to promote
access to fair housing and equal opportunity. This rule stipulates that grantees and housing authorities
take meaningful actions to overcome patterns of segregation and foster inclusive communities free from
barriers that restrict access to opportunity based on protected class characteristics. Under HUD's final
rule, grantees must take actions to:

e Address disparities in housing need;

e Replace segregated living patterns with integrated and balanced living patterns;

e Transform racially and ethnically concentrated areas of poverty into areas of opportunity; and
e Foster and maintain compliance with civil rights and fair housing laws.

To assist grantees and housing authorities affirmatively further fair housing, HUD provides publicly-
available data, maps, and an assessment tool to use to evaluate the state of fair housing within their
communities and set locally-determined priorities and goals. HUD’s final rule mandated that most
grantees begin submitting to HUD an assessment developed using these tools in 2017; however, a 2018
HUD notice extended that deadline until at least October 2020. The notice further required that grantees
instead prepare and keep on file a current “Analysis of Impediments to Fair Housing Choice” (Al).

In an Al, local communities that receive HUD entitlement grant funds evaluate barriers to fair housing
choice and develop and implement strategies and actions to overcome any identified impediments based

1 U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development Office of Fair Housing and Equal Opportunity. Fair Housing Planning Guide:
Volume 1 (Chapter 1: Fair Housing Planning Historical Overview, Page 13). March 1996.



on their individual histories, circumstances, and experiences. Through this process, local entitlement
communities promote fair housing choices for all persons, including classes protected under the Fair
Housing Act, and provide opportunities for racially and ethnically inclusive patterns of housing occupancy,
identify structural and systemic barriers to fair housing choice, and promote housing that is physically
accessible and usable by persons with disabilities.

HUD will presume that the grantee is meeting its obligation and certification to affirmatively further fair
housing by taking actions that address the impediments, including:

e Analyzing and eliminating housing discrimination within the jurisdiction;

e Promoting fair housing choice for all persons;

e Providing opportunities for racially and ethnically inclusive patterns of housing occupancy;

e Promoting housing that is physically accessible to all persons to include those persons with
disabilities; and

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

Through its Community Planning and Development (CPD) programs, HUD’s goal is to expand mobility and
widen a person’s freedom of choice. The Department also requires Community Development Block Grant
(CDBG) program grantees to document AFFH actions in the annual performance reports that are
submitted to HUD.

Mosaic Community Planning assisted Spartanburg County, the City of Spartanburg, and the Spartanburg
Housing Authority with the preparation of this Analysis of Impediments to Fair Housing Choice. This Al
follows the requirements in HUD'’s Fair Housing Planning Guide but is also compliant with the regulations
and assessment tool established in HUD’s 2015 final rule. In several chapters, it incorporates the maps
and data developed by HUD for use by grantees as part of the Affirmatively Furthering Fair Housing final
rule.

DEFINITIONS

Affirmatively Further Fair Housing — In keeping with the latest proposed guidance from HUD, to
Affirmatively Further Fair Housing Choice (AFFH) is to comply with “the 1968 Fair Housing Act’s obligation
for state and local governments to improve and achieve more meaningful outcomes from fair housing
policies, so that every American has the right to fair housing, regardless of their race, color, national origin,
religion, sex, disability or familial status.”?

Fair Housing Choice - In carrying out this Analysis of Impediments to Fair Housing Choice, the County, City,
and Housing Authority used the following definition of “Fair Housing Choice”:

e The ability of persons of similar income levels to have available to them the same housing choices
regardless of race, color, religion, sex, national origin, familial status, or handicap.

2 U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development. “HUD Publishes New Proposed Rule on Affirmatively Furthering Fair
Housing Choice.” Press Release No. 13-110. July 19, 2013.



Impediments to Fair Housing Choice - As adapted from the HUD Fair Housing Planning Guide,
impediments to fair housing choice are understood to include: 3

e 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.

e 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.

Protected Classes — The following definition of federally protected classes is used in this document:

e Title VIII of the Civil Rights Act of 1968 prohibits housing discrimination based on race, color,
national origin or ancestry, sex, or religion. The 1988 Fair Housing Amendments Act added familial
status and mental and physical handicap as protected classes.

Affordable — Though local definitions of the term may vary, the definition used throughout this analysis
is congruent with HUD’s definition:

e HUD defines as "affordable" housing that costs no more than 30% of a household's total monthly
gross income. For rental housing, the 30% amount would be inclusive of any tenant-paid utility
costs.

e For homeowners, the 30% amount would include the mortgage payment, property taxes,
homeowners insurance, and any homeowners’ association fees.

DATA SOURCES

Decennial Census Data — Data collected by the Decennial Census for 2010 and 2000 is used in this
Assessment (older Census data is only used in conjunction with more recent data in order to illustrate
trends). The Decennial Census data is used by the U.S. Census Bureau to create several different datasets:

e 2010 and 2000 Census Summary File 1 (SF 1) — This dataset contains what is known as “100%
data,” meaning that it contains the data collected from every household that participated in
the Census and is not based on a representative sample of the population. Though this dataset
is very broad in terms of coverage of the total population, it is limited in the depth of the
information collected. Basic characteristics such as age, sex, and race are collected, but not
more detailed information such as disability status, occupation, and income. The statistics are
available for a variety of geographic levels with most tables obtainable down to the census
tract or block group level.

e 2000 Census Summary File 3 (SF 3) — Containing sample data from approximately one in every
six U.S. households, this dataset is compiled from respondents who received the “long form”
Census survey. This comprehensive and highly detailed dataset contains information on such

3 U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development Office of Fair Housing and Equal Opportunity. Fair Housing Planning Guide:
Volume 1 (Chapter 2: Preparing for Fair Housing Planning, Page 2-17). March 1996.



topics as ancestry, level of education, occupation, commute time to work, and home value.
The SF 3 dataset was discontinued for the 2010 Census, but many of the variables from SF 3
are included in the American Community Survey.

American Community Survey (ACS) — The American Community Survey is an ongoing statistical survey
that samples a small percentage of the U.S. population every year, thus providing communities with more
current population and housing data throughout the 10 years between censuses. This approach trades
the accuracy of the Decennial Census Data for the relative immediacy of continuously polled data from
every year. ACS data is compiled from an annual sample of approximately 3 million addresses rather than
an actual count (like the Decennial Census’s SF 1 data) and therefore is susceptible to sampling errors.
This data is released in two different formats: single-year estimates and multi-year estimates.

e ACS Multi-Year Estimates — More current than Census 2010 data, this dataset is one of the
most frequently used. Because sampling error is reduced when estimates are collected over
a longer period of time, 5-year estimates will be more accurate (but less recent) than 3-year
estimates. ACS datasets are published for geographic areas with populations of 20,000 or
greater. The 2012-2016 ACS 5-year estimates are used most often in this assessment.




CHAPTER 2.
COMMUNITY PARTICIPATION PROCESS

COMMUNITY ENGAGEMENT OVERVIEW

An important component of the research process for this Analysis of Impediments to Fair Housing Choice
involved gathering input regarding fair and affordable housing conditions, perceptions, and needs in
Spartanburg and Spartanburg County. The City, County, and Housing Authority used a variety of
approaches to achieve meaningful public engagement with residents and other stakeholders, including
public meetings, focus groups, interviews, and a communitywide survey.

Public Meetings

Two meetings open to the general public were held to inform the community about and gather
information for the Analysis of Impediments to Fair Housing Choice. Each meeting began with a short
presentation providing an overview of the Al, related fair housing law, how to access HUD-provided fair
housing data, and ways to provide input for the study. The remainder of the meetings consisted of an
interactive discussion of fair housing, neighborhood conditions, and community resources in Spartanburg
and Spartanburg County. A total of 9 members of the public attended the two meetings. Meeting dates,
times, and locations are shown below:

Public Meeting #1 Public Meeting #2

Monday, June 18, 2018 Tuesday, June 19, 2018

6:30 PM 6:30 PM

Cleveland Park Events Center Spartanburg Community College Auditorium
141 North Cleveland Park Drive 220 East Kennedy Street

Spartanburg, SC 29303 Spartanburg, SC 29302

In addition to these two public meetings, the Spartanburg Housing Authority held a third meeting for its
residents. This meeting began with a short overview of the Al content and process and then moved into
a discussion of fair housing, neighborhood conditions, and community resources in the city and county.
Twenty-three residents attended the meeting, whose date, time, location is shown below:

Housing Authority Resident Meeting
Tuesday, August 7, 2018

10:30 AM

Archibald Rutledge Senior Center
764 North Church Street
Spartanburg, SC 29303



Focus Groups

Working with local nonprofit organizations, the City, County, and Housing Authority also held two focus
groups targeted to various types of households. Like the public meetings, the focus groups began with an
explanation of the Analysis of Impediments to Fair Housing Choice, related fair housing laws, and ways to
participate in the study. Focus group leaders than facilitated a discussion of fair and affordable housing
needs, neighborhood conditions, and community resources in the city and county. A total of 24 people
participated in the focus groups. Meeting dates, times, and locations are shown below:

Focus Group #1 Focus Group #2

Monday, June 18, 2018 Wednesday, June 20, 2018
10:00 AM Noon

Middle Tyger Community Center Upstate Family Resource Center
84 Grocer Road 1850 Old Furnace Road

Lyman, SC 29365 Spartanburg, SC 29316

Stakeholder Interviews

During the week of June 18, 2018, individual and small group stakeholder interviews were held at the
Spartanburg County Community Development Office and Spartanburg Community College. For people
unable to attend an in-person interview, telephone interviews were offered. Stakeholders were identified
by the Spartanburg County Community Development Department, City of Spartanburg Neighborhood
Services and the Spartanburg Housing Authority. They represented a variety of viewpoints including fair
housing/legal advocacy, housing, affordable housing, community development and planning, education,
employment, homelessness, people with disabilities, seniors, and others.

Interview invitations were made by email and/or phone to about 60 stakeholders. Thirty-one people
participated in an interview, and several invitees participated in other manners, such as by attending a
public meeting, hosting a focus group, or taking the community survey. Organizations from which one or
more representatives participated in the development of this Al include:

e (City of Spartanburg Department of Public Safety

e (City of Spartanburg Neighborhood Services

e (City of Spartanburg Planning and Zoning (2 interviewees)
e (City of Spartanburg Property Maintenance and Housing Inspections
e Forrester Center for Behavioral Health

e Habitat for Humanity

e The Haven, Inc.

e Hispanic Alliance (2 interviewees)

e League of Women Voters

e Middle Tyger Community Center

e New Day, Inc. of Spartanburg

e Northside Development Group

e Piedmont Care, Inc.

e ReGenesis CDC



e SAFE Homes Rape Crisis Coalition

e Spartanburg Association of Realtors (2 interviewees)
e Spartanburg County Administration

e Spartanburg County Environmental Enforcement

e Spartanburg County Planning and Development Department (2 interviewees)
e Spartanburg County Veteran’s Affairs Department

e Spartanburg School District 7

e Spartanburg Soup Kitchen

e USC Upstate

e United Housing Connection

e Upstate Family Resource Center

e Upstate Workforce Investment Board

e Urban League of the Upstate

o Wofford College

e  World of Change Ministries

Community Survey

The fourth method of obtaining community input was a 26-question survey available to the general public,
including people living or working in Spartanburg and Spartanburg County, and other stakeholders. The
survey was available online and in hard copy from early June through early August 2018. A Spanish
translation was also available online and in hard copy. Paper copies were available at the Al public
meetings and focus groups and at several community events held during the summer of 2018. The
Spartanburg County Community Development Department had a booth with surveys available at a first-
time homebuyers seminar and a Juneteenth celebration. City of Spartanburg Neighborhood Services
hosted a booth with activities and surveys at a community-wide back to school event. A total of 250 survey
responses were received, including two in Spanish.

Public Comment Period and Hearing

The City of Spartanburg, Spartanburg County, and the Spartanburg Housing Authority will hold a 45-day
public comment period and public hearings to receive input on the draft Analysis of Impediments in
January and February 2019. Further details about the comment period, including any public comments
received, will be included here in the final draft of this document.

Publicity for Community Engagement Activities

A variety of approaches were used to advertise the Al planning process and related participation
opportunities to as broad an audience as possible. Notice was given to residents through a public notice
in the Spartanburg Herald-Journal, on the Spartanburg County Community Development Department’s
website, the City of Spartanburg Neighborhood Services website, on Nextdoor, through a press release to
local news outlets, and through flyers placed in public places. Flyers were also emailed to all stakeholder
organizations invited to participate in interviews, as well as other local organizations. In all meeting

10



advertisements, information for anyone needing special accommodations (including translation,
interpretation, and services for people with disabilities) was provided, but none were requested.

A website was also developed for the project with information about the study, how to participate, and
how to find out additional information about CDBG and other HUD programs and requirements. The site
had more than 1,000 visitors as of October 2018.

COMMUNITY ENGAGEMENT RESULTS

A total of 337 people participated in the community engagement process used to develop this Al. Twenty-
four participated in interviews, 22 attended a public meeting or focus group, and 71 responded to the
survey.

For the community participation process, the consulting team developed a standard question set for use
in public meetings, focus groups, and interviews. Listed below are the summarized comments from
interview participants and meeting/focus group attended, as well as a summary of survey results. All input
was considered in development of this Al, and no comments or surveys were not accepted. Note that
these comments do not necessarily reflect the views of the Housing Authority, Spartanburg County or the
City of Spartanburg.

Public Meeting and Focus Groups

1. What do you like best about your neighborhood? What keeps you there? What neighborhood
qualities would you look for if you were to move?

o Like living in the country — it is quiet, safe, clean

e Live in the same old farmhouse was raised in —would never consider moving

e Moving is trouble and expensive

e House is paid for and couldn’t sell it and have enough to buy in a better neighborhood

¢ Would move to be nearer to family; family and social networks are important

e Interaction with diverse group of neighbors

¢ Wasimportant to have a garage and yard and other creature comforts when last looked for a new
home

e Maintenance; building is well taken care of

¢ You have to make a stand somewhere — commit to a place and stay there and make the best of it

e Reluctance to “start over” if moved to a different area

2. What are the greatest fair housing needs in the community? Are there parts of the city or county that
are particularly affected?

e There’s not enough housing for seniors

e For seniors, a home that may be affordable on two pensions or social security incomes can
suddenly become unaffordable if one spouse dies or goes to a nursing home

¢ Home repairs and assistance with affording repairs

e Rent often costs as much as a mortgage

11



¢ Homelessnessis not just a city issue, occurs in the suburbs too; People live in tents because there’s
not enough affordable housing
e The market for construction of small single-family homes, like mill houses, is gone

What parts of Spartanburg and Spartanburg County are generally seen as areas of opportunity? What
makes them attractive places to live? What barriers might someone face in moving to one of these
high opportunity areas?

e East side of Spartanburg — several grocery stores within one mile, new schools, jobs, retail,
hospital, and public transportation

e West side of Spartanburg — Westgate Mall, good schools, interstate access

e North side of Spartanburg — public transportation, medical offices, drug store

e Moore — brand new subdivisions

e South Converse

e Proximity to Department of Social Services, job services, businesses and shopping

e Some historical conditioning about where people live that contributes to ongoing segregation

e County is not as diverse; segregation in terms of where people live between the city and county

Do residents of similar incomes generally have the same range of housing options? Are there any
barriers other than income/savings that might impact housing choices?

e People with disabilities would have different needs related to accessibility which would limit their
choices

e Reality is that some groups aren’t likely to have the same jobs or income as one another;
relationships, alma maters, collegiate affiliations, churches, and family connections will all
influence the type of job you get and where you live

e Can be an unwillingness to share information here; it’s hard to have conversations about race.

Are you aware of any housing discrimination? What are some things that can be done to overcome
discrimination?

e Discrimination happens; called about an apartment as was told it wasn’t available, but a white
friend was able to get through

e “Acrookis not a crook until he is caught;” Landlords will continue taking advantage until they are
caught

e Had a lawsuit related to not getting an apartment but hasn’t heard about the outcome of it yet

e Lack of access to housing has a ripple effect, impacting crime and homelessness

Are people in the area segregated in where they live? What causes this segregation to occur?

e Segregation is somewhat ingrained in local culture — reflected in where you go to church and
social networks starting as a child

e People choose to live in the same area as others of their nationality

e There are clusters of Hispanic families; this especially occurs when they don’t have legal
immigration status; Hispanics with legal status are fairly evenly dispersed within the community

12



e Area is still pretty segregated; people may work with a diverse group of coworkers but social
networks are generally not as diverse; changing somewhat with downtown revitalization

e There’s a disconnect between what’s happening in rural areas (Chesnee, Inman, Landrum) and
what’s happening in Spartanburg

7. lsthere an adequate supply of housing that is accessible to people with disabilities?

e Generally, options are pretty poor

¢ Someone who lives in a Housing Authority property or has a voucher and knows their rights can
get accommodations

e Tenants may know they can request accommodations but landlords won’t make them despite the
law

e Critical tie-in between housing, transportation, and employment opportunities; your life can be
very limited without these

e May be related to supportive service and medical care needs as well

e Housing Authority applied for 500 mainstream vouchers and funding for housing for people with
mental disabilities; also receiving $200,000 in tenant-based rental assistance (TBRA) from County
particularly for housing for elderly residents and people with a disability

8. What types of fair housing services (education, complaint investigation, testing, etc.) are offered in
the area? How well are they coordinated with the work of other organizations in the community?

e South Carolina Legal Services offers some workshops at the library

e People don’t know where to go for help

e Alot of people haven’t thought about this since they’ve never been in the situation of needing to
know

9. Are public resources (e.g., parks, schools, roads, police & fire services, etc.) available evenly
throughout all neighborhoods?

e Ifthe County hadn’t spent so much to build a new courthouse, think how much affordable housing
could have been built

e City and county should put money into fixing up the things that people pay taxes to support rather
than building new buildings; tax revenue should go to where it’s most needed

e Perception about resource distribution depends on where you live; City may focus on one
neighborhood (ex: Northside, Highland) and then other neighborhoods complain

e« Sometimes resource distribution depends on more than city or county; relationships with
nonprofits may bring in investment

e Can be difficult to make an impact with limited CDBG funding; it may make sense to concentrate
investment in one area for a few years in order to see a change (example: money the County put
into Una over 5-7 years)

¢ Spending is influenced by elected officials’ priorities

e Some participants do say resource distribution is fair

10. Is there anything we haven’t discussed that you feel is important to our research?

13



e Grant-based programs won’t serve home repair needs for people living in mobile homes

Stakeholder Interviews

1.

What are the greatest fair housing needs in the community? Are there parts of the city or county that
are particularly affected?

e Banks appraise homes differently on the north versus the south side of Spartanburg; makes it
difficult to build in south Spartanburg or sell your home there; impedes neighborhood
revitalization

e Rent hopping — people can only afford a place for a month; They get cleaned up then move on
and default on the lease; More common in the city (examples: tents are set up at a dollar store %
mile from City Hall, people sleep on the ramp at the old car dealership in the same area, near the
medical center people have set up camps)

e There is some affordable housing but it’s not in good condition

o Close to downtown there is not affordable housing

o Inthe county near distribution centers there are jobs but not housing nearby; these areas
are not served by public transportation

o No housing near IH corridor, what exists is in poor condition

e Need affordable housing with livable conditions, heat/air condition, parking not in the yard, etc.;
Lower income areas are worse; No rental registration

e Quality of City’s rental stock is an issue; tenants won’t report housing problems because they
don’t want government officials or the police in their homes

e Landlords skirt the line of what they are legally allowed to do to get someone to move out of a
unit

e Requirements change for renters when ownership changes (IDs, paperwork, etc.), can be
challenging, especially for families with children

e Households with vouchers have difficulty finding places to use them

¢ No affordable housing for very low income group

e Spartanburg’s housing market is very affordable; there are livable, good condition affordable
homes available for $60,000 — but supply is limited

o Affordability: $700 is the lowest rent you can pay for anything that’s decent

e County is affected by lack of affordable housing, especially subsidized

e Need more affordable housing for families, and preference is for vouchers rather than physical
units; There is such a shortage of vouchers and they don’t move around much

e Education about finance, interest rates; There is redevelopment, but previous residents who were
displaced can’t afford the new housing

e« Homebuyer education and financial counseling (credit repair, financial stability, etc.) are needs,
especially for low and moderate income populations

e Lack of variety of housing for housing, especially low-income. Services are not close to affordable
housing

o East and west sides have access
o North is improving but needs grocery/drug store

14



o South side is lacking. Education and information about job programs and programs for
kids is needed in Highland area
e Transportation connection is often lacking between affordable neighborhoods and employment
centers

What are Spartanburg and Spartanburg County’s areas of opportunity? What makes them attractive
places to live? What barriers might someone face in moving to one of these high opportunity areas?

e Converse Heights is popular with young couples
e Converse Heights and Duncan Park on the Eastside; Park Hills and Camelot on the Westside; These
areas are attractive, lush, green, with big lots and trail access but they are also far from
commercial developments, have no sidewalks, and no foot traffic
e« Hampton Heights is a neighborhood in transition; It is improving and becoming a neighborhood
of choice
e Eastside, country club area
o Eastside, protected, upper class and Caucasians live, high demand for this area
e Eastside and west side; Barriers include:
o Information and literacy of someone looking
o Nota lot of rentals in those areas
o Word of mouth and personal networks are important to locating and obtaining housing;
Someone without the right connections (employer for example) may face challenges
e North side, because of redevelopment efforts there, although lack of good jobs in the area may
be a barrier
e Woodfin Ridge, River Falls
e Boiling Springs is a blossoming neighborhood; people like it because of new development,
proximity to downtown Spartanburg, unincorporated so not paying city taxes
e Duncan Park is a more mixed, diverse neighborhood with rental homes that have blended in well
e City of Spartanburg in general is becoming more attractive to people because of the growth in
Greenville; Spartanburg is a more affordable option
e Downtown Spartanburg because of revitalization and mix of uses; attracts people who want to
live in more urban setting
e Greer and Woodruff because of industrial development, jobs, and high end housing
e Inman and Moore have new developments; no limitations to moving there for higher-income
folks; transportation and housing cost are barriers to low or moderate income households
¢ Duncan, Moore, and Greer have industry and jobs
e Chesnee and Inman because they’re small towns and have good community spirit
e Propaganda impacts where people want to live (ex: perceptions of school districts driving people
from one area to another); Realtors can perpetuate that
¢ Some of these areas require car ownership —there’s no transit provided outside the city
e Cost of living, social barriers
e Spartanburg is focusing on redevelopment, improving services in areas of low opportunity, for
example, early learning center; A challenge is to educate people on opportunities
e The barriers to areas of opportunity are psychological; These areas are primarily white which may
discourage people of color from wanting to live there — it would be a different culture
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A person of color might get some stares in Converse Park

There are invisible barriers to neighborhoods like Converse Heights; In some cases, the sidewalks
just run out

Transportation to some better paying jobs, but not access; South has the most challenges; Some
children can’t walk to park, too far and not safe

Transportation is the biggest barrier to accessing any areas of opportunity located outside the city
Sometimes people who would otherwise want to move to an area of greater opportunity don’t
know how to go about building credit, purchasing a home

Do residents of similar incomes generally have the same range of housing options? Are there any
barriers other than income/savings that might impact housing choices?

Some people may be dissuaded from buying; Benefits may decrease for someone as income
increases

Will not have the same options; Someone may have child support, when the other doesn’t

Race is an issue, not overt but it’s there; A white male would find it easier than a black male or
female

Race issues, especially on the east side; May feel discouraged to live in some areas because of
race

No, they wouldn’t have the same choices, some areas of county have restrictive covenants and
fees

No, a landlord may look at how you present yourself and make a judgment about whether you
would fitin

Yes, if you use the right Realtor; Steering happens, people are told they “wouldn’t feel
comfortable” in certain neighborhoods

Yes, on the surface they would

People would have the same range of options — their choice would be driven by which
neighborhoods they feel like they know

Options would be different, especially for a family with children or someone with a disability
Having a disability may limit one’s housing choices; higher income households would be more
able to afford accommodations

Employer affiliation opens doors; Outsider status makes it more challenging, especially for
minorities; Intersectionality amplifies this

People of stature and income, no matter their race or background, can live wherever they choose
Absolutely options would be different; The housing authority will run a background check on new
tenants and a lot of times, it will exclude Black families for criminal histories

For parents, barriers that impact housing choices are access to schools and childcare

Yes, range of choices available to you is generally based on your income

Are you aware of any housing discrimination? What are some things that can be done to overcome

discrimination?

Have not seen evidence of housing discrimination
Not aware of specific instances, but sure it happens
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e Heard stories

e It happens; For example, some property listings are not posted and shared only by word of mouth
so that the transaction can be discriminatory

e Subtle, not in the open; Homeless population pushed to certain areas

¢ Yes and no; You don’t hear about discrimination because it’s so established in people as far as
what neighborhoods they would consider to live in

e Have a sense that there is discrimination against LGBTQ and interracial households

e Work with realtors on fair housing including trainings, conferences, webinars, etc.; Diversity of
people in the real estate business matters; Make connections between nonprofits and real estate
industry

e There is definitely religious bigotry here; When people talk about “good family values” in
Spartanburg, they mean they are not supportive of gay people and non-Christian religions; People
coming to Spartanburg for its “good family values” tend to be richer and conservative

e If a landlord could get away with not renting to a Muslim or someone who is Black, he or she
would try to do so

e Discrimination in refusal to accept Section 8 vouchers

e Discrimination in lending and appraisals that makes it more difficult to build a home on the south
side

e Yes, but difficult to distinguish because it’s not always obvious to those who are discriminated
against; Education of community leaders who work with clients to help identify discrimination
and provide resources; Opportunity to work with owners to resolve issues

e Yes, you hear this from homeless families a lot, but they also may have other obstacles (poor
financial histories or criminal histories) to obtaining housing

e In Boiling Springs there was a community meeting where attendees referred to “those people”
and made comments perceived to be disparaging toward poor Black residents

e ldon’t think there’s much; Maybe among non-professional landlords who aren’t using a property
manager

e Society in general has conquered a lot of fair housing issues, such as steering and redlining

Are people in the area segregated in where they live? What causes this segregation to occur?

e Yes, historical patterns of segregation, “model cities” south side of Spartanburg, was African
American, and African Americans moved back

e Downtown Spartanburg is not as segregated as outlying areas

¢ Medium income areas are diverse; Not very segregated city

e Depends on the area you go to; Older subdivisions integrated but higher end are more segregated,;
People move out if too many of another group move in; This happens with churches too

e People migrate to certain areas because there are areas that have historically been white or Black;
Newer developments that don’t have that history attached may be more diverse

e It'sjust tradition — people of color live in certain places

e Areas of concentration of Hispanic, Laotian, Russian. People settled around their church/temple;
Has impacts on the school system

e The colleges in Spartanburg help by attracting diverse faculty, staff, and students who tend to be
younger and less concerned or aware of historical patterns of segregation
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e Segregation persists because income disparities continue to persist between white and Black
populations

e Ifincomes were more equal, people would mix more; People want to live in a neighborhood with
people they are comfortable with

e There are perception issues: some people may be afraid to live in a neighborhood of people who
are different; White people choose white neighborhoods because they feel safer there and they
may be more well-kept

e Some economic and choice components to segregation

e Some mobile home parks are all Hispanic; Cost is a factor in making it that way

e It's not all based on income: poor whites live in the county; poor Blacks live in the city

e Thecity is fairly segregated by neighborhood, but some are more integrated closer to downtown

e The county is similar, but Hispanic population concentration is just outside city limits; Segregation
is a historic pattern but shifting based on employment

e Generally, there is segregation between the city and county

e If you are low-income and white, you live in a rural area; if you are Black or a person of color and
low-income, you live in the City

e Many Latinos live in Arcadia, outside the City

e Yes, they are segregated; Language barriers create clusters where the same language is spoken

e Yes, but it is becoming less segregated over time; Historical patterns, laws, and policies
contributed to this

e Some city neighborhoods are segregated, but others less so; people often look for a neighborhood
of people who look like them

e Spartanburg area falls in line with a lot of other counties where the city is more dense and diverse
and the county is more segregated and white

e More efforts to address segregation in recent years, particularly in public housing

Is there an adequate supply of housing that is accessible to people with disabilities?

¢ No, there isn’t an adequate supply and there will be more need as the population ages

¢ Homeowners can make modifications if they can afford it but renters would have trouble finding
anything accessible

e Shortage, older housing stock

¢ Single-story housing is available and could be modified but it takes funding

e Housing for people with mental or developmental disabilities depends on a person’s unique needs

e Could be more; There is a group of nonprofits that provide accessibility

¢ Not enough information to answer

e Some in city and county, need more accessible or could be adapted; Charles Lea Center is trying
to put people in apartments

e Less experience with working with disabilities, but a few people with disabilities have had trouble
finding housing near transportation

e There needs to be a step between independent living and a group home — something where
people with disabilities live nearly independently with just daytime staff

e Need supportive services to keep people who have disabilities in their housing — to help with
budgeting, making sure rent is paid, etc.
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¢ Doubtful that landlords are very welcoming to people with disabilities

e The Charles Lea Center is an important resource for housing this population

e Extremely limited housing choices

e There may be some minor issues around development standards — in the county, some
communities claim their deed restrictions can prohibit group homes

e Accessible transportation connections are extremely important

What types of fair housing services (education, complaint investigation, testing, etc.) are offered in
the area? How well are they coordinated with the work of other organizations in the community?

e United Way does some fair housing education

e Spartanburg Housing Authority should probably do more

e Not familiar with programs

e SHA would be first point of referral for a fair housing concern

e The City, County, and SHA do most local fair housing education —they also enable and equip other
partners

e Handled through Neighborhood Services; Someone looking may have to know who to ask

e Housing Authority provides some

e Legal Services provides assistance for fair housing, board of human relations; Organizations are
under-funded but it is better than it used to be; Nonprofits provide services but they would
benefit from training

e The Urban League does fair housing education and offers translations

e Hotline for complaints hosted jointly by the City and County

e Some billboard campaigns; Resources are available but may not be clear or accessible to everyone

e Habitat provides some education

e The people who need the education will also need transportation to get to a meeting or event to
receive it

e SC Works includes some education on fair housing in its programs

e The City and SHA do try to push fair housing information out, but it is difficult to reach the people
who most need the information.

e The Board of Realtors provides fair housing courses for new members and sends out regular
reminders to members about fair housing requirements

e The City and County CDBG programs do a good job with fair housing and make good use of social
media

e The City’s holds fair housing fairs to give out information, but they’re not very effective because
people don’t participate

e There are a lot of service providers trying to provide this but it doesn’t seem well-coordinated

o Difficult because the city and county have only so much control over private landlords

Are public resources (e.g., parks, schools, roads, police & fire services, etc.) available evenly
throughout all neighborhoods?

e Evenly distributed, City has done a good job
e The best parks are in the county; Evenly distributed
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Some places get more than their fair share; Trash pickup, some areas stay longer; Higher income
areas get better service and roads

South side is lacking parks; More services within the city than in the county; The city has
neighborhood watch, National Night Out, county doesn’t have these and has fewer opportunities
to distribute information; Opportunity to make use of existing events to make connections, gather
information, provide information on housing; Some events are on weekends, public officials could
be more involved in those

Spartanburg is pretty equitable; Lots of resources have been put into changing neighborhoods for
the better

City has done a good job being equitable; Have tried to provide development near downtown
County much less equitable across the board, particularly regarding parks and areas to walk; Some
areas have much less investment and service. County has private trash collection with varying
quality of service

The City Manager is “no nonsense;” Majority of service requests may come from Converse
Heights, but no one gets special treatment or moved to the front of the line

The Northside seems to be getting a lot of extra attention

Resources are evenly distributed; You can’t do everything for every place, all the time; There has
to be some rotation

9. Isthere anything we haven’t discussed that you feel is important to our research?

Concern for homeless, need more shelters, especially for women; Need programs, education
Concern about redevelopment on the north side; Residents who were there before may not be
able to go back; Happened before on the south side; Gentrification; People feel like they may be
excluded because of race; Concern with how city will make sure they have access to these areas
Most important thing to identify and build affordable housing, and to identify markers and
progress; Some desire to provide affordable housing and information about housing, partnerships
to address these issues; Leaders of nonprofits have good understanding of the issues; Cooperation
has increased

Latino outreach is needed; There sometimes are translation services available, but there are other
barriers too; For example, homeownership can be a foreign concept among certain cultures, as
can banking in general

More conversations from different sectors helps to continue to improve situation and build
stronger networks

A City rental registry ordinance meant to address absentee landlord and slumlord problems failed
in City Council; was said to place an undue burden on landlords

Poverty and affluence don’t mix; People don’t or can’t understand how the other half lives
Where you live determines your job prospects; If you live in the city and are poor, you likely end
up with a service-sector job as a dishwasher with not advancement possibilities; In the county,
you could work in manufacturing, with better advancement opportunities

There’s a big need for 3™ shift childcare to cover shoulder hours: 6:00 am, 7:00 pm, etc.

There is racial inequality from birth on in every aspect of life in Spartanburg

Community Survey
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The following includes a sample of questions and responses from the community survey. Complete
results are provided as an appendix to this report.

50% of survey takers live in the City of Spartanburg, 23% live in other cities in Spartanburg
County, and 15% live in unincorporated parts of the county; Areas represented in the survey
include Boiling Springs, Lyman, Inman, Moore, Chesnee, Duncan, Wellford, Woodruff, Roebuck,
and others.

43% of respondents have incomes under $15,000 and another 22% have incomes from $15,000
to $35,000. About 40% of survey takers

currently live in public housing or have Section 2Py
8 rental assistance. sﬂﬁ'ﬁ"'ﬂﬁq

FRIENDLY &

70% of respondents are African American or |-° Is™

Black, 25% are white, and 5% are other or
multiple races. About 7% are Hispanic or Latino
and 8% regularly speak a language other than
English in their homes.

22% of survey takers have or live with someone
who has a disability.

One-half of respondents rent their homes and
32% own their homes; 8% live with a relative.

SCHOOLSS;
FAMII.Y —'"gi

««x:,&"é."é‘ﬁ%'.‘.‘&‘e‘
40% live in public housing or receive Section 8
rental assistance. Trash
When asked how satisfied they are with the Activities ws Png . len_oomgApartments

. etter Living .

neighborhood where they live, 42% of Neighbors PArKING  condgitions  Sidewalks
respondents are “very satisfied,” and another Animal control N€Ighborhood noise
41% are “somewhat satisfied.” About 17% are Housing Fixed Community pusiic
“not very satisfied” or “not at all satisfied.” Children e RoadsoneTraffices
What survey takers like best about their IMprove s Cleaner

neighborhoods is shown in the word cloud to

the right. Safety, quiet, and proximity to jobs, schools, family members, and other amenities
were top responses.

Regarding the provision of public services in Spartanburg, quality public schools were available
to the greatest percentage of respondents (77%). Of the listed public services, the only one
available to less than half of respondents was reliable bus service (43%).

Schools were also believed to be the most equally provided throughout the area (60%). Property
maintenance (30%), roads and sidewalks (35%), and bus service (40%) are the most unequally
provided.

When asked to identify housing needs in Spartanburg, 68% of respondents said that there is a
need for more first-time homebuyer assistance. Another 16% identified it as a moderate need.
More than half of people also stated that a need for a lot more housing that people can people
can afford (62%) and housing that accepts Section 8 vouchers (55%).

About half of respondents understand their fair housing rights, and another 36% somewhat
understand these rights. Nearly 40% report knowing where to file a housing discrimination
complaint.
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15% of survey takers experienced housing discrimination since living in Spartanburg or
Spartanburg County. Most people were discriminated against by a landlord or property owner.
Familial status was the most common basis for discrimination, followed by race and disability

Only three of the 24 people who experienced discrimination filed a report of it. Reasons for not
reporting included not knowing what good it would do, not knowing where to file, and not

knowing it was a violation.

When asked to select whether they think
housing discrimination is an issue in
Spartanburg and Spartanburg County,
28% of respondents said “yes,” 20% said
it “may be an issue,” and 18% said “no.”
The largest share of survey takers —33% -
said they “don’t know if housing
discrimination is an issue.”

When asked to identify whether they
think various factors may be barriers to
fair housing in Spartanburg and

Yes, housing
discrimination is
an issue

I don't know if
housing

discrimination is
an issue

\ Housing
No, housing ::Z:?;;nuaglon may
discrimination is
net an issue

Spartanburg County, respondents’ top selections were:
o Lack of housing options for people with disabilities (selected by 46% of respondents);

O O O O

Landlords refusing to accept vouchers (selected by 44%);

Not enough affordable rental housing for large families (selected by 44%);
Neighborhoods that need revitalization and new investment (selected by 43%); and
Displacement of residents due to rising housing costs (selected by 41%).
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CHAPTER 3.
SOCIOECONOMIC PROFILE

DEMOGRAPHIC PROFILE

According to data provided through HUD’s Affirmatively Furthering Fair Housing Data and Mapping Tool
(Version AFFHT0004, released November 17, 2017), the total population of the City of Spartanburg is
36,755; Spartanburg County outside of Spartanburg has a population of 215,913. Spartanburg County
along with Union County comprise the Spartanburg region with a total population of 313,268.

From 1990 to 2010, both Spartanburg County and the region experienced substantial growth in
population at a rate of 40.1% and 21.8%, respectively. Over the same period, the City of Spartanburg
experienced a 16.9% decline in total population.

Race/Ethnicity

The two largest racial groups, non-Hispanic white and Black populations, make up 93.2% of the total
population in the City of Spartanburg. The Black population comprises 47.3% of the total population and
is the slight majority. The white population accounts for 45.9% of the total population after experiencing
a 31.4% decline in population between 1990 and 2010. The Black population also experienced a decline
in absolute numbers (-5.9%) during this period but expanded in percentage of the total population by
5.6%.

All other racial or ethnic groups combined account for 7.5% of the city’s current population. The Hispanic
population is the largest of these groups after nearly quadrupling in size between 1990 and 2010 to
comprise 3.5% of the current total population. The Asian or Pacific Islander population experienced a
population increase of 87.9% and doubled in proportion to make up 1.9% of the current population.
Native American, two or more races, and other groups account for less than 2% of the total population.

The racial and ethnic composition of Spartanburg County is more disproportionate than the City of
Spartanburg. Non-Hispanic whites comprise 74.3% of the total population in the county while the second
largest racial or ethnic group, the Black population, accounts for just 15.9%. The city and county
experienced similar decreases of approximately 10% in the percentage of non-Hispanic whites from 1990
to 2010. Other racial and ethnic groups follow similar patterns of growth across city, county, and region,
but the growth of minority groups in the county and region far outpaced the City of Spartanburg. The
Hispanic population has experienced exponential growth from comprising merely 0.6% to over 5% of the
total population in both Spartanburg County and the region. The Asian or Pacific Islander and Native
American population increased by over 300% in both Spartanburg County and the region.

National Origin

Foreign-born residents account for 3.9% of the current population in the City of Spartanburg. The foreign-
born population experienced modest growth since 1990 considering the overall population decline of the
city. Spartanburg County’s foreign-born population experienced much faster growth than the city during
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this period. Only 1.6% of the county’s total population reported as foreign-born in 1990, but by 2010 the
proportion expanded to account for 5.8% of the total population. The Spartanburg region showed a similar
growth rate to that of the county.

The top three countries of origin among foreign-born residents in the City of Spartanburg are Mexico,
Germany, and the Philippines. Close to half of the foreign-born population in Spartanburg County and the
region originate from Mexico. Spartanburg County is also home to a large Ukrainian population that
represents 10.7% of the foreign-born population. Other significant countries of origin include south and
southeast Asian countries like India, Laos, the Philippines, Nepal, and Cambodia.

LEP

The population dynamics with limited English Proficiency (LEP) often resemble patterns of population
change found among foreign-born residents in a community. While the LEP population in Spartanburg
County and the region mirror the steady growth found among the foreign-born population, the City of
Spartanburg deviated from this pattern. The LEP population in the City of Spartanburg peaked in 2000 and
declined in 2010 while the foreign-born population experienced marginal growth. This deviation suggests
a disproportionate influx of residents from countries that possess a higher level of English proficiency like
Germany, Canada, and other European countries.

The primary languages of the LEP population in Spartanburg County and the region are closely associated
with the national origin of the foreign-born residents. Close to 70% of the LEP population in the county
and region speak Spanish. 16.8% of the county’s LEP population and 13.4% of the region’s LEP population
speak either Russian or other Slavic languages. Laotian, Vietnamese, and Cambodian languages are the
most common Asian languages spoken by the LEP population in Spartanburg County and the region while
Tagalog, Korean, Nepalese, and Indic languages are most common outside of Spanish in the City of
Spartanburg.

Disability

The population with disabilities in the City of Spartanburg, Spartanburg County, and the region have
similar distributions by disability type. The most common disability type reported across the city, county,
and region is difficulty with ambulatory movement. People experiencing ambulatory difficulties comprise
10.9% of the city’s total population and 8.7% of the county’s total population. Disabilities that require
extensive assistance such as difficulties with independent living or self-care make up a 10.0% and 8.9% of
the total population in the city and the county, respectively. The population with sensory disabilities,
hearing and vision difficulty, account for 6.0% of the total population in the City of Spartanburg while
affecting 6.5% of the population in Spartanburg County. Similar proportions of the population have
reported difficulty with cognitive functions in the City of Spartanburg (6.9%) and Spartanburg County
(6.0%).

Age

The age distribution of the population in the City of Spartanburg and Spartanburg County are similar and
follow normal distribution patterns. The majority of the population, approximately 60%, in both the city
and county are between the ages of 18 and 64. All age groups in the City of Spartanburg experienced a
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decline in absolute numbers due to the overall population loss since 1990. The proportion of the
population under the age of 18 decreased by 1.5 percentage points but remains the second largest age
group in the City of Spartanburg. The population that is 65 and over represents 15.6% of the total
population in the City of Spartanburg.

The overall population growth in Spartanburg County had little effect on the age distribution of the
population. The population under the age of 18 in Spartanburg County expanded slightly in share size to
comprise 24.7% of the total population. In comparison with the City of Spartanburg, the 65 and over
population accounts for a smaller percentage of Spartanburg County’s total population (12.9%) but
experienced a 60.0% increase in population from 1990 to 2010.

Sex

The gender distribution of the City of Spartanburg is skewed in favor of the female population. Females
comprise 55.7% of the population resulting in an 11.4 percentage point difference between male and
female populations. The gender distribution of Spartanburg County is more balanced between female
(50.8%) and male populations (49.2%).

Family Type

The City of Spartanburg experienced a 23.9% decline in the number of families with children between
1990 and 2010. The share of families with children also declined to comprise 43.3% of families in the city.
Conversely, the number of families in Spartanburg County and the region grew by 26.3% and 9.7%,
respectively. Regardless of the growth in absolute numbers, the percentage of families with children
declined by approximately 2% to comprise around 43% of families in both the county and the region.

25



TABLE 1. DEMOGRAPHIC OVERVIEW

Demographic Indicator

Race/Ethnicity

Non-Hispanic
White
Black

Asian or Pacific Islander
Native American
Two or More Races
Other
Hispanic
National Origin
#1 country of origin
#2 country of origin
#3 country of origin
#4 country of origin
#5 country of origin
#6 country of origin
#7 country of origin
#8 country of origin
#9 country of origin

#10 country of origin

City of Spartanburg

Limited English Proficiency (LEP) Language

#1 LEP Language
#2 LEP Language
#3 LEP Language
#4 LEP Language

16,864 | 45.88% 160,502 | 74.34% 218,330 | 69.69%

17,375 | 47.27% 34,394 | 15.93% 67,137 | 21.43%

625 | 1.70% 4,809 | 2.23% 5839 | 1.86%

63 | 0.17% 439 | 0.20% 625 [ 0.20%

509 | 1.38% 2,720 | 1.26% 4,053 | 1.29%

42 | 0.11% 233 [ 0.11% 344 | 0.11%

1,277 3.47% 12,816 5.94% 16,940 5.41%

| Natioralorign

Mexico 412 1.20% | Mexico 5,818 2.85% | Mexico 7,402 2.51%

Germany 121 | 0.35% | Ukraine 1,347 0.66% | Ukraine 1,387 0.47%

Philippines 103 | 0.30% | Laos 644 | 0.32% | India 790 | 0.27%

Korea 87 | 0.25% | India 526 | 0.26% | Laos 693 | 0.24%

Nepal 73 | 0.21% | Cambodia 478 | 0.23% | Germany 606 | 0.21%

Cuba 70 | 0.20% | Germany 424 | 0.21% | Cambodia 554 | 0.19%

Canada 68 | 0.20% | China excl. Hong kong & Taiwan 386 | 0.19% | China excl. Hong Kong & Taiwan 427 | 0.14%

Colombia 43 [ 0.12% | Russia 363 | 0.18% | Philippines 385 | 0.13%

Other UK 43 | 0.12% | Vietnam 311 | 0.15% | Russia 371 | 0.13%

England 41 | 0.12% | Belarus 282 | 0.14% | Canada 348 | 0.12%

| Limited English Proficiency (L€P) Language

Spanish 361 | 1.05% | Spanish 5,758 | 2.82% | Spanish 7,561 2.56%
Other Indic Language 104 | 0.30% | Other Slavic Language 761 | 0.37% | Other Slavic Language 791 0.27%
Tagalog 58 | 0.17% | Russian 649 | 0.32% | Russian 676 0.23%
Korean 54 | 0.16% | Laotian 373 | 0.18% | Laotian 373 0.13%

#

Spartanburg County

Spartanburg Region

#




TABLE 1. DEMOGRAPHIC OVERVIEW (CONTINUED)

Demographic Indicator

Limited English Proficiency (LEP) Language (continued)

#5 LEP Language
#6 LEP Language
#7 LEP Language
#8 LEP Language
#9 LEP Language
#10 LEP Language

Disability Type

Hearing difficulty

Vision difficulty

Cognitive difficulty
Ambulatory difficulty
Self-care difficulty
Independent living difficulty

Male
Female
Age
Under 18
18-64

Nepal
Cuba
Canada
Colombia
Other UK
England

City of Spartanburg Spartanburg County Spartanburg Region
# # #

73 | 0.21% | Vietnamese 345 [ 0.17% | Cambodian 367 | 0.12%

70 [ 0.20% | Cambodian 330 | 0.16% | Vietnamese 345 | 0.12%

68 | 0.20% | Chinese 295 [ 0.14% | Chinese 319 | 0.11%

43 0.12% | German 182 0.09% | Hmong 230 0.08%

43 0.12% | Hmong 158 0.08% | German 205 0.07%

41 | 0.12% | Gujarati 156 | 0.08% | Other Indic Language 196 | 0.07%
DisabiltyType

971 | 2.86% 7,996 | 3.99% 11,337 | 3.91%

1,064 | 3.13% 5131 | 2.56% 8,132 | 2.80%

2,328 | 6.85% 11,982 | 5.97% 18,427 | 6.35%

3,694 | 10.86% 17,394 | 8.67% 27,842 | 9.59%

1,397 | 4.11% 6,174 | 3.08% 9,927 | 3.42%

2,019 | 5.94% 11,841 | 5.90% 18,134 | 6.25%
s . .|

16,292 | 44.32% 106,251 | 49.21% 151,549 | 48.38%

20,464 | 55.68% 109,662 | 50.79% 161,719 | 51.62%
I R

8,358 | 22.74% 53,237 | 24.66% 76,050 | 24.28%

22,652 | 61.63% 134,804 | 62.43% 194,222 | 62.00%

5,745 | 15.63% 27,872 | 12.91% 42,996 | 13.72%

Families with children ‘ 3,832 | 43.29% | 25,145 } 43.26%

35,600 | 42.64%

Note: All % represent a share of the total population within the jurisdiction or region, except family type, which is out of total families. The most populous places of birth and languages at the city and regional
levels may not be the same and are thus labeled separately.

Data Sources: Decennial Census; ACS
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TABLE 2. DEMOGRAPHIC TRENDS

City of Spartanburg

Demographic Indicator 2000

Race/Ethnicity

White, Non-Hispanic
Black, Non-Hispanic
Hispanic

Asian or Pacific Islander, Non-Hispanic

Native American, Non-Hispanic

National Origin

Foreign-born

Limited English proficiency

Male 19,799 44.82% 17,908 44.61% 16,292 44.32%
Female 24,380 55.18% 22,239 55.39% 20,464 55.68%
[ R N N A R N
Under 18 10,721 24.27% 10,109 25.18% 8,358 22.74%
18-64 26,433 59.83% 23,560 58.68% 22,652 61.63%
65+ 7,025 15.90% 6,477 16.13% 5,745 15.63%
T O O ) S
Families with children 5,035 45.05% 3,066 46.98% 3,832 43.29%




TABLE 2. DEMOGRAPHIC TRENDS (CONTINUED)

Spartanburg County

Demographic Indicator 2000

Race/Ethnicity

White, Non-Hispanic 129,651 84.16% 145,384 79.39% 160,502 74.34%
Black, Non-Hispanic 21,881 14.20% 28,000 15.29% 35,920 16.64%
Hispanic 994 0.65% 5,248 2.87% 12,816 5.94%
Asian or Pacific Islander, Non-Hispanic 1,180 0.77% 3,320 1.81% 5,362 2.48%
Native American, Non-Hispanic 199 0.13% 764 0.42% 1,033 0.48%

National Origin

Foreign-born

Limited English proficiency

Male 75,821 49.24% 90,429 49.38% 106,251 49.21%
Female 78,149 50.76% 92,710 50.62% 109,662 50.79%
[ R N N R R N
Under 18 37,867 24.59% 46,641 25.47% 53,237 24.66%
18-64 98,654 64.07% 115,396 63.01% 134,804 62.43%
65+ 17,449 11.33% 21,102 11.52% 27,872 12.91%
I O O )
Families with children 19,914 45.54% 12,502 45.04% 25,145 43.26%




TABLE 2. DEMOGRAPHIC TRENDS (CONTINUED)

Spartanburg Region

Demographic Indicator 2000

Race/Ethnicity

White, Non-Hispanic 197,667 76.86% 207,880 73.28% 218,330 69.69%
Black, Non-Hispanic 55,770 21.69% 62,660 22.09% 69,577 22.21%
Hispanic 1,547 0.60% 7,252 2.56% 16,940 5.41%
Asian or Pacific Islander, Non-Hispanic 1,626 0.63% 4,194 1.48% 6,549 2.09%
Native American, Non-Hispanic 301 0.12% 1,095 0.39% 1,460 0.47%

National Origin

Foreign-born

Limited English proficiency

Male 123,179 47.90% 137,045 48.31% 151,549 48.38%
Female 133,958 52.10% 146,627 51.69% 161,719 51.62%
e
Under 18 63,361 24.64% 72,082 25.41% 76,050 24.28%
18-64 160,594 62.45% 175,105 61.73% 194,222 62.00%
65+ 33,182 12.90% 36,485 12.86% 42,996 13.72%
I O O S
Families with children 32,446 45.30% 20,861 44.75% 35,600 42.64%

Note: All % represent a share of the total population within the jurisdiction or region for that year, except family type, which is out of total families.

Data Sources: Decennial Census; ACS



RACIALLY AND ETHNICALLY CONCENTRATED AREAS OF POVERTY

HUD developed a methodology that combines demographic and economic indicators to identify areas it
classifies as racially and ethnically concentrated areas of poverty (RECAPs). HUD defines a RECAP as a
census tract that has a family poverty rate of 40% or more (or a family poverty rate that is at least 3 times
that of the tract average for the metropolitan area, whichever is lower) and a non-white population of
50% or more.

There are six RECAP tracts in the Spartanburg region, as shown on the maps that follow. Five of the RECAP
tracts are found concentrated in the western half of the City of Spartanburg. One RECAP tract is located
between Interstate 85 and Interstate 85 Business in close proximity to the City of Spartanburg in
Spartanburg County. These RECAP tracts align with input received from community stakeholders, which
indicated that large shares of Spartanburg’s African American population lives on the west side of the city.

To examine whether there are other areas in Spartanburg County where people of color make up more
than half of the population and poverty rates are high, Figure 3 uses census block groups rather than tracts
to analyze racial and ethnic concentrations of poverty. Even relying on smaller geographies, additional
R/ECAPs are not apparent in Spartanburg County, other than a small area on its western border in Greer.
All of the RECAP block groups are part of one of the RECAP tracts shown in one of the first two maps.
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ATED AREAS OF POVERTY IN THE CITY OF SPARTANBURG, 2010
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FIGURE 2. RACIALLY AND ETHNICALLY CONCENTRATED AREAS OF POVERTY IN THE CITY OF SPARTANBURG, 2010
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FIGURE 3. RACIALLY AND ETHNICALLY CONCENTRATED AREAS OF POVERTY BY BLOCK GROUP IN SPARTANBURG COUNTY, 2012-2016
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CHAPTER 4.
SEGREGATION & INTEGRATION

Communities experience varying levels of segregation between different racial, ethnic, and
socioeconomic groups. High levels of residential segregation often lead to conditions that exacerbate
inequalities among population groups within a community. Increased concentrations of poverty and
unequal access to jobs, education, and other services are some of the consequences of high residential
segregation.*

Federal housing policies and discriminatory mortgage lending practices prior to the Fair Housing Act of
1968 not only encouraged segregation, but mandated restrictions based on race in specific
neighborhoods. The Fair Housing Act of 1968 outlawed discriminatory housing practices, but did little to
address the existing segregation and inequalities. Other federal housing policies and programs, like
Section 8 and HOPE VI, have been implemented in an effort to ameliorate the negative effects of
residential segregation and reduce concentrations of poverty. Despite these efforts, the repercussions of
the discriminatory policies and practices continue to have a significant impact on residential patterns
today.

RACE AND ETHNICITY

The strong correlation between population density and racial composition of neighborhoods reveals the
spatial segregation that exists between racial groups in the City of Spartanburg. The most densely
populated neighborhoods in the City of Spartanburg are located in the southwestern half of the city. These
densely populated areas in southwest Spartanburg are racially homogeneous and predominantly Black.
Neighborhoods in the northeastern half of the city are noticeably less dense and the majority of the
population is white. White and Black communities are roughly segregated along US 176 as it diagonally
bisects the city with one exception. The neighborhood between W.O. Ezell Boulevard and John B. White
Sr. Boulevard deviates from the characteristics of the surrounding areas and is less dense and
predominantly white. There has been an overall decrease in population density due to population loss in
the past 20 years, but the current spatial distribution and segregation of the city’s population have
remained largely the same.

The population of Spartanburg County outside of Spartanburg is less diverse when compared to the City
of Spartanburg. Although nearly 75% of Spartanburg County’s population is white, there is a larger
presence of minority groups than in the city. The Hispanic, Asian or Pacific Islander, and Native American
populations live in close proximity to the city and are concentrated mostly in the northwest suburbs of
the city. The white population is evenly distributed throughout the Spartanburg County with higher
concentrations residing in the northern half of the county.

4 Massey, D. (1990). American Apartheid: Segregation and the Making of the Underclass. American Journal of Sociology, 96(2),
329-357. Retrieved from http://www.jstor.org/stable/2781105
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Between 1990 and 2010, some minor geographical shifts occurred among racial and ethnic minority
groups. Migration patterns between 1990 and 2010 show the black population started to move out of the
City of Spartanburg and into the northern suburbs in Spartanburg County. Coinciding with this movement,
the white population also started to migrate further north of the city to more concentrated locations.
Changes in the racial and ethnic composition of neighborhoods in Spartanburg County increase the level
of integration, but these patterns could also indicate increasing levels of segregation in the county as the
rapid growth of one group often results in an outmigration of another group.
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FIGURE 4. POPULATION BY RACE AND ETHNICITY IN THE CITY OF SPARTANBURG, 2010
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FIGURE 5. POPULATIO

N BY RACE AND ETHNICITY IN THE CITY OF SPARTAN

BURG, 2000
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FIGURE 7. POPULATION BY RACE AND ETHNICITY IN SPARTANBURG COUNTY, 2010
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FIGURE 8. POPULATION BY RACE AND ETHNICITY IN SPARTANBURG COUNTY, 2000
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FIGURE 9. POPULATION BY RACE AND ETHNICITY IN SPARTANBURG COUNTY, 1990
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SEGREGATION LEVELS

In addition to visualizing the racial and ethnic composition of the City of Spartanburg and Spartanburg
County with the preceding maps, this study also uses a statistical analysis — referred to as dissimilarity —
to evaluate how residential patterns vary by race and ethnicity, and how these patterns have changed
since 1990. The Dissimilarity Index (DI) indicates the degree to which a minority group is segregated from
a majority group residing in the same area because the two groups are not evenly distributed
geographically. The DI methodology uses a pair-wise calculation between the racial and ethnic groups in
the region. Evenness, and the DI, are maximized and segregation minimized when all small areas have the
same proportion of minority and majority members as the larger area in which they live. Evenness is not
measured in an absolute sense, but is scaled relative to the other group. The DI ranges from 0 (complete
integration) to 100 (complete segregation). HUD identifies a DI value below 40 as low segregation, a value
between 40 and 54 as moderate segregation, and a value of 55 or higher as high segregation.

The proportion of the minority population group can be small and still not segregated if evenly spread
among tracts or block groups. Segregation is maximized when no minority and majority members occupy
a common area. When calculated from population data broken down by race or ethnicity, the DI
represents the proportion of minority members that would have to change their area of residence to
match the distribution of the majority, or vice versa.

The table below shares the dissimilarity indices for four pairings in the City of Spartanburg, Spartanburg
County and the Spartanburg region (Spartanburg County and Union County). This table presents values
for 1990, 2000, and 2010, all calculated using census tracts as the area of measurement. The “current”
figure is calculated using block groups. Because block groups are typically smaller geographies, they
measure segregation at a finer grain than analyses that use census tracts and, as a result, often indicate
slightly higher levels of segregation than tract-level calculations. This assessment begins with a discussion
of segregation at the tract-level from 1990 through 2010, and then examines the “current” figures
calculated using block groups.

In the City of Spartanburg, the DI for two pairings in 2010 show moderate levels of segregation between
non-white/white (48.3) and Black/white (50.9). Both DI values are less than the DI values calculated in
1990 for the same pairings. The Hispanic/white DI in 2010 was 33.4 and still considered low, but an
increase from 20.9 in 1990. The DI of 34.7 for Asian and white residents is a substantial decrease from a
DI of 44.2 in 2000 which indicates moderate levels of segregation in 2000 between the two groups.

In 2010, the DI for all pairings except for the Hispanic/white pairing indicated lower levels of segregation
in Spartanburg County compared to the City of Spartanburg. The DI of 36.9 for Hispanic and white
populations was slightly higher than the 33.4 in the City of Spartanburg. The DI for most pairings in the
county increased between 1990 and 2010 except for the DI for Asian and white residents. The DI of 47.1
in 1990 indicated moderate levels of segregation between Asian and white residents when all other DI
values for other pairings were under 30.
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TABLE 3. RACIAL / ETHNIC DISSIMILARITY TRENDS

Race/Ethnicity

Non-White/White

Black/White

Hispanic/White

Asian or Pacific
Islander/White

City of Spartanburg ‘

Trends

1990 2000

51.1

53.1

20.9

36.7

48.4

50.8

32.9

44.2

50.9

334

34.7

Current ‘

2010 (2010) | 1990 2000

48.3

54.8

57.8

393

45.0

27.9

29.1

21.3

47.1

Spartanburg County

Trends

28.6

28.8

36.9

373

36.9

32.7

Current

Spartanburg Region

Trends

Current

(2010) 1990 2000 2010 (2010)

37.8

41.5

41.0

39.5

38.0

39.5

25.2

49.0

35.1

37.8

36.9

40.1

36.3

40.4

38.3

35.2

42.2

47.1

42.4

41.9

Data Sources: Decennial Census

The “current” DI figures calculated for the City of Spartanburg indicate high levels of segregation between
white and black residents. The non-white/white DI was the second highest in the city and at 54.8 indicates
borderline high levels of segregation. The DI of 45 for Asian or Pacific Islander and white indicate moderate
levels of segregation between the two groups. The lowest DI value of 39.3 was calculated for white and
Hispanic. Since 1990, there were some decreases in Dl value on the tract level but all pairings on the block
group level are experiencing increased levels of segregation in the City of Spartanburg.

The DI for non-white/white (37.8) and white/Black (41.5) are substantially lower in Spartanburg County.
The DI of 39.5 for Asian/white is also much lower in Spartanburg County. These DI values suggest there
are low levels of segregation in Spartanburg County. One pairing indicates a higher level of segregation
between Hispanic and white with a DI of 41.0.

Overall, the Dissimilarity Index indicates moderate to high levels of segregation throughout the City of
Spartanburg, Spartanburg County, and the region.
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NATIONAL ORIGIN AND LIMITED ENGLISH PROFICIENCY POPULATION

Settlement patterns of immigrants significantly impact the composition and landscape of communities
across the United States. Large central cities have the largest population of foreign-born residents, but
suburban areas are experiencing rapid growth of foreign-born populations recently.> Clusters of
immigrants of the same ethnicity form for a variety of reasons. Social capital in the form of kinship ties,
social network connections, and shared cultural experiences often draw new immigrants to existing
communities. Settling in neighborhoods with an abundance of social capital is less financially burdensome
forimmigrants and provides opportunities to accumulate financial capital through employment and other
resources that would otherwise be unattainable.®

Populations with limited English proficiency (LEP) are typically composed of foreign-born residents that
originate from countries where English is not the primary language, however, a substantial portion (19%)
of the national LEP population is born in the United States. Nationally, the LEP population has lower levels
of education and are more likely to live in poverty compared to the English proficient population.” Recent
studies have also found that areas with high concentrations of LEP residents have lower rates of
homeownership.?

Communities of people sharing the same ethnicity and informal networks are able to provide some
resources and opportunities, but numerous barriers and limited financial capital influence residential
patterns of foreign-born and LEP populations.

Most of the foreign-born residents in the City of Spartanburg are located in the southwestern half of the
city. The neighborhood around Fairfield Park contain a heavy concentration of foreign-born residents from
Mexico and immediately south is a small concentration of residents with origins in Korea. Foreign-born
residents originating from Germany mostly reside in 