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c. Unemployment Rates
Chart 1 below shows a running comparison of the unemployment rates for New
Mexico, and the MSA’s of Farmington, Albuquerque, Las Cruces, and Santa Fe.
The annual data is displayed through 2009 and the 2010 monthly data is displayed
to the right of the dashed line.

≠ Impediment Identified: Unemployment
The abrupt increase in unemployment has directly impacted a family’s ability to afford
housing and has placed many in jeopardy of homelessness.

Chart 1

Unemployment Rates
Comparison of Farmington with State, and NM MSA's

Source: Bureau of Labor Statistics
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d. Income
i. Comparison of Median Incomes in Farmington and the

Farmington MSA
Table 3 shows a comparison of incomes and the number of families by income
groups between the Farmington MSA or San Juan County and the City of
Farmington. The source of this data comes from the American Community
Survey (ACS) but rather than being from a single year, it comes from a
published 2006-2008 three-year average of annual survey results. This is the
only current data source that covers just the City of Farmington limits. The
median family income (MFI), number of families, and percent of families is
shown by income group for both the City of Farmington and the Farmington
MSA. A family is considered to be moderate income if they earn 80% or less of
the median family income. This table was originally created for the Housing
Affordability 2010 Update.

The comparison of the two jurisdictions shows some significant differences:
 The City of Farmington has a nine percent higher MFI than the County

as a whole.
 There are approximately three times as many people in the County that

are moderate income or less.
 In the County, 46% of all families are moderate income (<80% MFI)

while 35.9% are moderate income within the City of Farmington.

Table 3

Median Family Income

MFI
52,564$

Number of
Families in

Group

Percent of All
Families

57,438$
Number of
Families in

Group

Percent of All
Families

80% MFI 42,051$ 7,149 18.1% 45,950$ 1,862 11.6%

50% MFI 26,282$ 4,116 10.4% 28,719$ 1,605 10.0%

30% MFI 15,769$ 6,942 17.5% 17,231$ 2294 14.3%

Totals of all less than
80% MFI

18,207 46.0% 5,761 35.9%

City of Farmington

Comparison of the Farmington MSA and the City of Farmington
Median Income and Income Groups

Farmington MSA (SJC)
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ii. Income by Socio-Economic Groups
Table 4 comes from the Housing Affordability 2010 Update and shows all of the
groups in this study along with their number of families and median incomes.
The three predominate races of White, American Indian, and Hispanic account
for about 97% of the total County or MSA population. The data in this table
comes from the 2008 ACS. At the time the Housing Affordability 2010 Update
was created, this data was not available for the City of Farmington.

≠ Impediment Identified: Income Race, Age, and Family Type
American Indian and Hispanic Families, the Under 25 and Over 65 Years age groups,
and Female Householders earn significantly less then the MFI. This decreases their
ability to afford housing and limits their ability to make choices in the type and location
of their housing.

Table 4

Socio- Economic Groups
Farmington, NM MSA

Number

Households or

Families

Median Income

of Group

White Alone Non Hispanic 15,204 51,434$
Native American 8,497 43,526$
Hispanic or Latino 4,569 44,635$

Householder under 25 years 2,340 35,357$
Householder 25 to 44 years 12,061 51,159$
Householder 45 to 64 years 17,735 58,283$
Householder 65 years and over 7,725 24,493$

Owner Occupied 29,525 52,332$
Renter Occupied 10,336 40,187$

Total Median Family Income - 2008 28,602 56,657$
80% of MFI - Moderate Income 5,293 45,326$
50% of MFI - Low Income 3,453 28,329$
30% of MFI - Very Low Income 2,391 16,997$

With own children under 18 years 9,067 51,467$
No own children under 18 years 10,781 60,663$
Married-couple family -- 19,848 72,304$

Female householder, no husband present -- 5,923 31,126$
Male householder, no wife present -- 2,831 46,391$

Source 2008 ACS

Family Type

Tenure - Own or Rent

Household

Household by Age of Householder

Family
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iii. Number of Families by Income
Chart 2 depicts the number of families in income groups to show the
distribution of incomes in the Farmington MSA or San Juan County. The
income categories are on the left and the number of families runs across the
chart. Also, depicted on the chart are the MFI and percent of MFI values to
show where the distribution of families falls. The horizontal bars show the
number of families by income category. This chart does not show a classic bell
distribution, but a large spike in three bars covering the $60K to $125K income
range. The next largest bar is in the $30K to $35K range. The lowest numbers
on the table are in the highest two income categories, but notice that the lowest
income category of less than $10K is a small spike with 1,347 families. This
table comes from the Affordable Housing 2010 Update

Chart 2

Number of Families by Income
2008 American Community Survey

The Median Family Income and Low Income catagories are shown
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e. Poverty
The National Center for Children in Poverty’s web site under Measuring Poverty
states: “The current federal poverty level is $22,350 a year for a family of four and
$18,530 for a family of three. But this measure is based on a methodology developed
in the 1960s and now widely recognized as outdated. One major criticism is that the
official poverty level is too low. Current research suggests that, on average, families
need an income of about twice the federal poverty level just to afford basic expenses.”
(http://nccp.org/topics/measuringpoverty.html)

In 2009 the 80% MFI for the Farmington MSA was $45,326. To put this in perspective,
the 80% MFI is the maximum income for eligibility for assistance from the Community
Development Block Grant and that was just a little bit over twice the poverty level.

i. 2011 Poverty Guidelines
The Poverty income levels are dependent on the number of people in a family.

Table 5

Persons in family Poverty guideline

1 $10,890

2 14,710

3 18,530

4 22,350

5 26,170

6 29,990

7 33,810
8 37,630

Federal Register , Vol. 76, No. 13, January 20, 2011

For families with more than 8 persons, add $3,820 for each
additional person.

The 2011 Poverty Guidelines for the 48

Contiguous States and the District of Columbia

http://nccp.org/topics/measuringpoverty.html
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ii. 2008 ACS Poverty Data for the Farmington MSA
Table 6 shows 2008 ACS poverty data for all of San Juan County or the MSA.
The table shows the numbers and percent of families, by race, family types,
and educational attainment. The highest poverty rates are for those who did
not graduate high school, young families with children under 18, for households
that are 65 or over, and American Indian families. Female householder with no
husband present has some of the highest rates of poverty in all of the race,
age, or educational categories. The table was originally developed for the City
of Farmington 2009-2014 Consolidated Plan and is included in this Analysis of
Impediments to Fair Housing Choice to show the disproportionate poverty
levels.

≠ Impediment Identified: Race and Age in Poverty
American Indian families, families with children under 18, and households over 65
years have a disproportionately high percentage in poverty.

Table 6

Subject

Total
Percent Below

Poverty Level
Total

Percent Below

Poverty Level
Total

Percent Below

Poverty Level

Families 28,602 10.00% 19,848 5.40% 5,923 21.60%

With related children under 18 years 15,833 14.00% 10,048 6.50% 3,973 28.30%

RACE AND HISPANIC OR LATINO ORIGIN

Families with a householder who is--

American Indian and Alaska Native 8,497 15.30% 4,733 6.60% 2,497 26.90%

White Alone Non Hispanic 15,204 5.00% 11,513 4.10% 2,391 4.50%

Householder 65 years and over 4,558 19.80% 2,982 12.70% 1,105 27.60%

Family received --

Social security income in the past 12 months 5,756 10.30% 4,018 4.90% 1,059 14.10%

EDUCATIONAL ATTAINMENT OF HOUSEHOLDER

Less than high school graduate 4,410 20.70% 2,328 11.60% 1,493 37.80%

High school graduate (includes equivalency) 9,284 8.10% 6,649 4.60% 1,044 8.80%

Some college, associate's degree 10,647 10.00% 7,409 5.90% 2,752 20.50%

Bachelor's degree or higher 4,261 2.70% 3,462 1.60% 634 9.30%

Source: 2008 ACS

2008 Poverty Data for the Farmington MSA

All families Married-couple families
Female householder, no husband

present
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f. Disability Statistics
The City of Farmington 2009-2014 Consolidated Plan provided disability statistics for
the community. This section focuses on the disparate impact of disability on poverty
and income. The 2005-2007 ACS is the most recent data available for the City of
Farmington because the ACS changed its question methodology. The 2009-2011 data
will be the next update and it will be available in the summer of 2012.

≠ Impediment Identified: Disability
The median earnings of individuals with a disability are 27.6% of those who are not disabled.
In all age groups, the disabled are significantly more likely to live in poverty.
.

i. Median Earning by Disability and by Sex
Chart 3 below, shows the median individual earnings of the over 16 population
broken down by sex and disability status. The three columns show total
population, male, and female. The two rows in the data table show with and
without a disability. Being disabled has a huge impact on potential earning as
shown in this table. The disabled population earns only 27.6% as much money
as the population with no disability. This shows a significant impediment to the
disabled population when trying to find accessible housing that is affordable.

Chart 3

Median Earnings of Over 16 Population by Disability and by Sex
City of Farmington 2005-2007 ACS
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Source: 2005-2007 ACS

With A Disability $7,017 $7,955 $6,335

No Disability $25,378 $35,515 $17,068

All Male Female

The disabled population earns only 27.6% as much
money as the population with no disability.
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ii. Disparate Impact of Disability on Poverty
Table 7 below shows that disabled persons are disproportionally likely to be in
poverty than the general population. The columns show the three age groups
and the number and percent in the defined populations. The first row is the
disabled population broken down by age and the percent of the total
population. The second row is the population in poverty broken down by age
and the percent of the total population. The third row is number and percent of
the disabled population in poverty broken down by age. If you look at all age
groups there is a disparate impact, but in the 5 to 20 year old category this
impact is the greatest. For instance, 1.8% of this age group is disabled, 4.7%
of this age group lives in poverty, but 32.3% of those who are disabled are in
poverty. This significant difference in the poverty rate shows the
disproportionate impact on income that being disabled has.

Table 7

# % # % # %

Disabled Population by Age and % of
Total Population 708 1.8% 2,691 6.7% 1,840 4.6%

Number and Percent of Total Population in
Poverty by Age Group 1,859 4.7% 3,296 8.3% 472 1.2%

Number and Percent of Disabled Population
in Poverty by Age 229 32.3% 583 21.7% 149 8.1%

Source: 2005-2007 ACS

5 to 20 Years
Old

21 to 64 Years
Old

65 Years Old and
Over

Disparate Impacts of Disability on Poverty
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E. Housing Characteristics for the City of Farmington
Both the Housing Needs Assessment and the Housing Affordability 2010 Update have
significant housing characteristics data and both are available online on the City of Farmington
Web Page.

Table 8 below provides the latest available physical housing characteristics from the 2007-
2009 ACS. The information is listed for all occupied housing, owner, and renter occupied
housing.

Table 8

Occupied housing units 14,704 9,821 4,883
UNITS IN STRUCTURE Percent Number Percent Number Percent Number

1, detached 60.9% 8,955 74.8% 10,999 32.9% 4,838
1, attached 3.0% 441 1.5% 221 5.9% 868
2 apartments 1.4% 206 0.1% 15 4.1% 603
3 or 4 apartments 5.5% 809 0.1% 15 16.2% 2,382
5 to 9 apartments 2.5% 368 0.0% 7.5%
10 or more apartments 5.6% 823 0.0% 17.0%
Mobile home or other type of housing 21.1% 3,103 23.4% 3,441 16.5% 2,426

YEAR STRUCTURE BUILT
2000 or later 11.5% 1,691 13.4% 1,970 7.6% 1,118
1990 to 1999 19.2% 2,823 19.8% 2,911 18.1% 2,661
1980 to 1989 16.8% 2,470 17.4% 2,558 15.7% 2,309
1960 to 1979 28.9% 4,249 26.5% 3,897 33.9% 4,985
1940 to 1959 22.6% 3,323 21.8% 3,205 24.4% 3,588
1939 or earlier 0.9% 132 1.2% 176 0.3% 44

ROOMS
1 room 0.8% 118 0.3% 44 1.8% 265
2 or 3 rooms 7.9% 1,162 4.7% 691 14.5% 2,132
4 or 5 rooms 41.6% 6,117 33.7% 4,955 57.5% 8,455
6 or 7 rooms 33.1% 4,867 38.8% 5,705 21.8% 3,205
8 or more rooms 16.5% 2,426 22.5% 3,308 4.5% 662

BEDROOMS
No bedroom 1.0% 147 0.3% 44 2.5% 368
1 bedroom 6.8% 1,000 3.6% 529 13.3% 1,956
2 or 3 bedrooms 73.2% 10,763 70.3% 10,337 78.9% 11,601
4 or more bedrooms 19.0% 2,794 25.8% 3,794 5.3% 779

COMPLETE FACILITIES
With complete plumbing facilities 99.7% 14,660 99.9% 14,689 99.3% 14,601
With complete kitchen facilities 99.7% 14,660 99.9% 14,689 99.4% 14,616

OCCUPANTS PER ROOM
1.00 or less occupants per room 95.4% 14,028 97.0% 14,263 92.1% 13,542
1.01 to 1.50 occupants per room 3.7% 544 2.5% 368 6.0% 882
1.51 or more occupants per room 1.0% 147 0.5% 74 2.0% 294

Source: 2007-2009 ACS

City of Farmington Physical Housing Characteristics 2007-2009 ACS

All Occupied Housing Owner Occupied Renter Occupied
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F. Housing Sales Data
The San Juan County Assessor’s office provided data on the reported sales prices of all
residential units sold for the development of the Housing Affordability 2010 Update. This is
the only type of sales data available that gives a breakdown of different types of dwellings.
Therefore, this data is used for the housing affordability studies.

a. 2009 San Juan County Assessor’s Sales Data
Table 9 has the 2009 data reported in the Housing Affordability 2010 Update. The
table shows, the number and percent of sales, median reported sales price, median
size in square feet, and the median price per square foot. The 2009 data is broken out
for the overall County, non-incorporated areas (County only), Farmington, Aztec, and
Bloomfield. For each of the areas, site built homes, mobile homes on a permanent
foundation, and townhome/condo/duplex are shown. As a note, there were no sales of
townhomes in Aztec and Bloomfield.

Table 9

2009 Number
of Sales

Percent of All
2009 Sales

Median Sales
Price

Median Size
in Square

Feet

Median Price
Per Square

Foot

All County Sales 804 $187,040 1,600 $122

County Only Site Built
Homes

113 14.1% $210,000 1,648 $126

County Only Mobile
Homes on Permanent

Foundation

57 7.1% $167,750 1,711 $99

All City of Farmington

Sales
519 64.6% $194,000 1,610 $125

City of Farmington Site

Built Homes
500 62.2% $195,550 1,618 $125

City of Farmington

Townhome Condo
11 1.4% $167,000 1,448 $128

City of Farmington
Mobile on Permanent

Foundation

8 1.0% $145,000 2,071 $78

City of Aztec Site Built
Homes

60 7.5% $161,250 1,443 $124

City of Aztec Mobile
Homes

4 0.5% $155,750 1,738 $89

City of Bloomfield Site

Built Homes
44 5.5% $139,250 1,314 $114

City of Bloomfield
Mobile Homes on

Permanent Foundation

7 0.9% $123,000 1,689 $77

2009 San Juan County Assessor's Reported Sales Data
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b. Median Sales Price by Type of Housing in The City of Farmington
Chart 4 shows the City of Farmington specific data from the San Juan County
Assessor by type of housing.

Chart 4

City of Farmington Median Sales Prices by Type
San Juan County Assessor's Data
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Site Built $120,000 $120,000 $140,750 $137,700 $145,000 $165,000 $174,300 $190,000 $199,250 $195,550

Townhome/Condo $92,000 $79,000 $96,500 $121,000 $127,000 $147,000 $165,000 $194,100 $185,700 $167,000

Mobile Home $108,000 $94,250 $96,250 $86,500 $111,000 $112,500 $114,650 $125,000 $144,900 $145,000

2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009

2000 to 2009 Site Built +63%

2000 to 2009
Townhome/Condo +82%

2000 to 2009 Mobile Home +34%
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c. City of Farmington Home Sales by Size and Price per Square Foot
Chart 5 shows the City of Farmington size and price per square foot data. One
notable point in this table is the mobile home size in 2009. There was a very large
increase in the median size of mobile homes from 1,639 to 2,071 square feet. There
has been a downward trend in the size of homes built and sold in Farmington and this
is another indicator of the need for affordable housing.

Chart 5

City of Farmington Size and Price Per Square Foot
San Juan County Assessor's Data
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SFD Median Sq Ft 1,728 1,601 1,687 1,599 1,600 1,610 1,560 1,585 1,642 1,618

Townhome/Condo Median Sq Ft 1,292 1,276 1,372 1,562 1,440 1,448 1,394 1,603 1448 1,448

Mobile Home Median Sq Ft 1,907 1,752 1,693 1,095 1,637 1,382 1,419 1,503 1637 2,071

SFD Median $ per Sq Ft $69.44 $74.95 $83.43 $86.12 $90.63 $102.4 $111.7 $119.8 $121.3 $120.8

Townhome/Condo $ per Sq Ft $71.21 $61.91 $70.34 $77.46 $88.19 $101.5 $118.3 $121.0 $128.2 $115.3

Mobile Home Median $ per Sq Ft $56.63 $53.80 $56.85 $79.00 $67.81 $81.40 $80.80 $83.17 $88.52 $70.03

2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009
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d. Aztec and Bloomfield Home Sales by Price and Size
Table 10 comes from the Housing Affordability 2010 Update and is included as a
comparison of housing activity. The table shows the San Juan County Assessor’s
data for the City’s of Aztec and Bloomfield. In 2009, both cities had significant
decreases in the median sales prices for site built homes, and significant increases in
the median sales prices for mobile homes. The median size of the mobile homes was
also significantly larger in 2009. This is another possible sign of the lack of affordable
housing as families are shifting to mobile homes to be able to afford housing in a size
they need.

Table 10

Median
Sales Price

Median
Square

Feet

Median

Price Per
Square

Foot
Median

Sales Price

Median
Square

Feet

Median

Price Per
Square

Foot
2009 $161,250 1443 123.87$ 2009 $155,750 1738 89.41$
2008 $184,250 1508 127.77$ 2008 123,750$ 1421 96.95$
2007 174,000$ 1406 123.76$ 2007 124,000$ 1505 88.80$
2006 157,000$ 1416 117.91$ 2006 115,000$ 1853 77.44$

Median

Sales Price

Median
Square

Feet

Median
Price Per
Square

Foot

Median

Sales Price

Median
Square

Feet

Median
Price Per
Square

Foot
2009 $139,250 1314 113.98$ 2009 $123,000 1689 77.10$
2008 $146,500 1200 121.12$ 2008 110,000$ 1467 79.19$
2007 149,950$ 1252 116.62$ 2007 118,750$ 1789 69.42$
2006 133,500$ 1232 111.70$ 2006 105,000$ 1418 74.05$

Aztec and Bloomfield Sales Price and Size

Source: SJC Assessor's Sales Data

City of Aztec

Mobile Homes

Mobile HomesSingle Family Dwellings

Single Family Dwellings

City of Bloomfield

G. Farmington Daily Times Rental Survey
This section comes from the Housing Affordability 2010 Update. The City of Farmington has
been tracking the Farmington Daily Times rental advertisements as an ongoing survey of
rental activity. CDBG staff selected the month of April each year to track changes in the
market. On each April 1st, all rental ads appearing in the classifieds are selected. On each of
the remaining days of April, only the ads appearing in the First Look section of the classifieds
are selected. This method ensures that ads are not counted multiple times. The distribution
of the Farmington Daily Times does potentially go beyond the boundaries of San Juan
County, but virtually all of the rentals advertised in the paper are for Farmington, Aztec,
Bloomfield, and the developed surrounding areas. This survey method does not guarantee
that some rental price data from outside of the county gets into the paper, nor does it cover
rentals that are not advertised in the paper, however, the methodology is consistently applied
year to year. Most important though, this data is more current then a survey of what renters
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are paying. By looking at advertised prices as opposed to a survey of rent paid by all renters,
the most current market rates are reported.

a. All Rentals – Median and Average Price and Number of Units Available
Chart 6 shows the median and average advertised rent for all rentals and tracks the
results from 2000 to 2009, and the number of advertised units available. The rental
price is on the left and shown on the red and blue lines. The number of units is on the
right and is shown with the green line. During this time period, there has been a 97
percent increase in the median rental price and a 63 percent decrease in the number
units available.

Chart 6

All Rentals - Median and Average Rent and Total Number Available

Farmington Daily Times Data 2000 to 2009
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Total Median Rent $458 $463 $461 $525 $438 $650 $650 $750 $850 $900

Total Average Rent $482 $519 $476 $534 $506 $671 $711 $800 $914 $990

Total Available 246 137 119 115 71 104 83 96 106 90

2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009

97% Increase in Median
Rent

-63% Decrease in Units Available
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b. Comparison of Rental Prices by Number of Bedrooms
Chart 7 compares the median rental costs by the number of bedrooms from 2000 to
2009. The median rental costs have increased in order of the number of bedrooms,
with a 57 percent increase in the price of four bedroom rentals. This indicates a
significant increase in the demand for larger units.

Chart 7

Median Rental Price by Number of Bedrooms, All Types

2000 to 2009 Farmington Daily Times Data
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One Bedroom $352 $377 $331 $438 $400 $389 $450 $475 $613 $555

Two Bedroom $425 $450 $450 $450 $513 $563 $550 608 $750 $700

Three Bedroom $600 $617 $550 $759 $820 $875 $875 $900 $1,000 $1,050

Four Bedroom $550 $800 $775 $1,088 $1,050 $925 $1,200 $1,275 $1,275 $1,700

2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009

209% Increase

75% Increase

65% Increase

58% Increase
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c. Median Rental Price by Type of Unit
Chart 8 displays the changes in median advertised rent by type of rental from 2000 to
2009, and their total percent change. Townhomes/Condos/Duplex has had the
greatest increase and the largest swings of all the types of housing. In 2005 and 2007,
a significant number of new town homes were completed, and their larger size, quality,
and new condition significantly increased the median price in this category. As a note,
there were no townhomes available in April of 2001 hence the missing data point.

Chart 8

Median Rental Price by Type of Rental
Farmington Daily Times Data 2000-2009
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H. Housing Affordability
Housing affordability shows the health of the community housing market and points to socio-
economic groups that are in need of affordable housing. The 2009 Consolidated Plan and the
Housing Affordability 2010 Update have full local data on housing affordability. The following
are important sections on owner and renter affordability from these reports.

a. Comparison of the Percent of Income Spent on Homes with a Mortgage in
the City of Farmington and San Juan County

Chart 9 compares San Juan County and the City of Farmington in the percent of
income spent on a mortgage. A detail in the chart shows the number of households
that spent more than 30% of their monthly income on their mortgage, 4,429 San Juan
County and 1,870 for the City. There are no significant differences between the City
and County data in this case. The percent of households paying more than 30% is
almost identical at 28 percent. However, what this means is, 28 percent of all
mortgage holders are in the unaffordable housing category in San Juan County and
City. The 50% and over category is also identical and it shows that 9.7 percent of all
mortgage holders are in the greatest need category, 1,536 households in the County
and 647 households in the City of Farmington.

Chart 9

Comparison of the Farmington MSA (SJC) and the City of Farmington

Percent of Income Spent on Mortgage
2006-2008 ACS
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b. American Community Survey Rental Data
Rental contract data from the American Community Survey represents a sample
survey of current renters in all types of rental units. Some of renters may have been in
their units for many years, and this typically means they are paying less for rent. While
tracking the changes in the ACS data is informative, the median rental contract data
does not reflect the current market rate of rentals that a new resident would find
looking for a new home. If a family is looking for a new home or an apartment to rent,
the Farmington Daily Times data below is going to give a more accurate look at current
market costs.

i. Comparison of Contract Rents in the Farmington MSA and the City
Chart 10 depicts a comparison of the City of Farmington and the Farmington
MSA or San Juan County. The vertical bars show the percent of households
paying different amounts for rent, blue for the Farmington MSA and purple for
the City of Farmington. The two vertical dashed lines show the median
contract rent for the two areas. There are very noticeable differences between
the two areas. The County has higher bars on the left side in the lower rent
categories, while the City has higher bars in the $600 to $1,400 categories.
This shows that a higher percentage of families are paying higher contract
rents in Farmington than in the County. This comparison is important because
Fair Market Rents published by HUD are only calculated for San Juan County
and not for the City of Farmington. This chart helps document that difference
for HUD to allow an area waiver to the Fair Market Rental rates.

Chart 10

Contract Rent Comparison
Percent of Households by Rent

Farmington MSA (SJC) and City of Farmington 2006-2008 ACS
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ii. Gross Rent Comparison of the City of Farmington and San Juan
County

Chart 11 shows the percentage of households paying certain percentages of
their income in rent. A portion of this table has a nice bell curve to it, but there
is a large spike in the 50% or more category. In the City of Farmington 906
families are paying more than 50% of their income on rent and this puts them in
the greatest needs category.

Chart 11

Gross Rent Comparison
Percent of Households by Percent of Income Spent on Rent

Farmington MSA (SJC) and City of Farmington 2006-2008 ACS
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c. Affordability Comparison of New Mexico MSA’s and Principal Cities
Table 11 shows an affordability comparison of the four New Mexico MSAs and their
principal cities. The data on this table is derived from the 2006-2008 ACS. The
number of households and the percent of households that expend more than 30
percent and more than 50 percent of their income on contract rent are shown on the
top half of the table and the bottom half of the table shows the same for homes with
mortgages. The over 30 percent rows show every household, rental or ownership,
which is considered to be in the unaffordable category. The over 50 percent rows
show the number and percent of households that are considered to be in greatest
need.

This table is very encouraging from the perspective of San Juan County and the City of
Farmington. We have a much lower percentage of households paying more than 30
percent and 50 percent than the other MSAs and Cities. Not surprisingly, Santa Fe
has the highest rate with 54.4 percent paying more than 30 percent of their income on
rent. However, the Farmington MSA still has 3,643 households living in unaffordable
rentals and 4,429 households living with an unaffordable mortgage.

Table 11

# of
Households

% of
Households

# of
Households

% of
Households

# of
Households

% of
Households

# of
Households

% of
Households

MSAs

Over 30 Percent 3,643 34.3% 47,581 45.9% 7,391 48.6% 12,575 51.7%

50.0 percent or more 1,822 17.1% 23,645 22.8% 3,957 26.0% 6,170 25.4%

Cities

Over 30 Percent 2,173 37.2% 37,411 46.4% 5,819 54.4% 8,570 53.5%

50.0 percent or more 906 15.5% 18,247 22.7% 3,208 30.0% 4,400 27.5%

# of
Households

% of
Households

# of
Households

% of
Households

# of
Households

% of
Households

# of
Households

% of
Households

MSAs

Over 30 Percent 4,429 27.9% 56,769 35.5% 10,102 38.8% 9,943 36.6%

50.0 percent or more 1,536 9.7% 21,164 13.2% 4,353 16.7% 3,798 14.0%

Cities

Over 30 Percent 1,870 22.4% 33,877 29.3% 4,658 35.7% 4,822 27.6%

50.0 percent or more 647 9.7% 12,153 12.8% 1,967 17.7% 1,833 13.6%

City of Las Cruces

Housing Affordability Comparison of New Mexico MSAs and Cities
Households paying more than 30% and more than 50% of their income on housing

Source: U.S. Census Bureau, 2006-2008

American Community Survey

Percent of Household Spending on a Mortgage

Farmington MSA Albuquerque MSA Santa Fe MSA Las Cruces MSA

City of Farmington City of Albuquerque City of Santa Fe

City of Farmington City of Albuquerque City of Santa Fe City of Las Cruces

Percent of Household Spending on Rent

Farmington MSA Albuquerque MSA Santa Fe MSA Las Cruces MSA
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d. Rental Affordability for Area Identified Socio-Economic Groups
Table 12 below comes from the Housing Affordability 2010 Update and it compares
the median family incomes of the identified major socio-economic groups in the MSA
and the median costs of rentals by the number of bedrooms and the type of rental
units. On the left side of the table are the different family groups and types of
households, with their median incomes. The next column shows the affordable (30
percent of gross monthly income) rental payment for each group. This is what the
median family in a group can afford.

Across the top of the table are the rental types by number of bedrooms and the type of
rentals along with their median monthly rent. In the comparison cells are a calculated
percentage, which represents the percent of the group’s median monthly income,
which must be expended to pay for the median cost by bedroom and type of rental.
For example, an American Indian Family earning the median income would have to
pay 27.6 percent of their monthly income to rent a median priced three-bedroom
rental, and this type of rental would be marginally unaffordable. The resulting
comparison cells are color coded by the percent of the monthly income required to pay
for the rental. Families with the “greatest need” pay over 50 percent and are shaded
purple. Families that pay 30 percent or more are considered unaffordable and are
shaded orange. Families that pay 25 percent or more are considered marginally
affordable and are shaded yellow. The green shaded cells are considered affordable.
The concept of marginal affordability is included in this study because the cost of
utilities is not factored into the cost of the rental units and this allows the identification
of groups that are on the middle of the fence between affordable and unaffordable.

The four-bedroom rental category is only affordable to the married couple group and is
only marginally affordable to 7 of the16 groups. One-bedroom units are the most
affordable but are still not affordable to families over 65 and those earning 50% MFI or
less. The median three-bedroom rental price is affordable to those making the median
family income of $50,069, but is not affordable to those making 80% MFI or less. One
bedroom units, mobile homes, and apartments are the most affordable types of units.

≠ Impediment Identified: Rental Affordability
Native American families, young and old families, and Female Householder are less likely to
be able to afford rental housing, especially three and four bedroom units.
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Table 12

Farmington, NM MSA

Median

Income of

Group

30% of Gross

Monthly

Income

1 Bed 2 Bed 3 Bed 4 Bed Houses
Townhomes

Condo
Mobile
Homes Apartments

$613 $750 $1,000 $1,275 1,150$ 925$ 700$ 638$

Household Income

White Alone 51,434$ 1,286$ 14.3% 17.5% 23.3% 29.7% 26.8% 21.6% 16.3% 14.9%

Native American 43,526$ 1,088$ 16.9% 20.7% 27.6% 35.2% 31.7% 25.5% 19.3% 17.6%
Hispanic or Latino 44,635$ 1,116$ 16.5% 20.2% 26.9% 34.3% 30.9% 24.9% 18.8% 17.2%

Household Income by Age of Householder

Householder under 25 years 35,357$ 884$ 20.8% 25.5% 33.9% 43.3% 39.0% 31.4% 23.8% 21.7%

Householder 25 to 44 years 51,159$ 1,279$ 14.4% 17.6% 23.5% 29.9% 27.0% 21.7% 16.4% 15.0%

Householder 45 to 64 years 58,283$ 1,457$ 12.6% 15.4% 20.6% 26.3% 23.7% 19.0% 14.4% 13.1%

Householder 65 years and over 24,493$ 612$ 30.0% 36.7% 49.0% 62.5% 56.3% 45.3% 34.3% 31.3%

Tenure - Own or Rent

Owner Occupied 52,332$ 1,308$ 14.0% 17.2% 22.9% 29.2% 26.4% 21.2% 16.1% 14.6%

Renter Occupied 40,187$ 1,005$ 18.3% 22.4% 29.9% 38.1% 34.3% 27.6% 20.9% 19.1%

Family Income

Total Median Family Income - 2008 56,657$ 1,416$ 13.0% 15.9% 21.2% 27.0% 24.4% 19.6% 14.8% 13.5%

80% of MFI - Moderate Income 45,326$ 1,133$ 16.2% 19.9% 26.5% 33.8% 30.4% 24.5% 18.5% 16.9%

50% of MFI - Low Income 28,329$ 708$ 25.9% 31.8% 42.4% 54.0% 48.7% 39.2% 29.7% 27.0%

30% of MFI - Very Low Income 16,997$ 425$ 43.2% 53.0% 70.6% 90.0% 81.2% 65.3% 49.4% 45.0%

Family Type

With own children under 18 years 51,467$ 1,287$ 14.3% 17.5% 23.3% 29.7% 26.8% 21.6% 16.3% 14.9%

No own children under 18 years 60,663$ 1,517$ 12.1% 14.8% 19.8% 25.2% 22.7% 18.3% 13.8% 12.6%

Married-couple family -- 72,304$ 1,808$ 10.2% 12.4% 16.6% 21.2% 19.1% 15.4% 11.6% 10.6%

Female householder, no husband present -- 31,126$ 778$ 23.6% 28.9% 38.6% 49.2% 44.3% 35.7% 27.0% 24.6%

Male householder, no wife present -- 46,391$ 1,160$ 15.8% 19.4% 25.9% 33.0% 29.7% 23.9% 18.1% 16.5%

Greater than 50% of Monthly Gross Income
Greater than 30% = Unaffordable
Greater than 25% = Marginal Affordability
Less than 25% = Affordable

Source: U.S. Census Bureau, 2008 American Community Survey

2008 Median Rental Price by # of Bedrooms 2008 Median Rental Price by Type of Rental

2008 Rental Affordability- Median Family Income by Race, Age, and Family Type Compared with Median Rental Prices by Bedrooms and Type.
The percentage of the gross monthly income is displayed.
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e. Home Mortgage Affordability for Area Identified Socio-Economic Groups

Table 13 also comes from the Housing Affordability 2010 Update and it compares the
median family incomes of the MSA’s socio-economic groups and their ability to
purchase the median-
priced home, townhome/condo, or mobile home. On the left side of the table are the
different family groups and household types with their median incomes. The next
column shows the recommended maximum home value for each group. This value
was calculated with the assistance of a banking loan officer and research on a number
of internet loan calculators. A number of assumptions were made in this calculation:
first time buyer, 5% down, 6.5% interest rate, PPI mortgage insurance, typical property
insurance, and taxes. A number of mortgages were calculated for home values
around the median prices and an average ratio of income to value was created. The
final calculation used for this table is, a family’s income is 29 percent of the
recommended maximum home value. For example, if a family’s income is $44,635
(median for Hispanic families), divide the income by 0.29 and the recommended
maximum home value is $153,914. Utilities are still not included for this estimate so
like in the rental affordability section above, the concept of Marginally Affordable is
used.

In the comparison cells, the median price for houses, townhomes/condos, and mobile
homes is subtracted from the recommended maximum price by family and household
groups. The green cells are positive numbers and represent affordability. The yellow
cells are positive numbers but are less than $10,000 and are considered marginally
affordable. If there are even minor changes in the terms of the loan or a family’s
income, that type of housing could become unaffordable. The orange cells show
negative numbers and by how much a family cannot afford the type of home.

In Table 13 you see far less green affordable cells for housing purchases then in the
rental table above. Only married couple families with the MFI of $72,304 can afford to
purchase the median priced home. American Indian, Hispanic, young and old families,
those making less than 50% MFI, and Female Householders, cannot even afford the
median priced mobile home.

An important update to add for this report is that the mortgage lending industry has
changed significantly in the last 2 years. Many of the assumptions used to calculate
how much of a home families can afford have changed. For instance the interest rates
have fallen to historic lows. However, the debt to income ratios have increased and it
is now almost impossible to get a loan with less than 20% down. With 20% down, the
monthly payments will go down and housing will appear to be more affordable, but
how many families can afford a 20% or $40,000 cash down payment on a $200,000
home? The next affordability study will have to look at median family savings rates to
see who can afford a down payment.

≠ Impediment Identified: Purchase Affordability
The median incomes of Native American families, young and old families, and Female
Householders are unable to afford to purchase any type of median priced housing in
Farmington.
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Table 13

Farmington MSA
Median

Income

Recommended

Max Home

Value

2008 Median

of All County

Sales

2008 Houses
Town Homes/

Condos Mobile Homes All Types

Households 199,250$ 185,700$ 144,900$ 189,000$

White alone, not Hispanic or Latino 51,434$ $ 177,359 (21,891)$ (8,341)$ (11,641)$

American Indian 43,526$ $ 150,090 (49,160)$ (35,610)$ 5,190$ (38,910)$

Hispanic or Latino origin (of any race)
44,635$

$ 153,914 (45,336)$ (31,786)$ 9,014$
(35,086)$

HOUSEHOLD INCOME BY AGE

15 to 24 years 35,357$ $ 121,921 (77,329)$ (63,779)$ (22,979)$ (67,079)$

25 to 44 years 51,159$ $ 176,410 (22,840)$ (9,290)$ (12,590)$

45 to 64 years 58,283$ $ 200,976 1,726$

65 years and over 24,493$ $ 84,459 (114,791)$ (101,241)$ (60,441)$ (104,541)$

Tenure - Own or Rent

Owner Occupied 52,332$ $ 180,455 (18,795)$ (5,245)$ (8,545)$
Renter Occupied 40,187$ $ 138,576 (60,674)$ (47,124)$ (6,324)$ (50,424)$

Family Income

Median Family Income 56,657$ $ 195,369 (3,881)$ 9,669$ 6,369$

80% 45,326$ $ 156,295 (42,955)$ (29,405)$ (32,705)$

50% 28,329$ $ 97,684 (101,566)$ (88,016)$ (47,216)$ (91,316)$

30% 16,997$ $ 58,611 (140,639)$ (127,089)$ (86,289)$ (130,389)$

Family Type

With own children under 18 years 51,467$ $ 177,472 (21,778)$ (8,228)$ (11,528)$

With no own children under 18 years 60,663$ $ 209,183 9,933$
Married-couple families 72,304$ $ 249,324
Female householder, no husband
present 31,126$

$ 107,331 (91,919)$ (78,369)$ (37,569)$
(81,669)$

Male householder, no wife present 46,391$ $ 159,969 (39,281)$ (25,731)$ (29,031)$

Source: 2008 American Community Survey

Farmington MSA and 2008 San Juan County

Assessor's Sales Data

Unaffordable

Marginal Affordability = within 10k
Affordable

2008 City of Farmington Median Housing

Price by Type

2008 Housing Affordability
Median Family Income by Race, Age, and Family Type Compared with

Median Housing Prices by Structure Type and Median County
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I. Mortgage Lending Data
The Federal Financial Institutions Examination Council (FFIEC) is responsible for
facilitating public access to data that depository institutions must disclose under the Home
Mortgage Disclosure Act of 1975 (HMDA). The FFIEC is a formal interagency body
empowered to prescribe uniform principles, standards, and report forms for the federal
examination of financial institutions by the Board of Governors of the Federal Reserve
System (FRB), the Federal Deposit Insurance Corporation (FDIC), the National Credit
Union Administration (NCUA), the Office of the Comptroller of the Currency (OCC), and
the Office of Thrift Supervision (OTS), and to make recommendations to promote
uniformity in the supervision of financial institutions.

Community Reinvestment Act (CRA) ratings and Home Mortgage Disclosure Act (HMDA)
data from the FFIEC are commonly used in Analysis of Impediments to Fair Housing
Choice reports to examine fair lending practices within a jurisdiction.

a. Federal Deposit Insurance Corporation
The FDIC web page,http://www.fdic.gov/, was consulted and only two local lending
institutions were found to have reports on file. Four Corners Community Bank and
Citizens Bank both received Satisfactory Community Reinvestment Act ratings.

b. Home Mortgage Disclosure Act
The Home Mortgage Disclosure Act (HUMDA) provided significant data on lending
practices in the MSA. The report presents loan data on conventional home loans
only.
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i. Number of Loans Originated and Percent of Loans Denied
in Farmington

Chart 12 below shows the significant decline in the number of loans
originated in the City of Farmington from 2005 to 2009 with the green bars.
It also shows the percent of loan denials over time with the red line. The
2008 column shows two interesting points. First, there was a 50% drop in
the number of loans made in a single year from 2007 to 2008. This decline
in lending activity mirrors similar declines in housing permits and sales data
from the San Juan County Real Estate Board and from the San Juan
County Assessor’s office. Second, from 2004 to 2007 there was a steady
decline in the loan denial rate; however, in 2008 there was a significant 8%
spike in the denial rate.

Chart 12

City of Farmington
Number of Loans Originated and Percent of Loans Denied 2004 to 2009
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ii. Percent of Loans by Types of Loans
Chart 13 shows the percent of loans by the type of loans originated.
The table has 2009 data and is for the Farmington MSA as a whole.
In 2009, refinancing was the bulk of lending activity.

Chart 13

Percent of Loans by Type of Loan
Farmington MSA 2009

Home Loans
32%

Refinancings
64%

Home Improvement Loans
4%

Source: Home Mortgage Act - http://www.ffiec.gov/hmdaadwebreport/AggTableList.aspx
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iii. Comparison of the Number of Loans Denied in the City of
Farmington and San Juan County Less the City of
Farmington

Chart 14 below shows a comparison of the City of Farmington and San
Juan County less the City of Farmington. The data describes Farmington
as the Principal City in the Farmington Metropolitan Statistical Area (MSA).
From the peak loan year to 2009 Farmington has had a decline of 71%
while the County alone has declined 83%.

Chart 14

City of Farmington and San Juan County Less City of Farmington
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iv. Number of Loan Applications by Race
Chart 15 below shows the number of conventional home loans by race. A
key point depicted in this chart is that in 2005 when lending activity peaked
for the whole community there was no peak in the lending activity for
American Indians or for the Hispanic or Latino groups. This data by race in
only available for the MSA or San Juan County

Chart 15

Number of Loan Applications by Race 2004 to 2009
Farmington MSA
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v. Percent of Loan Denials by Race
Chart 16 below shows the percent of conventional home loan denials by
race. The loan denial rate for American Indians has been approximately
3 times higher than for the White only category. When compared to
Chart 15 above, it appears that the majority of the 2008 spike in loan
denials was borne by the Americans Indians and Hispanics. American
Indians had a 19 percent increase and Hispanics had an 18 percent
increase. The White only racial group only had a 2 percent spike in its
loan denial rate in the same year. This shows that the Americans Indians
and Hispanics bore a disproportionately high loan denial rate during 2008
when the housing market was at its worst.

≠ Impediment Identified: Loan Denial Rate by Race
The percent of loans denied by race is disproportionately high for American
Indian and Hispanic families. Also during the housing downturn in 2008 there
was a spike in their denial rates.

Chart 16

Percent of Loan Denials by Race 2004 to 2009
Farmington MSA
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c. Number of Loans by Income Group
Chart 17 shows the number of conventional home loans broken down by income
groups. Not surprisingly the majority of conventional home loans approved went to
those making 120% or more of the median family income. This chart graphically
shows the large gap in the number of conventional home loans approved. One item
of note is that there has been a small but constant portion of loans made to those
earning less than 50% of the median family income, although that group does show
a 50 percent decline from 2004 to 2009.

Chart 17

Number of Loans by Income Group 2004 to 2009
Farmington MSA
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d. Percent of Loans Denied by Income Group
Chart 18 shows the percent of conventional home loans denied by income group. In
2008 the highest and lowest income groups had only a one percent increase in its loan
denial rate, while the middle three income groups had significant spikes of 6 to 16
percent.

Chart 18

Percent of Loans Denied by Income Group 2004 to 2009
Farmington MSA
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e. Comparison of Loan Denial Rates by Race Within New Mexico MSAs
Chart 19 below shows loan data broken down by race and a comparison of the
Farmington MSA with Albuquerque, Santa Fe, and Las Cruces MSAs. In the bar
display for Farmington you can graphically see the significant differences in the loan
denial rates between White only and American Indian. The zero percent figure for
the loan denial rate in Santa Fe stood out and was further researched by CDBG
staff. Apparently, in Santa Fe MSA there were only five loans made in 2009 to
American Indians and all were approved. In comparison the Farmington MSA had a
total of 25 loans to American Indians reported.

The comparison of Farmington with the other three MSAs shows that the Farmington
MSA has a higher conventional home loan denial rate for all of the predominate
races. The percent of denials for all of the MSAs together is 14.8 percent which is
slightly lower than the Farmington White only rate of 16 percent.

Chart 19

Comparison of New Mexico MSAs
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i. Comparison of Loan Denial Rates by Income Within New Mexico
MSAs

Chart 20 compares the Farmington MSA with the other MSAs on the percent of
loans denied by income. The Farmington MSA is represented by the dark blue
bar and in four of the five income groups Farmington has the highest loan denial.

Chart 20

Comparison of New Mexico MSAs
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f. Loan Approval Rate by Race and Income
Chart 21 compares the loan approval rates by income and race. This type of table is the
most commonly used to compare racial differences in lending activity because it
compares equal income groups. The three vertical bars in each column show the
approval rates of the three predominate race groups. The dashed line shows the overall
loan approval rate of 57%. Also on the table are the overall approval rates by race
excluding income. The <50% MFI and 100-119%MFI columns show two interesting
points. First, these columns have the highest disparity between White Alone and
Minority approval rates. Second, in these two columns the Hispanic approval rate is
lower then the American Indian rate.

It is important to note that the reasons for the loan denials must be considered. Just
reporting this disparity does not mean that the loans are being denied specifically
because of race. In the next chart the reasons for loan denial are explored.

≠ Impediment Identified: Loan Approval Rates for Minorities in Equal Income Groups
The percent of loans approved by race is disproportionately low for American Indian and
Hispanic families even when looking at equal income groups.

Chart 21

2008 Loan Approval Rate by Race and Income
for Conventional Home purchase Loans, 1-4 Family, and Manufactured Homes
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g. Reasons for Loan Denial by Race
Chart 22 looks at the reasons for loan denials broken down by race. Credit History is the
obvious standout on this table for all races. However, Credit History is a huge factor for
Native Americans, representing 81% of all denials. Credit History is such a large factor
in this table that it may explain some of the disparity in loan approval rates detailed
above in Chart 21. Credit history or a person’s credit score is made up of the following
factors:

 35% - Payment History: Negative information.
 30% - Debt: How much and what type?
 15% - Length Of Credit History: This is how long you've had credit
 10% - Credit Diversity: This is the different types of credit experience you've had
 10% - Inquiries (hard): This is when a creditor checks your credit report

Source: FICO, Fair, Isaac and Company

Whether or not the reasons in this case are based on culture, knowledge, or predatory
lending, there appears to be a significant disconnect between American Indians and
Hispanics with the lending industry.

≠ Impediment Identified: Credit History and Lending Approval Rates
81 percent of all American Indian loan denials and 71% of all Hispanic loan denials were due to
poor credit history.

Chart 22

Reasons for Loan Denials by Race - 2008
for Conventional Home purchase Loans, 1-4 Family, and Manufactured Homes in the Farmington MSA
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h. Reasons for Loan Denial by Gender
Chart 23 shows the reasons for loan denial broken down by gender. The reasons that
affect Female borrowers the most are Employment History and Insufficient Cash. Male
borrowers have a slightly higher percentage with Debt to Income Ratio and Collateral.
The predominate reason for loan denials is Credit History for Male, Female, and Married.

Chart 23

Reasons for Loan Denial by Gender 2008
for Conventional Home purchase Loans, 1-4 Family, and Manufactured Homes - Farmington MSA
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i. Reasons for Loan Denial by Income Group
Chart 24 breaks down the loan denial data by income level. For all income groups
Credit History is still the number one reason for denials, however, the >120% MFI group
does have a much lower percentage than the other income groups. Not surprisingly, the
two lowest income levels have the highest percent of denials under Debt to Income
Ratio. Under Collateral there is an unusual spike for the >120% MFI group.

Chart 24

Reasons for Loan Denial by Income 2008
for Conventional Home purchase Loans, 1-4 Family, and Manufactured Homes
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j. Analysis of Loans Denied by Census Tract
Table 14 below shows all of the Census Tract Block Groups sorted by the percent of
denied loans within that block group, and Map 4 below graphically depicts the data in
Table 14. The red shaded cells in Table 14 in the far right column are the Tracts that
have a denial rate higher than the overall City denial rate of 43 percent.

The ranking of denial rates by block groups is compared with the percent of minority by
block group and the percent of low-mod income population by block group. The orange
cells show the block groups with a minority concentration higher than the overall City
minority concentration of 44.7 percent. The blue and yellow cells show the block groups
that are part of the targeted low income neighborhoods identified and updated in the
2010 Annual Action Plan. The blue cells meet the 50 percent standard and the two
yellow cells meet the exception rule, both qualify for Low and Moderate Area benefits
through the CDBG program. If you look at the top half of the chart, the areas with the
highest loan denial rates, you will see some connection between denial rates, low
income, and areas with a high minority population. However, there are some standouts,
which do not have any connection. Tract 402, in the top row, has the highest loan denial
rate but it has only half of the percentage of minority as the overall city. Also, Tract
501’s high denial rate does not relate with income or minority population.

An important point to mention in the far right column is the limited variation from the
overall City denial rate. The second highest concentration of loan denials (the second
row from the top) is only 35% higher than the overall City denial rate. The highest rate
(in the first row) is 100% higher than the overall City denial rate; however, as mentioned
above there is no racial correlation in that Tract. At the opposite end of the table, (the
bottom rows) the loan denial rate has a much higher deviation from the overall loan
denial rate of 43%, which is approximately four times higher than the two lowest denial
rates. Also, the low income and minority population rates are consistently low in the
bottom third of the table showing a strong linkage between low denial rates, high
incomes, and low minority population.

Another point to be made for Tract 402 with the highest denial rate relates to
“Nonconforming Uses,” reviewed in the Zoning Analysis part of this AI report in section
L. b. ii on page 67. This particular Tract has a large number of legal nonconforming
residential uses. Since banks will not finance loans for nonconforming uses this may
explain the very high loan denial rate in this particular tract.

≠ Impediment Identified: Loan Denial Rates by Geographic Area
There is a connection between census tracts with high loan denial rates and census tracts with
a high percentage of minorities and some correlation with census tracts with a high percentage
of low income. There is also a strong connection between census tracts with the lowest denial
rates and with a very low percentage of minorities and low income.
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Table 14

Tract
Block

Group

Low-Mod

Income

Percent by

Block

Group

%

Minority

by Block

Group

Loans

Originated

Loans

Denied

% of Loans

Denied by

Census Tract

4 62% 27.3%

5 51% 20.9%

2 49% 49.2%

3 - 46.9%

1 13% 61.3%

2 14% 48.4%

3 56% 71.7%

4 42% 24.2%

1 42% 41.4%

2 - 19.2%

1 27% 68.4%

2 58% 67.1%

3 26% 29.0%

4 56% 52.0%

5 72% 75.5%

1 21% 22.9%

2 44% 44.5%

000605 2 24% 30.8% 24 9 37.5%

1 36% 39.7%

2 8% 33.4%

3 59% 54.7%

4 41% 45.2%

1 18% 20.0%

2 27% 17.3%

3 43% 31.5%

4 38% 31.0%

1 33% 32.0%

2 20% 18.0%

3 19% 16.4%

4 24% 23.4%

1 6% 13.3%

2 15% 22.1%

3 19% 20.6%

1 14% 17.1%

2 12% 16.0%

Source HUD Data Users Web Page, 2000 US Census, and Home Mortgage Act 2008 data

Tracts with a lower percentage of Loan Denials than the overall City
Denial Rate of 43%

Qualifying Low-Mod Tract
Low-Mod Tract by 25% exception

Tract Block Groups with a higher percentage of minority than the
overall City Minority Rate of 44.7%

Tracts with a higher percentage of Loan Denials than the overall City
Denial Rate of 43%

000201 110 10 9.1%

000202 59 6 10.2%

000301 32 7 21.9%

000302 37 10 27.0%

000205 36 11 30.6%

000204 16 7 43.8%

000100 26 12 46.2%

000501 23 12 52.2%

000401 24 13 54.2%

000606 24 14 58.3%

Percent and Number of Loans Denied by Census Tract Compared

with Percent of Minority and Percent of Low-Mod Income

by Census Track Block Group

000402 18 16 88.9%
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Map 4



City of Farmington 2010 AI 61

k. Loan Rates
Tables 15 and 16 below, show a comparison between the Farmington MSA and National
data on the cost of loans. A subprime loan has a higher interest rate, which makes a loan
more expensive for the monthly payments and over the life of the loan. The numbers in
the table represent the median conventional home loan interest rate above the treasury
rate, sometimes called points past prime. The data is limited for this area, as noted with
“na” in the tables.

Table 15 shows the loan rates by the median income level of the borrower. Under income
level, Farmington’s low income groups are receiving higher interest rates than the national
median level and higher than the local >120% group. Of note in this table is the fact that
those earning over the 120% income level receive better than national median level
interest rates for convention home loans. This shows that there is a larger gap in the loan
rates charged between low and high income families locally then at the national level.

≠ Impediment Identified: Higher Loan Rates for Lower Income Families
The lowest cost loans are provided to those who earn more than 120% of the MFI. Loans
for those who earn 50% to 79% of the MFI cost more in Farmington then the National
median loan rate and more than the over 120% income group.

Table 15

Median Income Level of

Borrower National Data Farmington MSA

< 50% 3.98 na

50% - 79% 3.76 5.07

80% - 99% 3.8 na

100% -119% 3.82 4.98

>120% 3.88 3.76

Loan Interest Rates

Median Percentage Points Above Treasury
Comparison of National And Farmington MSA

Table 16 below shows the loan rates by the percentage of minority population living within
a census tract. All of Farmington’s census tracts fall into the three middle concentrations
of minority population. In the two highest concentrations areas, loan rates are higher than
the national median rate, and significantly higher than neighborhoods in Farmington with
the lowest concentration of minorities.

The Farmington MSA data shows that the census tracts with the lowest minority
percentage have a lower median loan rate than the census tracts with a higher minority



City of Farmington 2010 AI 62

percentage. This could point to the possibility that loans are approved or denied based
upon where are person lives, which is called “Redlining”.

≠ Impediment Identified: Higher Loan Rates for Minorities
The loans with the least points above prime are located in the census tracts with the
lowest percentage of minority population.

Table 16

Percentage of Minorities

within Census Tracts National Data Farmington MSA

< 10% 4.24 na

10-19% 4.12 3.2

20-49% 4.03 4.88

50-79% 3.73 4.01
80-100% 3.76 na

Source: FFIEC Home Mortgage Disclosure Act
http://www.ffiec.gov/HMDA/online_rpts.htm

na = Not Available

Loan Rate

Median Percentage Points Above Treasury
Comparison of National And Farmington MSA

J. Foreclosures
The City of Farmington has still not seen any major foreclosure issues since the peak in the
housing market in 2005. On January 31, 2011, there were 33 foreclosures in the City of
Farmington. The average price of the foreclosure units advertised for sale was $168,445 and the
median price was $151,900. These prices are not significantly lower than the overall average and
median home prices. The City of Farmington has not qualified for any of the three rounds of
Neighborhood Stabilization grants offered by HUD.

K. Predatory Lending
According to a report published by the New Mexico Public Interest Research Group Education
Fund (NMPIRG) in 2002, Payday and title loans, by definition, are small-loan products marketed
towards cash strapped consumers that are struggling between paychecks. Although they provide
rapid access to cash for many borrowers, their lofty rates are often unsustainable and trap
consumers in a cycle of debt.

Predatory Lending Practices include:
 Steering and Coercing
 Excessive Fees
 Insurance and Other Unnecessary Products
 Abusive Prepayment Penalties
 Loan Flipping
 Mandatory Arbitration
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According to Mortgage News Daily.com “The definition of predatory lending involves who really
benefits in the mortgage transaction. The fact that the homeowner does NOT benefit is what turns
a legal mortgage into a predatory lending practice which can and should be reported”. The full
article provides and excellent background on the topic and is included in Appendix 2 of this report.

a. Native Americans and Predatory Lending
Dr. Dean Chavers wrote an article entitled “Around the Campfire: No loans to Indians”,
which appeared in the Native American Times, on Monday, October 27, 2008, discussing
issues faced by Native American Indians. Dr. Dean Chavers is Director of Catching the
Dream, a national scholarship and school improvement program in Albuquerque. Dr.
Chavers’ article states:

 That the most common methods of “predatory lending” are tax refund loans,
pawnshop transactions, payday loans, car title loans, and housing mortgage loans.

 During a housing conference hosted by First Nations Development Institute, 73%
of respondents reported that predatory lending practices were a problem in their
communities.

 Payday lenders are clustered around the edges of Indian Country. There are more
of them than there are mainline banks in these border town areas. The report
stated that twice as many Indians as non-Indians get these sub-prime lending
rates.

While the Dr. Chavers’ letter does not apply specifically to Farmington, we are a border
town with a significant Native American population, and the article provides an important
perspective on the problem of predatory lending.

b. The Growth in Predatory Lending
One point that Dr. Chavers makes above can be checked in our community, the ratio of
banks to payday and high interest loan providers. According to the Payday, Heyday!
Report published by the New Mexico Public Interest Research Group Education Fund
(NMPIRG) in 2002, from 1992 to 2001 predatory lenders jumped from 3 to 23 in
Farmington. Today, a simple check of the Farmington phone book reveals: 16 Banks and
7 Credit Unions in comparison to 46 Payday, Tax, and Other types of high interest
lenders.

The following Table 17 comes from the NMPRIG report on predatory lending. The
geographies have been limited and the available 2010 data for Farmington has been
added.
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Table 17

1992 2001 2010 1992 2001 % Growth 2010

Farmington 11,332 1,647 997 3 23 767% 46 1533%

Albuquerque 64,123 5,680 6 76 1267%

New Mexico 65,873 5,212 23 349 1517%

A Comparison of Farmington, Albuquerque, and New Mexico

Predatory Lenders Per Capita, Number, and Growth Percentage

Source:New Mexico Public Interest Research
Group (NMPIRG) 2010 US Census,
Farmington Phone Book

Citizens Per Predatory Lender Number of Predatory Lenders
% Growth
1992 to
2010

c. New Mexico Law on Predatory Lending
This section of this AI came from the Sate of New Mexico Analysis of Impediments

High Cost Home Loans
Then New Mexico Governor Richardson signed into law The Home Loan
Protection Act (SB 449 or HB 649), a law addressing predatory lending issues in
New Mexico. The law became effective on January 1, 2004.

The Act’s key protections on high-cost home loans include a limitation on the
financing of fees to two percent of the loan amount, and a requirement that all
potential borrowers first talk with a certified housing counselor who can explain the
costs of the loan. On all loans, the bill requires that borrowers receive the best loan
they qualify for from a financial institution, regardless of which affiliate they apply
to, and that refinancing provide borrowers with a reasonable tangible net benefit.
The interest rate (not APR) threshold is set at the comparable Treasury rate plus 7
percent on first liens, comparable Treasury rate plus 9 percent on second liens.

Payday, Car Title, or Refund Anticipation Lenders
New Mexico is one of only a handful of states that does not currently regulate
payday loans and other short-term predatory lending practices like car title loans.
New Mexico has no current maximum interest rate or fees and no minimum or
maximum loan amount.

d. Recommendations to Address Predatory Lending
The following recommendations come from 2002 NMPIRG Payday, Heyday! Report
and provide excellent advice to the public seeking loans.

 Negotiate a payment plan with creditors: The best alternative to payday loans
is for consumers is to deal directly with their debt. Most creditors will accept
partial payments if one sets up a payment plan. Consumers can negotiate such
plans themselves or contact the local nonprofit Consumer Credit Counseling
Services office for help.

 Credit cards/Secured credit cards: Some credit card companies specialize in
consumers with financial problems or poor credit histories. Consumers should
shop around and not assume they do not qualify for a credit card. Secured
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credit cards are another option. A secured card is basically a credit card tied to
a savings account ($500 for example). The card's credit line is the amount
deposited in the savings account.

 Advances from employers: Many employers will grant paycheck advances to
employees. Because this is a true advance, and not a loan, it obviously is a
better alternative than payday lenders.

 Credit unions: Credit unions offer small, short-term loans to their members.
Many more consumers can join credit unions now that requirements are less
strict.

 Overdraft protection: Most banks offer checking accounts with overdraft
protection. Payday lenders claim their fees are lower than paying bounced
check fees, but a better alternative is to prevent bounced check fees in the first
place.

 Lines of credit from finance lenders: Finance lenders offer small lines of credit
to consumers with less than perfect credit histories. These credit lines range
from $2,000-$5,000 with interest rates from 25-35% APR.

≠ Impediment Identified: Predatory Lending
From public input, the problems with credit history for minorities, and the number of high
interest lenders in the community, Predatory Lending is an issue in the community.

L. Public Sector Issues

a. Transportation
The City of Farmington provides transit services through the Red Apple Transit, a
relatively small scale bus system that serves Farmington, Aztec, Bloomfield and parts of
San Juan County. The Metropolitan Planning Organization (MPO) has recently completed
a study looking at the transit needs of the community out to 2035. A portion of this report
looks at the Greatest Transit Needs of the community. This section prioritizes Census
Block Group areas based upon, zero-vehicle households, elderly population, disabled
population, and below-poverty population. Using these categories, a “transit need index”
was developed by the LSC Transportation Consultants Inc. to determine the greatest
transit need areas. The following map comes from the plan and shows Farmington, Aztec,
and Bloomfield and the areas with a high transportation need.

This type of methodology to determine transportation needs clearly focuses on the special
needs populations that the CDBG Division is charged to address. Any future route
changes or Red Apple expansions that follow this planning methodology should be
consistent with the City’s Certification to Further Fair Housing.
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b. City Codes
The Fair Housing Act prohibits a broad range of practices that discriminate against
individuals on the basis of race, color, religion, sex, national origin, familial status, and
disability. The Act does not pre-empt local zoning laws. However, the Act applies to
municipalities and other local government entities and prohibits them from making zoning
or land use decisions or implementing land use policies that exclude or otherwise
discriminate against protected persons, including individuals with disabilities.

The Fair Housing Act makes it unlawful --

 To utilize land use policies or actions that treat groups of persons with disabilities
less favorably than groups of non-disabled persons. An example would be an
ordinance prohibiting housing for persons with disabilities or a specific type of
disability, such as mental illness, from locating in a particular area, while allowing
other groups of unrelated individuals to live together in that area.

 To take action against, or deny a permit, for a home because of the disability of
individuals who live or would live there. An example would be denying a building
permit for a home because it was intended to provide housing for persons with
mental retardation.

 To refuse to make reasonable accommodations in land use and zoning policies
and procedures where such accommodations may be necessary to afford persons
or groups of persons with disabilities an equal opportunity to use and enjoy
housing

 What constitutes a reasonable accommodation is a case-by-case determination.
 Not all requested modifications of rules or policies are reasonable. If a requested

modification imposes an undue financial or administrative burden on a local
government, or if a modification creates a fundamental alteration in a local
government's land use and zoning scheme, it is not a "reasonable"
accommodation.

i. Building Codes
The City of Farmington began enforcing the 2009 International Building Code on
January 1st, 2011. The City also follows the ICC/ANSI 2003 Accessibility Code,
which is also adopted by the State of New Mexico. All new building permits in the
City of Farmington for commercial and residential construction are reviewed by the
City of Farmington Building Division and compliance with all accessibility standards
is required for all new uses.

ii. AI Zoning Analysis
The City of Farmington adopted a new Unified Development Code (UDC) in 2007
with Ordinance No. 2007-1184. The prior zoning ordinance was adopted in 1969.
Medium and large lot development has typified residential development in
Farmington. A variety of housing data in the 2009-2014 Consolidated Plan and the
Housing Affordability 2010 Update shows that apartment, townhome, and small lot
developments have not kept pace with traditional detached single family
subdivision development. Table 18 below provides a Zoning Analysis showing the
acres, density, and percent of the total City by zoning districts. All residential
zoning districts make up 76.4 percent of the City, but only 8.6 percent of the City
zoning is appropriate for affordable housing. The rows shaded green include small
lot single family zoning, all multi-family apartment districts, and the single family
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mobile home district. SF-7 Single Family is left out of this list because almost all of
the entry level housing in Farmington has been developed in SF-7 and it is only
marginally affordable to the median family income. SF-7 requires a minimum
7,000 square foot lot. When looking at affordable housing those earning 80% of
the MFI or less must be considered. Another justification for this cut off at 7,000
square foot lots comes from the analysis table itself. The far right column shows
the percent of the total city. If you compare SF-7 at 16.2% of the total city with SF-
5 and SF-A at 1.4% and 0.3% there is a significant difference that points to the
under development of small lot and higher density residential uses.

Table 18

Residential Zoning Districts Designation

Dwelling Units
Per Acre Acres % of Total City

Residential Estate 2 RE-2 0.5 953.8 4.8%
Rural Agricultural RA 1 3,266.2 16.4%
Residential Estate RE-1 1 2,019.7 10.1%
Residential Estate 20 RE-20 2.18 1,502.9 7.5%
Single-family 10 SF-10 4.36 2,533.7 12.7%
Single-family 7 SF-7 6.22 3,221.3 16.2%
Single-family 5 SF-5 8.71 273.4 1.4%
Single-family Attached SF-A 8.71 64.4 0.3%
Multi-family Low Density MF-L 12.44 521.1 2.6%
Multi-family Medium Density MF-M 21.78 478.1 2.4%
Multi-family High Density MF-H 29.04 9.0 0.04%
Single-Family Mobile Home SF-MH 7.26 361.7 1.8%

Total Acres 15,205.2 76.4%

Nonresidential Zoning Districts Acres % of Total City

Office and Professional O-P 355.3 1.8%
Mixed Use MU 74.6 0.4%
Local Neighborhood Commercial LNC 213.7 1.1%
Central Business CB 167.1 0.8%
General Commercial GC 1,536.4 7.7%
Planned Industrial Park PIP 208.4 1.0%
Industrial IND 2,150.3 10.8%

Total 4,705.8 23.6%

Total City 19,911.0

Zoning Appropriate for Affordable Housing 1,707.6 8.6%

AI Zoning Analysis
Acres and % of Farmington by Zoning District

≠ Impediment Identified: Limited land area zoned for Low Income Housing
Zoning in Farmington that is suitable for the development of low income housing makes up
only 8.6 percent of the land area, whereas the remaining residential zones make up 67.8
percent of the city.
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1. Group Care Homes
The City of Farmington Unified Development Code (UDC) allows Group
Care Homes as permitted uses in the Mixed Use or Multi-Family zoning
districts. It also allows Group Care Home uses to apply for a special use
permit in any other residential zoning district. There is no separation
requirement for group care homes in Farmington and the special use permit
review focuses on how the use differs from uses by right, not on the type of
care being provided. Issues such as increased parking and additional
traffic are considered, as they are in all Special Use Permit applications.

2. Nonconforming Uses
A nonconforming use is a use not allowed by the current zoning, but it was
established lawfully prior to the current zoning or code. A type of
nonconforming use that the City has dealt with on numerous occasions is
rental apartments established in single family residential districts called
accessory apartments. In the older neighborhoods in Farmington built prior
to 1969 there are many legal nonconforming accessory apartments. There
are also duplexes in single family residential districts and residential uses in
commercial and industrial districts. All of these leagal nonconforming uses
are commonly referred to as being “grandfathered”.

While the City does not actively seek to change nonconforming uses and
they may continue, a grandfathered use can be lost if left vacant for a year
or more, or if the structure is destroyed. This potential loss of the
grandfathered use can have a significant impact on the property. Lending
institutions will not approve any loans for a grandfathered or nonconforming
use. Since these grandfathered homes and apartments tend to be in older
neighborhoods they are generally more affordable. So, the way the UDC
handles existing legal nonconforming uses can be an impediment to fair
housing by impacting lending potential. However, there is an underlying
intent of the zoning ordinance to effect change in neighborhoods by
encouraging the eventual change from grandfathered to conforming uses.
This intent is a common factor in all communities with zoning. This type of
zoning based change in uses may be a potential impediment but it is not a
violation of the Fair Housing Act because the City provides an
administrative remedy.

The City allows owners of nonconforming uses to apply for zone changes
on a case by case basis to rezone the property to make a use conforming.
Also, the City’s Planning Department is currently proposing to reinstate a
Special Use Permit process that can be applied for on a case by case basis
to make the older use conforming without changing the zoning.

An example of this impediment and remedy was recently reviewed and
approved by the City Council Petition ZC 11-03 requested a zone change
from GC General Commercial District to the MU Mixed Use District. The
location is in an older residential area south of downtown and the petitioner
stated his request was due to a lack of financing. This petition was
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approved in March of 2011 due to its conformance with the Metropolitan
Redevelopment Area Plan’s goals for that neighborhood.

≠ Impediment Identified: Nonconforming Uses
Lending Institutions will not make loans on older residential uses that are nonconforming
to current zoning or considered “grandfathered”.

3. NIMBY
As is many communities, the NIMBY (Not In My Backyard) effect has
played a role in Farmington by limiting low income housing in
neighborhoods where the citizens have protested such proposals.
Apartment and rental development, especially apartments that are
considered affordable, have generated significant neighborhood protest in
this community. In all of these cases, economic, safety, and crime related
issues were cited by the public in their protests. Racial issues have not
been raised. This NIMBY reaction has succeeded in the canceling of
rental housing projects and is a common factor in zone zhange petitions
requesting a higher residential density.

≠ Impediment Identified: NIMBY “Not In My Backyard”
Public outcry against affordable housing or multi-family construction has limited such
development in the community. This fact is evidenced in the zoning analysis showing the
very low percentage of land with zoning appropriate for the development of affordable
housing.

iii. Comprehensive Plan
The Farmington Comprehensive Plan was adopted by the City of Farmington in
2002. The Plan proposed a variety of objectives and actions that relate to
affordable housing and this AI. However, many of the proposed actions have not
been implemented. Some of them may even be impractical. One such Action is
7.2.3 that requests area banks to develop low interest loans for first time and
senior citizen homebuyers. Actions like this relate to important goals but are not
something really under the City’s control.

Below are the Objectives and Actions from the Comprehensive Plan that relate to
this Analysis of Impediments to Fair Housing Choice. A complete listing of these
Objectives and Actions can be found in Chapter 14-Implementation at the end of
the Comprehensive Plan.

Objective 4.1: Assure the provision of a variety of different land use types in
suitable locations, densities, and patterns while avoiding mixing of
incompatible uses in close proximity to each other.

 Action 4.1.1: Use the 2020 Future Land Use Plan to review proposed
changes to existing land uses.

 Action 4.1.2: Continue to recommend appropriate locations for single family
and multi-family residential areas as shown on the 2020 Future Land Use
Plan, taking into consideration accessibility, site suitability, utility availability,
and environmental factors.
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 Action 4.1.3: Create new or amend existing zoning districts to allow smaller
lots for starter homes, senior living, and cluster homes.

 Action 4.1.4: Amend commercial districts to allow for residential uses to be
interspersed with commercial uses in areas of mixed use.

 Action 4.1.5: Encourage transitional buffering of land use intensities,
particularly between residential and commercial uses.

 Action 4.5.5: Revise existing zoning districts and designations in the Unified
Development Code to support and encourage viable commercial areas as
well as affordable, conveniently located infill and new higher density
housing.

Objective 7.1: Provide for a variety of housing options, including traditional
subdivisions and mixed use developments, to accommodate housing needs
of all residents in Farmington including the elderly, disabled, students, and
low-income residents.
Action 7.1.1: Revise existing zoning districts to allow for smaller lots, yards, and
setback requirements to encourage new and diverse housing options.
Action 7.1.2: Encourage mixed use developments in appropriate locations
throughout the City, including downtown and south of Broadway, through reviewing
and updating the Zoning Ordinance and maps.
Action 7.1.3: Allow, through zoning, appropriate housing for senior citizens in close
proximity to social and health services, public facilities, and parks.

Objective 7.2: Promote home ownership and quality affordable housing to
accommodate the needs of low- to moderate-income households.
Action 7.2.1: Provide information on state and federal housing support aimed at
providing subsidies for qualified elderly, disabled, and low-income families.
Action 7.2.2: Provide educational materials on funding and programs available
through the New Mexico Mortgage Finance Authority for first time buyers, persons
with disabilities and Native Americans.
Action 7.2.3: Request area banks to develop low interest loans for first time and
senior citizen homebuyers.
Action 7.2.4: Sponsor and/or support programs such as Tres Rios Habitat for
Humanity to assist in construction of affordable homes. Pursue partnerships with
nonprofit organizations and the private sector to increase housing opportunities for
low-income households.
Action 7.2.5: Assist in the development of infill housing as affordable housing, by
providing economic incentives to the private sector including lower building permit
and connection fees when City services and infrastructure are already in place,
and when the proposed development meets the standards for affordable housing
under Section 8.

Objective 7.4: Support the rehabilitation and restoration of residential areas
in the City.
Action 7.4.1: Develop a new redevelopment and rehabilitation program that
addresses deteriorated, but salvageable buildings.
Action 7.4.2: Assist in establishing neighborhood associations to stimulate interest
in improving residential areas.
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Action 7.4.3: Identify and investigate available funds for neighborhood
improvement programs, including the use of Community Development Block Grant
funds.
Action 7.4.4: Identify and demolish dilapidated residential structures for safety
purposes.
Action 7.4.5: Promote development of educational programs to encourage home
maintenance and improvements.

Objective 7.5: Ensure well developed and maintained manufactured home
parks and subdivisions.
Action 7.5.1: Revise the development and subdivision standards for manufactured
home parks and subdivisions to include requirements for foundation specifications,
sidewalks, utilities, and infrastructure consistent with City standards for
conventional single-family housing.
Action 7.5.2: Establish criteria for rehabilitation of substandard mobile home parks
and subdivisions, particularly replacement requirements for dilapidated or
deteriorated units.

iv. Affordable Housing Plan
On May 24, 2011 the City of Farmington adopted its first Affordable Housing Plan.
This plan built on the housing needs assessment developed for the 2009-2014
Consolidated Plan and on the Housing Affordability 2010 Update. Planning
Division staff is now working on an Affordable Housing Ordinance with assistance
from the New Mexico Mortgage Finance Authority. The Affordable Housing Plan
has a section that identifies barriers to affordable housing which is a component of
this report.

 High land and construction costs
 Limited land availability, especially land that is appropriately zonedn NM
 Current zoning and subdivision regulations that prohibit three story buildings,

require large lot size, and otherwise limit affordable housing development
 Limited availability of construction financing for developers
 Credit issues and lack of financial stability of consumers
 Neighborhood resistance to multifamily development, especially for low-income

projects

All of these findings from the Affordable Housing Plan relate to various sections in
this Analysis of Impediments to Fair Housing Choice Report.

M. Discrimination Complaint Data
This is the first Farmington Analysis of Impediments to Fair Housing Choice to contain
discrimination complaint data. The following data from the Navajo Nation, the City of Farmington
Community Relations Commission, and from HUD will serve as a bench mark for discrimination
complaint activity in our community. Given Farmington’s relatively high percentage of American
Indian population and our proximity to the Navajo Nation, the CDBG Division found only a
relatively small number of complaints from these three sources. One issue found while reviewing
these three sources, is that the tabulations are different. HUD of course has its standardized
format, but Farmington and the Navajo Nation are both new to collecting this data so the formats
and the information collected are not the same.
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a. Navajo Nation Human Rights Commission
Staff contacted the Navajo Nation Human Rights Commission to discuss issues related to
this report and to obtain complaint data. The Commission was authorized in October of
2006 and was first staffed in the Summer of 2008. The Commission serves the entire
Navajo Nation which is roughly the size of the state of West Virginia. Since that time, the
Commission has received 162 complaints. The Commission provided the three following
charts for this report. One piece of information not available is the review of complaints
determining if there was cause or no cause. Antidotal evidence or verbal testimony is
highly valued in the Navajo Culture, which may explain why there is no record of
complaints being substantiated or not. Chart 25 shows the total of 162 complaints
received broken down by gender.

Source: Navajo Nation Human Rights Commission

Chart 25
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Chart 26 shows the number of cases broken down by border towns. Farmington has the
second highest number of complaint cases reported to the Navajo Nation with 15 since the
Summer of 2008.

Num

Source: Navajo Nation Human Rights Commission

Number of Cases by Border Towns

Chart 26
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Chart 27 shows a breakdown of the types of discrimination cases, as reported, received by the
Navajo Nation. Only 11.6% of the complaints related to housing, while 39.8% of the reported
complaints related to Civil Rights Violation/Hate Crime. Unfortunately, this information is not
further broken down by location. It would be valuable for the purposes of this report to know how
many housing complaints were reported in Farmington.

Chart 27

Source: Navajo Nation Human Rights Commission

Types of Discrimination
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b. City of Farmington Community Relations Commission
The letter below is from the Assistant City Manager of the City of Farmington describing
the Commission and the complaints that were received and reviewed in the first two years.
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c. Discrimination Complaints Filed with HUD
Staff obtained through the Freedom of Information Act an accounting of all discrimination
complaints filed with HUD from 2005 to the summer of 2010. A total of seven complaints
were made in San Juan County during the five years, five were in Farmington, one was in
Aztec, and one was in Bloomfield. Of the seven complaints, five were listed as “No cause
Determination.” Of the two complaints that were determined to be valid, both were located
in Farmington and resolved through a settlement. The first of these two cases was in
2005 and was listed as a refusal to rent with discriminatory terms. The second case was
in 2006 and was listed as a refusal to sell.

Table 19

Date Filed Basis Description Why Closed City

7/1/2005 Race Refusal to Rent, No cause Determination Farmington
Discriminatory Advertising, statements and notices
Discriminatory terms, conditions, privileges or services

7/13/2005 Race Discriminatory terms, conditions, privileges or services No cause Determination Bloomfield
Discriminatory acts (coercion)

10/6/2005 Sex, Family Status Discriminatory terms, conditions, privileges or services No cause Determination Aztec
Discriminatory acts (coercion)

11/8/2005 National Origin Disability Refusal to Rent, Conciliation/Settlement Farmington
Discriminatory Advertising, statements and notices

11/8/2005 Race, Disability Refusal to Rent, No cause Determination Farmington
Discriminatory terms, conditions, privileges or services

4/3/2006 Race Refusal to Sell and negotiate for sale Conciliation/Settlement Farmington
4/16/2009 Race Discriminatory terms, conditions, privileges or services No cause Determination Farmington

Source: U.S. Department of Housing

Discrimination Complaints Filed with HUD
Title 8 from 1/1/05 to 9/22/10

≠ Impediment Identified: Discrimination Complaints
The CDBG Division has found substantiated public complaints of discrimination. A single
substantiated complaint must be considered an impediment in this report.
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N. Discriminatory Advertising
An important type of discrimination identified by HUD is discriminatory advertising.

Section 804(c) of the Fair Housing Act prohibits the making, printing and publishing of
advertisements which state a preference, limitation or discrimination on the basis of race,
color, religion, sex, handicap, familial status, or national origin. The prohibition applies to
publishers, such as newspapers and directories, as well as to persons and entities who place
real estate advertisements. It also applies to advertisements where the underlying property
may be exempt from the provisions of the Act, but where the advertisement itself violates the
Act. See 42 U.S.C. 3603(b).

The CDBG Division has conducted a Rental Housing Survey from rental ads in the
newspaper since 2000. Every rental ad in the month of April has been tallied for
analysis. During that work, the CDBG Division has never seen any discriminatory
advertising published. The Farmington Daily Times routinely uses the Fair
Housing symbol in the rental advertisement section of the classifieds.

Staff contacted the local Farmington Daily Times and they confirmed they have a policy of
compliance with Fair Housing Advertising and will not allow a discriminatory add to run.

O. Fair Housing Survey
The City of Farmington hired BBC Research & Consulting (BBC) to design and conduct a
telephone survey of Farmington residents to gauge their knowledge and support of fair housing
law and to understand their experience with housing discrimination. BBC also provided an
analysis of the survey with recommended actions for the City to address the results. A total of
302 surveys were conducted, including 14 that were conducted in Spanish. BBC subcontractor
Davis Research conducted the survey from mid-December 2010 through early January 2011. A
paper survey was also distributed through the end of January to stakeholders in the community
which included local service providers, government leaders, and real-estate professionals as a
supplement to the telephone survey.

The full survey report is included as an appendix to this Analysis of Impediments to Fair Housing
Choice. The findings and key points of the survey are included.

Survey Topics
The survey instrument included the following topics:

 Knowledge and support of fair housing law. Four fair housing scenarios were read to
participants. For each scenario, respondents were asked whether the action taken in the
scenario was legal or illegal and whether or not they thought the action should be legal.

 Housing discrimination. This portion of the survey asked respondents about what they
would do if they or someone they knew encountered housing discrimination and their
personal experience with housing discrimination.
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 Farmington housing. Respondents discussed their satisfaction with their current housing
situation, improvements they would like to make to their housing situation and their
experience seeking a place to rent or buy in the city.

 Demographics. Respondents shared relevant demographic and socio-economic
information.

Survey Limitations
Because the primary survey was phone-based there are some limitations on the randomness of
the overall sample. The demographics of the survey respondents were collected to understand
any bias in the results. With the continuing decline in the percentage of homes with land line
phones there will be a greater need to look at other methods of survey sampling. The following
respondent demographics show differences between the general population (as reported by the
American Community Survey) and those who took the survey.

Respondent Demographics
 82 percent of respondents were homeowners compared to 67 percent in the ACS;
 35 percent were age 55 or older compared to 22 percent age 55 and older in the ACS;
 26 percent were college graduates and 12 percent had post-graduate degrees

compared to 12 percent and 7 percent respectively in the ACS;
 67 percent were married compared to 55 percent in the ACS;
 72 percent had lived in Farmington for 10 or more years compared with 40 percent in

the ACS;
 65 percent described themselves as Anglo or white (65 percent in the ACS);
 10 percent described themselves as Native American compared with 22 percent in the

ACS.
 14 individuals responded to the survey in Spanish.

Survey Findings

The State of Fair Housing in Farmington
The current state of fair housing in Farmington is mixed, and education and outreach is
needed to increase residents’ and stakeholders’ knowledge of fair housing law and the
process to report and resolve housing discrimination.

≠ Impediment Identified: Knowledge of Fair Housing Rights
The resident and stakeholder’s survey revealed that there is a lack of awareness of fair housing
law.

Incidence of housing discrimination is above average.
About 16 percent of respondents believe that they have experienced housing discrimination.
Based on a similar resident survey done by BBC, the incidence of alleged discrimination is
higher than that reported by residents of the State of Oregon (13 percent in 2005); State of
Colorado (13 percent in 2002); Denver, Colorado (11 percent in 2004); rural Nevada (10
percent in 2010); Pocatello, Idaho (9 percent in 2006); Las Cruces, New Mexico (8 percent in
2006); and Yuma, Arizona (6 percent in 2006).

≠ Impediment Identified: Discrimination in Housing
The survey revealed that housing discrimination may occur at a higher rate than other locations in
the state and other locations that BBC has done work in.
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Housing discrimination largely goes unreported.
According to the survey, most respondents who experience housing discrimination in
Farmington (94 percent) do not file complaints. They choose to move or do nothing rather
than address the housing discrimination through legal action. Similarly, stakeholder
respondents believed that the majority of their clients who experience housing discrimination
do not report the occurrence and do nothing in response. Stakeholder respondents also noted
that their clients do not report housing discrimination out of fear of retaliation.

Residents and stakeholders do not know who to contact to report housing
discrimination.
Slightly less than one-third of respondents thought that they knew who to contact to report
housing discrimination, and few stakeholders knew who to contact. None of the resident or
stakeholder respondents identified the City’s Community Relations Commission-----the local
organization that investigates complaints-----as the agency to contact.

≠ Impediment Identified: Knowledge of Fair Housing
The survey revealed that most respondents who experience discrimination do nothing about it.
Awareness of Fair Housing rights and where to file a complaint must be increased.

Top barriers reported by stakeholders.
Stakeholder respondents ranked perceived barriers to fair housing from most serious to least
serious. The top ten barriers to fair housing perceived by stakeholder respondents are:

 Poor credit histories of minority borrowers;
 Lack of knowledge among residents regarding fair housing;
 Income levels of minority and female-headed households;
 Housing providers placing certain tenants in the least desirable units in a development;
 Lack of knowledge among small landlords regarding fair housing;
 Lack of knowledge among large landlords/property managers regarding fair housing;
 Concentrations of affordable housing in certain areas;
 Lack of adequate zoning for certain housing types;
 Limited capacity of a local organization devoted to fair housing investigation/testing;

and
 Lenders targeting subprime, high risk borrowers.

Recommendations for Fair Housing Action Plan
Based on the results of the resident and stakeholder survey, education and outreach to
residents, stakeholders and landlords are needed.

Education and outreach.
There is much room for improvement in both residents’ and stakeholders’ knowledge of
fair housing law. Education and outreach could greatly improve this situation, and, based
on the survey results, special attention should be paid to familial status and reasonable
accommodation aspects of fair housing law.
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 Discrimination based on familial status. Half of respondents and slightly less
than half of stakeholder respondents correctly noted that discrimination based on
familial status is illegal. About two in five resident and stakeholder respondents
believe that it should be legal to discriminate on the basis of familial status.
Respondents who are age 55 to 64 are more likely than others to believe this
should be legal.

 Reasonable accommodation. Although 18 percent of respondents and 19
percent of stakeholder respondents thought that the refusal to make a reasonable
accommodation for a disability was legal, 35 percent of respondents and 40
percent of stakeholder respondents thought that it should be legal.

Website visibility.
As part of the process to educate residents and stakeholders about fair housing, we
recommend that all local government departments with any connection to housing or
community development have fair housing information that is easy to find on their
websites. Almost half of the residents surveyed said they would look to the Internet for fair
housing information when they wanted to find it.

Information on the website should include direct instructions for filing a complaint. The
Arizona Attorney General’s Office of Civil Rights Division (ACRD) webpage
(http://www.azag.gov/civil_rights/) is a good model for direct and simple presentation of
how to file a complaint. Farmington’s website should contain specific instructions on how
to file a complaint with HUD and the Community Relations Commission.

Outreach and education.
Consider hosting fair housing events throughout the year and during Fair Housing Month
(April). These events could include fair housing trainings for community stakeholders, city
staff, landlords/property managers, HOA representatives as well as residents. These
events may consist of displaying posters, handing out flyers and conducting workshops in
schools to reach future renters. The City should also work with affordable housing
providers and other stakeholders to reach renters and landlords most likely to be affected
by fair housing issues.

Explore establishing a fair housing hotline for inquiries.
Given the reluctance of residents to seek out help when they feel they have been faced
with discrimination, the City could consider exploring the creation of a fair housing hotline
or 211/311 service. In Oregon, the state funds a fair housing hotline that is administered
by the Fair Housing Council of Oregon (FHCO). This toll-free fair housing hotline screens
complaints and tests allegations. When receiving a call, staff determine the best method
for assisting the client (interviewing witnesses, conducting a fair housing test, surveying
the housing or helping the caller with a request for a reasonable accommodation). The
FHCO also refers complainants to the appropriate state and federal agency for taking
complaints after determining which would best serve them with their situation.

Credit counseling activities.
Education about loan requirements and budgeting, commonly offered through first-time
homebuyer classes, may help potential applicants to understand how to improve their
chances of receiving a home loan and how to mitigate the damaging effects of poor credit
history. Such classes should include a discussion about fair housing and fair lending,
which may be a concern for the community.
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Programs that provide credit counseling in the area should target Native American and
Hispanic families, and geographic areas in the city where loan denial rates are the highest.
These programs should also counsel potential borrowers about the risks of carrying high
levels of consumer debt. Finally, these programs should contain information on accessing
government-sponsored and subsidized loans, which have more flexible underwriting
standards.

P. Summary of Impediments and Potential Actions

a. Economic Impediments
All of the economic impediments identified tend to relate to existing conditions which the
City has no real ability to influence or dictate corrective actions. The City cannot change
wages paid or increase disability benefits. But there are some areas where we can
support change and partner with agencies that provide benefits to special populations.

≠ Impediment Identified: Unemployment
The abrupt increase in unemployment due to the recession has directly impacted a
family’s ability to afford housing and has placed many in jeopardy of
homelessness.

ACTION: The City of Farmington provides $34,000 annually to San Juan County
Economic Development Service (SJEDS). San Juan County, Aztec, and
Bloomfield also provide funding for this organization, which serves the County and
Cities. SJEDS is a nonprofit organization that actively markets the community to
bring in industrial and commercial businesses to create jobs and diversify the tax
base. The City of Farmington should continue to provide funding and partner with
SJEDS to seek out new job providing businesses for the community.

≠ Impediment Identified: Income by Race, Age, and Family Type
American Indian and Hispanic Families, the Under 25 and Over 65 Years age
groups, and Female Householders earn significantly less then the MFI. This
decreases their ability to afford housing and limits their ability to make choices in
the type and location of their housing.

ACTION: Affecting incomes of socio-economic groups is beyond the control of the
City. However, the City of Farmington is and will continue to be an equal
opportunity employer.

≠ Impediment Identified: Race and Age in Poverty
American Indian families, families with children under 18, and households over 65
years have a disproportionately high percentage in poverty.

ACTION: Through its CDBG Entitlement Grant, the City of Farmington will
continue to fund activities that benefit the low income community. These activities
have included rental assistance, public service classes, daycare assistance, and
senior home care.
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≠ Impediment Identified: Disability
The median earnings of individuals with a disability are 27.6% of those who are not
disabled. In all age groups, the disabled are significantly more likely to live in
poverty.

ACTION: Affecting the incomes of the disabled is beyond the control of the City.
Many live on fixed incomes from disability benefits. However, the City of
Farmington will continue to look at this group’s needs and consider funding some
type of annual action plan project that addresses the needs of the disabled. In the
first years of CDBG funding in this community, the City did try to establish a
program to provide accessibility improvements but was unable to find a partner in
the community to run the program.

ACTION: Another way the City of Farmington does and will continue to positively
affect the disabled population is with compliance with Equal Empolyment
Opportunity Act. The City of Farmington Human resources Department was
consulted and they are very aware of the need for compliance with the Federal
regulations as they relate to the hiring or retention of disabled persons.

b. Geographic Segregation Impediment
Disproportionate ethnic concentrations within geographic areas can point to discriminatory
practices such as steering in real-estate and may be an indicator of racial segregation
within a community. Ethnic concentration can also point to economic concentration or
areas being unaffordable by some groups. In all public input for this report blatant steering
has never been identified or even brought up. However an interesting point in the public
survey came to light that relates to this issue. The following question was asked:

“A Hispanic family wants to buy a house and finds a real estate agent to show
them houses in their price range. The real estate agent is also Hispanic. Their
agent only shows them houses in Hispanic areas of town, even though there are
houses they could afford in other neighborhoods, because she thinks they will be
more comfortable in the Hispanic neighborhood.”

Of the survey respondents 34.4% thought the answer was legal and 33.8% thought that it
should be legal. See Page 4 Section 1 of the Survey Report in the Appendix to this report.
The interesting point to this question is that Hispanics were more likely than non-Hispanic
to believe that steering should be legal – 46% of Hispanics compared to 31% of non-
Hispanics.

≠ Impediment Identified: Racial Segregation by Geographic Area
Disproportionate ethnic concentrations have been found in 5 of the 35 block
groups in Farmington.

ACTION: The City of Farmington has limited control over potential steering in real-
estate sales. However, this issue can be addressed as a part of the public
awareness actions. A second action in this case should be continued monitoring
of the ethnic concentrations in the community. Only 2000 US Census data was
available and staff plans to update this section when 2010 racial data is available
for the block group geographic level.



City of Farmington 2010 AI 84

c. Affordability Impediments
HUD has deemed some past Analysis of Impediments to Fair Housing Choice reports that
focus only on affordability to be inadequate. However, affordability is a key component to
fair housing choice. Special populations tend to be less able to afford housing and if they
are only able to afford the least expensive housing then they will be less able to choose
adequate housing for their needs.

≠ Impediment Identified: Rental Affordability
Native American families, young and old families, and Female Householders are
less likely to be able to afford rental housing, especially three or four bedroom
units.

ACTION: The City of Farmington CDBG program currently funds Emergency
Rental Assistance, and a new affordable rental housing project is partially funded
by CDBG.

≠ Impediment Identified: Purchase Affordability
The median income of Native American families, young and old families, and
Female Householders are unable to afford to purchase any type of median priced
housing in Farmington.

ACTION: The City of Farmington has funded Homebuyer Education classes in the
past but had difficulty filling the classes. CDBG staff will continue to monitor
affordability in the community. The next Housing Affordability report is expected to
be published in 2013 as part of the next Consolidated Plan’s needs assessment.

d. Credit and Lending Impediments
This is the first time that lending data has been analyzed in this community. There are a
number of areas in this data that, at first, appear to point to discrimination in the lending
community; however, the primary reason for loan denials is shown to be credit history. In
an interview with a local loan department manager, that person could not believe that
there was any blatant discrimination in the lending industry anymore. The level of
professionalism in lending institutions, the required federal reporting, and the numerous
watchdog agencies that are looking over the shoulders of banks makes it difficult for
blatant racial discrimination to exist. Even with this assumption though, there are enough
disparities in the lending data presented in this report to point to some disconnect between
minority groups and the lending institutions.

≠ Impediment Identified: Loan Denial Rate by Race
The percent of loans denied by race is disproportionately high for American Indian
and Hispanic families. Also, during the housing downturn in 2008 there was a
spike in their denial rates.

≠ Impediment Identified: Loan Approval Rates for Minorities in Equal Income
Groups
The percent of loans approved by race is disproportionately low for American
Indian and Hispanic families even when looking at equal income groups.
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≠ Impediment Identified: Credit History and Lending Approval Rates
81 percent of all American Indian loan denials and 71 percent of all Hispanic loan
denials were due to poor credit history.

≠ Impediment Identified: Loan Denial Rates by Geographic Area
There is a connection between census tracts with high loan denial rates and
census tracts with a high percentage of minorities. There is also a strong
connection between census tracts with the lowest denial rates and with a very low
percentage of minorities and low income.

≠ Impediment Identified: Higher Loan Rates for Lower Income Families
The lowest cost loans are provided to those who earn more than 120% of the MFI.
Loans for those who earn 50% to 79% of the MFI cost more in Farmington then the
National median loan rate and more than the over 120% income group.

≠ Impediment Identified: Higher Loan Rates for Minorities
Loans with the lowest costs above the prime rate are located in the census tracts
with the lowest percentage of minority population.

≠ Impediment Identified: Predatory Lending
From public input, the problems with credit history for minorities, and the reported
information in this report, Predatory Lending is an issue in the community.

Action: Lending institutions are governed by the Federal Government and it is
beyond the control of the City of Farmington to dictate corrective actions to lending
institutions. However, the combination of banking and lending requirements and
procedures, with the public’s level of knowledge of credit history and the low
incomes of special needs groups has created the appearance of disparate impacts
in this community. Because of this and the significant effect of credit history on
loan approval rates, the CDBG staff will propose in the next annual action plan a
new Credit Counseling class for the public.
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e. Zoning Impediments

≠ Impediment Identified: Limited land area zoned for Low Income Housing
Zoning in Farmington that is suitable for the development of low income housing
makes up only 8.6 percent of the land area, whereas the remaining residential zones
make up 67.8 percent of the city.

Action: The City reaffirms its commitment to Objective 4.1 and its Actions in the
Comprehensive Plan which states:

Assure the provision of a variety of different land use types in suitable
locations, densities, and patterns while avoiding mixing of incompatible uses in
close proximity to each other.

The City of Farmington does not have HOME funds or sufficient CDBG funds to create
large scale affordable developments in all census tracts in the City. However, the City
of Farmington is committed to applying the principals of Fair Housing in its review of
zoning applications for the development of affordable housing. Also, the Planning
Division is committing to encouraging higher density more affordable development.

≠ Impediment Identified: Nonconforming Uses
Lending Institutions will not make loans on older residential uses that are
nonconforming to current zoning or considered “Grandfathered”.

Action: The City of Farmington recognizes established planning principals of
changing neighborhoods through the rezoning of land. However, the City of
Farmington also recognizes the impacts of nonconforming uses on their owners. A
zone change is one allowed remedy in this case and the Community Development
Department is working on a reestablishing a Special Use Permit option. The CDBG
staff will report, in future CAPERS, on the progress made in developing a new Special
Use Permit category to make a nonconforming use conforming with a case by case
review process.

≠ Impediment Identified: NIMBY “Not in My Backyard”
Public outcry against affordable housing or multi-family construction has limited its
development in the community. This fact is evidenced in the zoning analysis showing
the low percentage of land with zoning appropriate for the development of affordable
housing.

Action: The City of Farmington will ensure that the principals of Fair Housing are
followed during the review and consideration of new multifamily residential or
affordable housing developments. This does not mean that they will be automatically
approved just because they are affordable, but it does mean that the proposals will be
reviewed on a case-by-case basis on the merits and impacts of the proposal and that
the type housing or the presence of affordable units will not, by itself, cause a zoning
denial.
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f. Discrimination Impediments

≠ Impediment Identified: Discrimination Complaints
Staff has found substantiated public complaints of discrimination. A single
substantiated complaint must be considered an impediment in this report. Also, the
Fair Housing Survey revealed that housing discrimination may occur at a higher rate in
Farmington than other locations in the state and other locations that the survey
contractor, BBC, has done work in.

Action: The City of Farmington CDBG Division will monitor complaints from the
Farmington Community Relations Commission, HUD, and the Navajo Nation Human
Rights Commission. If housing related complaints persist, then that will point towards
continuing the public awareness campaign. An additional action will be to work with
the two local agencies to make the reporting of complaints more consistent.

g. Knowledge-Based Impediments

≠ Impediment Identified: Knowledge of Fair Housing Rights
The Fair Housing Survey conducted for this report indicates that there is a lack of
awareness of fair housing law. The survey respondents indicated that those who
experience discrimination do nothing about it. Awareness of Fair Housing rights
and where and how to file a complaint must be increased.

≠ Impediment Identified: Knowledge of Fair Housing Law
The Fair Housing Survey conducted for the report indicated that there is a lack of
awareness of fair housing law.

Public Awareness Actions:
City Staff will conduct annual Fair Housing Public Awareness activities as CDBG budgets
allow. This may be funded through the 20% Planning and Administrative Budget as
allowed by 24 CFR 570.206 (b) and (c).

 Annual Public Awareness Advertising in the Farmington Daily Times, San Juan
Sun, Native Sun, and Real Estate Insert. A multiple day advertising package
offered by the Farmington Daily Times covers all of the above advertising vehicles.
This advertising will occur in April during the National Fair Housing Month. On
August 2nd the Farmington Daily Times gave an estimate of $792 for a 3 by 5
advertisement.

 Fair Housing public information display at the Farmington Home EXPO. This event
is held at the County Fairgrounds and is hosted by the San Juan County Home
Builders Association. The City of Farmington participates annually with a public
outreach booth and the CDBG Division will have a Fair Housing Display. Booths at
this event represent home builders, contractors, lenders, and real-estate agents.
This event is held in the first weekend of March. The first Fair Housing display was
exhibited at the 2011 event.
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 The City of Farmington will invite HUD Fair Housing Staff to provide a training
event in the City of Farmington. The CDBG Division and the Community Relations
Commission will co-host the event. The event will occur in conjunction with the
National Fair Housing Month in April. The event could be held at the Farmington
Civic Center and would be advertised to the public.

 Dissemination of the Analysis of Impediments to Fair Housing Choice to other local
jurisdictions and agencies. The City of Farmington will provide copies of the AI to
San Juan County, the Cities of Aztec, and Bloomfield, and to the Navajo Human
Rights Commission.

 The City of Farmington Web Page will have a Fair Housing Component added.
This will include the posting of the Analysis of Impediments to Fair Housing Choice
and a link for the public that provides information on how to make a Fair Housing
Complaint. Information will be available for the Community Relations Commission,
the Navajo Human Rights Commission, and HUD’s Fair Housing and Equal
Opportunity office.

 A Fair Housing Hot Line or phone number could be established. The City of
Farmington does have an established phone line just for the Community Relations
Commission. However, improving public awareness of this phone number should
occur. The City will add a separate listing in the Farmington Blue Pages to
advertise the commission and/or that Fair Housing complaints may be made with
that contact number.

 The CDBG Division will propose a new Credit Counseling class for the public in the
next annual action plan. A project partner would have to be found through the
required RFP process.



City of Farmington 2010 AI 1 Appendix

Appendix

1. Definitions and Acronyms

 ACS - American Community Survey - Similar to the US Census
 AI – Analysis of Impediments to Fair Housing Choice
 BBER – The University of New Mexico Bureau of Business and Economic Research
 DFA – Department of Finance and Administration
 CDBG – Community Development Block Grant
 FFIEC – Federal Financial Institutions Examination Council
 FDIC – Federal Deposit Insurance Corporation
 HUD – The US Department Housing and Urban Development
 HMDA – Home Mortgage Disclosure Act
 IDIS – Integrated Disbursement Information System
 Metro and Non-Metro – Populations can be defined as inside or outside of an MSA
 MFA – State of New Mexico Mortgagee Finance Authority
 LDD – Local Government Division
 MPO – San Juan County Metropolitan Planning Organization (Transportation)
 MFI - Median Family Income
 MSA - Metropolitan Statistical Area - Cities and their surrounding areas with a minimum

population of 50,000.
 NIMBY – “Not In My Back Yard” – Public protest about a near by proposed project.
 Principal City – The largest city in the County or within a Metropolitan Area. (In this report,

the City of Farmington)
 80% MFI – Moderate Income, used as an income qualification for the CDBG program.
 50% MFI – Low Income
 30% MFI - Very Low-Income
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2. What is Predatory Lending?
This article provides and excellent background on predatory lending.

http://www.mortgagenewsdaily.com/Mortgage_Fraud/Predatory_Lending.asp

Mortgage Fraud » Predatory Lending
Home » Mortgage Fraud Home » Predatory Lending

About this Information

A collection of resources in each state to report fraud.

Updates and Additions:
State websites do change occasionally. If you find information in this collection that needs to be updated
please contact us with the specifics.

What is Predatory Lending?

Wherever there is a pool of low-income homeowners or other groups of individuals who are financially
vulnerable, the potential for greedy mortgage companies or con-artists to step in looms large. While the
actions of these companies may not always be illegal, the result can be the same: the homeowners may
lose their home and the professionals who supposedly 'helped them' end up profiting. These helpers are
predators – seeking their prey from the elderly, the sick, the poor. Predatory lending practices can leave
victims homeless and defeated, stripped of self-respect and hope, their credit ruined.

The definition of predatory lending involves who really benefits in the mortgage transaction. The fact that
the homeowner does NOT benefit is what turns a legal mortgage into a predatory lending practice which
can and should be reported. There are many resources where one can report mortgage fraud and
predatory lending. If uncertain whether a mortgage action is legal, or actually fraud or a form of predatory
lending, then one should still report it and find out for sure. In many cases only a fine line divides actual
fraud from an ethical and legal transaction.

Steering & Coercing
Predatory Lenders use quite a number of different abusive practices when putting together a subprime loan.
The possible targets for these practices are the elderly, low-income, or minority homeowners who, in many
cases, would actually qualify for a regular prime loan. Fannie Mae estimates that possibly up to 50% of the
subprime refinanced loans could have been prime loans – saving the borrowers thousands of dollars in fees
and interest rates. The abuse of subprime loans in minority neighborhoods is evidenced by a government
study in an African-American neighborhood showing over 51% of the refinanced mortgages being
subprime, compared to only 9% in predominantly white neighborhoods. Borrowers are often subjected to
very aggressive sales tactics to steer them or coerce them into refinancing when it isn't in their best interest.
Many states are attempting to set up predatory lending laws to avert this type of activity.

Excessive Fees
A refinanced mortgage can be packed with excessive fees and/or unnecessary fees. A regular mortgage
usually will have loan fees below 1% of the total loan amount. A predatory mortgage can have loan fees in
excess of 5%. These excessive costs are tucked into the loan amount so the lender can easily disguise
them, and these fees can put thousands of the homeowner's dollars into the predator's pockets. This
practice falls within the definition of predatory lending.

Insurance and Other Unnecessary Products
Predators often add insurance and other unnecessary products to the loan amount. The insurance they

http://www.mortgagenewsdaily.com/
http://www.mortgagenewsdaily.com/mortgage_fraud/
http://www.mortgagenewsdaily.com/mortgage_fraud/Predatory_Lending.asp
http://www.mortgagenewsdaily.com/contact.asp
http://stage.mortgagenewsdaily.com/mortgage_fraud/National_Resources.asp
http://stage.mortgagenewsdaily.com/mortgage_fraud/National_Resources.asp
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either insist on or intimidate the borrower into buying can include regular mortgage insurance, fire and
hazard insurance, life insurance, disability insurance, homeowner's insurance, and health insurance. The
insurance can be extended to include all family members, not just the borrowers themselves. The premium
for these items is also added onto the loan amount where the cost is not easily spotted by the borrower.
And, of course, the predator earns large commissions every year on the premiums paid. A variation of this
happens when three or five years of premium are paid in advance.

Abusive and Abnormal Prepayment Penalties
Only about 2% of normal conventional mortgages have a prepayment penalty that might be difficult to meet.
Up to 80% of subprime mortgage have an abusive prepayment penalty. Why? This is one more way the
predators can gouge an unsuspecting homeowner. The prepayment penalty is a fee the lender requires the
borrower to pay if the borrower should pay off the mortgage loan early. The subprime borrower usually has
less-than-perfect credit when originally taking out the mortgage, and the prepayment penalty is hidden in
the fine print. Over the next few years the borrowers may manage to improve their credit and want to obtain
a new mortgage that has lower interest and lower payments. However, the prepayment penalty on the
original mortgage (which often equals 5% of the original loan) is so high that it eats up any equity the
homeowners have built up and can even leave them owing more money. Homeowners often are trapped
into keeping the original, high-interest mortgage. This is also another case where the lender gives a
kickback to the mortgage broker for helping to include the high prepayment penalty in the mortgage. In the
future, when the homeowner has to pay the prepayment penalty, the mortgage broker pockets more
money.

Because the predators using high prepayment penalties channel the borrowers into subprime loans, the
honest conventional lenders lose a great deal of prime loan business. This indirectly affects the fees they
need to charge their regular prime borrowers. Everyone loses when predatory lenders have their way.

Loan Flipping
Another form of predatory lending practices occurs when Con-Artists find a homeowner whom they can talk
or coerce into refinancing their mortgage, even though the homeowner gains nothing from the transaction.
The process is called loan flipping. While the transaction might put a few thousand dollars into the
homeowner's bank account, this amount is easily eaten up by the excessive fees, higher interest rate, and
prepayment penalties of the new mortgage. A serious danger with loan flipping occurs when a balloon
payment is inserted into the fine print. While the homeowners originally may have had twenty or thirty years
to pay on the mortgage, under the loan flipping they might be signing for a two, three, or five year balloon
payment. At the end of that time they need to find a way to refinance the house again or lose it completely.
Of course, the 'expert Con-Artists' will be only to glad to do another loan flip and refinance it for them – once
again pocketing thousands of dollars in the process and leaving the homeowner with even less equity in the
property than before.

Mandatory Arbitration
Another practice that falls within the definition of predatory lending happens when a lender hides words in
the fine print that make it illegal for the homeowner to take legal action against the lender. The borrowers
sign away their rights to sue the lender for any fraud, predatory actions or illegal actions. The only right the
borrowers have is to take their grievances to arbitration. The arbitration process is totally in the hands of the
lenders, usually conducted in secret without the borrowers having adequate representation. Although the
borrowers can usually have legal counsel, they find it difficult to find anyone who will represent them
because the lawyers are not guaranteed payment of their fees in arbitration like they are in court. Many
arbitration cases are handled over the phone and when a small individual is pitted against a large
corporation and the proceedings are confidential with no stenographic or written record of the facts, the
borrower is at a true disadvantage. Most arbitration decisions are binding and the borrowers cannot appeal
them.

More than 50% of the lenders are now including mandatory arbitration in their loan documents, and the
borrowers remain unaware of the implications. Lenders favor arbitration because it eliminates a borrower's
rights to do a class-action suit against the lender. The Fair Credit Reporting Act and the Truth in Lending
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Act have no bearing in an arbitration situation, only if one can go to court. And, some lenders keep their
right to go to court but prohibit the borrower from doing so. The fees for arbitration can also be more
expensive than filing a small claims court suit. Overall, the borrowers who sign a mandatory arbitration
contract are bound to a very lopsided arrangement that rarely is in their best interest.

The major arbitration administrators that a borrower can utilize are the National Arbitration Forum, the
American Arbitration Association (ADR), and Jams Endispute.

Predatory Lending Laws
Predatory lending laws are slowly being integrated into the legal systems of the federal government and the
individual states. More than 35 states have already placed a legal limit on the maximum prepayment
penalty that a homeowner should have to pay, and over half of the states have taken steps to limit
predatory lending practices during the last five years. While the definition of predatory lending varies in
each state, the awareness that individual citizens need to be protected by predatory lending laws is
growing.

As more and more homeowners become aware that they have the right to report mortgage fraud and
predatory lending, and policy makers, consumer advocates and civil rights leaders take stronger action
against the Con-Artists specializing in predatory lending practices, then the elderly, minorities and those
with less income are less likely to be prey for predators. Politicians on every level are becoming more
aware of the need for predatory lending laws as the Con-Artists multiply, ultimately costing citizens billions
of dollars. Organizations like the Center for Responsible Lending, the National Association of Mortgage
Brokers, the Mortgage Bankers Association (MBA), and the American Bar Association actively work to
promote predatory lending laws. They also know that educating the public is one of the strongest deterrents
to mortgage fraud and predatory lending practices. These organizations are committed to providing this
education.

http://www.arb-forum.com/
http://www.adr.org/
http://www.jamsadr.com/
http://www.responsiblelending.org/
http://www.namb.org/
http://www.namb.org/
http://www.mortgagebankers.org/
http://www.abanet.org/
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3. Fair Housing Discrimination Complaint Forms
a. City of Farmington Community Retaliations Commission



NOTE: This form and its contents, upon submission to the Commission, shall become a public record subject to disclosure to members of the public upon 
request as provided in the New Mexico Inspection of Public Records Act (NMSA Sections 14-2-1 through 14-2-12). 

City of Farmington 

Community Relations Commission 
P.O. Box 192, Farmington, NM 87499 

Message Center: 599-8442 
 

COMPLAINT FORM 
Name 
 

Phone 

Address City 
 

State 
 

Zip E-mail 

If needed, name of person who knows where to contact you: 
 
Phone Address 

 
 

Name of person, agency or institution you are filing a complaint against 
 
 
Address City 

 
State Zip Phone 

 
 
Is this address within the Farmington City limits?    Yes______    No________ 
Date Problem Occurred 
 

Date(s) You Complained to Person/Agency 

To Whom 
 
 

Name of Employee at Agency/Institution this complaint is against 

 
Have you filed a complaint with any other organization, court or governmental organization? 
(check one) Yes________ No________ If yes, please provide the information below. 
Name 
 

Date Complaint Filed 

Status of Complaint 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
What remedy are you seeking? 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
I swear or affirm the attached complaint is true to the best of my knowledge and information. I also acknowledge that I may be required to attend 
a meeting or hearing as part of the investigation of my complaint. 
 
 

Your Signature________________________________________ Date___________________________ 



Community Relations Commission ◘ P.O. Box 192, Farmington, NM 87499 ◘ Message Center: 599-8442 

 
Witness Information (if any) 

 
Name 
 
 

Phone 

Address 
 
 

City 
 

State 
 
 

Zip 
 

E-Mail 

 
Name 
 
 

Phone 

Address 
 
 

City 
 

State 
 
 

Zip 
 

E-Mail 

 
 

Name 
 
 

Phone 

Address 
 
 

City 
 

State 
 
 

Zip 
 

E-Mail 

 
 

Name 
 
 

Phone 

Address 
 
 

City 
 

State 
 
 

Zip 
 

E-Mail 

 
 

Name 
 
 

Phone 

Address 
 
 

City 
 

State 
 
 

Zip 
 

E-Mail 



Community Relations Commission ◘ P.O. Box 192, Farmington, NM 87499 ◘ Message Center: 599-8442 

 
 

City of Farmington 
Community Relations Commission 

 
 
Write in chronological order the events that took place, and what steps you have taken so far.  If you need additional 
room, please use the back of this form or attach additional pages.  Include the name of the organization’s representative 
that you have been dealing with.  Please provide information and witnesses that are relevant to the situation, and attach 
copies of any paperwork you may have.  If you have witnesses, please provide their information on the next page.  
Please keep a copy of this complaint for your records. 
____________________________________________________________________________________________

____________________________________________________________________________________________

____________________________________________________________________________________________

____________________________________________________________________________________________

____________________________________________________________________________________________

____________________________________________________________________________________________

____________________________________________________________________________________________

____________________________________________________________________________________________

____________________________________________________________________________________________

____________________________________________________________________________________________

____________________________________________________________________________________________

____________________________________________________________________________________________

____________________________________________________________________________________________

____________________________________________________________________________________________

____________________________________________________________________________________________

____________________________________________________________________________________________

____________________________________________________________________________________________

____________________________________________________________________________________________

____________________________________________________________________________________________

____________________________________________________________________________________________ 

Received by_______________________________________________   Date _____________________________ 
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b. Navajo Nation Human Rights Commission



Form NNHRC 1A 

Navajo Nation Human Rights Commission 
P.O. Box 1689 

Window Rock, Navajo Nation (Arizona) 86515 
Phone:  (928) 871-7436 Fax: (928) 871-7437 

www.nnhrc.navajo.org 
 

    COMPLAINT FORM 
For Official Use Only                                                                                                                                Media Packet    
                                                                                                        
Intake No.: _________________________________ 
Cross Ref. Docket No.: _______________________ 
Cross Ref. Federal, State, City or Municipal Agency No.: _____________________ 
Letter sent out: ________________________________________________________ 

 
Person Making the Complaint   Today’s Date: _______________________   

Your Name: ____________________________________________________________   

Your Mailing Address: ___________________________________________________   

City / State / Zip: _______________________________________________________   

Daytime Phone: ______________________ Evening Phone:       

Chapter Name Your Residence:           

E-mail Address:              

*Draw a map to locate your residence on the following sheet>>>>   

Who else can we reach if you are unavailable?  

(1) Contact’s Name: ___________________ Relation: _______________________   

Daytime Phone: ______________________ Evening Phone: ______________________   

(2) Contact’s Name: ___________________Relation: ____________________________   

Daytime Phone: ______________________ Evening Phone: ______________________   

(3) Contact’s Name: ___________________Relation: ____________________________   

Daytime Phone: ______________________ Evening Phone: ______________________   

Who was present when the incident happened?  

(1)  Witness’ Name: ______________________________________________________   

Daytime Phone: ______________________ Evening Phone: ______________________   

(2) Witness’ Name: ______________________________________________________   

Daytime Phone: ______________________ Evening Phone: ______________________   



Form NNHRC 1A 

*Draw a map to locate your residence on this sheet.  



Form NNHRC 1A 

Complaint Information 

1. What happened to you? Detail as much as possible how were you discriminated against 

in chronological order of events. Please take as much time and space you need. Be sure to 

tell us what happened (including the date and time of the incident), who discriminated 

against you and who were present (family, friends or others who may have witnessed the 

incident.  Also, please note anything that anyone said.  

______________________________________________________________________________

______________________________________________________________________________

______________________________________________________________________________

______________________________________________________________________________

______________________________________________________________________________

______________________________________________________________________________

______________________________________________________________________________

______________________________________________________________________________

______________________________________________________________________________

______________________________________________________________________________

______________________________________________________________________________

______________________________________________________________________________

______________________________________________________________________________

______________________________________________________________________________

______________________________________________________________________________

______________________________________________________________________________

______________________________________________________________________________

______________________________________________________________________________

______________________________________________________________________________

______________________________________________________________________________

______________________________________________________________________________

______________________________________________________________________________

______________________________________________________________________________

______________________________________________________________________________ 

______________________________________________________________________________ 



Form NNHRC 1A 

2.   The type / kind of discrimination. 

❏ Employment  ❏ Housing  ❏ Civil Rights Violation/Hate Crime  

❏ I Don’t Know  ❏ Other: ______________________ 

3. On what basis were you discriminated against?  

❏ Race   ❏ Color  ❏ National Origin/Ancestry ❏ Religion      

❏ Gender Identity  ❏ Age  ❏ Sexual Orientation  ❏ Sexual Harassment  

❏ Mental Disability  ❏ Physical Disability     ❏ Public Accommodations  

❏ I Don’t Know  ❏ Other: ____________ 

4. Who do you believe discriminated against you? 

Name: __________________________________________________________________   

Address: ________________________________________________________________   

City / State / Zip: _________________________________________________________   

Phone:             

      

Please select the department/agency, employer, organization, and/or person which you are filing 

the complaint against:  

❏ Department/Agency      ❏ Employer      ❏ Organization      ❏ Person 

❏ Other: ____________ 

5. When and where did the discrimination occur? 

Date(s) of Incident: _______________________________________________________   

Address: ________________________________________________________________   

City / State/ Zip: __________________________________________________________   

Location, if address is unavailable: ___________________________________________   

6. Do you currently have an Attorney working on your behalf?  

❏ Yes (If yes, please answer the following questions) ❏ No 

A. Attorney’s Name: ________________________________________________   

B. Attorney’s Address: ______________________________________________   

C. Attorney’s City / State / Zip: _______________________________________   

D. Attorney’s Telephone No.: _________________________________________   

E. Has a lawsuit being filed on your behalf? ❏ Yes      ❏ No 

If yes, what is the file date? ___________   Case Number: ____________   



Form NNHRC 1A 

City/State: __________________    Court Location: _______________   

F. Does your attorney know you are filing this complaint with the Office of the Navajo 

Nation Human Rights Commission? ❏ Yes ❏ No 

7. Have you filed a complaint with a Federal, State, City or Municipal Agency?  

❏ Yes (If yes, please answer the following questions)      ❏ No  ❏ Does Not Apply 

A. If yes, Agency: _____________   File Date:   ____________  

City/State: ______________   Case number: _________________   

Phone:            

A right to sue letter?  ❏ Yes   ❏ No 

 

 
IN ORDER TO BEGIN THE NECESSARY STEPS TO RESOLVE THE COMPLAINT, THE 
COMPLAINT FORM MUST BE ENTIRELY COMPLETE.  
 
YOUR ACTIVE PARTICIPATION IS ALSO NECESSARY THROUGHOUT THE 
PROCESS.  
 
 
 
The information I, _________________________ (Print Name), provided is true and completed 
to the best of my knowledge. I do hereby authorize the Navajo Nation Human Rights 
Commission to investigate my complaint and to take the steps necessary to resolve the 
complaint.  
 
 
 
___________________________________   ______________________________ 
Signature        Date 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Mail Completed Complaint Form to: 
 
 NAVAJO NATION HUMAN RIGHTS COMMISSION 
 P.O. Box 1689 
 Window Rock, AZ  86515 



Form NNHRC 1A 

NAVAJO NATION HUMAN RIGHTS COMMISSION 
AUTHORIZATION & RELEASE 

OF PROTECTED INFORMATION 
 
 
I, ___________________________________, request and authorize you to furnish to the 
NNHRC and/or DNA-People’s Legal Services, Inc. the following information, records or 
reports: 
 
The purpose of this request is:           
The information requested includes any information protected by the Privacy Act of the 
1974, 5 U.S.C. §552A (1976), or other state or federal law, including the United States 
Constitution and any state constitution. 
 
A photo static copy of this authorization shall be considered effective and valid as the original. 
This authorization is valid for one year after the date appearing on it. 
 
 
 
              
Client’s Signature      Date 
 
 
 
Translator Certification (if applicable) 
I, ______________________________, can read, write and speak the English language and can 
speak the _________________________ language fluently. I certify that I have correctly 
translated the foregoing to the above-name client and that he/she has affirmed he/she agrees to it. 
 
 
 
              
Client’s Signature      Date 
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c. HUD Fair Housing and Equal Opportunity



Are You a
               Victim of

    Housing
Discrimination?

Fair Housing is Your Right!

If you have been denied your 
housing rights…you may have 
experienced unlawful discrimina-
tion.

U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development



For Connecticut, Maine, Massachusetts, 
New Hampshire, Rhode Island, and Vermont:
NEW ENGLAND OFFICE
Fair Housing Hub
U.S. Dept. of Housing and Urban Development
Thomas P. O’Neill, Jr. Federal Building
10 Causeway Street, Room 321
Boston, MA  02222-1092
Telephone (617) 994-8320 or 1-800-827-5005
Fax (617) 565-7313 • TTY (617) 565-5453
E-mail: Complaints_office_01@hud.gov

For New Jersey and New York:
NEW YORK/NEW JERSEY OFFICE
Fair Housing Hub
U.S. Dept. of Housing and Urban Development
26 Federal Plaza, Room 3532
New York, NY  10278-0068
Telephone (212) 264-1290 or 1-800-496-4294
Fax (212) 264-9829 • TTY (212) 264-0927
E-mail: Complaints_office_02@hud.gov

For Delaware, District of Columbia, Maryland, 
Pennsylvania, Virginia, and West Virginia:
MID-ATLANTIC OFFICE  
Fair Housing Hub
U.S. Dept. of Housing and Urban Development
The Wanamaker Building
100 Penn Square East
Philadelphia, PA  19107
Telephone (215) 656-0663 or 1-888-799-2085
Fax (215) 656-3419 • TTY (215) 656-3450
E-mail: Complaints_office_03@hud.gov

For Alabama, the Caribbean, Florida, Georgia, Kentucky, Missis-
sippi, North Carolina, South Carolina, and Tennessee:
SOUTHEAST/CARIBBEAN OFFICE
Fair Housing Hub
U.S. Dept. of Housing and Urban Development
Five Points Plaza
40 Marietta Street, 16th Floor
Atlanta, GA  30303-2808
Telephone (404) 331-5140 or 1-800-440-8091
Fax (404) 331-1021 • TTY (404) 730-2654
E-mail: Complaints_office_04@hud.gov

For Illinois, Indiana, Michigan, Minnesota, 
Ohio, and Wisconsin:
MIDWEST OFFICE  
Fair Housing Hub
U.S. Dept. of Housing and Urban Development
Ralph H. Metcalfe Federal Building
77 West Jackson Boulevard, Room 2101
Chicago, IL  60604-3507
Telephone (312) 353-7776 or 1-800-765-9372
Fax (312) 886-2837 • TTY (312) 353-7143
E-mail: Complaints_office_05@hud.gov

WHERE TO MAIL YOUR FORM OR    
              INQUIRE ABOUT YOUR CLAIM

To file electronically, visit:  www.hud.gov

For Arkansas, Louisiana, New Mexico, Oklahoma, and Texas:
SOUTHWEST OFFICE  
Fair Housing Hub
U.S. Dept. of Housing and Urban Development
801 North Cherry, 27th Floor
Fort Worth, TX  76102
Telephone (817) 978-5900 or 1-888-560-8913
Fax (817) 978-5876 or 5851 • TTY (817) 978-5595
E-mail: Complaints_office_06@hud.gov

For Iowa, Kansas, Missouri and Nebraska:
GREAT PLAINS OFFICE  
Fair Housing Hub
U.S. Dept. of Housing and Urban Development
Gateway Tower II
400 State Avenue, Room 200, 4th Floor
Kansas City, KS  66101-2406
Telephone (913) 551-6958 or 1-800-743-5323
Fax (913) 551-6856 • TTY (913) 551-6972
E-mail: Complaints_office_07@hud.gov

For Colorado, Montana, North Dakota, South Dakota, 
Utah, and Wyoming:
ROCKY MOUNTAINS OFFICE  
Fair Housing Hub
U.S. Dept. of Housing and Urban Development
1670 Broadway
Denver, CO  80202-4801
Telephone (303) 672-5437 or 1-800-877-7353
Fax (303) 672-5026 • TTY (303) 672-5248
E-mail: Complaints_office_08@hud.gov

For Arizona, California, Hawaii, and Nevada:
PACIFIC/HAWAII OFFICE  
Fair Housing Hub
U.S. Dept. of Housing and Urban Development
600 Harrison Street, Third Floor
San Francisco, CA  94107-1300
Telephone (415) 489-6524 or 1-800-347-3739
Fax (415) 489-6558 • TTY (415) 436-6594
E-mail: Complaints_office_09@hud.gov

For Alaska, Idaho, Oregon, and Washington:
NORTHWEST/ALASKA OFFICE  
Fair Housing Hub
U.S. Dept. of Housing and Urban Development
Seattle Federal Office Building
909 First Avenue, Room 205
Seattle, WA  98104-1000
Telephone (206) 220-5170 or 1-800-877-0246
Fax (206) 220-5447 • TTY (206) 220-5185
E-mail: Complaints_office_10@hud.gov

If after contacting the local office nearest you, you still have ques-
tions – you may contact HUD further at:
U.S. Dept. of Housing and Urban Development
Office of Fair Housing and Equal Opportunity
451 7th Street, S.W., Room 5204
Washington, DC  20410-2000
Telephone (202) 708-0836 or 1-800-669-9777
Fax (202) 708-1425 • TTY 1-800-927-9275



Public Reporting Burden for this collection of information is estimated to average 20 minutes per response, 
including the time for reviewing instructions, searching existing data sources, gathering and maintaining the data 
needed, and completing and reviewing the collection of information.

The Department of Housing and Urban Development is authorized to collect this information 
by Title VIII of the Civil Rights Act of 1968, as amended by the Fair Housing Amendments Act of 
1988, (P.L. 100-430); Title VI of the Civil Rights Act of 1964, (P.L. 88-352); Section 504 of the Reha-
bilitation Act of 1973, as amended, (P.L. 93-112); Section 109 of Title I- Housing and Community
Development Act of 1974, as amended, (P.L. 97-35); Americans with Disabilities Act of 1990, (P.L. 101-336); and by the Age
Discrimination Act of 1975, as amended, (42 U.S.C. 6103).

T h e  i n f o r m a t i o n  w i l l  b e  u s e d  t o  i n v e s t i g a t e  a n d  t o  p r o c e s s  h o u s -
i n g  d i s c r i m i n a t i o n  c o m p l a i n t s .  T h e  i n f o r m a t i o n  m a y  b e  d i s c l o s e d  t o 
the United States Department of Justice for its use in the fi l ing of pattern and prac-
t i c e  s u i t s  o f  h o u s i n g  d i s c r i m i n a t i o n  o r  t h e  p r o s e c u t i o n  o f  t h e  p e r s o n ( s ) 
who committed that discrimination where violence is involved; and to State or local fair housing agencies that
a d m i n i s t e r  s u b s t a n t i a l l y  e q u i v a l e n t  f a i r  h o u s i n g  l a w s  f o r  c o m -
p l a i n t  p r o c e s s i n g .  F a i l u r e  t o  p r o v i d e  s o m e  o r  a l l  o f  t h e  r e q u e s t e d
information will result in delay or denial of HUD assistance.

Disclosure of this information is voluntary.

MAIL  TO:

PLACE
POSTAGE

HERE



1

Instructions: (Please type or print)  Read this form carefully. Try to answer all questions. If you do not know 

the answer or a question does not apply to you, leave the space blank. You have one year from the date of the alleged 

discrimination to file a complaint. Your form should be signed and dated. 

Your Name

Your Address

City State Zip Code

Best time to call Your Daytime Phone No Evening Phone No

Who else can we call if we cannot reach you?

Contact’s Name Best Time to call

Daytime Phone No Evening Phone No

Contact’s Name Best Time to call

Daytime Phone No Evening Phone No

 

What happened to you?
How were you discriminated against? 1How were you discriminated against? 1For example: were you refused an opportunity to rent or buy housing? Denied a loan? Told that housing was not avail-1For example: were you refused an opportunity to rent or buy housing? Denied a loan? Told that housing was not avail-1
able when in fact it was? Treated differently from others seeking housing? 

State briefly what happened.

Form HUD-903.1 (1/02)  OMB Approval No. 2529-0011 (exp. 1/31/2011)

HOUSING DISCRIMINATION INFORMATION
 Departamento de Vivienda y Desarrollo Urbano    Oficina de Derecho Equitativo a la Vivienda
U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development    Office of Fair Housing and Equal Opportunity



2Why do you think you are a victim of housing discrimination?
Is it because of your:2Is it because of your:22• 2race 2race 2 • color • religion • sex • national origin • familial status (families with children under 18) • disability?

 For example: were you denied housing because of your 
2

 For example: were you denied housing because of your 
2

race? Were you denied a mortgage loan because of your 

religion? Or turned down for an apartment because you have children? 

Briefly explain why you think your housing rights were denied and circle the factor(s) listed above that you believe 

apply.

3

4

5

Who do you believe discriminated against you?
For example: was it a landlord, owner, bank, real estate agent, broker, company, or organization?3For example: was it a landlord, owner, bank, real estate agent, broker, company, or organization?3Identify who you believe discriminated against you.3Identify who you believe discriminated against you.3

Name

Address

Where did the alleged act of discrimination occur?
For example: Was it at a rental unit? Single family home? Public or Assisted Housing? A Mobile Home? 4For example: Was it at a rental unit? Single family home? Public or Assisted Housing? A Mobile Home? 4Did it occur at a bank or other lending institution?4Did it occur at a bank or other lending institution?4
Provide the address.

Address

City                                          State                                        Zip Code

When did the last act of discrimination occur?
Enter the date5Enter the date5
Is the alleged discrimination continuing or ongoing?                 YesYesY  No

Send this form to HUD or to the fair housing agency nearest you. If you are unable to complete this form, you may 

call that office directly. See address and telephone listings on back page.

/        /        /        /        

Signature                      Date

HOUSING DISCRIMINATION INFORMATION
 Departamento de Vivienda y Desarrollo Urbano    Oficina de Derecho Equitativo a la Vivienda
U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development    Office of Fair Housing and Equal Opportunity



It is Unlawful to Discriminate in Housing Based on These Factors...

• Race

• Color

• National origin

• Religion

• Sex

•  Familial status (families with children under the age of 18, 
or who are expecting a child) 

•  Handicap (if you or someone close to you has a disability)

If You Believe Your Rights Have Been Violated...

•  HUD or a State or local fair housing agency is ready to help you 
file a complaint.

•  After your information is received, HUD or a State or local fair housing agency will 
contact you to discuss the concerns you raise.

If you have not heard from HUD or a State or local fair housing agency within three weeks from the date 
you mailed this form, you may call to inquire about the status of your complaint. See address and tele-
phone listings on back page.

Keep this information for your records.

Date you mailed your information to HUD:   
Address to which you sent the information:

Offi  ce  Telephone

Street

City State Zip Code

/        /        /        /        
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Under the Fair Housing Act, it is Against the Law to:

•   Refuse to rent to you or sell you housing

•   Tell you housing is unavailable when in fact it is

 available

•   Show you apartments or homes only in certain

 neighborhoods

•   Set different terms, conditions, or privileges for sale or rental of a 
dwelling

•   Provide different housing services or facilities

•  Advertise housing to preferred groups of people only

•   Refuse to provide you with information regarding

 mortgage loans, deny you a mortgage loan, or impose different 
terms or conditions on a mortgage loan

•   Deny you property insurance

•   Conduct property appraisals in a discriminatory manner

• Refuse to make reasonable accomodations for persons with a 
disability if the accommodation may be necessary to afford such 
person a reasonable and equal opportunity to use and enjoy a 
dwelling.

•   Fail to design and construct housing in an accessible manner

•   Harass, coerce, intimidate, or interfere with anyone
exercising or assisting someone else with his/her fair housing 
rights

HOW DO YOU RECOGNIZE HOUSING DISCRIMINATION?
UndLaw to:

ARE YOU A VICTIM OF HOUSING DISCRIMINATION?

“The American Dream of having a safe and decent place to call ‘home’ 
reflects our shared belief that in this nation,             opportunity and 
success are within everyone’s reach.
Under our Fair Housing laws, every citizen is assured the
opportunity to build a better life in the home or apartment of their 
choice — regardless of their race, color, religion, sex, national origin, 
family status or disability.”

Alphonso Jackson
Secretary
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4. Public Hearing Notice
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5. Public Hearing Comments
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6. Public Survey
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SECTION I. 
Knowledge & Support of Fair Housing Law 

The City of Farmington retained BBC Research & Consulting (BBC) to assist with the City’s 
preparation of an Analysis of Impediments to Fair Housing as required by the Department of 
Housing and Urban Development (HUD). In support of this effort, BBC designed and conducted a 
telephone survey of 302 Farmington residents to gauge their knowledge and support of fair housing 
law and to understand their experience with housing discrimination. Surveys were conducted in 
English and Spanish. BBC subcontractor Davis Research conducted the survey from mid-December 
2010 through early January 2011. A paper survey was distributed by local service providers to 
residents as a supplement to the telephone survey. 

Survey Topics 

The survey instrument included the following topics: 

 Knowledge and support of fair housing law. Four fair housing scenarios were read to 
participants. For each scenario, respondents were asked whether the action taken in the scenario 
was legal or illegal and whether or not they thought the action should be legal. 

 Housing discrimination. This portion of the survey asked respondents about what they 
would do if they or someone they knew encountered housing discrimination and their personal 
experience with housing discrimination. 

 Farmington housing. Respondents discussed their satisfaction with their current housing 
situation, improvements they would like to make to their housing situation and their experience 
seeking a place to rent or buy in the city.  

 Demographics. Respondents shared relevant demographic and socioeconomic information. 

Respondent Demographics 

A total of 302 Farmington residents responded to the survey. Where possible, respondents’ 
demographic characteristics are compared to those from the 2005-2009 American Community 
Survey (ACS). 

 82 percent of respondents were homeowners compared to 67 percent in the ACS; 

 26 percent were between the ages of 18 and 34, and 35 percent were age 55 or older-----
compared to 22 percent age 55 and older in the ACS; 

 26 percent were college graduates and 12 percent had post-graduate degrees compared to  
12 percent and 7 percent respectively in the ACS; 

 67 percent were married compared to 55 percent in the ACS;  
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 72 percent had lived in Farmington for 10 or more years-----40 percent in the ACS; 

 40 percent have children under the age of 18-----37 percent in the ACS;  

 65 percent described themselves as Anglo or white (65 percent in the ACS); 10 percent as 
Native American-----22 percent in the ACS-----and 20 percent Hispanic (22 percent in the 
ACS);  

 25 percent reported a household income of $29,000 or less and 13 percent earned between 
$29,000 and $46,000-----in the ACS, 25 percent earn less than $25,000 and 30 percent earn 
between $25,000 and $49,999; 

 23 percent stated that they or a member of their family has a disability; and 

 14 individuals responded to the survey in Spanish. 

Paper surveys. Local service providers distributed a paper survey modeled after the stakeholder 
survey and twenty residents responded. Twelve respondents were Native American and five were 
white. Fourteen rent apartments. Half report earning less than $29,000 per year. 

Fair Housing Law 

This section presents Farmington residents’ knowledge and support for fair housing law. The federal 
Fair Housing Act prohibits discrimination on the basis of race, color, religion, national origin, sex, 
familial status and disability in the sale or rental of housing. Fair housing law is complex, and some 
situations that seem to discriminate against a protected class may be permitted under the law. For 
example, housing communities can be designated for seniors only.  

Four scenarios representing common violations of the Fair Housing Act were presented to survey 
respondents. For each scenario, respondents were asked whether or not they thought the action taken 
in the scenario was legal or illegal and whether or not the action should be legal. 

The scenarios depicted: 

 Housing discrimination based on familial status; 

 Steering; 

 Lending discrimination based on race/ethnicity; and 

 A refusal to allow a reasonable accommodation for a tenant with a physical disability.  

Each scenario and how Farmington residents responded are presented below. 

Scenario 1—Housing Discrimination Based on Familial Status 

‘‘A single mother of a 13 year old made an appointment to look at an apartment for rent. The 
landlord met her and her child at the apartment. When he discovered that she had a child, he told 
her he doesn’t allow children in his apartment complex. 
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Is the landlord’s refusal to rent to the woman and child legal or illegal? In your opinion, should it  
be legal?’’ 

Exhibit I-1. 
Housing Discrimination Based on Familial Status 

Legal (38.9%)

Illegal (50.2%)

Don't Know (11.0%)

Is the landlord's refusal to rent to the
woman and her child legal or illegal?

In your opinion, do you
think his decision should be legal?

Yes (42.7%)

No (51.0%)

Don't Know (6.0%)
Refused (0.3%)

Note: n=302. 
Source: BBC Research & Consulting, December 2010-January 2011 telephone survey. 

Correct response. The landlord’s refusal to rent to the woman and child is illegal. Federal law 
prohibits discrimination on the basis of familial status, which includes families with children and 
pregnant women. 1  

Knowledge of the law. About two out of five Farmington residents correctly answered this 
question. Eleven percent of residents responded that they ‘‘did not know’’ whether or not the 
behavior was legal. In 2002, HUD conducted a similar study nationwide, and, just like in 
Farmington, approximately 38 percent of adults nationwide correctly responded that the landlord’s 
behavior was illegal.  

Who answered correctly? Overall, there were no statistically significant differences in knowledge 
of the law by housing tenure, marital status, length of residence in Farmington and having a child 
under the age of 18. Knowledge of the law did differ among several key respondent attributes.2 

 Residents age 55 to 64 were less likely to respond correctly than younger residents. 

 As educational attainment increases, residents are less likely to correctly identify that 
discrimination on the basis of familial status is illegal. For example, 53 percent of respondents 
with a graduate degree thought that the landlord’s decision was legal compared to 21 percent of 
respondents whose educational attainment ended with some high school or less. 

 Whites are less likely than non-whites to correctly respond: 44 percent of whites answered 
incorrectly compared to 28 percent of non-whites. 

                                                      
1
 Housing that is designated for seniors-only is exempt from this aspect of the law. It is also not illegal to refuse to rent or 

sell to families with children in a building containing four or fewer units, if the owner lives in one unit, nor in a single 
family home sold or rented by the owner, if the owner owns no more than three homes and does not use the services of a 
rental or sales agent. 
2
 Differences discussed are statistically significant at the 95 percent confidence level. 
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Support for the law. Slightly more than half of Farmington residents believe it should be illegal to 
discriminate based on familial status. 

Who supports the law? There are no differences in support for the familial status component of 
fair housing law by housing tenure, educational attainment, marital status and length of residence in 
Farmington. Differences in support were observed across several demographic characteristics. 

 Residents age 55 to 64 are more likely than younger residents to believe that the landlord’s 
decision not to rent to the mother should be legal-----54 percent of those age 55 to 64 compared 
to 27 percent of 18 to 34 year-olds.  

 People who do not have children under the age of 18 are more likely than those with children to 
believe that this action should be legal-----49 percent compared to 34 percent. 

 Whites are more likely than non-whites to believe the landlord’s decision should be legal-----47 
percent compared to 34 percent. 

Scenario 2—Steering 

‘‘A Hispanic family wants to buy a house and finds a real estate agent to show them houses in their 
price range. The real estate agent is also Hispanic. Their agent only shows them houses in Hispanic 
areas of town, even though there are houses they could afford in other neighborhoods, because she 
thinks they will be more comfortable in the Hispanic neighborhood.  

Is the real estate agent’s decision to only show the family homes in Hispanic parts of town legal or 
illegal? Should it be legal?’’ 

Exhibit I-2 summarizes how Farmington residents responded to this scenario. 

Exhibit I-2. 
Housing Discrimination Resulting from Steering 

Legal (34.4%)

Illegal (52.6%)

Don't Know (12.9%)

Yes (33.8%)

No (60.6%)

Don't Know (5.0%)
Refused (0.7%)

Is the real estate agent's decision to only show
the family homes in mostly Hispanic parts of
town legal or illegal?

In your opinion, do you
think her decision should be legal?

Note: n=302. 
Source: BBC Research & Consulting, December 2010-January 2011 telephone survey. 
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Correct response. The real estate agent’s decision is illegal. Steering individuals toward certain 
neighborhoods based on their race or ethnicity is discriminatory and prohibited by federal law. 

Knowledge of the law. Slightly more than half of Farmington’s residents correctly responded that 
the real estate agent’s decision was illegal, while one in three believe the decision was legal. Similar to 
Farmington residents, 54 percent of respondents to the 2002 national HUD survey correctly 
answered that the real estate agent’s actions were illegal. 

Who answered correctly? There were no statistically significant differences in knowledge of fair 
housing law related to steering by housing tenure, age, marital status, length of residence in 
Farmington, having a child under age 18 and between whites and non-whites. Only educational 
attainment was associated with differences in knowledge of the steering element of fair housing law. 
Respondents with some college, a college degree or a graduate degree were more likely than those 
with less than a high school diploma to incorrectly believe that steering was legal. 

Support for the law. About 61 percent of Farmington residents believe that steering should be 
illegal.  

Who supports the law? There are no differences in support for the illegality of steering by housing 
tenure, educational attainment, marital status, length of residence in Farmington, having children 
under age 18, and between whites and non-whites. Statistically significant differences in support for 
the illegality of steering include: 

 Residents age 54 to 65 are much less likely than younger residents to have the opinion that 
steering should be legal-----15 percent of those age 54 to 65 compared to nearly 40 percent of 
those under age 54.   

 Hispanics are much more likely than non-Hispanics to believe that steering should be legal-----46 
percent of Hispanics compared to 31 percent of non-Hispanics. 

Scenario 3—Mortgage Discrimination 

‘‘A Native American couple applies for a mortgage loan at a local bank and their application is 
approved. The loan officer who makes the loan decides to charge them a higher interest rate than he 
did a white couple he made a loan to the day before, even though their credit was just as good. He 
does this because he believes that Native Americans are more likely to default on their loans than 
whites. 

Is the loan officer’s decision to charge borrowers different interest rates based on their race legal or 
illegal? Should it be legal?’’ 
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Exhibit I-3 summarizes how Farmington residents responded to this scenario. 

Exhibit I-3. 
Housing Discrimination Resulting from Mortgage Discrimination 

Legal (4.6%)

Illegal (90.7%)

Don't Know (4.6%)

Is the loan officer's decision to charge
borrowers different interest rates based on
their race legal or illegal?

 In your opinion, do you think it should be legal ?

Yes (9.3%)

No (89.4%)

Don't Know (1.0%)
Refused (0.3%)

Note: n=302. 
Source: BBC Research & Consulting, December 2010-January 2011 telephone survey. 

Correct response. The loan officer’s decision is illegal. Treating applicants differently because of 
their race is a violation of federal fair housing law.  

Knowledge of the law. More than nine out of ten Farmington residents correctly stated that the 
loan officer’s decision was illegal. In the 2002 HUD study, only 73 percent of respondents correctly 
answered this question. It is important to note that BBC’s question was worded slightly differently 
from the national scenario which featured a Hispanic couple rather than the Native American couple 
featured in the BBC scenario. 

Who answered correctly? As noted above, nearly all Farmington residents correctly responded 
that treating loan applicants differently due to their race is illegal. No demographic differences were 
observed between those who responded correctly versus incorrectly. 

Support for the law. Slightly less than 10 percent of Farmington residents believe that it should be 
legal to charge borrowers different interest rates based on their race. The majority (89 percent) believe 
this should be illegal. 

Who supports the law? With respect to supporting this aspect of fair housing law, only one 
demographic was statistically different from any other. Compared to all other age cohorts, residents 
age 55 to 64 are much less likely to believe that treating loan applicants differently based on their race 
should be legal-----2 percent of those age 54 to 65 compared to 9 percent of 18 to 34 year-olds, 9 
percent of 35 to 54 year-olds and 20 percent of those age 65 and older.  
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Scenario 4—Refusal to Make Reasonable Accommodations for Tenant with 
Disability 

‘‘An apartment building owner is renting to someone who uses a wheelchair. The building is old and 
does not have a wheelchair ramp. The renter asks if he could arrange to have a ramp built so he can 
get into the building more easily. The renter has offered to pay for the ramp. The owner thinks a 
ramp will ruin the look of the building, so he refuses to have one built.  

Is the apartment building owner’s decision to refuse to have a ramp built legal or illegal? Should it be 
legal?’’ 

Exhibit I-4 summarizes how Farmington residents responded to this scenario. 

Exhibit I-4. 
Refusal to Make Reasonable Accommodations for Tenant with Disability 

Legal (19.3%)

Illegal (74.1%)

Don't Know (6.6%)

Is the apartment building owner's decision to
refuse to have a ramp built legal or illegal?

In your opinion, do you think it should be legal?

Yes (40.1%)

No (53.6%)

Don't Know (6.0%)

Refused (0.3%)

Note: n=302. 
Source: BBC Research & Consulting, December 2010-January 2011 telephone survey. 

Correct response. The apartment building owner’s decision is illegal. Under state and federal law, 
owners cannot prohibit modifications to their property that would accommodate and be paid for by 
tenants with disabilities.  

Knowledge of the law. Nearly three out of four Farmington residents correctly responded that the 
building owner’s decision to refuse to have a ramp built was illegal. This is a much greater proportion 
responding correctly than in the 2002 HUD study, in which only 56 percent of adults nationwide 
correctly answered this question.  

Who answered correctly? There were no statistically significant differences between those who 
responded correctly and those who responded incorrectly. 

Support for the law. Although 74 percent of Farmington residents knew that this action was 
illegal, 40 percent believe that it should be legal for the landlord to refuse to have a ramp built.  

Who supports the law? There were no statistically significant differences between those who 
supported the reasonable accommodation component of fair housing law and those who did not. 



SECTION II. 
Housing Experiences 
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SECTION II. 
Housing Experiences 

This section details Farmington residents’ housing experiences, including their experience with 
housing discrimination. 

Current Housing Experience 

Survey respondents discussed their current housing situation and their experience looking for housing 
in the past five years.  

Housing tenure and type. Slightly more than four out of five respondents were homeowners and 
71 percent lived in single family homes.  

Exhibit II-1. 
Current Housing Type 

Note:  

n=302 

 

Source:  

BBC Research & Consulting, December 2010 – 
January 2011 telephone survey. 

Single  (71.2%)

Condo/townhome
 (1.3%)

Apartment (4.0%)

Mobile home (22.2%)

Refused (1.3%)

Satisfaction. Overall, the majority of respondents were ‘‘very satisfied’’ with their current housing 
situation.  

Exhibit II-2. 
Satisfaction with Current 
Housing Situation 

Note:  
n=302 
 
Source:  
BBC Research & Consulting, December 2010 – 
January 2011 telephone survey. 

Very satisfied
 (67.9%)

Somewhat
satisfied (18.2%)

Somewhat
dissatisfied (8.9%)

Very dissatisfied
 (5.0%)
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Those respondents who were not ‘‘very satisfied’’ were asked ‘‘what part of your housing situation 
needs to be fixed, repaired or changed in order to increase your satisfaction?’’ As shown in Exhibit  
II-3, the needs varied widely, from major repairs to having a better landlord. 

Exhibit II-3. 
Housing Situation 
Changes Needed to 
Increase Satisfaction 

Note:  
n=97. 
 
Source:  
BBC Research & Consulting, 
December 2010 – January 2011 
telephone survey. 

Better landlord

Landscaping

Own rather than rent

Lower cost of utilities

Different neighborhood

Energy efficiency

Roof

Bigger/more space

Remodel/update decor

Other

Don't Know/None

Affordability/Economy/Interest Rates

Major repairs

0% 5% 10% 15% 20% 25%

12.4%

12.4%

12.4%

10.3%

9.3%

8.2%

7.2%

6.2%

6.2%

5.2%

4.1%

3.1%

3.1%

100%

Affordability and availability. Slightly more than one in five respondents (23 percent) had 
trouble finding affordable housing, whether to own or rent. About 19 percent had trouble finding a 
place to live due to limited availability; i.e., there weren’t places available to rent or buy. Affordability 
of housing to purchase or to rent was considered a serious problem by most of the resident paper 
survey respondents.  

Exhibit II-4. 
Housing Affordability 
and Availability 

Note: 

n=302. 

 
Source:  
BBC Research & Consulting, December 
2010 – January 2011 telephone survey. 

Yes (22.8%)

No (77.2%)

During the past 5 years, have you had
trouble finding a place to live because of
limited availability?

During the past five years, have you had
trouble finding a place to live that you
could afford because the rent or
mortgage was too expensive?

Yes (18.5%)

No (80.5%)

Don't Know (0.7%)

Refused (0.3%)
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Accessibility. About 23 percent of respondents reported that they or a member of their family has a 
disability. Of those who indicated a household member with a disability, about 20 percent are in a 
housing situation that does not meet their accessibility needs. Five respondents to the paper survey 
noted that their current housing does not meet their accessibility needs. One respondent with a 
disability reported that there are few affordable, accessible options in Farmington. 

Exhibit II-5. 
Households with 
Disabled Members and 
Accessibility Needs 

Note:  

n=302 overall and n=69 respondents 
with disabled household members 

 
Source:  
BBC Research & Consulting, December 
2010 – January 2011 telephone survey. 

Yes (22.8%)

No (77.2%)

Does the house or
apartment that
you currently live
in meet your
accessibility needs?

Do you or does any member of your
family have a disability?

Yes (79.7%)

No (20.3%)

Those respondents who described the types of improvements needed for their home to better meet 
their accessibility needs mentioned: 

 Building or repairing wheelchair ramps; 

 Making bathrooms accessible; and 

 Widening doors. 

One respondent stated, ‘‘The management is not understanding of my daughter’s disability at all. She 
puts my daughter down because she is disabled.’’  

Support for affordable housing development. Respondents were asked if the cities of Aztec, 
Bloomfield and Farmington and San Juan County should support the development of affordable 
housing. As shown in Exhibit II-6, the majority support the development of affordable housing. 

Exhibit II-6. 
Should the cities of Aztec, Bloomfield, and 
Farmington and San Juan County support the 
development of affordable housing? 

Note:  

n=302. 

 

Source:  

BBC Research & Consulting, December 2010 – January 2011 telephone survey. 

Yes (80.8%)

No (8.9%)

Don't Know (8.3%)

Refused (0.3%)

 



BBC RESEARCH & CONSULTING  SECTION II, PAGE 4  

Housing Discrimination 

Farmington residents were asked a series of questions related to how they would respond to housing 
discrimination as well as their personal experience with housing discrimination. 

Responding to housing discrimination. Survey respondents were asked what they would do if 
they or someone they knew thought that they’d been discriminated against in trying to find a place to 
rent or a house to buy. Overall, one in five respondents did not know what they would do in this 
situation. One in three respondents would contact either a lawyer or legal aid. Exhibit II-7 details the 
other responses. Only four respondents specifically suggested contacting the Community Relations 
Commission.  

Exhibit II-7. 
What would you 
recommend 
someone do if 
they experience 
housing 
discrimination? 

Note:  

n=302. 

 

Source:  

BBC Research & Consulting, 
December 2010 – January 
2011 telephone survey. 

Police

Realtor Association/State Board of Realty

City/City Council

Community Relations Commission

Research who to contact

Find another realtor/lender/landlord

HUD

District Attorney

Nothing

Other

Housing Authority

Move to another house/apartment

Better Business Bureau

File a complaint

Legal Aid/ACLU

Get a lawyer

I don't know

0% 5% 10% 15% 20% 25%

20.9%

16.9%

16.2%

12.3%

11.3%

9.3%

8.9%

6.0%

4.0%

3.3%

3.0%

2.0%

2.0%

1.3%

1.3%

1.3%

0.7%

100%

Reporting housing discrimination. As shown in Exhibit II-8, most respondents (68 percent) do not 
know to whom instances of housing discrimination should be reported.  

Exhibit II-8. 
Do you know who you should contact to 
report housing discrimination? 

Note:  

n=302. 

 

Source:  

BBC Research & Consulting, December 2010 – January 2011 
telephone survey. 

Yes (31.8%)

No (61.9%)

Don't know (6.3%)
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When asked to specify which organization they would report housing discrimination to, responses 
ranged widely from the Better Business Bureau (22 percent) to the Community Relations 
Commission (1 percent), as detailed in Exhibit II-9. 

Exhibit II-9. 
Who would you contact? 

Note:  

n=96. 

 

Source:  

BBC Research & Consulting, December 
2010 – January 2011 telephone survey. 

Community Relations Commission

State agency

Research who to contact

NAACP/La Raza/A.I.M.

Office of Civil Rights/Human Rights

Do not know

Police

Community organization

HUD

Property owner

Federal agency/EEOC/ADA

Other

The District Attorney’s office

Local government agency or official

An attorney/Legal Aid/ACLU

Housing Authority

Better Business Bureau

0% 5% 10% 15% 20% 25% 30%

21.9%

16.7%

15.6%

8.3%

7.3%

6.3%

5.2%

5.2%

4.2%

4.2%

4.2%

3.1%

3.1%

2.1%

2.1%

2.1%

1.0%

100%

Investigating housing discrimination. Few Farmington residents know who investigates housing 
discrimination. None of the respondents that said they know who investigates housing discrimination 
correctly identified the Community Relations Commission. 

Exhibit II-10. 
Investigating 
Housing 
Discrimination 

Note: 

n=302  and  n=20. 

 

Source:  

BBC Research & Consulting, 
December 2010 – January 2011 
telephone survey. 

Yes (6.6%)

No (93.4%)

Do you know who
investigates housing
discrimination in
Farmington?

Who do you think investigates housing
discrimination?

Housing
Authority
 (45%)

Other (20%)

HUD
 (15%)

BBB (10%)

City of Farmington (10%)
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Experience with housing discrimination. As shown in Exhibit II-11, about 16 percent of 
respondents believe that they have experienced housing discrimination.  

Exhibit II-11. 
Do you think you’ve ever experienced 
housing discrimination? 

Note: 

n=302 . 

 

Source:  

BBC Research & Consulting, December 2010 – January 2011 
telephone survey. 

Yes (15.6%)

No (82.8%)

Refused (1.7%)

 

Reason for discrimination. Those respondents who believed that they had experienced housing 
discrimination offered a variety of reasons for the discrimination. Having children and race/ethnicity 
were the two reasons for discrimination offered by the greatest proportion of respondents.  

Exhibit II-12. 
What was the reason you were 
discriminated against? 

Note:  

n=47. Percentages add to greater than  
100 percent due to multiple responses. 

 

Source:  

BBC Research & Consulting, December  
2010 – January 2011 telephone survey. 

I'm a student

Criminal record

Bad credit/bankruptcy/debts

Unmarried partners

Landlord refused to make
repairs/charged for repairs

Pets

Physical disability

Age

Other

Gender

Race/ethnicity

Children

0% 10% 20% 30% 40%

27.7%

25.5%

14.9%

12.8%

10.6%

6.4%

6.4%

6.4%

4.3%

4.3%

4.3%

2.1%

100%
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Response to discrimination. After experiencing what the respondent believed to be housing 
discrimination, most chose to either move or to do nothing about the discrimination. Those few that 
filed a complaint reported that their complaint was not resolved.  

Exhibit II-13. 
What did you do  
about the discrimination? 

Note:  

n=47. Percentages add to greater than  
100 percent due to multiple responses. 

 

Source:  

BBC Research & Consulting, December 
2010 – January 2011 telephone survey. 

Called federal agency

Called Housing Authority

Tried to get information/
complain and couldn’t

Talked to a lawyer/Legal Aid/ACLU

Called HUD

Called local government official/
mayor’s office/city council

Talked to property owner

Filed a complaint

Other

Nothing

Looked for another
place/Moved out

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50%

38.3%

36.2%

8.5%

6.4%

6.4%

4.3%

4.3%

2.1%

2.1%

2.1%

2.1%

Communicating with Residents 

Farmington residents were asked about the channels they would use to seek information about their 
fair housing rights as well as the sources they typically turn to for information about housing or 
government issues. 

Channels for seeking fair housing information. About half of Farmington’s residents would 
search the Internet to get information about their fair housing rights. One in five did not know what 
they would do to learn about fair housing. 
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Exhibit II-14. 
How would you get information 
about your fair housing rights? 

Note:  

n=302. Percentages add to greater than 100 percent due 
to multiple responses. 

 

Source:  

BBC Research & Consulting, December 2010 – January 
2011 telephone survey. 

Government agency

BBB/Chamber of Commerce

HUD website

City of Farmington website

Library

Housing Authority

Call a lawyer/ACLU/Legal Aid

Call City Council/Mayor

Other

Real Estate Offices/Realtors

Don't know

Internet search

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50%

45.4%

22.8%

8.6%

7.0%

5.6%

5.3%

5.0%

3.6%

3.3%

3.0%

2.6%

2.6%

100%

Channels for seeking information about housing or government issues. Similar to how 
they would choose to seek information about fair housing rights, about half of Farmington’s residents 
turn to the Internet for information about housing or local government issues. Exhibit II-15 depicts 
the various information sources respondents’ rely on for housing and government issues. 

Exhibit II-15. 
When you want to learn about 
housing of government issues in 
Farmington, what information 
sources do you use? 

Note: 

n=302. Percentages add to greater than  
100 percent due to multiple responses. 

 

Source:  

BBC Research & Consulting, December 2010 – 
January 2011 telephone survey. 

Church/synagogue forums

Radio

Specialty publication

Specific websites

other

Library

TV

Realtor

Phonebook

Word of mouth

Local Newspaper

Local government sources/officials

Don't know

Internet search

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60%

45.4%

25.5%

17.5%

15.9%

12.3%

7.9%

4.6%

4.3%

4.3%

2.6%

2.0%

1.0%

1.0%

0.7%

100%
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SECTION III. 
Stakeholder Perspectives 

In addition to the survey of residents, BBC developed two additional surveys-----one for public service 
providers and one for the real estate community to capture stakeholders’ opinions about fair housing 
barriers in Farmington. These surveys were posted online and distributed in paper form by the City 
of Farmington. Stakeholders were notified by the City of the opportunity to respond to each survey. 
A total of 27 public service providers and six members of the real estate community responded. The 
small number of respondents means that the data reported in this section should be interpreted as the 
experiences of these respondents only, not as being representative of the broader stakeholder 
community.  

Respondent Profile 

Participants in the stakeholder surveys included: 

 The Native American Disability Law Center; Farmington Municipal Schools; Farmington 
Municipal Court; ECHO; Children, Youth and Families Department; San Juan County 
Partnership; Totah Behavioral Health Authority; Family Crisis Center; and Tres Rios  
Habitat for Humanity; 

 Providers serving the City of Farmington, San Juan County and McKinley County; and 

 Residential developers, landlords, real estate agents and residential builders. 

Most service providers served low income individuals. In addition, they serve: 

 Persons dealing with substance 
abuse/addiction; 

 Youth; 

 Persons with mental illness; 

 Victims of domestic violence; 

 Persons with developmental disabilities; 

 Persons and families who are homeless; 

 Immigrants; 

 Persons with physical disabilities; 

 Single parents and teen parents; 

 Persons with HIV/AIDS; and 

 Elderly persons. 

Participating providers offer a range of services to their clients including: 

 Prevention, education and advocacy; 

 Food bank and nutrition services; 

 Affordable housing; 

 Counseling services; 

 Transportation; 

 Treatment; and 

 Employment services. 
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Fair Housing Law 

This section presents stakeholders’ knowledge and support for fair housing law. The federal Fair 
Housing Act prohibits discrimination on the basis of race, color, religion, national origin, sex, 
familial status and disability in the sale or rental of housing. Fair housing law is complex, and some 
situations that seem to discriminate against a protected class may be permitted under the law. For 
example, housing communities can be designated for seniors only.  

Four scenarios representing common violations of the Fair Housing Act were presented to survey 
respondents. For each scenario, respondents were asked whether or not they thought the action taken 
in the scenario was legal or illegal and whether or not the action should be legal. 

The scenarios depicted: 

 Housing discrimination based on familial status; 

 Steering; 

 Lending discrimination based on race/ethnicity; and 

 A refusal to allow a reasonable accommodation for a tenant with a physical disability.  

The following presents each scenario and how stakeholders responded. 

SCENARIO 1—Housing Discrimination Based on Familial Status 

‘‘A single mother of a 13 year old made an appointment to look at an apartment for rent. The 
landlord met her and her child at the apartment. When he discovered that she had a child, he told 
her he doesn’t allow children in his apartment complex. 

Is the landlord’s refusal to rent to the woman and child legal or illegal? In your opinion, should it be 
legal?’’ 

Exhibit III-1 summarizes how Farmington stakeholders responded to this scenario. 

Exhibit III-1. 
Scenario 1 — Housing 
Discrimination Based 
on Familial Status 

Note:  
n=32. 
 
Source:  
BBC Research & Consulting, 
December 2010-January 2011 
stakeholder surveys. 

Legal (19%)

Illegal (47%)

Don't
Know

 (34%)

In your opinion, do you think it should
be legal?

Is the landlord's refusal to rent to the
woman and her child legal or illegal?

Yes (41%)

No (59%)
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Correct response. The landlord’s refusal to rent to the woman and child is illegal. Federal law 
prohibits discrimination on the basis of familial status, which includes families with children and 
pregnant women. 1  

Knowledge of the law. Half of the stakeholders responded correctly that the landlord’s action  
was illegal. That more than one-third did not know whether the action was legal or illegal indicates a 
need for education about this aspect of fair housing law. 

Support for the law. The majority of stakeholders (59 percent) support this aspect of fair  
housing law. 

SCENARIO 2—Steering 

‘‘A Hispanic family wants to buy a house and finds a real estate agent to show them houses in their 
price range. The real estate agent is also Hispanic. Their agent only shows them houses in Hispanic 
areas of town, even though there are houses they could afford in other neighborhood, because she 
thinks they will be more comfortable in the Hispanic neighborhood.  

Is the real estate agent’s decision to only show the family homes in Hispanic parts of town legal or 
illegal? Should it be legal?’’ 

Exhibit III-2 summarizes how stakeholders responded to this scenario. 

Exhibit III-2. 
Scenario 2 —  
Housing Discrimination 
Resulting from Steering 

Note:  
n=32. 
 
Source:  
BBC Research & Consulting, December 
2010-January 2011 stakeholder surveys. 

Legal (24%)

Illegal (58%)

Don't Know (18%)

In your opinion, do you think it should
be legal?

Is the real estate agent's decision to only
show the family homes in mostly
Hispanic parts of town legal or illegal?

Yes (16%)

No (84%)

Correct response. The real estate agent’s decision is illegal. Steering individuals toward certain 
neighborhoods based on their race or ethnicity is discriminatory and prohibited by federal law. 

Knowledge of the law. Nearly 60 percent of the stakeholders correctly identified the real estate 
agent’s action to be illegal. About one in five respondents did not know whether or not the agent’s 
decision was legal. 

Support for the law. The vast majority of the stakeholders thought that steering should be illegal. 

                                                      
1
 Housing that is designated for seniors-only is exempt from this aspect of the law. It is also not illegal to refuse to rent or 

sell to families with children in a building containing four or fewer units, if the owner lives in one unit, nor in a single 
family home sold or rented by the owner, if the owner owns no more than three homes and does not use the services of a 
rental or sales agent. 
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SCENARIO 3—Mortgage Discrimination 

‘‘A Native American couple applies for a mortgage loan at a local bank and their application is 
approved. The loan officer who makes the loan decides to charge them a higher interest rate than he 
did a white couple he made a loan to the day before, even though their credit was just as good. He 
does this because he believes that Native Americans are more likely to default on their loans than 
whites. 

Is the loan officer’s decision to charge borrowers different interest rates based on their race legal or 
illegal? Should it be legal?’’ 

Exhibit III-3 summarizes how Farmington residents responded to this scenario. 

Exhibit III-3. 
Scenario 3 —  
Housing Discrimination 
Resulting from Mortgage 
Discrimination 

Note:  

n=33. 

 

Source:  
BBC Research & Consulting, December 2010-
January 2011 stakeholder surveys. 

Legal (0%)

Illegal (97%)

Don't Know (3%)

In your opinion, do you think it should
be legal?

Is the loan officer's decision to charge
borrowers different interest rates based on
their race legal or illegal?

Yes (4%)

No (96%)

Correct response. The loan officer’s decision is illegal. Treating applicants differently because of 
their race is a violation of federal fair housing law.  

Knowledge of the law. All but one stakeholder correctly identified using race or ethnicity as a 
reason to treat loan applicants differently as being illegal. 

Support for the law. All but one stakeholder believed that it should be illegal to use race or 
ethnicity as a factor in lending decisions. 

SCENARIO 4—Refusal to Make Reasonable  
Accommodations for Tenant with Disability 

‘‘An apartment building owner is renting to someone who uses a wheelchair. The building is old and 
does not have a wheelchair ramp. The renter asks if he could arrange to have a ramp built so he can 
get into the building more easily. The renter has offered to pay for the ramp. The owner thinks a 
ramp will ruin the look of the building, so he refuses to have one built.  

Is the apartment building owner’s decision to refuse to have a ramp built legal or illegal? Should it 
be legal?’’ 
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Exhibit III-4 summarizes how Farmington residents responded to this scenario. 

Exhibit III-4. 
Scenario 4 —  
Housing Discrimination 
Resulting from Refusal to 
Make a Reasonable 
Accommodation for 
Disability 

Note: 
n=33 and n=31. 
 
Source: 
BBC Research & Consulting, December  
2010-January 2011 stakeholder survey. 

Legal (18%)

Illegal (55%)

Don't Know
 (27%)

In your opinion, do you think it should
be legal?

Is the apartment building owner's decision to
refuse to have a ramp built legal or illegal?

Yes (35%)

No (65%)

Correct response. The apartment building owner’s decision is illegal. Under state and federal law, 
owners cannot prohibit modifications to their property that would accommodate and be paid for by 
tenants with disabilities.  

Knowledge of the law. A majority of stakeholders correctly identified the building owner’s 
decision to be illegal.  

Support for the law. Although only 18 percent of stakeholders thought that the building owner’s 
decision was legal, 35 percent thought that it should be legal. 

Housing Discrimination 

Service providers believe that their clients are likely to experience discrimination when trying to buy 
or rent housing. More specifically: 

 44 percent believe their clients are ‘‘very likely’’ to experience housing discrimination; and 

 48 percent believe their clients are ‘‘somewhat likely’’ to experience housing discrimination. 

Provider perception of client discrimination experience. On average, service providers 
reported that they believe more than 40 percent of their low income, homeless, youth, 
developmentally delayed, mentally ill and immigrant clients have experienced housing 
discrimination. Out of all populations served, elderly were estimated to be the least likely to 
experience housing discrimination (21 percent of the time).  

Reasons for the discrimination varied widely and included: 

 Failure to accommodate special needs; 

 Fear of mentally ill tenants; 

 Refusal to rent due to criminal 
background; 

 Illegal immigrants; 

 Substance abuse; 

 Race; 

 Single mothers with children; and 

 Sexual preference. 

One stakeholder wrote, ‘‘There are not a lot of options for low income families, and those that are 
available usually expose families to substandard treatment and facilities.’’ 
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Most common reasons for discrimination in Farmington. Exhibit III-5 depicts the most 
common reasons for housing discrimination in Farmington, from the perspective of stakeholders. 
Race/ethnicity and disability were the most common forms of discrimination identified by 
stakeholders. 

Exhibit III-5. 
In your opinion, which of  
the following reasons for 
discrimination occur most 
frequently, if at all, in 
Farmington? 

Note: 
n=19.  
Percentages add to greater than 100 percent due to 
multiple responses. 
 
Source: 
BBC Research & Consulting, December 2010-January 
2011 stakeholder survey. 

Discrimination because
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Gender

National origin
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Families with children/
pregnant women

Disability (e.g., physical,
mental, HIV/AIDS)
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96.2%
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Barriers to Fair Housing 

Stakeholders rated the degree of seriousness of potential barriers to fair housing in Farmington. 

Economic, demographic and housing factors. Exhibit III-6 depicts how stakeholders rated the 
seriousness of several barriers to fair housing related to economics, demographics and housing. 
Stakeholders consider the income of minority and female-headed households as well as the 
concentration of affordable housing in the city to be the most serious barrier to fair housing.  

Exhibit III-6. 
Degree of Seriousness of 
Potential Barriers to  
Fair Housing in 
Farmington—Economic, 
Demographic and 
Housing Factors 

Note: 
n=26. 
 
Source 
BBC Research & Consulting, December 
2010-January 2011 stakeholder survey. 
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Land use/zoning. Stakeholders were mixed in their perception of how land use and zoning in 
Farmington may contribute to barriers to fair housing. Exhibit III-7 presents their responses. With 
respect to land use/zoning, one respondent wrote, ‘‘It seems that the housing that is offered to lower 
income and middle income households seems to be in areas of town that are undesirable. These 
families are then congregated to certain locations that may possibly perpetuate those societal ills that 
the community attempts to limit.’’ 

Exhibit III-7. 
Degree of Seriousness 
of Potential Barriers to 
Fair Housing in 
Farmington— Land 
Use/Zoning 

Note:  
n=24. 
 
Source:  
BBC Research & Consulting, 
December 2010-January 2011 
stakeholder survey. 

Restrictive covenants by builders
and developers and/or
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Lack of adequate zoning for
certain housing types
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Knowledge/awareness issues. With respect to how a lack of knowledge or awareness of fair 
housing may contribute to barriers to fair housing, stakeholders’ perceptions were mixed. Residents’ 
lack of knowledge of fair housing and the limited capacity of a local organization devoted to fair 
housing were among the more serious barriers identified in this section. Exhibit III-8 details how 
stakeholders perceived the seriousness of barriers related to knowledge and awareness. 

Exhibit III-8. 
Degree of 
Seriousness of 
Potential Barriers 
to Fair Housing in 
Farmington—
Knowledge/Aware
ness Issues 

Note:  
n=26. 
 
Source: BBC Research & 
Consulting, December 2010-
January 2011 stakeholder survey. 

Lack of knowledge among
appraisers regarding fair housing

Lack of knowledge among
insurance industry representatives

regarding fair housing

Lack of knowledge among
bankers/lenders regarding fair housing

Lack of knowledge among
real estate agents regarding 

fair housing

Lack of knowledge among
small landlords regarding

fair housing

Lack of knowledge among large
landlords/property managers regarding

fair housing

Lack of knowledge among residents
regarding fair housing

Limited capacity of a local
organization devoted to fair

housing investigation/testing

0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%

Not a Barrier

Minor Barrier

Modest Barrier

Serious Barrier

 



BBC RESEARCH & CONSULTING  SECTION III, PAGE 8  

Lending activities. Stakeholders’ perceptions of the role of lending activities in creating barriers to 
fair housing were mixed, as depicted in Exhibit III-9.  

Exhibit III-9. 
Degree of Seriousness 
of Potential Barriers 
to Fair Housing in 
Farmington—Lending 
Activities 

Note: 
n=21. 
 
Source: 
BBC Research & Consulting, 
December 2010-January 2011 
stakeholder survey. 

Lenders targeting subprime,
high risk borrowers
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Real estate activities. With respect to real estate activities, respondents generally did not see these 
as creating more than a modest barrier to fair housing, as shown in Exhibit III-10. 

Exhibit III-10. 
Degree of 
Seriousness of 
Potential Barriers to 
Fair Housing in 
Farmington—Real 
Estate Activities 

Note:  
n=22. 
 
Source: 
BBC Research & Consulting, 
December 2010-January 2011 
stakeholder survey. 
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Equity of public service provision. Overall, stakeholders’ perceptions of the equity of public 
service provision leaned toward services being more equitably provided than less. A few notable 
exceptions include quality schools, police services and public transportation. 

Exhibit III-11. 
Relative Equity of Public 
Service Provision 

Note:  
n=23. 
 
Source:  
BBC Research & Consulting, December 
2010-January 2011 stakeholder survey. 
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Exhibit III-12 on the following page summarizes all of the perceived barriers to fair housing and 
ranks them from most serious to least serious. Ranked in that order, the top ten barriers to fair 
housing perceived by stakeholders are: 

 Poor credit histories of minority borrowers; 

 Lack of knowledge among residents regarding fair housing; 

 Income levels of minority and female-headed households; 

 Housing providers placing certain tenants in the least desirable units in a development; 

 Lack of knowledge among small landlords regarding fair housing; 

 Lack of knowledge among large landlords/property managers regarding fair housing; 

 Concentrations of affordable housing in certain areas; 

 Lack of adequate zoning for certain housing types; 

 Limited capacity of a local organization devoted to fair housing investigation/testing; 
and 

 Lenders targeting subprime, high risk borrowers. 
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Exhibit III-12. 
Summary of Perceived Barriers to Fair Housing 

Poor credit histories of minority borrowers 3.8% 3.8% 42.3% 50.0% 92.3%

Lack of knowledge among residents regarding fair housing 3.8% 7.7% 38.5% 50.0% 88.5%

Income levels of minority and female-headed households 7.7% 11.5% 19.2% 61.5% 80.8%

Housing providers placing certain tenants in the least desirable units in a development 9.1% 13.6% 50.0% 27.3% 77.3%

Lack of knowledge among small landlords regarding fair housing 0.0% 23.1% 38.5% 38.5% 76.9%

Lack of knowledge among large landlords/property managers regarding fair housing 0.0% 23.1% 46.2% 30.8% 76.9%

Concentrations of affordable housing in certain areas 12.5% 12.5% 16.7% 58.3% 75.0%

Lack of adequate zoning for certain housing types 8.7% 21.7% 30.4% 39.1% 69.6%

Limited capacity of a local organization devoted to fair housing investigation/testing 11.5% 19.2% 30.8% 38.5% 69.2%

Lenders targeting subprime, high risk borrowers 4.8% 28.6% 33.3% 33.3% 66.7%

Owners of mobile home parks threatening evictions unless tenants pay additional fees and rents 18.2% 18.2% 31.8% 31.8% 63.6%

Lenders steering customers to use a specific appraisal or hazard insurance company 14.3% 23.8% 38.1% 23.8% 61.9%

Neighborhood revitalization activities 9.1% 31.8% 45.5% 13.6% 59.1%

Sellers of homes refusing to show their home to certain buyers 19.0% 23.8% 38.1% 19.0% 57.1%

Quality schools 21.7% 21.7% 30.4% 26.1% 56.5%

Public transportation 17.4% 26.1% 39.1% 17.4% 56.5%

Housing provider refusing to make reasonable accommodations for tenants with disabilities 13.6% 31.8% 27.3% 27.3% 54.5%

Use of "neighborhood stability" or similar factors are proxies for racial makeup in appraisals 22.7% 22.7% 45.5% 9.1% 54.5%

Limitations on density of housing 8.3% 37.5% 29.2% 25.0% 54.2%

Lenders not disclosing full appraisal reports to borrowers 23.8% 23.8% 23.8% 28.6% 52.4%

Restrictive covenants by builders and developers and/or homeowners associations 21.7% 26.1% 26.1% 26.1% 52.2%

Housing provider falsely denying that housing is available 9.1% 40.9% 27.3% 22.7% 50.0%

Concentration of group homes in certain neighborhoods 16.7% 33.3% 29.2% 20.8% 50.0%

Lack of knowledge among real estate agents regarding fair housing 11.5% 38.5% 30.8% 19.2% 50.0%

Lack of representation of real estate professionals by persons of differing races, ethnicities, 
disabilies and gender

19.2% 30.8% 30.8% 19.2% 50.0%

Owners of mobile home parks prohibiting children from playing outside 18.2% 31.8% 36.4% 13.6% 50.0%

Lack of knowledge among appraisers regarding fair housing 26.1% 26.1% 26.1% 21.7% 47.8%

Lenders not disclosing the determination made by the private mortgage insurer 23.8% 28.6% 23.8% 23.8% 47.6%

Lack of knowledge among insurance industry representatives regarding fair housing 20.8% 33.3% 25.0% 20.8% 45.8%

Lack of knowledge among bankers/lenders regarding fair housing 20.8% 33.3% 29.2% 16.7% 45.8%

Real estate agents directing clients to rental or sale of housing only in certain neighborhoods 18.2% 36.4% 27.3% 18.2% 45.5%

Code enforcement 22.7% 31.8% 31.8% 13.6% 45.5%

Street infrastructure 13.0% 43.5% 34.8% 8.7% 43.5%

Lenders offering prime customers subprime rates 9.5% 47.6% 9.5% 33.3% 42.9%

Housing providers using discriminatory advertising 38.1% 19.0% 28.6% 14.3% 42.9%

Insurance agency discrimination in decision to insure certain parties 18.2% 40.9% 31.8% 9.1% 40.9%

Police services 34.8% 26.1% 17.4% 21.7% 39.1%

Parks and recreation 30.4% 34.8% 30.4% 4.3% 34.8%

Water and sewer infrastructure 18.2% 54.5% 22.7% 4.5% 27.3%

Fire services 43.5% 39.1% 8.7% 8.7% 17.4%

Trash pick-up 43.5% 39.1% 17.4% 0.0% 17.4%

Barrier Barrier  Barrier  Barrier  Barrier
Not a Minor Modest Serious Serious

Modest +

Source: BBC Research & Consulting, December 2010-January 2011 stakeholder survey. 
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Fair Housing Complaints & Outreach 

One service provider reported having worked with a client to file a fair housing complaint. The 
respondent characterized this as ‘‘difficult.’’ Overall, most service providers do not know who 
investigates fair housing complaints. Four would contact HUD. When asked what their clients most 
commonly do to respond to instances of housing discrimination, 80 percent of public service 
providers reported that their clients, ‘‘Do Nothing.’’ On average, these respondents estimated that 
more than 60 percent of fair housing violations in Farmington are not reported. Public service 
providers offered several reasons for the lack of reporting, including: 

 ‘‘Our client population is not informed about their ability to make a report about unfair housing 
practices. Many of the violations go unreported.’’ 

 ‘‘Fear. Some families might not know where to go to report, may not know they have a right to 
report, may think nothing will happen, or may be afraid of retaliation or further trouble being 
reflected on them.’’ 

 ‘‘For fear of eviction or not getting their security deposit back.’’ 

 ‘‘No hope to win. No resources to fight with. No support from City or County.’’ 

 ‘‘No confidence in agencies called.’’ 

 ‘‘Fear or not feeling worthy.’’ 

 ‘‘Feeling disempowered; fear that if they lose current housing they won’t find any.’’ 

 ‘‘Too much paperwork. Unavailable resources.’’ 

 ‘‘They are not educated on ‘housing discrimination’ and are not aware of their rights as renters.’’ 

Public service providers offered several suggestions for actions that should be undertaken in 
Farmington to address fair housing issues. 

 ‘‘Have an employee that responds to fair housing and educates the public.’’ 

 ‘‘Education for the landlords, the public and lenders as to their rights and consequences of 
violations of the Fair Housing Act.’’ 

 ‘‘Have a system in place where individuals can make valid complaints that will be followed 
through on in an appropriate amount of time.’’ 

 ‘‘To have all landlords come to a meeting to make sure that they are all running appropriately.’’ 

 ‘‘Make available agencies phone number for clients to contact.’’ 

 ‘‘Provide education for housing discrimination.’’ 

 ‘‘Landlord education. Renter education. Homebuyer education.’’ 

In general, public service providers believe that responsibility for addressing fair housing issues is the 
domain of the City of Farmington. A few suggested that all housing authorities and entities within 
the City should be responsible. 



SECTION IV. 
Findings 
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SECTION IV. 
Findings 

This section summarizes the findings of the supplemental resident and stakeholder survey research 
conducted in support of the Farmington AI.  

The State of Fair Housing in Farmington 

The current state of fair housing in Farmington is mixed, and education and outreach is needed to 
increase residents’ and stakeholders’ knowledge of fair housing law and the process to report and 
resolve housing discrimination. 

Incidence of housing discrimination is above average. About 16 percent of Farmington residents 
believe that they have experienced housing discrimination. Based on similar resident surveys done by 
BBC, the incidence of alleged discrimination is higher than that reported by residents of the State of 
Oregon (13 percent in 2005); State of Colorado (13 percent in 2002); Denver, Colorado (11 percent 
in 2004); rural Nevada (10 percent in 2010); Pocatello, Idaho (9 percent in 2006); Las Cruces, New 
Mexico (8 percent in 2006); and Yuma, Arizona (6 percent in 2006).  

Housing discrimination largely goes unreported. According to the resident survey, most residents 
who experience housing discrimination in Farmington (94 percent) do not file complaints. They 
choose to move or do nothing rather than address the housing discrimination through legal action. 
Similarly, stakeholders believed that the majority of their clients who experience housing 
discrimination do not report the occurrence and do nothing in response. Stakeholders also noted that 
their clients do not report housing discrimination out of fear of retaliation.  

Residents and stakeholders do not know who to contact to report housing discrimination. 
Slightly less than one-third of residents thought that they knew who to contact to report housing 
discrimination, and few stakeholders knew who to contact. None of the residents or stakeholders 
identified the city’s Community Relations Commission-----the local organization that investigates 
complaints-----as the agency to contact.  

Top barriers reported by stakeholders. Stakeholders ranked perceived barriers to fair housing from 
most serious to least serious. The top ten barriers to fair housing perceived by stakeholders are: 

 Poor credit histories of minority borrowers; 

 Lack of knowledge among residents regarding fair housing; 

 Income levels of minority and female-headed households; 

 Housing providers placing certain tenants in the least desirable units in a development; 

 Lack of knowledge among small landlords regarding fair housing; 
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 Lack of knowledge among large landlords/property managers regarding fair housing; 

 Concentrations of affordable housing in certain areas; 

 Lack of adequate zoning for certain housing types; 

 Limited capacity of a local organization devoted to fair housing investigation/testing; 
and 

 Lenders targeting subprime, high risk borrowers. 

Recommendations for Fair Housing Action Plan 

Based on the results of the resident and stakeholder survey, we believe that education and outreach to 
residents, stakeholders and landlords are needed. In addition, developing a program to improve the 
credit worthiness of minority borrowers would be a worthy endeavor. 

Education and outreach. There is much room for improvement in both residents’ and 
stakeholders’ knowledge of fair housing law. Education and outreach could greatly improve this 
situation, and, based on the survey results, special attention should be paid to familial status and 
reasonable accommodation aspects of fair housing law. Specifically, 

 Discrimination based on familial status. Half of residents and slightly less than half of 
stakeholders correctly noted that discrimination based on familial status is illegal. About 
two in five residents and two in five stakeholders believe that it should be legal to 
discriminate on the basis of familial status. Residents age 55 to 64 are more likely than 
others to believe this should be legal.  

 Reasonable accommodation. Although 18 percent of residents and 19 percent of 
stakeholders thought that the refusal to make a reasonable accommodation for a 
disability was legal, 35 percent of residents and 40 percent of stakeholders thought that 
it should be legal.  

Website visibility. As part of the process to educate residents and stakeholders about fair housing, we 
recommend that all local government departments with any connection to housing or community 
development have fair housing information that is easy to find on their websites. Almost half of the 
residents surveyed said they would look to the Internet for fair housing information if they wanted to 
find it.  

Information on the website should include direct instructions for filing a complaint. The Arizona 
Attorney General’s Office of Civil Rights Division (ACRD) webpage 
(http://www.azag.gov/civil_rights/) is a good model for direct and simple presentation of how to file a 
complaint. Farmington’s website should contain specific instructions on how to file a complaint with 
HUD and the Community Relations Commission.  

Outreach and education. Consider hosting fair housing events throughout the year and during Fair 
Housing month (April). These events could include fair housing trainings for stakeholders, city staff, 
landlords/property managers, HOA representatives as well as residents. These events may consist of 
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displaying posters, handing out flyers and conducting workshops in schools to reach future renters. 
The city should also work with affordable housing providers and other stakeholders to reach renters 
and landlords most likely to be affected by fair housing issues. 

Explore establishing a fair housing hotline for inquiries. Given the reluctance of residents 
to seek out help when they feel they have been faced with discrimination, the city might consider 
exploring the creation of a fair housing hotline or 211/311 service.   

In Oregon, the state funds a fair housing hotline that is administered by the Fair Housing Council of 
Oregon (FHCO). This toll-free fair housing hotline screens complaints and tests allegations. When 
receiving a call, staff determine the best method for assisting the client (interviewing witnesses, 
conducting a fair housing test, surveying the housing or helping the caller with a request for a 
reasonable accommodation).  The FHCO also refers complainants to the appropriate state and 
federal agency for taking complaints after determining which would best serve them with their 
situation.   

Credit counseling activities. Education about loan requirements and budgeting, commonly 
offered through first-time homebuyer classes, may help potential applicants to understand how to 
improve their chances of receiving a home loan and how to mitigate the damaging effects of poor 
credit history. Such classes should include a discussion about fair housing and fair lending, which 
may be a concern for the community. 

Programs that provide credit counseling should target Native Americans and Hispanics, and geographic 
areas in the city where loan denial rates are the highest. These programs should also counsel potential 
borrowers about the risks of carrying high levels of consumer debt. Finally, these programs should 
contain information on accessing government-sponsored and subsidized loans, which have more 
flexible underwriting standards.  
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