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CONSOLIDATED  PLAN

The Consolidated Plan was a collaborative process whereby the State of Alabama established a unified vision for community development actions.  It offered the State (including numerous agencies and departments), non-profits, local jurisdictions, and other interested parties the opportunity to shape the various housing and community development programs into effective, coordinated neighborhood and community development strategies.  It also created the opportunity for strategic planning and citizen participation to take place in a comprehensive context, and to reduce duplication of effort at the state level.

The Consolidated Plan meets the submission requirements for the Community Development Block Grant (CDBG), HOME Investment Partnerships (HOME), Emergency Shelter Grant (ESG), and Housing Opportunities for Persons with AIDS (HOPWA) formula programs.  This process replaces prior Community Planning and Development (CPD) planning and submission requirements with a single document that satisfies the submission requirements of the four CPD formula programs for local jurisdictions.

The statutes for the formula grant programs set forth three basic goals against which the plan and the state’s performance under the plan will be evaluated by HUD.  The State of Alabama has made every attempt to demonstrate how it will pursue these goals for its HUD governed housing and community development programs.  These statutory program goals are:

DECENT HOUSING 

· assisting homeless persons obtain affordable housing; 

· assisting persons at risk of becoming homeless;

· retaining the affordable housing stock; 

· increasing the availability of affordable permanent housing in standard condition to low-income and moderate-income families, particularly to members of disadvantaged minorities without discrimination on the basis of race, color, religion, sex, national origin, familial status, or disability;

· increasing the supply of supportive housing which includes structural features and services to enable persons with special needs (including persons with HIV/AIDS) to live in dignity and independence; and 

· providing affordable housing that is accessible to job opportunities.

A SUITABLE LIVING ENVIRONMENT 

· improving the safety and livability of neighborhoods; 

· eliminating blighting influences and the deterioration of property and facilities;

· increasing access to quality public and private facilities and services; 

· reducing the isolation of income groups within areas through spatial de-concentration of housing opportunities for lower income persons and the revitalization of deteriorating neighborhoods; 

· restoring and preserving properties of special historic, architectural, or aesthetic value; and 

· conserving energy resources and use of renewable energy sources.  

EXPANDED ECONOMIC OPPORTUNITIES 

· job creation and retention; 

· establishment, stabilization and expansion of small businesses (including micro-businesses); 

· the provision of public services concerned with employment; 

· the provision of jobs to low-income persons living in areas affected by those programs and activities, or jobs resulting from carrying out activities under programs covered by the plan; 

· availability of mortgage financing for low-income persons at reasonable rates using non-discriminatory lending practices;

· access to capital and credit for development activities that promote the long-term economic and social viability of the community; and 

· empowerment and self-sufficiency for low-income persons to reduce generational poverty in federally assisted housing and public housing.

This complete consolidated plan contains information required by §91.300 through §91.330 submitted according to instructions prescribed by HUD (including tables and narratives), or in such other format as jointly agreed upon by HUD and the jurisdiction.  The complete consolidated plan is due every three to five years no less than 45 days prior to the start of the grantee’s program year start date.  A summary of the citizen participation and consultation process, the action plan, and the certifications must be submitted on an annual basis.  HUD does not accept plans between August 15 and November 15.

CONSOLIDATED PLAN
NAME OF JURISDICTION: State of Alabama
Consolidated Plan Time Period:  Program Year 2010 through Program Year 2014
GENERAL

Executive Summary

· An Executive Summary is required.  The Summary must include the objectives and outcomes identified in the plan and an evaluation of past performance.

The State of Alabama’s Year 2010 Consolidated Plan is once again a collaboration of two administrative entities – the Alabama Department of Economic and Community Affairs (ADECA) and the Alabama Housing Finance Authority (AHFA).  This year’s Plan is more than a one-year snapshot of proposed activities for CDBG, HOME, ESG and HOPWA.  It is a five-year strategic planning document – the culmination of a period of information gathering and planning.  

Much of the Plan information comes from the 2000 Census and other Census documents.  Additionally, surveys of units of local governments, non-profits, and others were administered as part of our information gathering process.    The goal of the State of Alabama 2010-2014 Consolidated Plan is to provide a guide for administrating and effectively blending federal dollars with local initiatives, both public and private sector, to address those needs identified in the strategic planning process.  

For Years 2010-2014, Community Development Block Grant funding may be used for a variety of purposes including community development needs, community planning, economic development needs through infrastructure and loan programs, health hazard or other urgent crises management, job creation, housing rehabilitation, and the Black Belt region initiative implemented in 2005.

The HOME Program funds are scheduled to be used for new or rehabilitated multifamily rental housing across the state.  HOME tenants will include families, the elderly, and other special needs households.  All will be low-income and in need of affordable housing units.  
Emergency Shelter Grant funds will be used to facilitate the needs of Alabama’s homeless population.  Eligible activities include conversion, rehabilitation, operating costs, essential services, and homeless prevention.

Housing Opportunities for Persons with AIDS funds will be used primarily for direct housing activities benefitting persons and households with HIV/AIDS and the supportive services needed by tenants to maintain housing stability and avoid homelessness. Direct housing activities are operational costs for existing HIV/AIDS housing and rental assistance programs. These rental assistance programs are both Tenant-based and Project-based rental assistance programs as well as the Short Term Rent, Mortgage, and Utility Assistance program. Other eligible activities will include housing information and outreach services to consumers, resource identification to access and maintain permanent/transitional supportive housing for persons with HIV disease and their families, acquisition of land for new projects, new construction projects, a Statewide master leasing program and technical assistance to support local AIDS Service Organization efforts to increase local housing options.  

Program Contacts

· CDBG  Program:  Shabbir Olia, ADECA, 334-242-5468, shabbir.olia@adeca.alabama.gov 
· HOME Program:  Barbara Wallace, AHFA, 334-244-9200, bwallace@ahfa.com, or Haywood Sport, AHFA, 334-244-9200, hsport@ahfa.com 
· ESG Program:  Shonda Gray, ADECA, 334-353-0288, shonda.gray@adeca.alabama.gov 
· HOPWA Program: Amanda Shipp, AIDS Alabama, 205-324-9822, amanda@aidsalabama.org 

· Consolidated Plan (General):  Ginny Anderson, ADECA, 334-242-5363, ginny.anderson@adeca.gov 
As part of the Consolidated Plan process a Strategic Plan has been developed.  A summary of the plan follows.  
Mission:  Alabama’s mission is to serve the needs of Alabama’s residents through professional and efficient management of the HUD programs and funds covered by this consolidated plan.  Further, it is the state’s mission to distribute the funds and resources in an equitable manner within the federal and state regulations and guidelines.

Long-Term Objectives:

1. To provide important community facilities that address all aspects of community development.  (CDBG)

2. To promote economic development that creates new jobs, retains existing employment, and expands the local tax base.  (CDBG)

3. Meet the affordable housing needs of low- and moderate-income Alabamians. (HOME and CDBG) 

4. Provide assistance to homeless persons and victims of domestic abuse.  (ESG)

5. Prevent homelessness.  (ESG)

6. Provide housing and supportive services for persons with HIV/AIDS.  (HOPWA)

Short-Term (Five Year) Objectives:

1. Allow communities to address the community development needs perceived to be the most important at the local level.  (CDBG)

2. Encourage communities to plan for the future.  (CDBG)

3. Assist communities in responding to economic and development needs in a timely manner primarily through infrastructure assistance.  (CDBG)

4. Provide a vehicle to deal with health hazards or urgent needs so that communities can readily respond to crises.  (CDBG)

5. Provide a vehicle to address a wide variety of community development needs including housing rehabilitation.  (CDBG)

6. Utilize a combination of HOME funds, Low-Income Housing Tax Credits, and conventional lending sources. (HOME)

7. Fund the greatest number of requests while maximizing the number of affordable rental units which will be made available to Alabama citizens.  (HOME)

8. Upgrade existing homeless facilities and domestic abuse shelters.  (ESG)

9. Help meet the operating costs of homeless facilities and domestic abuse shelters.  (ESG)

10. Provide essential services to homeless persons and victims of domestic abuse.  (ESG)

11. Support a statewide rental assistance program through qualified AIDS Service agencies to prevent homelessness and increase housing stability through project and tenant based rental assistance and Short Term Rent, Mortgage and Utility Assistance funds statewide.   (HOPWA)

12. Provide supportive services statewide to those living with HIV/AIDS to prevent homelessness and increase housing stability. (HOPWA)

13. Support existing AIDS housing programs, continued operating costs, and continued supportive housing through existing programs in the state.  (HOPWA)

14. Support housing information and outreach to low-income HIV-infected persons statewide.  (HOPWA)

15. Provide technical assistance and expand master leasing services statewide to AIDS Service Organizations to meet local needs and increase local housing options.(HOPWA)

16. Provide possible acquisition and new construction support as part of possible collaborative partnerships statewide to expand HIV/AIDS housing to meet increasing needs. (HOPWA)

A review of goals set in the 2005-2009 Consolidated Plan reveals that, on average, ADECA and AHFA met their funding and programmatic goals.  For example, over the five year period, ADECA funded 273 CDBG projects aimed at the objective of creating suitable living environments by improving the availability/accessibility of services; 44 projects focused on the objective of creating suitable living environments via improving sustainability by promoting viable communities; 14 projects were geared either toward creating a suitable living environment by improving accessibility or toward providing decent, affordable housing either by way of improving affordability of housing or by way of improving sustainability through promoting viable communities; and 66 projects targeted toward creating economic opportunities in improving sustainability by promoting viable communities.

Similarly, during the 2005-2009 timeframe, AHFA allocated over 85 million dollars in tax credits in the state of Alabama.  These credits helped in the development of 139 projects throughout the state providing 8,446 housing units for low-income families.

The Housing Opportunities for Persons with AIDS program was able to provide services to 3,167 total clients (unduplicated).  These services include 516 recipients of rental assistance and 2,651 recipients of supportive services.   
During the 2005-2008 (2009 report not available at this time) timeframe, the Emergency Shelter Grant Program provided the following services/activities:  ESG shelters, soup kitchens/meals, child care services, transitional housing, food pantries, services for homeless persons with alcohol/drug problems, vouchers for shelters, health care services, employment services, outreach services, mental health services, homeless prevention services, drop in shelters, and HIV/AIDS services.  An average of 79,616 units of service was provided each year.  Because some beneficiaries may receive multiple services, the units of service cannot be converted into total beneficiaries served.  Statewide coverage was achieved by utilizing several subrecipients throughout the state. 
Introduction:  The following section of the 2010 Consolidated Plan provides a detailed analysis of the current status of housing in Alabama, with special attention devoted to the condition of housing, housing affordability, and the housing needs that are associated with the lowest income sectors of the Alabama population. The present state of housing is also considered relative to general social and demographic trends that may have an impact on future demand and availability.  

In addition to a broadly-based view of living conditions in Alabama, the housing needs associated with specialized groupings within the population are examined (including elderly persons, single people, large families, persons with HIV/AIDS, people with physical and developmental disabilities, substance abusers, the mentally ill, victims of domestic abuse, and the homeless).  The data that were utilized in the development of this report were drawn primarily from the 2000 Census of Population and Housing, including information obtained both directly from the Census Bureau and special tabulations supplied by that agency to the Department of Housing and Urban Development.  Additional information for the Plan was secured from the 2007 American Community Survey, various agencies of Alabama state government, earlier Consolidated Plans and Comprehensive Housing Affordability Studies, Sweet Home Alabama (a special housing report produced by the Alabama Housing Finance Authority in 2003), and individual providers of social services.

The findings indicate that a significant number of individuals in all parts of the state are in need of housing assistance.  Those with the greatest need are, predictably, concentrated at the lowest levels of the income hierarchy, wherein the housing cost burden is also most severe and housing-related problems are most numerous.  A significant number of both renters and owners are observed in this category, along with a disproportionate representation of such subgroups as African Americans and Hispanics, large families, rural residents (especially the southern part of the state and the Black Belt), and the elderly.  Altogether, there were approximately 117,000 households in Alabama in 2000 wherein the household income was less than 30.0 percent of the median family income, but the housing cost burden was 50.0 percent of the household income level or more.  Over half of these households (or about 64,000) contained renters. While the latter category exhibits perhaps the greatest concentration of housing need, there are thousands of other renters and owners in the extremely low-, low- and moderate-income categories that are in need of improved, more affordable housing.  

Although a number of indicators of housing quality and affordability are utilized in this report, all nevertheless typically point to the same conclusion.  The largest numbers relative to housing needs are found in the state's most populous urban and metropolitan counties, but the greatest concentration of need is observed in rural counties located in the southern portion of the state, the Black Belt in particular.

Data Highlights
· Alabama’s population increased by 215,000 from 2000-2008, or by 4.8 percent. 

· The pace of the state’s population growth has slowed during the present decade compared to the 1990s. This is due largely to reduced in-migration.

· Thirty-six of Alabama’s 67 counties have lost population during the present decade.

· The fastest growing areas in Alabama are the outlying counties of the state’s major metropolitan centers.

· While a majority of Alabama’s population is classified as “urban,” 50 of its 67 counties remain predominantly rural.

· Seventy-one percent of the state’s population resided in its 28 metropolitan counties in 2008.

· The median age of Alabama’s population is 37.5, up from 25.5 in 1950. The fastest growing age segment of the state’s population is those aged 85+.

· Alabama’s Hispanic population increased by 78 percent from 2000-2008, making it by far the most rapidly growing segment of the population.  On the other hand, both whites and African Americans (which together comprise 97.4 percent of the state’s total) are increasing at a relatively slow pace.

· Sixty percent of all Hispanics in the state live in just 10 counties, seven of which are metropolitan.

· Alabama continues to rank low on various socioeconomic criteria compared to other states, including median family income (fourth lowest of all states over the 2005-2007 timeframe) and poverty (sixth highest rate in the U.S. in 2007).

· The median household income for Alabama’s African-American population was only 55.8 percent of that for whites in 2007.  The poverty rate for African Americans, moreover, was 2.7 times greater than that for whites.

· There were 1.82 million households in Alabama in 2007, up from 1.74 million households in 2000 for a gain of approximately 79,000.

· “Non-family households” (primarily persons living alone) comprised about one-third of all Alabama households in 2007.

· Only 19 percent of all Alabama households now contain families with children under 18.  The percentage of married-couple households has declined significantly over the last 3-4 decades, but percentages for single-person households and one-parent families have increased significantly.

· Growth in the state’s employment has slowed during the present decade. While employment gains have been registered in several categories of service-oriented industries, significant losses have occurred in manufacturing and information.

· The median household income for the state remains at about 80 percent of the U.S. median, or about the same as it was at the beginning of the decade.

· Every county in the state had more households in 2000 than in 1990, with the fastest housing unit growth occurring in outlying metropolitan counties.

· Twenty-nine percent of the state’s housing units are renter-occupied.

· African Americans are nearly twice as likely to reside in rental housing units as whites.

· Renter-occupied housing units in Alabama are significantly smaller than owner-occupied units.  Renters tend to be younger than owners and to live in older housing and housing that is crowded.

· A very high percentage (i.e., 70.9) of all occupied housing units in Alabama are owned, with home ownership proportionately higher in the rural areas of the state than in urban locales.

· Alabama is expected to continue to rank low compared to most other states on various socioeconomic criteria and to experience very slow population growth over the next decade.  The median age of the population will continue to increase, however, reaching 40 in 2020.

· Extremely low-income households (i.e., those below 30.0 percent of the median family income) totaled 254,000 in 2000, or about 15 percent of all households in the state.  Fifty-four percent of these households were renter-occupied.

· Sixty-three percent of the extremely low-income households had a cost burden of 30.0 percent or more of household income in 2000.  Forty-six percent had a cost burden greater than 50.0 percent of household income.  About two-thirds of these households were characterized by one or more housing problems (i.e., high cost burden, lacking complete plumbing, lacking complete kitchens, and/or crowded).

· While the largest number of both extremely low-income renter- and owner-occupied households are located in the state’s most populous counties, the highest proportions are found in the state’s most rural, disadvantaged counties (the Black Belt in particular).

· Twelve percent (203,000) of all households in Alabama in 2000 were classified as “low income” (i.e., from 30.0 to 50.0 percent of median family income) and 17 percent (288,000) as “moderate income” (from 50.0 to 80.0 percent of the median).  Half of all low-income households had a housing cost burden of 30.0 percent or more, while more than half were characterized by one or more housing problems.

· While both renter- and owner-occupied households in the moderate-income category are better off than those in the lower-income groups, there are nevertheless many households at this level in need of housing assistance.

· Race/ethnic groups with disproportionately greater housing needs than the general population in the low-income category include Non-Hispanic Pacific Islander renter-occupied households, Non-Hispanic Asian owner-occupied households, and Hispanic renter- and owner-occupied households.  The corresponding groups in the moderate income category are Non-Hispanic Pacific Islander owner-occupied households, Non-Hispanic Asian renter- and owner-occupied households, and Hispanic renter- and owner-occupied households. (There were no disproportionate percentages according to race/ethnic classification in the extremely low-income category.)

· Altogether, extremely-low income and low-income households in Alabama numbered 457,000 in 2000, or 26.3 percent of all households in the state. About three-fifths (56 percent) of these households had a housing cost burden of 30.0 percent or more of household income.

· The most severe housing needs in Alabama exist among the 117,000 households (55 percent of which are renter-occupied) below 30.0 percent of the median family income and with a housing cost burden of 50.0 percent or more of household income.  

· Fourteen percent of the Alabama population consists of persons aged 65+, a number which totals approximately 642,000 persons.

· The elderly comprise one of the fastest growing segments of the state’s population, especially those aged 85+ who now number about 85,000.

· Most elderly persons are better off economically than their counterparts of earlier generations and a higher percentage than the general population own their own homes. Still, significant numbers have low incomes, live in older housing, have various physical and mental disabilities, and/or live alone.

· Nearly 30 percent of all households in the state are occupied by only one person, an increase from just 20 percent of all households in 1980.

· There were approximately 142,000 large-family households (i.e., five or more members) in the state in 2000.  About 16,000 of these families were below 30.0 percent of the median family income, placing them in the “extremely low-income” category.

· Approximately 10,000 people in Alabama currently have HIV/AIDS.  Recent incidence data indicate that the HIV/AIDS population is becoming less concentrated in the 25-44 age category and is extending into a broader array of race/ethnic groups. 
(Note:  AIDS Alabama provided supplemental information from the Alabama Department of Public Health (2009) HIV/AIDS Statistics, HIV and AIDS by Demographics Group and Exposure Category and Alabama Department of Public Health (2009) HIV/AIDS Statistics, Alabama AIDS and HIV Quarterly Statistics, stating, “As of March 2009, there has been a total 10,579 individuals living with HIV/AIDS as reported to the Alabama Department of Public Health (ADPH).  From 2005 to 2008 the state’s HIV/AIDS incidence remained steady at about 18.5 per 100,000.  The distribution by gender also remained stable during that time period, with about 70 percent of cases reported among men, and 30 percent among women.  ADPH reports from 2005 to 2008 also show that the incidence of HIV/AIDS remains extremely high among African Americans, at 70 percent of reported cases, and is increasing in Hispanics.  Incidence of HIV/AIDS also increased among persons aged 13 to 24 from 2005 to 2008.”)  
· About 343,000 people in Alabama aged 5+ have at least one disability that makes it difficult for them to perform functional or participatory activities, a number which totals about 8 percent of the 5+ population.

· Approximately 32,000 incidents of domestic violence were reported to Alabama’s law enforcement officials in 2008. The victim(s) sustained injuries in about half of these cases.

· There were approximately 6,200 homeless persons in Alabama in January, 2008, about 40 percent of whom were unsheltered or “living on the streets.” (Note: This number excludes the formerly homeless who are now living in permanent housing facilities.)

· An increasing number of families with children are homeless in Alabama, a total which amounted to 513 in 2008 (or over 1,400 people).  Nearly 30 percent of these homeless families were unsheltered.

· There are about 300 known “facilities” (or individual programs) for various categories of the homeless in the state, providing about 6,750 beds altogether. (Note: This number includes beds for the formerly homeless in permanent housing facilities.)

· The bed shortage for homeless persons in Alabama was estimated to be about 2,000 in 2008, with a shortage of 1,400 for individuals and 600 for persons in families with children.  

· Estimates indicate that there is currently a need for about 26,000 nursing home beds for the elderly in Alabama.  This number is very close to the total number of nursing home beds that are available for persons of all ages.  With continued growth in the elderly population, especially with the explosive growth in the 85+ age group, the demand may soon outstrip the supply.

· The estimated number of “frail elderly” in the state is 81,000, a number which totals approximately 13 percent of the population aged 65+.

· An estimated 212,000 people in Alabama are characterized by a mental disorder that is serious enough to warrant on-going professional care and treatment.

· The Alabama Department of Mental Health operates seven facilities with 1,034 beds for the seriously mentally ill, with approximately 3,800 persons served through these facilities during the 2008 fiscal year.

· With the emphasis on maintaining as much independence as possible, along with new technological innovations, very few Alabama residents with physical disabilities now live in settings specifically designed for the physically handicapped.

· Approximately 3,000 persons with developmental disabilities currently live in state-supported group homes/individual apartments, while another 200 severely-disabled people reside in a state-operated facility. The current emphasis, however, is on providing support that will allow as many of the developmentally disabled as possible to remain in their own homes and communities.

· Although less than 50 unsheltered persons with HIV/AIDS were tabulated in the 2008 homeless enumerations that were conducted across the state, the true number is almost certainly larger.  As such, the HIV/AIDS street population continues to be a primary focus for supportive housing initiatives.

· It is estimated that there are 1,690 HIV/AIDS households in the state that need various forms of housing assistance. 

· There appears to be a large discrepancy between the number of people receiving treatment for alcohol/drug abuse and the number of people in need of treatment.

·  A significant number of the street homeless need both housing and treatment for substance abuse problems.

· Several of the state’s largest metropolitan areas, including Montgomery, Huntsville, Florence-Muscle Shoals, and Tuscaloosa have only a relatively small number of beds for homeless families with children (including those available through domestic violence shelters. DV victims in many of the rural parts of the state appear to be especially underserved.

· The estimated number of dwelling units in Alabama that pose a potential lead-based paint hazard ranges from 745,000 to 911,000, or from 38-46 percent of all housing units.

· An estimated 308,000 of the housing units with a potential lead-based paint hazard are occupied by extremely low-, low-, and moderate-income householders.

· Approximately 173,000 year-round housing units were added to the state’s housing inventory from 2000-2007.  However, the annual growth rate declined from 1.6 percent during the 1990s to 1.2 percent from 2000-2007.

· The overall vacancy rate (i.e., both rental and owned homes combined) dropped by 0.6 percentage points in Alabama from 2000-2007, suggesting marginally tighter housing availability during the present decade than during the 1990s.

· About 7 percent of all housing units in the state were constructed prior to 1940.  Another 15 percent were built from 1940-1959.

· Few housing units in Alabama currently lack complete plumbing (only 0.4 percent of all occupied units) and complete kitchens (0.6 percent), but the percentage that is crowded (at 1.7) is marginally higher.

· There were 513,000 housing units in Alabama in 2007 (or 28 percent of all occupied housing units) wherein the housing cost burden was 30.0 percent or more of household income and the housing unit did not have complete plumbing, a complete kitchen, and/or was crowded.

· The median value of housing in Alabama increased by 36 percent from 2000-2007, but that for the U.S. as a whole rose by 63 percent.

· While the cost of renting a home/apartment in Alabama is only about 76 percent of the cost of rent in the U.S. generally, rental costs in the state average about 25 percent of household income.

· The median family income in Alabama increased by an inflation adjusted $612 from 2000-2007, but the value of housing (also inflation adjusted) increased by approximately $10,000.

· According to Census Bureau estimates for 2004 (latest year available), 49 percent of all families and unrelated individuals in Alabama could not afford to buy a modestly priced home (i.e., a home in the lowest 25.0 percent cost category).

· Throughout the analysis, the data strongly indicate that the largest numbers of those in need of quality, affordable housing live in the state’s most populous, highly urbanized counties, but that the largest proportions reside in the rural sectors of the state, especially south Alabama and the Black Belt in particular.

MANAGING THE PROCESS

91.110 Consultation; States  

· When preparing the consolidated plan, the state shall consult with other public and private agencies that provide assisted housing (including any state housing agency administering public housing), health services, and social and fair housing services (including those focusing on services to children, elderly persons, persons with disabilities, persons with HIV/AIDS and their families, and homeless persons) during preparation of the consolidated plan.
The Alabama Department of Economic and Community Affairs (ADECA) is the lead agency for the development of the plan.  The following agencies administer the programs covered by the Consolidated Plan:

Alabama Department of Economic and Community Affairs (ADECA):  ADECA administers the Community Development Block Grant Program (CDBG) and the Emergency Shelter Grants Program (ESG). 

ADECA also oversees the Housing Opportunity for Persons with AIDS Program (HOPWA) that is administered by AIDS Alabama.
Alabama Housing Finance Authority (AHFA):  AHFA administers the Home Investment Partnerships Program (HOME).

Both formal and informal meetings were held between representatives of ADECA and AHFA in order to coordinate development of the plan.  AHFA secured the services of Dr. Donald W. Bogie, former director of The Center for Demographic Research at Auburn University Montgomery, to research the current housing climate in Alabama.  ADECA procured the services of Mr. Don Reid, a former ADECA program director with extensive CDBG and related experience, to conduct an Analysis of Impediments to Fair Housing.  The outcome of housing and impediment analysis serves as a solid foundation for the development of this Consolidated Plan. In addition, there were on-going consultations between ADECA, AHFA, HOME, and AIDS Alabama.  Input was solicited from the following state agencies:

· Alabama Department of Environmental Management

· Alabama Department of Human Resources

· Alabama Department of Mental Health 

· Alabama Coalition Against Domestic Violence

· Alabama Department of Rehabilitation Services

· Alabama Department of Public Health

· Alabama Department of Senior Services

· Alabama Department of Transportation 

· Alabama Development Office

· Alabama Emergency Management Agency

· Governor’s Office of Faith-Based and Community Initiative

· When preparing the portion of the consolidated plan describing the state's homeless strategy, the state shall consult with public and private agencies that provide assisted housing, health services, and social services to determine what resources are available to address the needs of any persons that are chronically homeless.

There are nine continuums of care for the homeless in Alabama, together encompassing all 67 of the state’s counties.  These continuums serve as the main coordinating and planning bodies for homeless programs across the state.  All nine continuums are active, functioning groups that, among many other activities, conduct an enumeration of the homeless population in January of each year/every other year (HUD allows biennial enumerations if the continuum does not deem it necessary to undertake an annual count).  Three continuums are located in the northern part of the state (Florence, Huntsville, and Gadsden-Anniston areas), two in central Alabama (Birmingham and Montgomery areas), one in west Alabama (Tuscaloosa), one in south Alabama (Mobile area), and one in east Alabama (the Russell County portion of the Columbus, Georgia Homeless Resource Network).  All of the remaining areas in the state (i.e., 43 counties) are served by the Alabama Rural Coalition for the Homeless.

The data utilized in this section of the report were drawn from the homeless enumerations that are conducted by each of the nine continuums in January of each year/every other year.  These are “point-in-time enumerations” that are done on a specific day/night and include a count of both the unsheltered and the sheltered homeless.  In addition to conducting basic counts, some of the continuums collect additional information through face-to-face interviews (the street homeless) and/or direct interviews/distribution of questionnaires to the homeless housed in provider agencies.  For this report, several documents were utilized in the data collection process, including the 2007 Homelessness in Alabama Statewide Data Report, data supplied by the Alabama Department of Economic and Community Affairs from the 2008 Alabama homeless enumerations, The 2008 Annual Homeless Assessment Report to Congress, and data provided directly by various homeless coalitions/continuums across the state that were submitted with the Exhibit I portion of 2008 funding requests to HUD for Supportive Housing Programs.

· When preparing the portion of its consolidated plan concerning lead-based paint hazards, the state shall consult with state or local health and child welfare agencies and examine existing data related to lead-based paint hazards and poisonings, including health department data on the addresses of housing units in which children have been identified as lead poisoned.

The Alabama Lead Reduction Act became law in 1997.  This Act contains a series of regulations which require those who are involved in the removal of lead paint and/or who are associated with lead-abatement projects be trained and certified to perform their work according to existing professional standards.  The Indoor Air Quality/Lead Branch of the Alabama Department of Public Health is responsible for the enforcement of these regulations. This Branch of ADPH also provides support for the Alabama Childhood Lead Poisoning Prevention Program, which conducts screening programs for elevated blood-lead levels among children, conducts environmental surveys of homes to identify and ameliorate lead hazards, and provides case management for children who are identified with elevated levels of lead in their blood.   

According to the Branch’s annual report of activities in 2008, 91 firms were certified to conduct lead-based hazard reduction activities, 52 inspections of lead abatement project sites were conducted, 50 visits were made to municipal authorities for compliance assistance, and 20 violations of state lead regulations were discovered. In addition, Childhood Lead Poisoning Prevention Program activities included 13 lead outreach activities, 85 inspections of homes where children were determined to have high blood-lead levels, and the collection of 1,362 environmental lead samplings of dust, soil, water, and paint chips.

· When preparing its method of distribution of assistance under the CDBG program, a state must consult with local governments in non-entitlement areas of the state.

On August 17, 2009, ADECA distributed a Community Needs Survey to over 700 entities including all chief elected officials in Alabama, regional planning and development commissions, community action agencies, continuum of care groups, non-profit organizations and private grant consultants, as well as professionals in housing and community development.  One hundred eighty-four responses were received, a 26 percent response rate.  The results of this survey are incorporated into the plan.

91.115 Citizen Participation 

91.115 (a) Applicability and adoption of the citizen participation plan
· (1) The State is required to adopt a citizen participation plan that sets forth the State's policies and procedures for citizen participation.
Please see the Citizen Participation Plan, State of Alabama Consolidated Submission for Community Planning and Development Programs, effective December 16, 2008 on our website at:  http://www.adeca.alabama.gov/C17/2006%20Action%20Plans%20and%20Consolid/default.aspx .
· (2) Encouragement of citizen participation. The citizen participation plan must provide for and encourage citizens to participate in the development of the consolidated plan, any substantial amendments to the consolidated plan, and the performance report.  These requirements are designed especially to encourage participation by low- and moderate-income persons, particularly those living in slum and blighted areas and in areas where CDBG funds are proposed to be used and by residents of predominantly low- and moderate-income neighborhoods.  A state also is expected to take whatever actions are appropriate to encourage the participation of all its citizens, including minorities and non-English speaking persons, as well as persons with disabilities. The state shall encourage the participation of statewide and regional institutions and other organizations (including businesses, developers, and community and faith-based organizations) that are involved with or affected by the programs or activities covered by the consolidated plan in the process of developing and implementing the consolidated plan. The state should also explore alternative public involvement techniques that encourage a shared vision of change for the community and the review of program performance, e.g., use of focus groups, and use of Internet.

Please see the Citizen Participation Plan, State of Alabama Consolidated Submission for Community Planning and Development Programs, effective December 16, 2008 on our website at:  http://www.adeca.alabama.gov/C17/2006%20Action%20Plans%20and%20Consolid/default.aspx .
· (3) Citizen and local government comment on the citizen participation plan and amendments. The State must provide citizens and units of general local government a reasonable opportunity to comment on the original citizen participation plan and on substantial amendments to the citizen participation plan, and must make the citizen participation plan public. The citizen participation plan must be in a format accessible to persons with disabilities, upon request.

Please see the Citizen Participation Plan, State of Alabama Consolidated Submission for Community Planning and Development Programs, effective December 16, 2008 on our website at:  http://www.adeca.alabama.gov/C17/2006%20Action%20Plans%20and%20Consolid/default.aspx .
91.115 (b) Development of the Consolidated Plan
· The citizen participation plan must include the following minimum requirements for the development of the consolidated plan.

Please see the Citizen Participation Plan, State of Alabama Consolidated Submission for Community Planning and Development Programs, effective December 16, 2008 on our website at:  http://www.adeca.alabama.gov/C17/2006%20Action%20Plans%20and%20Consolid/default.aspx .
· (1) The citizen participation plan must require that, before the State adopts a consolidated plan, the State will make available to citizens, public agencies, and other interested parties information that includes the amount of assistance the State expects to receive and the range of activities that may be undertaken, including the estimated amount that will benefit persons of low- and moderate-income and the plans to minimize displacement of persons and to assist any persons displaced. The citizen participation plan must state when and how the State will make this information available.

· (2) The citizen participation plan must require the State to publish the proposed consolidated plan in a manner that affords citizens, units of general local governments, public agencies, and other interested parties a reasonable opportunity to examine its contents and to submit comments. 

Please see the Citizen Participation Plan, State of Alabama Consolidated Submission for Community Planning and Development Programs, effective December 16, 2008 on our website at:  http://www.adeca.alabama.gov/C17/2006%20Action%20Plans%20and%20Consolid/default.aspx .
· The citizen participation plan must set forth how the State will publish the proposed consolidated plan and give reasonable opportunity to examine the contents of the proposed consolidated plan. The requirement for publishing may be met by publishing a summary of the proposed consolidated plan in one or more newspapers of general circulation, and by making copies of the proposed consolidated plan available at libraries, government offices, and public places. The summary must describe the contents and purpose of the consolidated plan, and must include a list of the locations where copies of the entire proposed consolidated plan may be examined. In addition, the State must provide a reasonable number of free copies of the plan to citizens and groups that request it.

Please see the Citizen Participation Plan, State of Alabama Consolidated Submission for Community Planning and Development Programs, effective December 16, 2008 on our website at:  http://www.adeca.alabama.gov/C17/2006%20Action%20Plans%20and%20Consolid/default.aspx .
· (3) The citizen participation plan must provide for at least one public hearing on housing and community development needs before the proposed consolidated plan is published for comment.

· (i) The citizen participation plan must state how and when adequate advance notice will be given to citizens of the hearing, with sufficient information published about the subject of the hearing to permit informed comment. (Publishing small print notices in the newspaper a few days before the hearing does not constitute adequate notice. Although HUD is not specifying the length of notice required, it would consider two weeks adequate.)

· (ii) The citizen participation plan must provide that the hearing be held at a time and location convenient to potential and actual beneficiaries, and with accommodation for persons with disabilities. The citizen participation plan must specify how it will meet these requirements.

· (iii)The citizen participation plan must identify how the needs of non-English speaking residents will be met in the case of a public hearing where a significant number of non-English speaking residents can be reasonably expected to participate.

Please see the Citizen Participation Plan, State of Alabama Consolidated Submission for Community Planning and Development Programs, effective December 16, 2008 on our website at:  http://www.adeca.alabama.gov/C17/2006%20Action%20Plans%20and%20Consolid/default.aspx .
· (4) The citizen participation plan must provide a period, not less than 30 days, to receive comments from citizens and units of general local government on the consolidated plan.

Please see the Citizen Participation Plan, State of Alabama Consolidated Submission for Community Planning and Development Programs, effective December 16, 2008 on our website at:  http://www.adeca.alabama.gov/C17/2006%20Action%20Plans%20and%20Consolid/default.aspx .
· (5) The citizen participation plan shall require the State to consider any comments or views of citizens and units of general received in writing, or orally at the public hearings, in preparing the final consolidated plan. A summary of these comments or views, and a summary of any comments or views not accepted and the reasons therefore, shall be attached to the final consolidated plan.

Please see the Citizen Participation Plan, State of Alabama Consolidated Submission for Community Planning and Development Programs, effective December 16, 2008 on our website at:  http://www.adeca.alabama.gov/C17/2006%20Action%20Plans%20and%20Consolid/default.aspx .
91.115 (c) Amendments
· (1) Criteria for amendment to consolidated plan. The citizen participation plan must specify the criteria the State will use for determining what changes in the State's planned or actual activities constitute a substantial amendment to the consolidated plan. (See Sec.91.505.) It must include among the criteria for a substantial amendment changes in the method of distribution of such funds.

Please see the Citizen Participation Plan, State of Alabama Consolidated Submission for Community Planning and Development Programs, effective December 16, 2008 on our website at:  http://www.adeca.alabama.gov/C17/2006%20Action%20Plans%20and%20Consolid/default.aspx .
· (2) The citizen participation plan must provide citizens and units of general local government with reasonable notice and an opportunity to comment on substantial amendments. The citizen participation plan must state how reasonable notice and an opportunity to comment will be given. 

· The citizen participation plan must provide a period, not less than 30 days, to receive comments on the substantial amendment before the amendment is implemented.

Please see the Citizen Participation Plan, State of Alabama Consolidated Submission for Community Planning and Development Programs, effective December 16, 2008 on our website at:  http://www.adeca.alabama.gov/C17/2006%20Action%20Plans%20and%20Consolid/default.aspx .
· (3) The citizen participation plan shall require the State to consider any comments or views of citizens and units of general local government received in writing, or orally at public hearings, if any, in preparing the substantial amendment of the consolidated plan. A summary of these comments or views, and a summary of any comments or views not accepted and the reasons therefore, shall be attached to the substantial amendment of the consolidated plan.

Please see the Citizen Participation Plan, State of Alabama Consolidated Submission for Community Planning and Development Programs, effective December 16, 2008 on our website at:  http://www.adeca.alabama.gov/C17/2006%20Action%20Plans%20and%20Consolid/default.aspx .
91.115 (d) Performance Reports 
· (1) The citizen participation plan must provide citizens with reasonable notice and an opportunity to comment on performance reports. The citizen participation plan must state how reasonable notice and an opportunity to comment will be given. The citizen participation plan must provide a period, not less than 15 days, to receive comments on the performance report that is to be submitted to HUD before its submission.

Please see the Citizen Participation Plan, State of Alabama Consolidated Submission for Community Planning and Development Programs, effective December 16, 2008 on our website at:  http://www.adeca.alabama.gov/C17/2006%20Action%20Plans%20and%20Consolid/default.aspx .
· (2) The citizen participation plan shall require the state to consider any comments or views of citizens received in writing, or orally at public hearings in preparing the performance report. A summary of these comments or views shall be attached to the performance report.

Please see the Citizen Participation Plan, State of Alabama Consolidated Submission for Community Planning and Development Programs, effective December 16, 2008 on our website at:  http://www.adeca.alabama.gov/C17/2006%20Action%20Plans%20and%20Consolid/default.aspx .
91.115 (e) Citizen Participation requirements for local governments 
· The citizen participation plan must describe the citizen participation requirements for units of general local government receiving CDBG funds from the State in 24 CFR 570.486. The citizen participation plan must explain how the requirements will be met.

Please see the Citizen Participation Plan, State of Alabama Consolidated Submission for Community Planning and Development Programs, effective December 16, 2008 on our website at:  http://www.adeca.alabama.gov/C17/2006%20Action%20Plans%20and%20Consolid/default.aspx .
91.115 (f) Availability to the public 
· The citizen participation plan must provide that the consolidated plan as adopted, substantial amendments, and the performance report will be available to the public, including the availability of materials in a form accessible to persons with disabilities, upon request. The citizen participation plan must state how these documents will be available to the public.

Please see the Citizen Participation Plan, State of Alabama Consolidated Submission for Community Planning and Development Programs, effective December 16, 2008 on our website at:  http://www.adeca.alabama.gov/C17/2006%20Action%20Plans%20and%20Consolid/default.aspx .
 91.115 (g) Access to records 
· The citizen participation plan must require the state to provide citizens, public agencies, and other interested parties with reasonable and timely access to information and records relating to the state’s consolidated plan and the state’s use of assistance under the programs covered by this part during the preceding five years.

Please see the Citizen Participation Plan, State of Alabama Consolidated Submission for Community Planning and Development Programs, effective December 16, 2008 on our website at:  http://www.adeca.alabama.gov/C17/2006%20Action%20Plans%20and%20Consolid/default.aspx .
91.115 (h) Complaints 
· The citizen participation plan shall describe the State’s appropriate and practicable procedures to handle complaints from citizens related to the consolidated plan, amendments, and performance report. At a minimum, the citizen participation plan shall require that the State must provide a timely, substantive written response to every written citizen complaint, within an established period of time (within 15 working days, where practicable, if the State is a CDBG grant recipient).

Please see the Citizen Participation Plan, State of Alabama Consolidated Submission for Community Planning and Development Programs, effective December 16, 2008 on our website at:  http://www.adeca.alabama.gov/C17/2006%20Action%20Plans%20and%20Consolid/default.aspx .
91.115 (i) Use of Citizen Participation Plan 
· The State must follow its citizen participation plan.

The Notice of Public Hearing and Notice of Availability was published in the four major daily newspapers, The Montgomery Advertiser, The Birmingham News, The Huntsville Times, and The Mobile Register on December 1, 2009.  In an effort to broaden public participation, approximately 700 copies of the Notice of Public Hearing and Notice of Availability were mailed to chief elected officials, regional planning and development commissions, community action agencies, continuum of care groups, non-profit organizations and private grant consultants as well as professionals in housing and community development.  Both a Spanish version and an English version of the Notices were published on ADECA’s web site at www.adeca.state.al.us.  All notices offered assistance to persons with disabilities or special needs.   
Copies of the draft action plans were distributed to all persons attending the public hearing; and, again, in an effort to broaden public participation, the entire Consolidated Plan was published on ADECA’s web site in English and Spanish.  A hard copy was also made available for review at the ADECA office in Montgomery.  In an effort to make the public hearings as accessible as possible, two public hearings were held – one in the northern section of the state, the other in the southern section of the state.  The first hearing was held December 15, 2009, in the Lucille N. Galin Municipal Auditorium in Cullman, Alabama.  The second hearing was held December 17, 2009, at the Edith A. Gray Library & Technology Center on the campus of Reid State Technical College in Evergreen, Alabama.  35 persons, including staff, attended the hearing held in Cullman, while 22 persons, including staff, attended the hearing in Evergreen. A comment period was allowed from December 15, 2009, to January 19, 2010.  Individuals were offered the opportunity to comment verbally at the public hearing or in writing via formal correspondence, fax, or e-mail.  ADECA’s web site also offered the ability to submit written comments.  

HOUSING AND HOMELESS NEEDS - 91.305
91.305 (a) General 
· The consolidated plan must provide a concise summary of the state's estimated housing needs projected for the ensuing five-year period. Housing data included in this portion of the plan shall be based on U.S. Census data, as provided by HUD, as updated by any properly conducted local study, or any other reliable source that the state clearly identifies and should reflect the consultation with social service agencies and other entities conducted in accordance with Sec.  91.110 and the citizen participation process conducted in accordance with Sec.  91.115. For a state seeking funding under the HOPWA program, the needs described for housing and supportive services must address the unmet needs of low-income persons with HIV/AIDS and their families in areas outside of eligible metropolitan statistical areas.

State and Local Population Trends:  Alabama’s population totaled 4.45 million in 2000 after experiencing an increase of approximately 400,000 residents during the 1990s. Estimates since the 2000 census indicate that the state has added another 215,000 people to its population, increasing the total number of residents to 4.66 million in 2008.  Although Alabama’s population growth rate was 10.1 percent during the 1990s, the increase during the first eight years of the present decade was 4.8 percent.  Thus, it appears that the pace of population growth from 2000-2010 will fail to match the rate that was registered during the 1990s. Indeed, the history of population growth in the state since the 1970s has been “up one decade and down the other.”  While a significant gain was posted during the 1970s (13.1 percent), the growth rate dropped to 3.8 percent during the 1980s.  It was up again during the 1990s (10.1 percent), but (as indicated above) has declined to less than 5 percent during the current decade. For every decade but one since the 1940s, Alabama’s growth rate has failed to match that for the U. S. as a whole. The lone exception is the 1970s, during which time the state’s population grew by two percentage points faster than that for the U.S.

Swings in the Alabama population can be traced largely to migration, or the extent to which people are moving into the state as opposed to moving out. During the 1970s, for example, 179,000 more people moved into the state than out, but during the 1980s, 89,000 more moved out than into Alabama.  However, the 1990s witnessed a net migration gain totaling 210,000, apparently registering one of largest influxes of new residents in the history of the state.  Although Alabama has continued to attract more people than are leaving during the current decade, the net migration gain from 2000-2008 is only about half that (or about 105,000) experienced during the 1990s.  In addition to migration, declining fertility levels also impact the state’s population growth rate.  Thus, the crude birth rate has dropped by half since 1950.  In fact, the state’s birth and death rates have nearly converged, with a crude birth rate of 13.9 per 1,000 population in 2007 and a crude death rate of 9.9.  Although Alabama has traditionally relied on an excess of births over deaths (or a high fertility rate) to fuel population growth, this is clearly no longer the case.  In the future, therefore, “migration” will play a much more decisive role than formerly in determining the direction of state’s population growth.

Examining growth patterns within the state, reveals that most counties are losing population.  From 2000-2008, 36 counties experienced declining growth.  Although the counties with losses are distributed throughout the state, they are non-metropolitan, rural counties for the most part. However, there are exceptions.  Jefferson County (Birmingham), the most populous and highly urbanized county in the state, for example, registered a 0.4 decline from 2000-2008, losing almost 3,000 people.  Likewise, Colbert County (Florence-Muscle Shoals Metropolitan Statistical Area), Etowah (Gadsden Metropolitan Statistical Area), and Dale County (a micropolitan county in south Alabama and the location of Fort Rucker Army Base) also lost population.  Although over half of all Alabama counties have lost population during the current decade, the number of counties with losses (at 12) was much lower during the 1990s.

As it has been for the last several decades, the most rapidly growing counties in Alabama continue to be the outlying counties of the state’s metropolitan areas.  Indeed, seven of the 10 counties with the highest growth rates from 2000-2008 are either current (Shelby, St. Clair, Elmore, Limestone, Autauga, and Blount) or former (Baldwin) metropolitan counties.  (Baldwin, once a part of the Mobile Metropolitan Statistical Area, is now classified as a “micropolitan” county.) The other three counties in the top-ten growth leaders (Lee, Madison, and Houston) are core counties of metropolitan areas.  Almost all of these counties lie within Interstate highway corridors, especially the I-65 corridor that spans the state from north to south.  Together these 10 counties alone accounted for 93.0 percent of the population increase that has occurred in Alabama during the present decade. These counties, while attracting some migrants from other regions of Alabama and from other states, have drawn most heavily (with the exception of Baldwin County) from the central cities that form the core of the larger metropolitan complex.  Baldwin, on the other hand, has benefited both from outward movement from Mobile County (core county for the Mobile Metropolitan Statistical Area) and the in-migration of retirees from other parts of Alabama and the U.S.

The counties that are gaining most rapidly have all experienced significant in-migration during the present decade.  Shelby County, the state’s growth leader, for example, posted a net migration gain totaling 31,000 from 2000-2008. Likewise, the net migration gain for Baldwin and Madison counties was 30,000 for each. At the other end on the spectrum, Jefferson County (Birmingham), lost almost 20,000 people more people than it gained through migration from 2000-2008. Altogether, 37 of Alabama’s 67 counties experienced more people moving out than moving in from 2000-2008.  Certainly, these population shifts (both gains and losses) have significant implications for housing supply and demand.  Heavy in-migration increases competition for housing and typically inflates the cost of housing, while increased movement from an area generally creates a housing surplus and often lowers the purchase price of a home.
Population Characteristics:  The basic demographic trends that have characterized Alabama over the last several decades were outlined in the previous section of the analysis, noting variations in population growth patterns, both statewide and at the sub-state level, that have special implications for housing availability and demand. This section examines specific features (or “characteristics”) of the Alabama population that help to further specify housing needs for various sectors on the population. The analysis will begin with an examination of “place of residence” variables (i.e., rural-urban and metro-non-metro), then proceed to the age, race, socioeconomic status, and household/family composition of the population.

Rural-Urban Residence - Perhaps of surprise to some observers, Alabama is an “urban” state.  According to the U.S. Census Bureau definition (basically people living in cities and towns of 2,500 or more), 55.4 percent of the population was classified as urban in the 2000 census.  However, the urban population comprised half or more of the population in only 17 of the state’s 67 counties.  Therefore, 50 Alabama counties are predominantly rural according to the Census Bureau definition.  In fact, there were 15 counties in 2000 (located mainly in the southern portion of the state) where the population was 100 percent rural.  On the other hand, there were only five counties in which the urban population totaled 70.0 percent or more of the population, led by Jefferson (89.3 percent) and followed by Montgomery (88.1), Mobile (80.3), Madison (77.1), and Tuscaloosa (70.7).  Hence, although a majority of the state’s population is classified as urban, there are still vast portions of the state where the population density is very low.  As a proportion of the total, housing problems (such as crowding, substandard housing, older housing, etc.) are typically greater in the rural areas of Alabama than in urban locales.  On the other hand, the number of houses with problems (because of population concentration) is much greater in the state’s urban centers than its rural areas.

Additional rural needs as provided by AIDS Alabama include, “Social Service providers are needed in rural areas to help identify resources that are more readily available in the urban areas of the state.  HIV-infected persons and other rural subpopulations face many barriers to shelter, such as insufficient and inadequate housing options, to which urban-dwellers are given more access. AIDS Alabama, a statewide 501(c) 3 non-profit, has implemented the statewide HOPWA program since its inception in 1994. The partnerships between AIDS Alabama and seven AIDS Service Organizations (ASOs) around the state ensure HOPWA resources reach all 67 counties. In addition, AIDS Alabama coordinates with five AIDS Services Organizations to operate the Alabama Rural AIDS Program (ARAP) to reach the HIV-infected population in 35 specifically-identified rural counties.”  

Non-Metro—Metro Population - Just as Alabama is an “urban state,” it is also a “metropolitan state.” Thus, 71.4 percent of the state’s population in 2008 lived in Alabama’s 11 Metropolitan Statistical Areas (including Russell County, which is part of the Columbus, Georgia Metropolitan Statistical Area).  Altogether, 28 counties in Alabama are currently classified as “metropolitan.”  Another 52.4 percent of the population resided in “metro core counties” in 2008, or the counties in which the major cities that define the area as metro are located. Nineteen percent lived in outlying metro (or non-central city) counties and 18.3 percent resided in micropolitan counties (one or more counties with a central city of 10,000-50,000 in population), while 10.3 percent lived in non-metropolitan counties.  Just as the Alabama population is more heavily concentrated in urban areas than rural locales, people are also most typically found in and around the state’s major cities.

It has already been noted that much of the state’s population (and, consequently, housing growth) is associated with Alabama’s largest population centers. The data concerning non-metro-metro growth support that generalization.  From 2000-2008, for example, the largest rate of population increase by far (at 12.3 percent) occurred in the state’s outlying metropolitan counties (Shelby, St. Clair, Elmore, Autauga, etc.).  Micropolitan counties grew by 5.2 percent over that timeframe, followed by metropolitan core counties (4.1 percent).  However, metro central cities grew by only 3.3 percent from 2000-2007 (2008 data were not available at the time of report preparation), while non-metropolitan counties declined by 4.3 percent.  Clearly, population growth in the state is concentrated in the urban-metro setting, with the rural, non-metropolitan areas of Alabama characterized by either very slow growth or population declines.

Age Distribution of the Population - Like the U.S. as a whole, Alabama’s population is aging. While the median age for the state was 18.9 in 1900, it had increased to 25.5 in 1950.  With the aging of the “baby-boom” segment of the population, the median age in 2008 was estimated to be 37.5 (or nearly twice what it was at the beginning of the century) and it is projected to continue to increase.  Overall, the transition has been from a youthful state to one that is dominated by people of middle age and older.  In 1950, for example, 41.3 percent of the population was under 20.  By 2008, the percentage had declined to 26.9.  Likewise, persons aged 65+ comprised only 6.5 percent of the state’s population at mid-century, but 13.8 percent of the total in 2008.  There are now many more elderly people in the population than teenagers and the 85+ age group constitutes the fastest growing segment of the population.

All of the age categories in the under 50 group are either growing slowly (the 20-35 age group at 1.9 percent from 2000-2008) or declining (the under 20 group by 0.2 percent and the 35-49 age category by 3.6 percent).  In contrast, all of the age categories in the 50+ group (with the exception of those aged 70-79) are increasing rapidly.  The 50-64 age group, for example, increased by 24.8 percent from 2000-2008 and the 85+ age category by 26.4 percent.  These data suggest that near-term housing activity in Alabama will be heavily oriented toward an older population, many of whom will desire smaller housing with age-appropriate amenities in close proximity to existing services.  A significant segment of that group will need housing that meets the demands of declining physical and mental capabilities as an increasing proportion of the elderly live into their 80s and 90s. 

Socioeconomic Status - Variables such as income, poverty, occupation, and education are frequently used to develop a better understanding of the socioeconomic status of the population.  In this section of the general overview of the Alabama population, two of these factors will be analyzed: income and poverty.  While education and occupation are closely correlated with the neighborhoods where people live and the characteristics of the dwelling units within which they reside, income is perhaps most basic to housing affordability and the quality of one’s housing. Not all people, for example, are able to draw directly from earnings to pay for housing-related costs, such as those who are disabled and elderly people who are dependent on Social Security.

Income -   Alabama is a poor state.  From 2005-2007, the median household income for the state averaged $40,052.  This value placed Alabama fourth from the bottom of all states on this income measure, just ahead of Arkansas, Louisiana, and Mississippi.  Of the 11 southern states, Alabama ranked ninth in median household income from 2005-2007 (behind Kentucky and ahead of Arkansas and Mississippi).  Furthermore, the Alabama median (at $40,052) was only 80.1 percent of the U.S. median during that timeframe.  While other measures of income could be cited (such as median family income and per capita income), they all lead to the same conclusion:  Alabama ranks among the most economically disadvantaged of the 50 states. 

Examining the distribution of households in the state by income level reveals that slightly more than one in every 10 Alabama households received less than $10,000 in income in 2007.  One in every three households received less than $25,000, while 13.1 percent reported incomes of $100,000 or more.  The corresponding figures for the U.S. as a whole are 7.3 percent with less than $10,000 in income, 24.0 percent with less than $25,000, and 19.7 percent with $100,000 or more.  Thus, housing affordability and housing quality issues are somewhat more directly felt in Alabama than in most other states and in the U.S. generally.

The economic position of African Americans and all of the other race/ethnic categories within the Alabama population (with the exception of Asians) is clearly inferior to that of whites.  While the median for whites was $46,760 in 2007, the median for African Americans was just $26,091 (or only 55.8 percent of that for whites).  Median household income values for other components of the population in that year were:  Native Americans, $32,809; Hispanics, $33,540; and Asians, $52,118.  Although Native Americans and Hispanics fared better than African Americans, their incomes were still only about 70 percent of those for whites.

Just as there are significant variations from one state to another in income levels, there are also significant disparities within the state.  Indeed, median household income values for Alabama in 2007 ranged from a high of $67,031 in Shelby County to a low of $21,325 in Wilcox County.  Thus, household income in Shelby County was 3.1 times higher than that in Wilcox County.  Only 13 of the state’s 67 counties were above the state median ($40,596) in 2007, 11 of which were metropolitan counties. On the other hand, the counties with the lowest household incomes were rural, non-metropolitan counties for the most part, including all of the Black Belt counties with the exception of metropolitan Montgomery County.

Poverty -   With nearly one-sixth (or 16.9 percent) of its population below the poverty level in 2007, Alabama posted the sixth highest poverty rate in the United States.  Among the 11 southern states, Alabama had the fifth highest percentage of people living in poverty in that year. Its poverty rate was seven percentage points higher than that recorded for Virginia, which posted the lowest percentage in the southern region.  

As was true of income, there are significant differences among the various racial and ethnic categories in the proportion of the population below the poverty level.  Thus, there were 2.7 times as many African Americans as whites who were living in poverty in 2007 (or 31.1 percent versus 11.5), while the percentages for Native Americans (19.8) and Hispanics (28.2) were 1.7 and 2.5 times higher than the rate for whites.  On the other hand, the percentage for Asians (at 12.9) rivaled that for whites.  Despite the fact that they comprise only about one-fourth of the total population, there were nearly as many African Americans below the poverty level in 2007 as whites (i.e., 361,057 versus 367,213).

There are also significant variations in poverty rates at the county level.  Thus, the percentage of persons below the poverty threshold in 1999 (data from the 2000 census) ranged from 39.9 percent in Wilcox to just 6.3 percent in Shelby County.  In 22 Alabama counties (or one-third of all counties), the proportion below the poverty level totaled 20.0 percent or more.  Generally, poverty rates are lowest in the state’s metropolitan counties, especially outlying metro counties, and highest in the Black Belt and other rural counties in the southern portion of the state.  However, the number of people below poverty is concentrated in a relatively small number of the state’s most populous counties.  The number of people below the poverty threshold in Jefferson County, for example, totaled 95,674 in 1999, or 13.7 percent of the total for the state.  The six counties with the largest numbers below poverty (Jefferson, Mobile, Montgomery, Madison, Tuscaloosa, and Lee) accounted for 40.7 percent of the state’s poverty population.  Furthermore, the 16 counties with 10,000 or more people classified below the poverty level totaled 60.5 percent of the state’s poverty number.

In regard to total numbers, whites below the poverty level are also concentrated in a relatively few metropolitan counties.  Hence, the eight counties with 10,000 or more whites below the poverty threshold in 1999 (seven of which are metro) accounted for 38.4 percent (or 124,999) of all whites in poverty.  The highest proportions, however, were most typically observed in rural counties in all portions of the state.  Lee, the county with the highest concentration of whites in poverty (at 19.8 percent), also has a large population of university students who are mainly white.  This undoubtedly explains in large measure the elevated proportion.

A similar pattern emerges for African Americans, although the numbers are even more highly concentrated.  Forty-one percent of all African Americans below the poverty threshold, for example, resided in just three counties in 1999—Jefferson (65,859), Mobile (45,092), and Montgomery (30,495).  Moreover, the six counties with 10,000 or more African Americans below the poverty level accounted for 52.0 percent (179,752) of the total.  The proportion of African Americans living in poverty is greatest in the rural counties of south Alabama.  Again, it is the Black Belt counties that are characterized by the highest rates, a pattern which is also generally true for various other socioeconomic indicators.

A similar degree of concentration is also found for Native Americans, Asians, and Hispanics.  Approximately one-half of all Native Americans below the poverty level, lived in just six counties in 1999 (Mobile, 655; Washington, 308; Lawrence, 278; Escambia, 254; Madison, 231; and Jefferson, 229).  Likewise, 79.4 percent of all Asians living in poverty were found in only seven counties in that year (Mobile, 1,203; Jefferson, 818; Tuscaloosa, 469; Madison, 442; Lee, 377; Baldwin, 118; and Montgomery, 117). The 12 counties with 500 or more Hispanics living in poverty, on the other hand, totaled 63.1 percent of all Hispanics who were classified below the poverty threshold.  While many poor Hispanics in Alabama are apparently not included in the official census counts, it is likely that most of them reside in the same counties where poverty for this group is already known to be concentrated.       

The poor, therefore, comprise a large and highly visible segment of the Alabama population.  While no group or area within the state is immune, low-income households and poverty rates are most highly concentrated within the African American and Hispanic sectors of the population.  The highest numbers in poverty for both groups are found in the state’s largest metropolitan areas, while the highest proportions for African Americans are associated with the southern, rural counties of the state, particularly those located in the Black Belt.   It is the low income, poverty sector of the population that is most likely to be characterized by housing deficiencies.  Unable to afford adequate housing, to make improvements in existing housing, or to move to more acceptable places of abode, they frequently are forced to live in older, substandard housing under crowded and unsanitary conditions.  In some instances, furthermore, the poor may not be able to find housing of their own; hence, they are forced to live with friends and relatives, in public shelters, in abandoned buildings, or on the streets.

Household and Family Composition - There were 1.82 million households in Alabama in 2007, or about 79,000 more than in 2000.  Approximately two-thirds of these were family households (i.e., comprised of two or more people who are related), while 31.4 percent were “non-family households” (including single-person households and households with two or more people who are not related).  The average household size in 2007 for the state as a whole was 2.48 (basically the same as in 2000), while the average family size was 3.02 (as opposed to 3.01 at the beginning of the decade).

Dramatic changes have taken place across the state in household types and household composition over the last 3-4 decades (as they also have for the U.S. generally).  Married-couple households have declined (both those with and without children), while single-person households and one-parent families have increased significantly.  In 2007, for example, married-couple households comprised only 49.1 percent of all households, down from 63.0 percent in 1980.  Likewise, only 19.2 percent of all Alabama households contained married-couple families with children under 18.  In 1980, one-third of the households were comprised of married-couples with children. Single-person households, on the other hand, increased from one-fifth of all households in 1980 to 27.4 percent of the total in 2007.  While households with two or more unrelated individuals (about 90 percent of which contain unmarried “partners”) totaled only 4.0 percent of all households in 2007, the percentage has almost doubled over the last three decades.

Thus, housing needs are changing. Single-person households do not demand the same amount of space and other amenities that are required for married-couples with children.  Plus, many of the persons who are living alone are elderly, often presenting unique housing challenges and special needs within their own right.  Single-parent families are frequently economically strapped; thus, housing affordability emerges as an especially important consideration within this segment of the population.  And, in a society that is geared toward building bigger houses with each succeeding generation, the decline in married-couple families overall, and the drop in married-couple families with children in particular, suggests that builders should be looking at downsizing rather than building ever larger homes. 
Economic Growth and Employment:  Until the recent decline in the economy, Alabama (like the rest of the nation) was faring reasonably well. Its population was growing (albeit slowly) due largely to the excess of people moving into the state over those moving out.  With the downturn in the economy, however, more people are apparently staying where they are.  It is challenging to sell existing homes at the time of this writing even though purchase prices, interest rates, and governmental incentives are more favorable than they have been in years.  People are fearful of making major purchases (or even relatively small ones) in the current economic climate, given job uncertainties and rising unemployment rates.

Even before the economic slowdown beginning in 2008, however, the state was not doing as well in the present decade as it did during the 1990s.  From 1990-2000, the population increased by 10.1 percent, compared to only 4.8 percent from 2000-2008.  Likewise, net migration totaled 209,792 from 1990-2000, but the net gain declined to 104,991 from 2000-2008.  These same patterns are reflected in the employment data, which saw a 10.2 percent gain in the total number of people employed in Alabama during the 1990s, but a rise of 5.6 percent from 2000-2007.  On the other hand, unemployment rates increased from only 5.0 percent of the labor force in 2000, to an annual average of 8.8 percent in 2008, and to 9.8 percent in May, 2009.  As of that date, 35 of Alabama’s 67 counties had double-digit unemployment rates.

The greatest increases in statewide employment during the current decade have occurred within five industry sectors:  professional, management, and administrative services (a 28.0 percent gain from 2000-2007); arts, entertainment, recreation, accommodation, and food services (18.1 percent); construction (17.0 percent), agriculture, forestry, fishing and hunting, and mining (12.2 percent); and educational services (11.7 percent).  Three of these five most rapidly growing sectors, therefore, encompass services that are performed for other people.  The largest decline, however, was in manufacturing (-12.4 percent), followed by “information” (-10.9).  The only other industry that experienced declining employment was wholesale trade (-5.6 percent).  Manufacturing as a percentage of all jobs has been on the decline for many years in Alabama, dropping from 26.1 percent of all jobs in 1980, to 22.9 in 1990, to 18.4 in 2000, and to just 15.2 in 2007.  Although the state has gained new manufacturing jobs over the last couple of decades as a result of attracting several foreign automobile makers, they have not been able to compensate for the losses that have occurred primarily in the textile industry. With the growth of the Internet and new communication technologies, the publishing area (which is a component of the information industry) has experienced significant downsizing in recent years.

Reflecting the growth of lower-paying jobs within the retail and service sectors along with the loss of manufacturing jobs, the state did not make any real income gains during the last decade. Thus, the differential between Alabama and the U.S. in median household income remained virtually the same from 2000 to 2007, with levels in Alabama stalled at approximately 80 percent of the corresponding values for the U.S.  Indeed, essentially the same differential has existed between the two since 1980.

While the median value of housing in Alabama was only 59.5 percent of that for the U.S. in 2007 (a drop from 71.2 percent in 2000), home-buying within the state has not become any easier.   Although the median family income (unadjusted) for the state increased by $9,113 from 2000-2007, median housing values increased by $30,500, or 3.3 times more.  This has made it more difficult generally for Alabama residents—even with the lower interest rates that have characterized the home mortgage market in recent years—to buy and rent homes, but especially the younger segment of the population and those with only marginal-to-moderate incomes.

As noted earlier in the section on “poverty,” a large proportion of the state's population is positioned at the lower end of the income hierarchy.  Forty-three percent of all households in Alabama in 2000 were considered to be "extremely low”, “low”, or “moderate income" (defined by the U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development as those below 80.0 percent of the median family income of a given area).  The largest percentage of these households (or 38.6 percent of the total) was in the “moderate-income category,” followed by 34.1 percent in the extremely low-income category, and 27.3 percent in the low-income group.

Growth in Households and Housing Units:  In 2007, there were 1.82 million households (“households” are synonymous with “occupied-dwelling units”) in Alabama, up from 1.74 million in 2000.  Although household growth has historically outpaced population increases in Alabama, this was not the case from 2000-2007 when both grew at almost the same pace (population by 4.8 percent and households by 4.6 percent).  Economic conditions are mainly responsible for this pattern, driving more young people to remain at home longer than formerly and causing more doubling-up of households and families (for example, within low-income households).  Furthermore, both divorce and the growth in single-parent families have leveled off in recent years. Overall, household growth for the state has lagged behind that for the U.S. as a whole during the current decade, wherein the percentage increase was 6.5 from 2000-2007 (or about two percentage points higher).

There are not yet enough data from the American Community Survey (conducted annually by the U.S. Census Bureau) to report the number of households for all Alabama counties.  Therefore, data from the 2000 Census remain the best source of information concerning household and housing-unit growth at the county level. Every county in Alabama had more households/occupied-dwelling units in 2000 than in 1990, with metropolitan, highly urbanized counties generally experiencing the largest increases.  Shelby led all other counties in household growth during the 1990s with a 51.8 percent increase.  Shelby County was followed by Baldwin (49.4 percent increase), Lee (38.1), Elmore (37.5), and St. Clair (36.7) counties.  These are among the same counties with the fastest population growth; thus, there is a close correlation between population and household growth.  Counties with the slowest rates of household increase, in contrast, are typically rural counties, especially those located in the southern portion of the state.  However, there are some notable exceptions.  Household growth in Jefferson County (Birmingham) totaled only 4.7 percent during the 1990s, while that for Calhoun County (Anniston) was only slightly higher at 5.4.  Altogether, 40.5 percent of the state’s household growth from 1990-2000 occurred in just six counties (all of which are metropolitan except Baldwin, once part of the Mobile Metropolitan Statistical Area but now a micropolitan county).

When household patterns are examined by race, the data reveal that whites accounted for 71.9 percent of the state's households in 2007, while the percentage for African Americans was 25.2.  The remaining households (2.8 percent of the total, or 50,901) were about evenly distributed among Native Americans (0.5 percent), Asians (0.9 percent), 2+ races (0.9 percent), and all others (0.5 percent). Hispanics, who may be of any race, totaled 1.8 percent of all households in 2007.

Except for whites, all race/ethnic categories within the Alabama population experienced significant proportional increases in the number of households from 2000-2007.  Hispanics led all groups with a 61.0 percent increment (12,253), followed by Asians (58.4; 5,740), 2+ races (23.1; 3,213), African Americans (10.9; 44,932), and Native Americans (7.9; 641).  However, white households grew by only 1.8 percent (or 22,722).  Since whites comprise nearly three-fourths of the population, the slow growth in white households during the current decade explains the limited rise in the number of households overall.

The data concerning household patterns by race at the county level closely parallel those that have been reported relative to population distribution.  Thus, households comprised of whites are distributed throughout the state, but with the fewest numbers and the smallest proportions located in the Black Belt.  Of the 1.28 million white households in the state in 2000, more than one-fourth were found in Alabama's three most populous counties (i.e., Jefferson, 161,673; Mobile, 99,679; and Madison, 82,592).  Following a similar pattern, nearly half (or 43.7) of all African–American households (approximately 414,000) were also located in just three of Alabama's largest metropolitan counties (Jefferson, 96,166; Mobile, 46,227; and Montgomery, 38,210).  The area of highest concentration of African-American households, however, was south Alabama, the Black Belt in particular.  In several of these counties, African-American households comprised 60.0 percent or more of the total (e.g., Macon, 82.8 percent; Greene, 77.5; Bullock, 71.8; Sumter, 69.3; Lowndes, 68.7; Wilcox, 67.3; and Perry, 65.7).

Of the 8,162 Native-American households in Alabama in 2000, 3,671 (or 45.0 percent) were located in just six counties (Mobile, 931; Madison, 748; Jefferson, 570; Lawrence, 537; Escambia, 454; and Washington, 431).  Washington County was the site of heaviest concentration wherein these households totaled 6.4 percent of all households.  Similarly, in excess of half (i.e., 53.4 percent) of Alabama's Asian households were found in only three metropolitan counties (Jefferson, 2,045; Madison, 1,633; and Mobile, 1,571).  The county with the highest representation of Asian households, however, was Lee (at 1.6 percent).  Hispanics followed a similar pattern, with 38.5 percent of all households located in Jefferson (2,855), Madison (1,533), Mobile (1,472), Marshall (973), and Morgan (897) counties.  The counties with the largest proportions, however, were Franklin (4.4 percent of all households), DeKalb (3.2), Marshall (3.0), and Blount (2.9).

Renter-Occupied Housing Units - Twenty-nine percent of the state's occupied-housing units in 2007 were "renter-occupied," up slightly from 27.5 percent in 2000.  Renter-occupied dwellings ranged from a high of 37.9 percent of all households in Lee County in 2000 (later data are not available for all counties) to just 11.9 percent in Washington County.  The counties with the highest proportions of rental units were either heavily urbanized or metropolitan counties, those with large student populations, or those serving military installations.  Counties with the lowest proportions, on the other hand, were generally located in the rural sectors of the state. Still, some outlying metropolitan counties (e.g., St. Clair, Blount, Lawrence, Elmore, Shelby, and Autauga) also displayed low percentages.

The largest number of rental dwellings was, likewise, associated with urban and metropolitan residence.  Nearly half (46.5 percent) of all rental units in 2000 were located in five metropolitan counties (Jefferson, 88,244; Mobile, 46,788; Madison, 33,125; Montgomery, 30,931; and Tuscaloosa, 23,571).  Lee County, a highly urbanized county with a large population of students, was the location of the sixth largest number (17,316).

African Americans are nearly twice as likely to live in rental dwellings (42.4 percent versus 22.2) as whites.  For both groups, the preponderance of those who rent reside in the more highly urbanized areas of the state.  Persons of “all other races” (Native Americans, Asians, two or more races, etc.) are more likely to rent than either whites or blacks (i.e., 45.1 percent of all housing units occupied by this grouping in 2000).  They most typically reside in the state's metropolitan counties (i.e., Jefferson, Madison, etc.).  A significant number, apparently, are either students or members of the armed services, as indicated by the elevated numbers in such counties as Dale (Fort Rucker), Lee (Auburn University), and Tuscaloosa (University of Alabama).

Renter-occupied housing units are significantly smaller (as measured by the median number of rooms) than those that are owner-occupied.  Thus, the median for owner–occupied housing units in 2000 was 6.0 rooms, while that for renter-occupied units was only 4.3.  Likewise, approximately 63 percent of the owned units had six or more rooms, compared to only 21.5 percent of the rented units. Part of this difference undoubtedly relates to the age discrepancy between renters and owners.  Renters tend to be younger than owners (41 percent under age 35 in 2000 as opposed to only 15 percent of the owners).  Hence, they are more likely to be unmarried or have small families than owners and not positioned as well economically to afford larger homes. Renters are also more apt to live in older housing and in housing that is crowded than owners.

Owner-Occupied Housing Units - As noted previously, the vast majority of housing units in Alabama (i.e., 70.9 percent in 2007) are owned.  As indicated by the 2000 census, home ownership is proportionately higher in the rural areas of the state than in urban and metropolitan locales (with some exceptions for outlying metropolitan counties) and is higher among whites than any other sector of the population.  A larger percentage of occupied-housing units in Alabama are owned than in the U.S. generally (i.e., 70.9 percent versus 67.2 in 2007).  In addition, home ownership in Alabama has remained quite stable in recent years, with the percentages at 70.5 in 1990, 72.5 in 2000, and 70.9 in 2007. The proportion of owner-occupied units that are mortgaged, however, has shown more variation.  Thus, it increased from 59.9 percent in 1990 to 64.0 percent in 2000, then declined to 60.8 percent in 2007. 

Expectations Concerning Future Population/Household Growth:  Historically, Alabama has exhibited a lower rate of population growth than the U.S. as a whole and the southern states in particular.  From 2000-2008, Alabama’s rate of population increase was only 60 percent of that of the U.S.   In terms of the 11 southern states, Alabama ranked ninth lowest in its rate of population growth during that timeframe.

The state’s population and households are expected to continue to grow at a slow pace.  But, this prediction is predicated heavily on whether the state can continue to attract more people than it is losing.  As indicated earlier, the statewide birth rate has declined to the level that it is not much higher than the death rate; thus, Alabama can no longer depend on an excess of births over deaths to overcome net migration losses and maintain population growth.

If the past in an indication, one can also expect little change in Alabama’s low ranking on various socioeconomic indicators vis-à-vis other states.  It has been mired in the lower 20 percent of all states on most social indicators for the past 3-4 decades.  Although educational attainment, income levels, and employment in white-collar occupations have increased significantly over the last several decades (and sometimes dramatically), other states have improved their positions as well.  Thus, the best that Alabama has been able to do is to “run in place.”  Likewise, the same counties that were growing/losing population when the 1990 State Consolidated Plan was written are generally the same counties that are currently gaining/losing. This same pattern holds for income levels, poverty, and other socioeconomic indicators (i.e., those that were high then are high now).  Perhaps the most notable changes in the Alabama population (other than educational and occupational gains) over the last 2-3 decades have been in household composition (more single-person households and single-parent families, but many fewer families with children) and changes in race and ethnic composition. It is expected that the Alabama population will continue to slowly become more diverse.  With the aging of the population, more one-person households can also be expected. Thus, it is anticipated that household size (now averaging 2.5 persons) will continue to decline.

Census Bureau population projections for 2010-2030 indicate exceedingly slow growth for the state.  For each five-year interval over that period, the projected rate of increase is only about 1.5 percent.  The projected increments for the U.S., however, range from 4.0 percent from 2025-2030 to 4.3 percent from 2010-2015.  Thus, the Alabama growth rate is expected to be less than half that of the U.S. rate during each of these five-year periods.  Within the state’s population, the Census Bureau projects a slight drop in the under 18 population from 2010-2030 (i.e., from 23.8 to 22.8 percent of the total population), but a major increase in the 65+ category (from 14.1 percent to 21.3).  Indeed, the median age of the Alabama population is projected to rise to 40.3 in 2020. 

91.305 (b) Categories of persons affected 

·  (1) The plan shall estimate the number and type of families in need of housing assistance for extremely low-income, low-income, moderate-income, and middle-income families, for renters and owners, for elderly persons, for single persons, for large families, for persons with HIV/AIDS and their families, and for persons with disabilities. The description of housing needs shall include a concise summary of the cost burden and severe cost burden, overcrowding (especially for large families), and substandard housing conditions being experienced by extremely low-income, low-income, moderate-income, and middle-income renters and owners compared to the state as a whole. (The state must define in its consolidated plan the terms ``standard condition'' and ``substandard condition but suitable for rehabilitation.'') 91.305 (b) (1)
Housing Needs of Extremely Low-Income, Low-Income, and Moderate-Income Families:   

Extremely Low-Income Families - “Extremely low-income” refers to households wherein the income is less than 30.0 percent of the median family income.  

Extremely Low-Income Renters - There were 136,794 renter-occupied households in Alabama in 2000 (or 28.6 percent of all renter-occupied households) that were classified as extremely low-income.  The highest percentage of extremely-low income households (or 35.9) was small families consisting of 2-4 members.  Approximately 7 percent were “large families” (five or more members), while 22.3 percent of these households were occupied by 1-2 persons aged 62+.  The remaining households (mainly persons living alone) totaled about one-third of the extremely low-income category.

As can be anticipated, the “housing cost burden” (or percentage of the household gross income that is spent on housing costs) is very high for these households. For households with a cost burden of 30.0 percent or more of income, the percentages range from 50.2 percent of the households with 1-2 elderly members to 66.3 percent of large-family households, with the overall percentage of these households at 62.0.  Although the percentages decline for extremely low-income renter households with a housing-cost burden of 50.0 percent or more, they are still quite elevated.  While 30.7 percent of the extremely low households with 1-2 elderly members were in the 50.0+ percent housing-cost category, the percentage was 53.4 for “all other households.”  In fact, with the exception of the elderly, the proportions for all categories are in the 50.0 percent housing-cost range, with an overall percentage of 46.6.

Housing units occupied by extremely low-income renters are much more likely than not to be characterized by “housing problems” (defined by HUD as a housing-cost burden greater than 30.0 percent of income, and/or overcrowding, and/or without complete kitchen or plumbing facilities).  Indeed, approximately two-thirds of all extremely low-income renter households in 2000 were characterized as such. These percentages ranged from 51.7 percent of the households occupied by the elderly to 81.2 percent of the homes containing large families.  

Thus, limited incomes, high housing costs relative to income, and housing units with problems largely characterize the housing situation of extremely low-income renters.  And with close to one-third of all renter-occupied households in Alabama in this category, the number of people with significant housing needs and limited financial resources is indeed significant.

Where, in Alabama, are these households located?  As to be expected, the highest numbers (using special data tables supplied by HUD) are located in the state’s most populous metropolitan counties.  Almost half (or 46.4 percent) of all extremely low-income renter households in the state, for example, were located in just five counties in 2000: Jefferson (24,590), Mobile (14,170), Madison (8,420), Montgomery (8,245), and Tuscaloosa (8,055).  The largest proportions, however, are generally observed in the state's southern, rural counties.  Wilcox County, a very poor county in the Black Belt region of the state, registered the highest proportion of extremely poor renter households in 2000 at 50.9 percent of all renter households, followed by Lowndes County at 50.6. There were 19 other rural, non-metropolitan counties wherein extremely low-income households totaled 33 percent or more of all renter-occupied households.  One exception to the rural county predominance in extremely low-income households, is Lee County—a metropolitan county with a large student population (Auburn University). This county, at 42.8 percent, ranked fourth highest of all counties in the percentage of extremely low-income households in 2000.

Extremely Low-Income Owner-Occupied Households - Extremely low-income owner-occupied households (income less than 30.0 percent of the median family income) totaled 116,855 in Alabama in 2000, or 9.3 percent of all owner-occupied households in the state.  The largest proportion of these households (45.1 percent) was occupied by 1-2 persons aged 62+, followed by small families with 2-4 members (28.4 percent), “all other families” (20.9 percent), and large families (5.6 percent).     

For extremely low-income owner-occupied households in 2000, the percentage allocating 30.0 percent or more of the household income to housing costs was 64.3, with the range from 61.4 percent of “all other” owner-occupied households to 69.6 percent of the small-family households. Likewise, almost half (or 45.6 percent) of the extremely low-income owner-occupied households in 2000 were characterized by a housing-cost burden of 50.0 percent or more, with percentages ranging from 36.6 for households with 1-2 elderly members to 56.2 percent for families with 2-4 members.

Given the severe income limitations of these homeowners, a large number of their homes are characterized by multiple problems, defined as high cost burden, and/or overcrowding, and/or lack of complete kitchen and plumbing facilities.  Thus, two-thirds of the extremely low-income owner-occupied households in 2000 had “housing problems” using this definition.  Eighty-two percent of the large-family households were marked by housing problems, followed by 71.3 percent of the small families, 63.6 percent of “all other families,” and 62.5 percent of the households with 1-2 elderly residents.

As was true of renter-occupied households, most extremely low-income owner-occupied households are located in the state’s most populous, metropolitan counties. Forty-three percent, for example, were located in the nine counties with 2,500 or more households receiving less than 30.0 percent of the median family income in 2000. Nearly 16,000 (or 13.5 percent) of these households were in Jefferson County alone (Birmingham), with another 9,000+ in Mobile County.  However, the highest proportions were found in the Black Belt and other rural counties located mainly in the southern part of the state. Wilcox County was characterized by the highest proportion (30.2 percent), followed by Greene, Sumter, Lowndes, and Bullock counties (all at approximately 20.0 percent).

Summarizing briefly the data for all extremely low-income households in the state (i.e., both renter- and owner-occupied households), reveals that 253,649 households (or 14.6 percent of all households in Alabama) were in this category at the time of the 2000 census. Just over half (53.9 percent) of these households were occupied by renters. Whether rented or owned, very high proportions have high housing-cost burdens (63.0 percent greater than 30.0 percent of household income; 46.1 percent greater than 50.0 of household income) and one or more housing problems (65.7 percent).  While the largest number of both extremely low-income renter- and owner-occupied households is located in Alabama’s most populous counties, the largest proportions are observed in the state’s most rural, disadvantaged counties (especially those located in the Black Belt).

Low-Income Families - “Low-income,” for purposes of the Consolidated Plan, is defined as household income levels ranging from 30.0 percent of the median family income to 50.0 percent. 

 Low-Income Renter-Occupied Households - There were 83,664 renter-occupied households in Alabama in 2000 that were in this category.  This number totaled 17.5 percent of all renter-occupied households in the state in that year (versus 28.6 percent, as indicated above, for extremely low-income households). The largest percentage of these households (or 39.1) was occupied by families with 2-4 members.  Nearly one-fourth (or 23.5 percent) contained 1-2 persons aged 62+, while 29.1 percent were classified as “other households” (mainly people living alone) and 8.3 percent consisted of large families.

About half of these households (or 52.5 percent) had a housing-cost burden of 30.0 percent or more of gross household income, with percentages ranging from 37.9 for households with 1-2 elderly members to 66.4 for “all other households.”  These percentages are not unlike those that were observed for the extremely low-income renter category.  However, the percentage of low-income renter households with a cost burden of 50.0 percent or more of income (at 13.5) is about 3.5 times less than that reported for extremely low-income renters. The lowest percentage of these renter households with a 50.0+ percent cost burden was posted by large families (5.3), while the highest percentage (at 19.6) was for “all other households.”

About as many low-income households as extremely low-income households, however, have housing problems (or 56.8 percent versus 65.2 in 2000).  Low-income renter households with 1-2 elderly members reported the lowest percentage in that year (38.8), while large families registered the highest (69.2 percent). As defined earlier, households with “housing problems” are those wherein the cost burden is greater than 30.0 percent of income, and/or crowded, and/or lack complete kitchen or plumbing facilities.

The county-level distribution of low-income renter households closely parallels that of extremely low-income renter households.  Thus, the largest numbers are associated with the most highly-populated urban centers in the state and the lowest with its least populated, rural counties. But the highest proportions are found in rural counties and the lowest proportions in many of the state’s more urban counties (although there are exceptions to this generalization). In terms of numbers, Jefferson County by itself accounted for 14,210 (or 17.0 percent) of all low-income renter households in 2000, while the 10 counties with 2,000 or more low-income renters comprised 59.3 percent of the total.  On the other hand, Henry County (a rural county in the southeastern part of the state) had the highest percentage of low-income renter households at the time of the 2000 census (23.6), but Shelby (a suburban county in the Birmingham-Hoover Metropolitan Statistical Area) posted the lowest (11.1 percent).               

Low-Income Owner-Occupied Households - There were 119,627 low-income owner-occupied households in Alabama in 2000, or 9.5 percent of all owner-occupied households in the state in that year. This was about the same percentage (or 9.3) that was computed for extremely low-income owner-occupied households.  The largest percentage of these households (47.4) contained 1-2 persons aged 62+.  About one-third (31.7 percent) consisted of small families, followed by “all other households” (13.2 percent) and households with 5+ members (7.7 percent).  A very similar percentage distribution was observed among these same groups for extremely low-income owner-occupied households.

Almost half (44.4 percent) of these households were characterized by a housing cost burden of 30.0 percent or more of gross household income, with the percentages ranging from 31.8 for households with 1-2 elderly members to 57.3 for households with 2-4 persons. About one-fifth (or 21.9 percent) had a housing-cost burden of 50.0 percent or more of income, with the percentages varying from 14.8 for households containing 1-2 elderly members to 31.5 percent for “all other households.”  Both of these sets of cost-burden percentages are significantly lower than those noted for extremely low-income owner-occupied households.

The percentage of low-income owner-occupied households with housing problems is also noticeably lower than that observed for their extremely low-income counterparts (or 46.9 vis-à-vis 66.3).  Still, however, the percentage is quite high. For individual household types, the percentages vary from 32.6 for households with 1-2 elderly persons to 69.9 for households with 5+ members.  Thus, throughout the analysis so far, extremely-low and low-income households with 1-2 persons 62+ generally fare better than other household types (especially large households).  That is not to say, however, that the poor elderly are doing well, in that percentages for the 62+ category on most of these measures are also quite high.

Looking within the state, the distribution of low-income owner-occupied households is about the same as that for low-income renters.  Hence, the largest numbers are associated with the state’s urban, metropolitan centers, while the highest proportions are typically found in Alabama’s most rural counties (especially in the Black Belt and neighboring areas in the southern part of the state).  In terms of numbers, the 10 counties with the highest totaled 54,400 low-income owner-occupied households, or 45.5 percent of all households of this type.  Jefferson County by itself accounted for 13.6 percent (16,260) of all low-income owner-occupied households in Alabama in 2000.  Perry County had the highest percentage of these households (14.6), followed by Sumter County (14.2).  Etowah County, on the other hand, had the lowest (i.e., 2.4 percent). 

Altogether, there were 203,291 renter- and owner-occupied households in Alabama in 2000 that were classified as “low-income,” a number which totaled 11.7 percent of all households in the state. About three-fifths (or 58.8 percent) of these households were occupied by owners.  Approximately half of the households in both groups have a housing-cost burden of 30.0 percent or more, while much smaller percentages (13.5 for renters and 18.4 for owners) indicate a housing–cost burden in excess of 50.0 percent. More than half of all low-income renters and owners report one or more housing problems.  Like all of the other housing-need categories that have been analyzed thus far, the greatest numbers are associated with the state’s urban, metropolitan counties, but the highest proportions with Alabama’s rural counties (especially those in the southern half of the state).

Moderate-Income Families - A “moderate income household,” for purposes of the Consolidated Plan, is defined as a household receiving from 50.0 to 80.0 percent of the median family income.  

Moderate Income Renter-Occupied Households - There were 94,653 renter-occupied households in this category in 2000, or 19.8 percent of all renter-occupied households in the state.  This compares to 28.6 percent of all renter-occupied households for extremely low-income renters and 17.5 percent for low-income renters.   The largest percentage of moderate-income renter-occupied households (43.3) was small families with 2-4 members.  One-third were comprised of “all other households” (mainly persons living alone), while 13.9 percent housed 1-2 persons aged 62+ and 9.2 percent were large families with 5+ members.

The housing-cost burden for these households is typically much less than that for extremely low- and low-income renters.  Thus, the percentage of moderate-income renter households with a cost burden of 30.0 percent of gross income or more was 21.0 in 2000 (versus 62.0 percent for extremely low-income renters and 52.5 percent for low-income renters).  Within the 30.0 percent cost-burden category for renters of moderate income, the proportions ranged from 10.2 percent of large-family households to 26.5 percent of “all other households.”  Very few moderate income households, on the other hand, were characterized by a cost burden in excess of 50.0 percent of gross income.  For all moderate-income renters, the percentage was only 2.4 in 2000, with the highest percentage (i.e., 5.9) registered for households with 1-2 elderly members. The proportions for the remainder of the household types were all less than 2.5 percent.     

Although the percentage of moderate-income renter households with “housing problems” (defined earlier) is much less than that observed for all of the income categories previously analyzed, the proportions are nevertheless significant.  Thus, 27.5 percent of all moderate-income renter households had one or more housing problems in 2000, with comparable percentages for extremely low-income renters and low-income renters at 65.2 and 56.8.  Within the moderate-income renter category, 45.6 percent of the households with 5+ members were characterized by housing problems in 2000, with the percentages for the other household types ranging from 23.7 for small families to 28.4 for “all other households.”

Like the other low-income categories analyzed, the majority of all moderate-income renter households are found in a relatively small number of more populous counties.  Nearly one-fifth (18.8 percent) of the state’s total were enumerated in Jefferson County in 2000.  Altogether, 42.9 percent were found in the state’s four most populous counties (Jefferson, Mobile, Madison, and Montgomery). Coosa County, at 25.5 percent, led all other counties in the proportion of moderate-income renter households in 2000.  The other counties with the highest percentages represent an interesting mixture of rural, urban, and metropolitan counties.  Some of these counties have experienced significant growth in Hispanic population in recent years (e.g., Blount, Franklin, and Marshall), while Dale County (fourth in rank) has a large military population (Fort Rucker).

Moderate Income Owner-Occupied Households - Moderate-income owner-occupied households numbered 193,212 at the time of the 2000 census, or 15.4 percent of all owner-occupied housing units in the state.  This compares with 9.3 percent for extremely low-income owner-occupied households and 9.5 percent for those of low-income.  The largest percentage of moderate-income owner-occupied housing units in 2000 contained small families with 2-4 members (41.7 percent).  Elderly households ranked next (34.9 percent), followed by “all other households” (14.0 percent) and large family households (9.4 percent).

Approximately one-third (or 29.2 percent) of these households had a housing-cost burden of 30.0 percent or more in 2000.  This percentage was much lower than the percentages that were reported for their extremely low- and low-income counterparts (i.e., 64.3 and 44.4).  Within the 30.0+ percent cost-burden category, the percentages range from 39.3 of “all other households” to 17.4 for households occupied by the elderly.  

Few moderate-income owner-occupied households report a housing-cost burden of 50.0 percent or more (i.e., only 7.8 percent in 2000).  The percentages are much higher, however, for extremely low-income owners (45.6) and low-income owners (21.9). Within the 50.0+ percent cost-burden category for moderate-income owners, the percentages range from only 4.9 percent for large families to 12.0 percent for “all other households.” 

Many of the households in this category (i.e., 32.1 percent in 2000) are nevertheless characterized by one or more “housing problems.”  However, the percentage is significantly lower than that reported for extremely low-income owner-occupied households (66.3) and low-income owner-occupied households (46.9).  Households with large families (47.1 percent) and “all other households” (40.2 percent) display the largest proportions of moderate-income owner-occupied households with problems, followed by households with 2-4 members (37.8 percent) and elderly-occupied households (18.1 percent). 

 An analysis of moderate-income owner-occupied households by county reveals that the largest numbers are concentrated in Alabama’s most highly populated counties.  Thus, the total for the eight counties (all of which are either core metropolitan, outlying metropolitan, or micropolitan) with 5,000 or more of these households in 2000 was 84,390 (or 43.7 percent of the total for the state).  In contrast, the counties with the highest proportions of moderate-income owner-occupied households represent a mixture of rural, urban, and metropolitan counties (as do the counties with the lowest percentages).

As a whole, there were 287,865 households of moderate-income in the state in 2000, or 16.6 percent of all households.  The corresponding percentages were 14.6 for extremely low-income households and 11.7 for low-income households.  Compared to households with lower income, moderate-income households (both renter and owner-occupied) are, predictably, much less likely to be characterized by high cost burdens and, thus, housing problems.  While both renter- and owner-occupied households in the moderate-income category are better off than those in the lower income groups, there are many households at this level that are still in need of housing assistance.  Like the extremely-low and the low-income, they are found in largest number in the more populous areas of the state.  As a whole, renters are as well off as owners when proportional variations are analyzed, but the numbers are much greater for owners than renters relative to elevated cost burdens and housing problems.

Middle-Income Families - Middle income households are defined as those with incomes ranging from 81.0-95.0 percent of the median family income.  Data for this group were not supplied in the table that is available for downloading on the HUD website at: http://socds.huduser.org/scripts/odbic.exe/chas/index.htm.  Therefore, data reported in this section of the 2010 Consolidated Plan are drawn from Tables A2A, A2B, A3A, and A3B located in the “State Files for Download” area on the HUD website at: http://www.huduser.org/datasets/cp/CHAS/State%20Files.htm.   The data in Tables A2A and A3A are for owners, while those in Tables A2B and A3B are for renters.  The data that will be utilized from these tables are for middle-income households (1) with a housing cost burden of 30.0 percent or more of household income and with any other housing problem (defined as “overcrowding and/or without complete kitchen and/or plumbing facilities”); and (2) middle-income households with a housing cost burden of 50.0 percent or more.

Middle-Income Renter-Occupied Households - Middle-income, renter-occupied households with incomes of 80.0-95.0 percent of the median, with housing cost burdens of 30.0 percent or more, and with another housing problem (i.e., in addition to high cost burden) totaled 4,121 in Alabama in 2000.  Of these, the highest percentage was for small families (32.8 percent of the total), followed closely by “other non-family households” (29.1 percent), and large families (26.9 percent).  The rest of these households were comprised of elderly persons, with the percentage for non-family elderly households at 8.3 and that for elderly family households at only 2.9.  Approximately three-fifths (or 58.1 percent) of these households were located in just five counties:  Jefferson, Mobile, Montgomery, Baldwin, and Lee.  There were 12 counties (all rural) wherein there were no households enumerated in this category in 2000.

There were only 191 middle-income renter-occupied households in the state in 2000 with a housing cost burden of 50.0 percent or more.  Seventy-six percent of these households were located in Jefferson, Baldwin, Lauderdale, Madison, and Tuscaloosa counties (all among the most populous counties in the state).

Middle-Income Owner-Occupied Households - There were almost five times as many middle-income owner-occupied households with cost burdens of 30.0+ percent of income, plus one or more additional housing problems, than there were for renter-occupied households in 2000 (i.e., 19,086 versus just 4,121).  Over half (51.3 percent) of these households were comprised of small families. Twenty percent were “other non-family households,” 13.4 percent were large families, 10.2 percent were elderly families, and 5.5 percent were elderly non-families.  Nearly half of these households (or 40.9 percent) were located in Jefferson, Mobile, Madison, Baldwin, and Montgomery counties.  There were eight counties in 2000, all located in the Black Belt, with no households in this category.

Middle-income households with cost burdens of 50.0+ percent in Alabama in 2000 numbered 2,819.  Thirty-eight percent of these households were located in just five counties: Jefferson, Mobile, Baldwin, Madison, and Montgomery.  There were 11 counties that did not have any households in this category in 2000.

Summary of Extremely Low-Income and Low-Income Housing Needs - Households classified as “extremely low-income” and "low-income" in Alabama (i.e., below 50.0 percent of the median family income) numbered approximately 457,000 in 2000.  Just over one-half (or 51.8 percent) were occupied by owners.  The largest number of rental households contained small families, while the elderly dominated in the housing units that were owner-occupied.

Of these lower-income households, a majority (about 254,000, or 55.7 percent) are below 30.0 percent of the median income level. Of these, slightly more than half (or 53.9 percent) are renter-occupied households. These households, furthermore, comprise the largest single grouping (at 29.9 percent) within the low-income category. The data also reveal that almost three-fifths of all households in this grouping (i.e., 257,000, or 56.2 percent) have a housing cost burden in excess of 30.0 percent of the household income level.

Those with the most severe housing needs in Alabama are, indisputably, those who are below 30.0 percent of the median income level, yet have a housing cost burden of 50.0 percent or more of income. This number totaled approximately 117,000 households in 2000, of which 55 percent were occupied by renters.  These rental-occupied households occurred with lowest frequency among the elderly but at higher rates (all of which were about the same) among small families, large families, and persons living alone.  Numerically, the households with the most severe needs are found in the major metropolitan areas of the state, but they are proportionately higher in Alabama’s rural counties, especially economically depressed counties in the southern sector of the state—a  theme that has been repeated throughout this report.

Households at the two lowest income levels are overwhelmingly characterized by housing problems (i.e., cost burden greater than 30.0 percent of income, and/or overcrowding, and or lacking complete kitchen or plumbing facilities).  Altogether, approximately 270,000 households were classified in this category in 2000—three-fifths of all extremely-low and low-income households in the state. Housing conditions improve with movement along the income continuum to "moderate-income" (50-80 percent of median family income) and "middle-income households" (80-95 percent of median family income).  Still, a significant number of households in these income categories are characterized by elevated cost burdens.  Approximately 76,000 of moderate-income households, for example, exhibited a housing cost burden of 30.0 percent or more of household income in 2000.  However, only a relatively small number reported a housing cost burden of 50.0 percent or more.

Considering the limited monetary resources that are available vis-à-vis the magnitude of the need, Alabama will be hard pressed to provide improved housing to households beyond those at the most severe level of need (i.e., below 30.0 percent of the median income with a housing cost burden of 50.0 percent or more).  Indeed, with almost 117,000 households in the "most severe need category" in 2000, only a small number of these households are likely to experience meaningful improvement in housing conditions within the foreseeable future (especially in the current economic climate).  For a low-income state such as Alabama, the pervasiveness of the need is almost overwhelming. 

· (2) For any of the income categories enumerated in paragraph (b)(1) of this section, to the extent that any racial or ethnic group has disproportionately greater need in comparison to the needs of that category as a whole, assessment of that specific need shall be included. For this purpose, disproportionately greater need exists when the percentage of persons in a category of need who are members of a particular racial or ethnic group in a category of need is at least 10 percentage points higher than the percentage of persons in the category as a whole.  91.305 (b)(2)

Whites, by far, comprise the largest racial category in the Alabama population. At 71.0 percent of the state's total in 2008, this group numbered 3,311,216.  African Americans, at 26.4 (or 1,159,005) were the next largest group.  All other race components of the population, therefore, numbered 120,897 (or 2.1 percent of the total for the state).  Of the two major segments of the population, African Americans grew at almost twice the pace as whites from 2000-2008 (or by 6.1 percent versus 3.6).

When measured according to percentage change, however, the most rapidly growing race categories are Asians (an increase of 38.6 percent from 2000-2008), Native Hawaiians and Other Pacific Islanders (+26.8 percent), and persons of two or more races (+37.7 percent).  All of these groups are relatively small, however, with Asians currently totaling 44,541, Native Hawaiians/Other Pacific Islanders only 1,945, and persons of 2+ races at 49,586.  American Indians, a group that had been among the fastest growing groups in the state’s population during the 1980s and 1990s, posted a more moderate increase of 8.1 percent from 2000-2008.

While the estimated number of American Indians residing in Alabama was 24,825 in 2008, the Alabama Indian Affairs Commission's total is much higher.  According to the Commission, "some of Alabama's tribal governments enroll by family rather than individual."  Applying the average family size for the state as a whole (i.e., 3.04 from 2005-2007) to the number of American Indian families reported by the Commission (or 38,000)  yields a total count of 115,520—or 4.7 times greater than the latest Census Bureau estimate.  Even with a significant undercount within the American Indian population, however, it is doubtful that the overall number of persons who currently identify themselves as "American Indian" would reach this level. 

The most dramatic change pertaining to race and ethnic affiliation has been the growth of the state’s Hispanic population (who, as an ethnic group, its members may be of any race).  Numbering only 24,629 in the 1990 census (apparently due in part due to a significant undercount), the number increased to 75,830 in the 2000 census. The current Census Bureau estimate (2008) is 134,810.  This translates to an increase of 77.8 percent in the Hispanic population from 2000-2008.  However, there is general consensus that the Census Bureau numbers reported for the Hispanic population are significantly below the actual number.  Indeed, for a variety of reasons (including language barriers, fear of government reprisal, and the tendency to share housing), it is difficult to accurately enumerate the Hispanic group.

According to 2008 population estimates, the percentage of the population that is white ranges from 97.7 percent in Winston County to 15.8 percent in Macon County.  Eleven Alabama counties were 90.0 percent or more white in that year, while whites totaled 50.0 percent or more of the population in 56 of the state’s 67 counties.  Whites are found in large numbers in every area of the state, except portions of the Black Belt region in south-central Alabama.

Likewise, the highest concentration of African Americans in the state is in the Black Belt region.  All 11 counties wherein African Americans comprised 50.0 percent or more of the total population in 2008 are located in that area.  Most members of this group, however, live in the state's metropolitan areas. Thus, 54.0 percent resided in just five metropolitan counties in 2008.  Jefferson (271,111) recorded the largest total, followed by Mobile (139,783), Montgomery (121,041), Madison (77,155), and Tuscaloosa (55,256).  Altogether, about two-thirds (or 64.9 percent) of the state's African Americans resided in just 10 counties in 2008, eight of which were metropolitan.

Other racial groupings within the population also tend to be associated with specific locales.  Sixty percent of all Native Americans in 2008 lived in just 10 counties, with more than half (or 50.5 percent) living in just seven of these counties (Mobile, 2,743; Jefferson, 2,264; Madison, 2,232; Lawrence, 1,780; Washington, 1,339; Escambia, 1,183; and Jackson, 987).  Counties with the largest number of Native Americans collectively represent a mixture of both rural and metropolitan populations.  Asians, on the other hand, are most frequently located in highly urbanized, metropolitan counties.  Thus, 74.6 percent of this population segment lived in only seven counties in 2008—Jefferson (8,505), Mobile (7,391), Madison (7,024), Montgomery (2,905), Shelby (2,784), Lee (2,405), and Tuscaloosa (2,205).  Students apparently comprise a significant proportion of this group, as indicated by the large number of Asian and Pacific Islanders residing in Lee County (Auburn University) and Tuscaloosa County (University of Alabama).

Persons of mixed race represent a growing component of the Alabama population.  Although the number of persons who are of “mixed race” is still relatively small (about 50,000 in 2008), their numbers are estimated to have increased by 38 percent from 2000-2008.  There were 13 counties in 2008 in which persons of 2+ races numbered 1,000 or more.  Altogether, the mixed-race population in these 13 counties totaled 62.6 percent of the total for the state.  Most persons of mixed race live in the state’s largest metropolitan centers.  Eleven of the 13 counties wherein persons of 2+ races numbered 1,000 or more in 2008, for example, were metropolitan counties.  The only exceptions were Jackson County (located in the northeastern portion of the state) and Baldwin (adjacent to Mobile County and formerly classified as a metropolitan county).

Those of Hispanic origin also favor metropolitan, more highly urbanized settings.  Although Hispanics can now be found in every Alabama county, 40 percent of the members of this group resided in just five metropolitan/formerly metropolitan counties in 2008—Jefferson (20,513), Madison (9,344), Marshall (9,225), Mobile (7,614), and Shelby (7,286).  (Marshall was once classified as an outlying metropolitan county of the Huntsville Metropolitan Statistical Area, but is now listed as a micropolitan county.) Sixty percent of all Hispanics, on the other hand, lived in only 10 counties, seven of which were metropolitan. The only exceptions were DeKalb, Marshall, and Baldwin counties (of which Baldwin is a former metropolitan county).  While Hispanics are now found throughout Alabama, their numbers are lowest in the Black Belt region of the state, along with other highly rural counties.

Both whites and African Americans followed a similar pattern of population change from 2000-2008.  The most rapid rates of increase for both groups were registered in the state's metropolitan counties (eight of the top 10 gainers for whites and six of the 10 most rapidly growing for African Americans), with declines (owing mainly to a lack of economic opportunity; hence, out-migration) typically characteristic of the rural portions of the state (but not always, given white losses in Montgomery and Jefferson counties). This pattern has a tendency to create a housing vacuum in many parts of rural Alabama, but increased competition for well-maintained, affordable housing in the state's most highly populated urban centers.

Most of the increase among Native Americans from 2000-2008 occurred in just five counties—Jefferson (784), Shelby (109), Morgan (68), Baldwin (63), and Madison (59).  Together, the numerical growth in these counties was 1,083, accounting for 58.5 percent of the total gain for the state as a whole (which was 1,850).  The Asian category has posted gains in 55 of Alabama's 67 counties during the present decade, but most of the growth (79.8 percent) has been centered in just 10 metropolitan/formerly metropolitan counties. A similar growth pattern is also observed for the mixed-race category.

As indicated earlier, the fastest growing race/ethnic group in the Alabama population is Hispanics.  This group nearly doubled from 2000-2008, registering a 77.8 percent increase.  Thus, it is not surprising that the Hispanic population increased in all 67 of the state’s counties over that period. Bullock County, which has major chicken processing and plant-growing industries, posted the greatest Hispanic growth rate from 2000-2008 at 161.2 percent. The Hispanic population also more than doubled in Shelby (150.4 percent), Barbour (148.1), Crenshaw (113.8), and Baldwin (103.6) counties over that time frame.  Jefferson, Marshall, DeKalb, Morgan and Russell counties rounded out the top-ten in Hispanic growth rates, with all nearly doubling in Hispanic population during the current decade.

There were no race/ethnic groups in the extremely-low income category in the Alabama population in 2000 that were as much as 10 percentage points greater in housing need than members of the general population.  Within the low-income renter category, however, Non-Hispanic Pacific Islander households were 14.6 percentage points higher in the percentage with “housing problems” (i.e., housing cost burden greater than 30.0 percent of income, and/or overcrowding, and/or lacking complete plumbing or kitchen facilities) than that for all low-income renter households (or 71.4 percent as opposed to 56.8).  Likewise, Non-Hispanic Asian owner-occupied households were 29.0 percentage points higher (75.9 percent versus 46.9) than the general benchmark, Hispanic renter-occupied households were 13.5 percentage points higher (70.3 percent vis-à-vis 56.8) than all households in that category, and Hispanic owner-occupied households were 22.5 percentage points more (69.4 versus 46.9) than all owner-occupied households in that category.

Because of very low numbers, data for Non-Hispanic Pacific Islanders are not available for specific household types (i.e., elderly households, family households, and “all other households”).  However, using the additional data provided by HUD for the Consolidated Plan (i.e., Table A1B of the State Files for Download), it was determined that all 10 of the low-income NHPI renter households with housing problems in the state were located in Montgomery County in 2000.  Neither are data available for household types for low-income Non-Hispanic Asian owner-occupied households, but subsequent analysis (Table A1A) indicated that the majority of these households (or 53.9 percent) that had housing problems were found in only four counties at the time of the 2000 census (Mobile, Madison, Montgomery, and Jefferson).  In fact, all of them were located in just 17 counties. 

More complete data are available, however, for Hispanic households.  Thus, low-income renter households (13.5 percentage points above the general category benchmark) were about evenly spread among the various household-type categories, with the percentage with housing problems ranging from 66.0 for “all other households” to 71.6 for family households.  Half of the households with housing problems for this category (extracted from Table A1B) were found in Jefferson, Morgan, Lee, Marshall, and Madison counties in 2000.  There were no households of this type in 26 Alabama counties. The data for low-income owner-occupied Hispanic households (22.5 percentage points above the general category value) ranged from 78.6 percent with housing problems for family households to 32.1 percent for elderly-occupied households. Most of these households (59.4 percent) were located in only nine mostly metropolitan counties in 2000 (Table A1A).  Thirty of the state’s 67 counties had no Hispanic households in this category.

For the moderate-income category, five race/ethnic sectors were 10 percentage points or more above the general category benchmark in housing problems in Alabama in 2000: Non-Hispanic Pacific Islander owner-occupied households (+17.9 percentage points), Non-Hispanic Asian renter- and owner occupied households (13.6 and 20.2 percentage points), and Hispanic renter- and owner-occupied households (13.8 and 19.2 percentage points).

There are no data available by household type for Non-Hispanic Pacific Islander renter-occupied households.  However, all 10 of the households that had housing problems were located in Lauderdale County in 2000 (Table A1B). There is also an absence of data by household type for Non-Hispanic Asians.  But additional analysis (Tables A1A and A1B) revealed that most (or 75.8 percent) of the moderate-income renter-occupied households with housing problems in 2000 were in Jefferson, Mobile, Lee, Tuscaloosa, and Madison counties, while over three-fourths (i.e., 76.6) of the owner-occupied households with housing problems were located in Mobile, Jefferson, Madison, Shelby, and Montgomery counties.  Moreover, all of the households in the owner-occupied category were located in just 14 of Alabama’s 67 counties.

Examining the two Hispanic moderate-income categories that were 10+ percentage points above the benchmark reveals that renter-occupied households (13.8 percentage points higher) with housing problems appear most frequently within the family household sector (48.8 percent with housing problems), followed by elderly-occupied households (42.9 percent) and “all other households” (25.0 percent).  For moderate-income owner-occupied households with housing problems (19.2 percentage points higher), family households (at 57.8 percent) registered the highest percentage, with “all other households” at 42.3 percent, and elderly households at 22.5 percent.  A majority (or 55.8 percent) of these renter households were located in Jefferson, Mobile, Morgan, Montgomery, Marshall, and DeKalb counties in 2000, while 52.7 percent of the owner-occupied households were in Jefferson, Madison, DeKalb, Mobile, Marshall, and Morgan counties.

The only other disproportionate race/ethnic variance noted in the data was for renter-occupied Hispanic households at 80.0 percent or more of the median income.  For these households, housing problems were 26.4 percentage points higher than the benchmark figure (or 34.1 percent versus 7.7).  The high percentage of family households with housing problems (at 41.4) is mainly responsible for pushing this category so far in excess of the benchmark.               

Homeless Needs 91.305 (c)

· (c) Homeless needs. The plan must provide a concise summary of the nature and extent of homelessness (including rural homelessness and chronically homeless persons) within the state, addressing separately the need for facilities and services for homeless individuals and homeless families with children, both sheltered and un-sheltered, and homeless subpopulations, in accordance with a table prescribed by HUD. This description must include the characteristics and needs of low-income individuals and families with children (especially extremely low-income) who are currently housed but threatened with homelessness. The plan also must contain a brief narrative description of the nature and extent of homelessness by racial and ethnic group, to the extent information is available.

There are nine continuums of care for the homeless in Alabama, together encompassing all 67 of the state’s counties.  These continuums serve as the main coordinating and planning bodies for homeless programs across the state.  All nine continuums are active, functioning groups that, among many other activities, conduct an enumeration of the homeless population in January of each year/every other year (HUD allows biennial enumerations if the continuum does not deem it necessary to undertake an annual count).  Three continuums are located in the northern part of the state (Florence, Huntsville, and Gadsden-Anniston areas), two in central Alabama (Birmingham and Montgomery areas), one in west Alabama (Tuscaloosa), one in south Alabama (Mobile area), and one in east Alabama (the Russell County portion of the Columbus, Georgia Homeless Resource Network).  All of the remaining areas in the state (i.e., 43 counties) are served by the Alabama Rural Coalition for the Homeless.

The data utilized in this section of the report were drawn from the homeless enumerations that are conducted by each of the nine continuums in January of each year/every other year.  These are “point-in-time enumerations” that are done on a specific day/night and include a count of both the unsheltered and the sheltered homeless.  In addition to conducting basic counts, some of the continuums collect additional information through face-to-face interviews (the street homeless) and/or direct interviews/distribution of questionnaires to the homeless housed in provider agencies.  For this report, several documents were utilized in the data collection process, including the 2007 Homelessness in Alabama Statewide Data Report, data supplied by the Alabama Department of Economic and Community Affairs from the 2008 Alabama homeless enumerations, The 2008 Annual Homeless Assessment Report to Congress, and data provided directly by various homeless coalitions/continuums across the state that were submitted with the Exhibit I portion of 2008 funding requests to HUD for Supportive Housing Programs.

Because of difficulties in counting the homeless population and variations in methodology used by the state’s nine Continuums of Care, caution must be exercised in using the numbers reported herein.  These data are “point-in-time”; hence reflect counts as of a particular date and not the total number of homeless people within a given month, year, etc.  Obviously, the total number of homeless during a particular year would be much larger than the numbers reported for a single day/night.  In addition, any attempt to enumerate the homeless will most likely result in a significant undercount.  Thus, the homeless population in Alabama is/was almost certainly larger than the point-in-time numbers that are reported in this section. Finally, not all continuums collect the same information concerning the homeless (demographic characteristics, needs, causes of homelessness, etc.), making it impossible to generalize safely from the data to the total population of homeless.  Nevertheless, the numbers reported herein provide at least some indication of the magnitude of homelessness in the state at a given time, along with the characteristics and needs of the homeless.

According to the 2008 homeless enumeration results that were reported to the Alabama Department of Community and Economic Affairs (see Table 1), 6,198 people were homeless in Alabama as of January in that year. Slightly over one-third (36.6 percent; 2,270) of those enumerated were unsheltered (or “on the streets”), while 3,928 (63.4 percent) were sheltered.  Most of the sheltered homeless were living in transitional housing in January, 2008 (59.3 percent), with the rest residing in emergency shelters. Formerly homeless persons residing in permanent housing are not included in this count.  (Note:  Metropolitan Birmingham Services for the Homeless did not conduct a homeless enumeration in 2008; therefore, numbers from their 2009 enumeration are included in the data reported above.)

Of the 6,198 people estimated to be homeless in 2008, 858 (or 13.8 percent) were enumerated by the Alabama Rural Coalition for the Homeless in the 43 counties that are included in its jurisdiction.  Thus, the number of rural homeless is estimated to be about one in every seven of the total homeless population in the state. Of those enumerated in 2008 (including the 2009 Birmingham enumeration), about 37 percent were in the Birmingham area, followed by rural Alabama (13.8 percent), Huntsville and Decatur area (11.5 percent), Russell County/Columbus, GA area (10.0 percent), Mobile and Baldwin counties (8.5 percent), Montgomery area (7.2 percent), Gadsden-Anniston area (4.8 percent), Florence-Muscle Shoals area (4.0 percent), and Tuscaloosa County (3.2 percent).

A recent trend regarding the state’s homeless population is the increasing number of families that are homeless (especially single women with children).  The 2007 Homelessness in Alabama Statewide Data Report cites “the growing gap between wages and the cost of housing” as a major factor.  Add to that, the rising employment rates and home foreclosures that have occurred in recent months and the number of homeless families has undoubtedly intensified.  According to the data presented in Table 1, there were 513 families in the state in January, 2008 that were homeless, numbering 1,413 individuals (or nearly one-fourth of all persons who were homeless).  More than one-fourth (28.9 percent; 408) were living on the streets, with 39.5 percent in transitional housing and 31.6 percent in emergency shelters.

According to the 2007 Homelessness in Alabama Statewide Data Report, men comprised 70 percent of the state’s homeless population in 2007.  Almost two-thirds (64 percent) were African American, 34 percent were white, 1 percent were Native American, and 1 percent were persons of other races.  Although the numbers from the various continuums concerning “causes of homelessness” are fragmentary, the factors with the greatest percentages for those reporting information are substance abuse, mental illness, eviction, inadequate income, unemployment, and domestic violence. Likewise, the categories of greatest need for the homeless from these same data are case management, emergency shelter, food assistance, clothing, help with a physical disability, housing placement, skills/job training, employment assistance, legal assistance, life skills training, medical and dental care, medicine, mental health services, substance abuse treatment, transitional and permanent housing, and transportation.

Of the 3,928 homeless persons who were sheltered in emergency and transitional housing in the January, 2008 enumerations, the following subpopulations were identified: chronic substance abusers, 1,895; seriously mentally ill, 1,437; veterans, 728; chronically homeless, 664; victims of domestic violence, 432; persons with HIV/AIDS, 178; and unaccompanied youth under 18, 32 (see Table 1). An unknown number of these persons may be placed in more than one subpopulation.  However, it is apparent that the two largest subpopulations represented among the sheltered homeless in Alabama are substance abusers and the seriously mentally ill.  Fragmentary evidence from the street enumerations conducted around the state also indicates that these two subpopulations predominate there as well.

The most recent count of the unsheltered chronically homeless in Alabama is 608.  This number was derived from the annual enumerations that were conducted in 2008 (eight of the continuums) and 2009 (one of the continuums).  This is close to the number that was tabulated for the chronically homeless living in shelters, raising the overall estimate for this group to 1,272 in Alabama (Table 1).

With more than 2,000 unsheltered homeless people on the streets in Alabama at any given time (and likely growing given the current economic climate), additional housing resources are needed.  Homeless individuals with substance abuse and/or serious mental illness need immediate housing with supportive services.  In most cases, this housing should take the form of transitional housing in conjunction with substance abuse treatment programs and permanent housing with supportive services for those who are seriously mentally ill. Alongside these two subpopulations is the growing number of families with children (especially single women with children).  Most emergency shelters across the state are not configured to house families or, if they are, only a very limited number of units are available for families.  While a few nights of housing in a shelter (when the beds can be found) is beneficial for families, the greater need is for transitional housing that will provide some semblance of stability for the family while allowing time for the parent(s) to undertake job training, to seek employment, and to make other adjustments that will lead to a more stable existence.  

Although inmates paroled from state institutions must theoretically have a place to live before they are released, planned living arrangements are not always realized.  In addition, the state makes no provision for inmates who are released because they have reached the end of their sentences.  With state correctional institutions generally filled significantly beyond capacity, many more inmates are apt to be paroled early in the months ahead (especially given current economic constraints on state government).  Whatever the subpopulation of homeless, most continuums across the state need to provide more field workers/case managers to work one-on-one with the street homeless; hence, directing them to available services and housing, facilitating intake into homeless programs through one-stop and/or satellite processing systems, and streamlining the determination of eligibility for participation in mainstream governmental programs.

In addition to housing, most of the homeless facilities in Alabama offer one or more supportive services. However, the quantity and quality of supportive services varies greatly across the state, depending on financial considerations, staff size, staff qualifications, subpopulations served, and other considerations. Many (probably most) of the state’s homeless providers also provide outreach and assessment.  Known outreach activities include case workers who work directly with the street homeless in order to secure housing and/or provide needed services; vans that comb the streets for homeless persons in need of food, shelter, and clothing; direct advertising of the 211 Connects system and other provider services to the homeless; periodic health fairs and other special events for the homeless; and monitoring of those about to be released from public institutions (e.g., hospitals, correctional facilities, and mental institutions) who otherwise have no place to go.   

Most of Alabama’s homeless providers also have developed at least a rudimentary intake and assessment process. Indeed, the recent development and implementation of the Homeless Management Information System across eight of the nine Alabama Continuums of Care has served as a stimulus to at least some agencies that did not have intake and assessment systems to develop better recordkeeping programs.  Still, the completeness of intake and assessment varies greatly depending on the particular provider, financial support, staffing, and a myriad of other considerations.  Many provider agencies, furthermore, do not yet participate in HMIS and/or the data they collect are often less than complete. Thus, a near-term challenge is to significantly improve homeless data collection across the state, including the streamlining of intake procedures and the development of better assessment systems.  In some instances (such as the Montgomery area), intake and assessment is conducted by several homeless providers in different neighborhood locations, while at least one continuum (Mobile) operates a one-stop center.

Most all areas of the state indicate the need for additional housing for the homeless.  The unmet need for homeless individuals was estimated at 1,426 beds for the state as a whole in 2008, while that for families with children was 632 beds.  The category with the greatest estimated need for both groups is permanent supportive housing, at 1,052 beds for individuals and 383 for families with children. Permanent housing was followed by transitional housing (262 beds for individuals and 205 beds for families with children), and emergency shelter beds (112 for individuals and 44 for families with children). There are no known estimates concerning the number of additional beds that are needed for the chronically homeless.

As indicated earlier, there are a great many low-income people in Alabama.  Thus, achieving access to quality, affordable housing is problematical for a significant proportion of the state’s population. The National Low Income Housing Coalition, for example, has estimated a shortage of approximately 45,000 “affordable and available units” for the low income in Alabama. Thus, many low-income people are forced to live in substandard housing, to double-up with relatives and friends, live in abandoned buildings and other places unfit for habitation, or to seek shelter in agencies that serve the homeless.  Unfortunately, there is not enough public housing to begin to meet the magnitude of the need. 

Led by the Low Income Housing Coalition of Alabama, the 2008 Alabama Legislature passed a bill that created the Interim Alabama Housing Task Force. This task force was charged with the responsibility of studying housing trust funds outside of Alabama for possible application within the state, with a report concerning findings and recommendations to be presented to the Alabama Legislature at the beginning of its 2009 session. Although the report was presented and a bill introduced that would establish an affordable housing trust fund for Alabama, no legislative action was taken during the 2009 session. Alabama is currently one of only 12 states without a statewide housing trust fund for low-income individuals and one of just seven without any type of housing trust fund at all.

Activities to prevent homelessness in Alabama vary from one locale to another, are underfunded, and largely uncoordinated.  Although there is agency participation in governmental assistance programs such as FEMA and L.I.E.H.E.A.P., much of the emergency assistance provided to those vulnerable to homelessness is through local agencies (such as county human resource offices, Catholic Social Services, American Red Cross, Salvation Army and other faith-based organizations, and various other groups.  Several Alabama cities (including Birmingham, Decatur, Montgomery, Mobile, and Huntsville) offer down payment assistance programs to first-time homebuyers through HUD’s HOME Program.  Likewise, the Alabama Housing Finance Authority serves as administrator for a variety of statewide programs that help to make housing more accessible and affordable for both renters and homebuyers.  

Another recent statewide initiative that has aided in homeless prevention is the passage of a new landlord-tenant law.  Enacted in 2006 and taking effect in 2007, this law significantly strengthens the position of tenants in the landlord-tenant relationship, including assurances that tenants will be provided habitable property with working heat, electricity, and water.  Other examples of homeless prevention activities include credit counseling programs for the low income, efforts to establish a statewide housing trust fund for low-income housing (discussed above), a new statewide program to place inmates that are being released from state correctional facilities (which involves a partnership between the Alabama Department of Corrections and non-profit social service agencies), and longstanding programs to insure that patients released from state mental institutions will not become homeless. Finally, Alabama is slated to receive approximately $20 million through the 2009 Homeless Prevention and Rapid Re-Housing Program, an initiative that will prevent many Alabamians who have recently experienced economic reversals from becoming homeless and from living in shelters for an extended period of time.
91.305 (d) Other Special Needs 

· (1) The State shall estimate, to the extent practicable, the number of persons who are not homeless but require supportive housing, including the elderly, frail elderly, persons with disabilities (mental, physical, developmental), persons with alcohol or other drug addiction, persons with HIV/AIDS and their families, and any other categories the State may specify, and describe their supportive housing needs.

The Elderly:  The elderly (i.e. defined in this section as those aged 65+) constitute one of the most rapidly growing segments of Alabama's population.  Totaling approximately 523,000 in 1990, the number had grown to 580,000 in 2000—an increase of 57,000 (or 10.9 percent) during the 1990s.  Overall, this group rose from 9.5 percent of the total population in 1970 to 13.0 percent in 2000.  According to Census Bureau estimates, Alabama was home to 641,667 persons aged 65+ in 2008, or 13.8 percent of the total population.

Within the elderly age group, the most rapidly growing sector is those aged 85+.  While this group numbered 67,301 in 2000, the total had increased to 85,079 in 2008 for a percentage gain of 26.4.  A growing number of the elderly, especially those in the 75+ age category, live alone.  As a result of differences in life expectancy between the sexes, the overwhelming majority of single-person households within the elderly population are comprised of females.

While the elderly totaled 13.8 percent of the population in 2008, the number of owner-occupied housing units with a householder or spouse aged 65+ in 2007 amounted to 26.1 percent (or 335,816) of all owner-occupied units.  This pattern is explained in part by the high rate of home ownership (84.0 percent in 2007) that is characteristic of the elderly population.  Indeed, in 46 of Alabama’s 67 counties, the proportion of all owner-occupied units that were headed by an elderly male and/or female in 2000 (data are not available for all counties in 2007) was 25.0 percent or more.  Eight of the 10 counties with the highest percentages in 2000 were located in the southern part of the state.  In terms of numbers, 48,000 of all owner-occupied housing units with an elderly householder or spouse in 2000 (or 15.3 percent of the total) were located in Jefferson County alone.  

Renter-occupied housing units with householders aged 65+ numbered 64,028 in 2007 and totaled just 12.1 percent of all rental households in the state in that year.  The 10 counties with the highest proportions of elderly renters in 2000 (again data are not available for all counties in 2007) typically display predominantly rural populations and are located in all sectors of the state. The largest numbers, however, are found in metropolitan counties.  There were over 11,000 rental units with elderly householders in Jefferson County alone in 2000, for example.   This number totaled approximately 17 percent of all rental units in Alabama in that year.

 With Social Security and Supplemental Security Income programs, as well as the greater likelihood of having a private or governmental pension than those of earlier generations, the economic status of the elderly population has improved dramatically in recent decades. Thus, the poverty rate for persons aged 65+ was 28.4 percent in Alabama in 1979 (data drawn from the decennial census), but had declined by four percentage points to 24.0 percent in 1989.  It had experienced a major decline to 15.5 percent by 1999, and had dropped even further to 11.9 percent in 2007 (versus 16.9 percent for the general population).  The poverty rate for elderly African Americans aged 65+, however, was 3.3 times that of the white elderly rate in 2007 (or 27.7 percent versus only 8.5).  

Data from the 2000 census indicate that most of the persons aged 65+ in poverty are located in a relatively small number of highly populated, metropolitan counties.  More than one-third of the state total (or 35.6 percent), for example, was found in just seven counties (Jefferson, Mobile, Montgomery, Madison, Tuscaloosa, Etowah, and Marshall counties).  Jefferson County alone accounted for 12.8 percent of all elderly persons in poverty in 1999.  The highest proportions of elderly in poverty, however, are located in the least urbanized areas of the state, especially rural counties located in the Black Belt region.  Sumter County led all counties in the percentage of persons aged 65+ below the poverty level in 1999 at 36.1, followed by Wilcox County at 32.1.  The lowest proportion, in contrast, was posted in Shelby County (only 8.2 percent).

As noted above, most of the elderly (or 84.0 percent in 2007) own their own homes.  Survey data for that year indicate that 23.5 percent of the owner-occupied households containing one or more elderly persons aged 65+ had a housing cost burden of 30.0 percent or more of income (versus 22.8 percent for all households), with the comparable percentage for renter-occupied households at 41.2 (vis-à-vis 40.6 for all households).  Data from the 2000 census extracted from supplementary files supplied by HUD for the 2010 Consolidated Plan reveal that there were 83,169 households with 1-2 elderly persons aged 62+ in 2000 with household incomes below 30.0 percent of the median family income (a percentage which totaled one-fifth of all households occupied by the elderly).  Another 76,368 elderly households ranged from 30.0-50.0 percent of the median.  More than half of the elderly households in the extremely low-income category reported a housing cost burden of 30.0 percent or more of gross household income.  While the proportions were much less for the low-income category (at about one-third), they are still substantial.

Persons aged 65+ tend to live in older housing than the population generally.  At the time of the 2000 census, 38.6 percent of the state’s elderly population lived in homes constructed prior to 1960.  The corresponding percentage for the total population was 24.1, or 14.5 percentage points less. Older homes often do not reflect construction advances that would make them more user-friendly for their occupants as they age. And many older people (i.e., 49.7 percent in 2007) suffer from one or more disabilities (defined by the Census Bureau as “a long-lasting sensory, physical, mental, or emotional condition or conditions that make it difficult for a person to do functional or participatory activities”). The corresponding percentage with disabilities for the total population in that year was 20.7. For the elderly with disabilities in 2007, most (39.6 percent) were characterized by physical disabilities, followed by sensory disabilities (20.9 percent), and mental disabilities (16.4 percent).  While 22.4 percent reported “go-outside home disabilities,” 13.9 percent said they had “self-care disabilities.”

Most elderly people fare much better economically than those of earlier generations and a high percentage own their own homes.  However, significant numbers live in older dwelling units, have various physical and mental disabilities, and/or live alone.  And despite the economic advances that they have made, a significant number of elderly persons continue to live in extremely-low and low-income households wherein the housing cost burden is high. Most of the elderly-occupied households below the poverty threshold are located in the state’s most populous counties, but the highest proportions are found in the rural areas of the state (especially the Black Belt).  The African-American elderly, whose poverty rate is 3.3 times greater than that for whites, are in a particularly disadvantaged position (especially those living in rural areas).  

Single Persons:  In 2007, there were 497,840 people in Alabama who were living alone, a number that totaled 10.8 percent of the statewide population. Almost three-fifths (or 57.4 percent) of those living alone were females, while about one-third (35.4 percent) were aged 65+.  Within the 65+ age group, however, only 28.2 percent of all people lived alone, but the vast majority (or 75.2 percent) was female.

Of all households in the state in 2007, 27.4 percent were one-person households (or a much higher percentage than that observed for single persons in the total population).  Within the elderly population, however, 39.5 percent of the households contained only one person (most of whom were females).

Single-person households have been growing rapidly in Alabama, increasing from 20.4 percent of all households in 1980, to 23.8 percent in 1990, 26.1 percent in 2000, and (as indicated above) 27.4 percent in 2007.  Three factors account primarily for this change:  the increasing tendency for young persons to stay unmarried longer, high rates of divorce and marital separation, and growth in the elderly population (vis-à-vis the gap in life expectancies between males and females). 

Single-person households do not fare as well economically as multi-person households.  Thus, in 2007 the median income for “non-family households” (most of which are comprised of persons living alone) was only $22,221, but the corresponding income for all households was $40,554.  Likewise, the percentage of “unrelated individuals” below the poverty threshold in 2007 (again most of whom live alone) was 29.8.  The percentage for all persons in poverty, however, was 16.9 (or 12.9 percentage points less).

Of the three major race/ethnic groups in the Alabama population, there is significant variation in the proportion of single-person households.  While the highest percentages were listed for African Americans (31.3) and whites (26.1) in 2007, the percentage of single-person Hispanic households was only 15.0.  Many Hispanics have only recently arrived in Alabama, however, and because of language and other considerations frequently choose to live with others who can assist them in day-to-day navigation, finding employment, and accessing local services and businesses.

 While single-person households are found in significant numbers throughout the state, the largest numbers are associated with Alabama’s most populous counties.  Thirty-seven percent of all single-person households in 2000, for example, were located in just four counties (Jefferson, Mobile, Madison, and Montgomery). Over half (or 54.4 percent) were in located in only 10 counties.  As a proportion of all households, single-person households ranged from 33.0 percent in Macon County (site of Tuskegee University) to 19.9 percent in Autauga County in 2000.

Single persons who are just “starting out” in Alabama need smaller homes and apartments that are affordable. As indicated earlier, income levels are much lower and poverty levels are significantly higher for this segment of the household population than all households generally. Elderly persons in single-person households frequently live in larger homes.  Since many of these households are occupied by elderly women, the expense of continuing to live in a larger home and the cost of maintaining it become more and more problematical.  Thus, many elderly persons consider downsizing more seriously as they advance through the years.  In addition, more elderly people will either have to alter their current homes, or move to new homes, as physical and and/or mental changes drive many of them to make adjustments in their lifestyles.

Large Families:  For purposes of this analysis, “large family households” are defined as those with five or more members.  There were approximately 142,000 large-family households in the state in 2000, comprising 8.2 percent of all households.  Large family households are on the decline in Alabama, however, dropping by 6,476 from 1990-2000, or by 4.3 percent.

Like other subjects analyzed in this report, the largest number of large-family households are found in the state’s most heavily populated counties.  Thus, over half (or 54.4 percent) were located in just 10 counties (all metropolitan but one) in 2000.  The only exception was Baldwin, once an outlying county of the Mobile Metropolitan Statistical Area, but now classified as a micropolitan county. On the other hand, the counties with the smallest numbers are all thinly populated, rural counties.  

Almost invariably, the counties with the highest proportions of large-family households (all in the 10-13 percent range) are located in the Black Belt region of the state (eight of the top 10 in 2000).  The most notable exception is Mobile County, the second most populous metropolitan county in the state.  The counties with the smallest proportions, in contrast, are typically rural counties located in the northern half of the state with large white populations.  However, at least a couple of northern metropolitan counties also appear on the list.  Lauderdale County, for example, posted the lowest percentage (at 6.0) of any county in the state in 2000 in large-family households, but it is also a part of the Florence-Muscle Shoals Metropolitan Statistical Area.

Examining data supplied by HUD for the 2010 Consolidated Plan reveals that 16,275 of the state’s large families are below 30.0 percent of the median family income, placing them in the “extremely low-income category.”  Another 16,114 of these families are in the low-income range (i.e., from 30.0-50.0 percent of the median family income), while 26,898 are classified as “moderate-income” (i.e., from 50.0-80.0 of the median).  The two lowest income categories comprise about one-fifth (or 22.7 percent) of all large families in the state.  At the lowest income level (below 30.0 percent of the median), renters predominate, about 80.0 of the households are characterized by housing problems, approximately two-thirds have a housing cost burden of 30.0 percent of income or more, and about half have a housing cost burden of 50.0 percent of income or more.  Clearly, this income sector of the large-family category exhibits significant housing needs.   

Persons with HIV/AIDS:  According to the Alabama Department of Public Health (ADPH), 16,377 HIV/AIDS cases had been reported in Alabama from 1982 through March 31, 2009.  African Americans accounted for 63.6 percent of these cases (according to AIDS Alabama, the statistic reported to HUD and others was 63.8 percent), whites for 33.4 percent (according to AIDS Alabama, the statistic reported to HUD and others was 33.5 percent), Hispanics for 1.7, percent, and “all other races/ethnic groups” for approximately 1 percent (with the remaining portion of a percentage “unknown”).  Three-fourths of the cumulative HIV/AIDS cases have been among males, while the 25-34 and 35-44 age categories account for 65.5 percent of all HIV/AIDS cases diagnosed thus far.  Most of these HIV/AIDS cases have involved “men who have sex with men” (41.4 percent) and “heterosexuals” (28.5 percent).  Another 11.1 percent were “injection drug users.”  The Centers for Disease Control and Prevention (CDC) reported that Alabama ranked in the upper-half of all the states in 2007 in the total number of HIV/AIDS cases reported since 1982.

In terms of Alabama residents who are currently living with HIV/AIDS, the number reported by ADPH at the end of 2008 was 10,449. (According to AIDS Alabama, the total in 2008 was 11,154, with a total of 10,579 as of March 2009.  AIDS Alabama goes on to explain that these numbers do not reflect those who are unaware that they are HIV-positive, which the Centers for Disease Control and Prevention estimates at 21% of the entire HIV-positive population.)  The demographic characteristics of those who currently have HIV/AIDS are quite similar to those for cumulative HIV/AIDS cases presented above.  Thus, African Americans totaled 64.9 percent of the current cases; whites, 31.0 percent; Hispanics, 2.1 percent; and “all others,” 1.2 percent. Males accounted for 71.0 percent of the cases, those aged 25-34 for 34.2 percent, persons aged 35-44 for 29.9 percent, and those aged 13-24 for 17.2 percent.  “Men who had sex with men” totaled 39.6 percent of all current cases in 2008, while “heterosexuals” accounted for 33.0 percent.  In comparing current cases of HIV/AIDS with all cases, both younger people (those aged 13-24) and females have gained in proportions (i.e., both at 3.7 percentage points higher for current than cumulative cases).  This suggests that the HIV virus is being contacted at an earlier age in Alabama and is expanding to more females.

It is also informative to analyze HIV/AIDS incidence data, or the number of new cases that are reported during a given period of time.  During 2008, ADPH reported the diagnosis of 839 new cases of HIV/AIDS in Alabama.  However, the demographic characteristics of those newly contacting HIV/AIDS do not altogether match all of those who currently have the disease.  More specifically, the percentage of all new cases for whites is lower, but that for African Americans, Hispanics, and other race/ethnic groups is higher.  Likewise, the percentage for the 13-24 age group is higher, but those for the 24-34 and 35-44 age groups are lower.  Older people (i.e., those aged 45+) also appear more likely than formerly to be diagnosed with HIV/AIDS. Although caution is suggested, the latest incidence data suggest that HIV/AIDS is touching a broader array of groups within the state’s population than in earlier years.

The HIV/AIDS incidence rate has remained basically stable in Alabama over the last few years.  From 2005-2008, the incidence rate per 100,000 population ranged from 18.0 in 2008 to 20.4 in 2006.  Likewise, the number of new HIV/AIDS cases varied from 839 in 2008 to 934 in 2006.  
According to AIDS Alabama, “The distribution of HIV disease in America has shifted.  The disparate impact of HIV/AIDS in the southern states of the United States has created an emergency that must be addressed, especially among minority populations.  The face of AIDS is becoming increasingly rural, minority, and poor. While the South represents a little more than one-third of the U.S. population (38%), it now accounts for 36% of people estimated to be living with AIDS and 44% of the estimated number of new AIDS cases (Kaiser, 2007). In addition, among the 12 states with the largest increase in new AIDS cases (2.3% or more), seven were in the South.  Alabama is no exception to these alarming trends.”  

In addition to HIV/AIDS, Alabama has some of the highest rates in the nation for other sexually transmitted diseases.  According to the CDC, it ranked second among the 50 states in the rate of syphilis in 2007 and fourth in both chlamydial and gonorrheal infections.  Thus, the transmission of STDs in Alabama continues to be a pervasive and vexing public-health problem.

Looking within the state in 2008, the highest HIV/AIDS incidence rates were found in Montgomery (55.1 cases per 100,000 population), Dale (49.2 per 100,000 population), and Russell (40.6) counties. These are all urban counties, but some rural counties also registered high rates (especially those with large African-American populations).  The lowest rates, on the other hand, were most closely associated with rural counties in the northern half of the state.

Because of the continuing negative response to persons with AIDS, especially in a conservative state like Alabama, finding suitable housing can sometimes be problematical for AIDS victims. An unknown number live “on the streets” of Alabama’s major cities and also may be engaged in substance abuse.  (AIDS Alabama estimates this to be more than 178 HIV-infected individuals. Stigma associated with HIV disease, extreme poverty, transient and homeless HIV populations, co-factors, such as mental health diagnoses and chemical dependency, and a general lack of affordable housing stock across the state continues to be an obstacle to meeting underserved needs.)   Others have been ostracized from their families, neighborhoods, and communities.  
According to AIDS Alabama (an advocacy, support, and service-provider organization located in Birmingham), “research has proven that stable housing reduces the spread of the (HIV) virus while improving the health of the persons housed, including their children.”  (AIDS Alabama will provide HOPWA supportive services to all 67 counties through its involvement with the state’s network of AIDS Service organizations.  All direct services will be available to low-income, HIV-positive citizens.  All low-income, HIV-positive persons in the state who are eligible for HOPWA services will receive these services, regardless of location.)  Information concerning supportive-housing facilities for those with HIV/AIDS will be presented later in the report.      

Persons with Disabilities:  Persons with disabilities are likely to possess a variety of specialized housing needs.  Part of the need may stem from the nature of the disability itself while, in other instances, it traces to the economic demands associated with the illness or disability.  Approximately 8 percent of all persons aged 5+ in Alabama in 2007 (or about 343,000 residents) had at least one disability (defined by the Census Bureau as “a long-lasting sensory, physical, mental, or emotional condition that makes it difficult for a person to do functional or participatory activities”).  Thirteen percent of the population reported two or more disabilities.  While 17.9 percent of the population aged 16-64 had one or more disabilities, the percentage for those aged 65+ was 49.7 (or well over twice as many).

The Census Bureau reports data for individual types of disabilities, including sensory (4.2 percent of the population aged 16-64 in 2007; 20.9 percent of those aged 65+); physical (11.6 percent for ages 16-64 and 39.6 percent for those 65+); mental (6.9 percent for 16-64 and 16.4 percent for 65+); self-care (3.4 percent for 16-64 and 13.9 percent for 65+), “going-outside home” (5.2 percent for 16-64 and 22.4 percent for 65+); and employment (11.5 percent for the 16-64 age category, but not reported for the elderly).  It is readily observed from the data that persons aged 65+ report the presence of disabilities at a much higher rate than those aged 16-64.

For purposes of the analysis, the focus of the discussion in this section of the report will be on “self-care disabilities” (“a physical, mental, or emotional condition lasting six months or more that makes it difficult dressing, bathing, or getting around inside the home”) and “going-outside home disabilities” (“a physical, mental, or emotional condition lasting six months or more that makes it difficult going outside the home to shop or visit a doctor’s office”).  As such, these two categories combine various types of disabilities into those having either “in-home” or “outside the home” consequences; hence, simplifying the analysis.  Furthermore, “difficulties in getting around in the house” and “problems in leaving the house” relate directly to considerations involving housing design and construction.

As indicated above, the proportion of persons who possess one or the other of these limitations was substantially higher for persons aged 65+ in 2007 (at 13.9 percent for self-care disabilities and 22.4 percent for going-outside disabilities) than for those aged 16-64 (where the corresponding percentages are 3.4 and 5.2). In terms of raw numbers, however, many more younger persons (those aged 16-64) are characterized by going-outside disabilities and self-care disabilities (254,000 in 2007) than elderly persons (218,000).

 Data are not available for all counties for 2007; hence, 2000 census data will be utilized to assess the distribution of self-care and going-outside the home disabilities at the substate level.  These data indicate that, irrespective of age, most persons with going outside and self-care limitations reside in the state's metropolitan centers.  Approximately 75,000 lived in Jefferson County in 2000, followed by 43,759 in Mobile County, 23,667 in Montgomery County, and 21,865 in Madison County.  The number in these four counties, therefore, totaled 164,438—or one-third of all persons in the state with either a going-outside and/or self-care disability.

Hale County, however, exhibited the largest proportion of persons aged 16+ with self-care and going-outside disabilities at the time of the last census (at 23.7 percent).  This county was followed closely by Lowndes (23.4) and Coosa counties (23.2).  The counties posting the highest proportions of persons with these disabilities are almost universally located in the southern portion of the state.  All are rural counties, with most experiencing a significant amount of out-migration over the last several decades.  This pattern has created an aging population in these counties and older persons, as indicated above, are more prone to suffer from disabilities.

When those with going-outside and self-care disabilities are analyzed with respect to location by age, the largest numbers for both younger and older persons are observed in the state's most populous counties.  Over 43,000 persons aged 16-64 (or 15.2 percent of all disabled persons in that age category), for example, lived in Jefferson County in 2000.  For those aged 65+, 31,658 with going-outside/self-care disabilities resided in this same county (or 15.0 percent of the total number of elderly persons with disabilities).  The highest proportions for both age groupings, on the other hand, are most frequently found in the rural counties of south Alabama.  Hale County, an impoverished Black Belt county, led all counties in 2000 in the proportion of persons aged 16-64 with going-outside and self-care disabilities (19.7 percent), while Crenshaw County  (at 47.2 percent) paced all others in the 65+ age group. 

A significant number of Alabama residents, therefore, suffer from disabilities of one variety or another.  The elderly are much more likely to be characterized by either going-outside the home or self-care disabilities than younger members of the population, but in terms of raw numbers more persons under age 65 possess these disabilities than those who are 65+.  For both groups, number of people with disabilities is greatest in the more highly urbanized, metropolitan counties of the state, while the proportions are highest in the rural counties of south Alabama.

 Victims of Domestic Violence:  No one knows for certain the extent of domestic violence in Alabama. An untold number of domestic violence incidents go unreported, while not all of those that do come to the attention of criminal justice authorities become a part of the official record. According to data from the Alabama Criminal Justice Information Center, there were 2,000 violent domestic incidents (including homicides, rapes, robberies, and aggravated assaults) that were reported to the police in 2008.  There were another 29,940 incidents of domestic simple assaults that were reported across the state in 2008.

The demographics of domestic violence in Alabama indicate that 74 percent of the victims in 2008 were female, 52 percent of the victims were black, 47 percent of the victims were white, 58 percent of the offenders were African-American, and 76 percent of the offenders were male.  In 27 percent of all reported cases of domestic violence, the victim was the wife/ex-wife of the offender.  The comparable figure involving a girlfriend/ex-girlfriend of the offender was 46 percent.

Weapons used in the commission of violent domestic crimes include the hands, fists, and/or the feet (48 percent of the reported incidents in 2008), firearms (20 percent), knives (15 percent), and other dangerous weapons (17 percent).  In 49 percent of all reported instances of domestic violence, injuries were sustained by the victim.  Half of all persons who were hurt received their injuries as a result of hands, fists, and/or feet.

With approximately 32,000 reported incidents of domestic violence in 2008, the number of incidents per 1,000 population is 6.9.  As indicated, above, however, many instances of domestic violence are not reported.  Thus, the true rate of domestic violence in Alabama is somewhat higher than what can be computed based on reports to the police.  

Spouse abuse, as well as abuse of other family members, can easily lead to homelessness, especially if the victim(s) are low-income and cannot afford to rent or purchase alternative housing, or they do not have relatives or friends to rely on for temporary housing assistance.  Information concerning supportive housing facilities for victims of domestic violence in Alabama is presented in a later section of the Plan.

· (2) With respect to a State seeking assistance under the HOPWA program, the plan must identify the size and characteristics of the population with HIV/AIDS and their families within the area it will serve.  91.305 (d) (2)

As of March of 2009, there have been 16,377 reported cases of HIV and AIDS in Alabama, according to the Alabama Department of Public Health.  This total is decreased by those known to have died from HIV/AIDS, almost 4,000, and increased by those persons living in Alabama but not tested here, an estimated 2,000 – 4,000 people.  Therefore, there are approximately 14,377-16,377 persons with HIV disease or AIDS living in Alabama as today.  Some epidemiological studies indicate that there are additional undiagnosed cases of persons living with HIV in the state, given the numbers of persons known to be engaging in unsafe sex and based on rates of sexually transmitted diseases, such as gonorrhea, syphilis, and Chlamydia. 

AIDS Alabama has a computer projection model of housing needs based on the living HIV-positive population. This model assumes 25 percent of the persons with AIDS (41 percent of the state’s total) need housing (because they are further along in their disease experience) and 10 percent of the population with HIV (59 percent of the state’s total) need housing; both estimates are conservative.  

91.305 (e) Lead-based paint hazards

· The plan must estimate the number of housing units within the State that are occupied by low-income families or moderate-income families that contain lead-based paint hazards, as defined in this part.

Lead-based Paint:  Age of housing, in addition to providing indication as to the overall condition of the housing inventory across the state (discussed in the following section), is also critical in estimating the number of housing units that may contain lead-based paint.  Lead-based paint, as has been indicated by a number of studies, can adversely affect the ability of children to learn.  It can also have a negative impact on various other abilities and behaviors.  It is estimated by HUD that as many as 90.0 percent (± 10.0 percent) of the housing units built prior to 1940 may present a lead-based paint hazard (i.e., contain lead-based paint somewhere in the unit), 80.0 percent (± 10.0 percent) of those built between 1940 and 1959, and 62 percent (± 10.0 percent) of those constructed from 1960-1979.  Since 1979, as a result of a ban imposed by the Consumer Product Safety Commission in 1978, paint sold in the U.S. has been virtually lead free.

When the above estimation factors are applied to the total stock of housing units built during each of the individual periods in Alabama, the following estimates (albeit rough) are derived: pre-1940—112,800  to 137,800 housing units potentially with a lead-based paint hazard; 1940-1959—246,000 to 300,700; and 1960-1979—386,400 to 472,300.  Altogether, therefore, the number of dwelling units presenting a potential hazard is estimated to range from 745,200 to 910,800.  This amounts to an estimated 38-46 percent of all housing units that were in the state at the time of the 2000 census.

When this same methodology is applied to the most disadvantaged housing sectors of the Alabama population (i.e., extremely low-income households [< 30.0 percent of the median family income], low-income [30.0-50.0 percent of the median], and moderate income [50.0-80.0 percent of the median]), special tabulations from the 2000 census supplied by HUD (Tables A5A and A5B from the “state downloads”) reveal that approximately 308,000 housing units may be characterized by the presence of lead-based paint in one or more parts of the structure.  This total represents about 18 percent of all occupied-dwelling units in the state in 2000.  Further disaggregation of the data generates an estimate of 108,000 extremely low-income households with a lead-paint exposure risk, 86,000 low-income households, and 113,000 moderate-income households.  

The majority (or 58.2 percent) of the housing units with occupants below 80.0 percent of the median income are owner-occupied.  Of the housing units in this group estimated to contain lead-paint, 28.4 percent (50,996) were occupied by the extremely low-income in 2000, 29.0 percent (52,083) by the low-income, and 42.5 percent (76,311) by those of moderate income.  Thus, housing units in these three income categories totaled 179,389, comprising 14.3 percent of all owner-occupied dwelling units in Alabama in 2000.

The comparable breakdown for renter-occupied housing units with potential lead-based paint exposure was 57,226 for the extremely low-income (44.5 percent of the total), 34,380 for the low-income (26.7 percent), and 37,046 (28.8 percent) for those of moderate income.  Housing units with potential lead-based paint problems in 2000 totaled an estimated 128,651 for these three income categories combined, or 26.9 percent of all renter-occupied households in the state.  Thus, the percentage of renter-occupied housing units with limited income and potential lead exposure of all renter-occupied households (at 26.9) is almost twice that of the comparable percentage for owner-occupied units (14.3). 

Housing units occupied by those with less than 80.0 percent of the median family income where lead paint may be present are concentrated in the state’s most populous metropolitan counties.  For the extremely low-income category in 2000, 30.5 percent of all dwellings estimated to contain lead-based paint were located in just two counties:  Jefferson (21,934) and Mobile (11,072).  The top-ten counties (all metropolitan) accounted for almost three-fifths (or 56.9 percent) of all households under 30.0 percent of the median income and estimated to contain lead paint.  The other income categories follow a highly similar pattern.  Thus, Jefferson and Mobile counties alone total 28.2 percent of the estimated housing units containing lead in the low-income category (with the remainder of the top 10 all metro counties), while Jefferson, Mobile, Madison, and Montgomery counties dominate in the moderate income group, comprising 40.0 percent of the state total. 

The Alabama Lead Reduction Act became law in 1997.  This Act contains a series of regulations which require those who are involved in the removal of lead paint and/or who are associated with lead-abatement projects be trained and certified to perform their work according to existing professional standards.  The Indoor Air Quality/Lead Branch of the Alabama Department of Public Health is responsible for the enforcement of these regulations. This Branch of ADPH also provides support for the Alabama Childhood Lead Poisoning Prevention Program, which conducts screening programs for elevated blood-lead levels among children, conducts environmental surveys of homes to identify and ameliorate lead hazards, and provides case management for children who are identified with elevated levels of lead in their blood.   

According to the Branch’s annual report of activities in 2008, 91 firms were certified to conduct lead-based hazard reduction activities, 52 inspections of lead abatement project sites were conducted, 50 visits were made to municipal authorities for compliance assistance, and 20 violations of state lead regulations were discovered. In addition, Childhood Lead Poisoning Prevention Program activities included 13 lead outreach activities, 85 inspections of homes where children were determined to have high blood-lead levels, and the collection of 1,362 environmental lead samplings of dust, soil, water, and paint chips.
HOUSING MARKET ANALYSIS – 91.310
Housing Market Analysis 91.310

91.310 (a) General Characteristics 
· Based on data available to the State, the plan must describe the significant characteristics of the State’s housing markets (including such aspects as the supply, demand, and condition and cost of housing).
The number of year-round housing units (i.e., occupied plus vacant) in Alabama totaled 2,137,012 in 2007.  Approximately 173,000 dwelling units have been added to the total housing stock during the current decade and, while some units have been discontinued from service over that period, the overall increase—at 8.8 percent—has nevertheless been notable.  Still, housing-unit growth in Alabama has slowed somewhat in recent years, declining from an annual growth rate of 1.6 percent during the 1990s to 1.2 percent per year from 2000-2007. 

Of the year-round housing units in Alabama, 85.0 percent were occupied in 2007.  In contrast, 320,699 housing units were vacant, 27.1 percent (or 86,829) of which were either “for rent” or “for sale.”  Most of the homes in these two categories (i.e., 63.5 percent) were for rent, leaving only about 32,000 homes that their owners were actively trying to sell.  Of the remaining homes in the vacant category (which numbered 233,870), the major divisions were between units classified as “other vacant” (143,580), “seasonal” (63,076), and “previously rented or sold” (27,006). Particularly striking is the large number of “other vacant housing units” in 2007 (up from about 74,000 in 2000). Perhaps this is a reflection in part of increased foreclosures in Alabama, houses which were begun but not completed by their builders, and vacant homes taken off the market because of the inability to sell them at the desired price or other factors.  Interestingly, nearly one-fifth of all seasonal homes in Alabama in 2007 (or 11,928 units) were located in the Gulf Coast county of Baldwin.

Overall, the rental vacancy rate in 2007 (number of units for rent divided by the total number of units rented and for rent) was 9.5 percent, while the homeowner vacancy rate (the number of units that are for sale divided by the total number of units owned and for sale) was 2.4 percent.  Together, these combined for a total vacancy rate of 4.6 percent.

While the homeowner vacancy rate was the same in 2007 as in 2000, the renter vacancy rate declined 2.3 percentage points.  The overall vacancy rate, moreover, dropped by 0.6 percentage points.  These data suggest that housing availability was marginally tighter in 2007 in Alabama than in 2000.

Most of the housing units that are available for rent are located in a relatively few metropolitan counties.  Nearly three-fifths (or 58.7 percent), for example, were located in just 10 metropolitan and formerly metropolitan (Baldwin) counties in 2000 (later data for all counties are not available).  Sixteen percent of the units (or 10,453) were enumerated in Jefferson County alone.  In nine of the state’s most rural counties, however, there were less than 100 units for rent, while three counties (Hale, Greene, and Wilcox) had less than 50 rental units available.  Lee and Tuscaloosa counties, both of which have large, university-student populations, together had over 5,400 vacant housing units that were for rent.  This indicates that housing may be at least reasonably plentiful for the student population in these two major university towns.

Baldwin County, at 22.1 percent, had the highest rental vacancy rate of any county in the state in 2000.  As a Gulf Coast county, Baldwin has a lot of condominiums where owners frequently seek to supplement their income and/or help to finance their condo mortgages by renting them out when they are not in use.  Other than Baldwin, most all of the other counties with the highest rental vacancy rates were rural counties located in the southern part of the state.  But there are exceptions, such as Autauga and Russell counties (both outlying counties of metropolitan areas).  These two counties ranked seventh and eighth in the top-ten listing of counties with the highest renter vacancy rates in 2000.  The 11 counties with the lowest rates are also predominantly rural counties, with almost all located in the impoverished Black Belt.  Hale County, a Black Belt county that experienced in-migration during the 1990s, had the lowest renter vacancy rate in 2000 at just 2.2 percent, followed by Greene at 3.5 percent.

 Like rental units, most of the vacant housing units that are for sale are also located in a few of the state’s major urban centers.  Approximately two-fifths of these dwellings were located in only six metropolitan/formerly metropolitan counties (Jefferson, 4,467; Mobile, 2,224; Madison, 2,084; Baldwin, 1,577; Montgomery, 1,465; and Calhoun, 1,068) according to the 2000 census counts.  In three counties, the total number of units for sale was less than 50.  All of the counties at the bottom of the list are highly rural, with a tendency to be located in the southern part of the state.

The county with the highest homeowner vacancy rate (i.e., 6.2 percent) was Wilcox, a Black Belt county that lost 2.8 percent of its population during the 1990s.  Nine others had owner vacancy rates of 3.0 percent or more, representing a mixture of metropolitan, urban, and rural counties located mainly in south Alabama.  The lowest homeowner vacancy rates, in contrast, were almost all found in predominantly rural counties (although exceptions to this pattern include such outlying metropolitan counties as Lawrence, Autauga, and Blount where out-migration from their metro central cities has been high).

Since 2007, the homeowner vacancy rate has undoubtedly increased in Alabama as a result of foreclosures and the downturn in existing/new home sales.  However, the rental vacancy rate, if anything, has probably declined.  Most of those who have faced foreclosure have no alternative but to move into rental housing, plus others who might ordinarily purchase a home are exhibiting caution before doing so because of economic and employment uncertainties.  Regarding home foreclosures in Alabama, USA Today has reported that 7,764 filings were made in 2008, up 39.3 percent from 2007.  In May of 2009 alone, RealtyTrac reported 1,967 filings in the state, up 293 percent from May, 2008 (a number which RealtyTrac states “may not be as high due to data collection changes or improvements”).  The counties with the highest foreclosure rates are in and around the Mobile, Montgomery, Birmingham, Decatur, and Huntsville metropolitan areas, with much lower rates in the state’s rural, southern counties.

Housing Conditions in Alabama:  Only scant information is available concerning the quality of housing in Alabama.  Other than data regarding kitchen and plumbing facilities from the 2000 census and the 2007 American Community Survey there is little else (other than “age of housing”) to indicate the structural condition of dwelling units across the state. Unfortunately, there are no broad, independent surveys of housing in Alabama that would yield additional data regarding this topic. Furthermore, there are only a relatively few occupied housing units that do not have complete plumbing and kitchen facilities anymore; thus, these two indicators of structural quality have declined in usefulness and importance.  On a positive side, this indicates the general improvement in housing that has occurred in Alabama over the last 3-4 decades.  

Although “structural conditions” are difficult to assess because of data limitations, information concerning “crowded housing units” is straightforward and readily available.  However, owing to changes in family size vis-à-vis the tendency to build larger housing units, the number of crowded households in Alabama also has declined over the years. Again, this represents a welcome change for a state that has traditionally ranked at the lower end of the socioeconomic continuum compared to most other states.

In this section of the report, information will be presented on the age of housing, kitchen and plumbing facilities, and crowding.  In addition, the Census Bureau aggregates three of these housing indicators into a single index (plumbing facilities, kitchen facilities, and crowding), plus adds “housing cost burden” as a fourth variable.  Labeled “selected physical and financial characteristics,” data from this measure will also be utilized in assessing the state’s housing needs.

Age of Housing – The bulk of the housing units in Alabama were built during the 1970s, 1980s, and 1990s.  Approximately 52 percent of all homes (1,113,901 altogether) were built during that period.  Thirteen percent (276,959) were constructed during the 1960s, with 328,192 (15.4 percent) added from 1940-1959.  Another 12.8 percent have been have been built during the first seven years of the current decade.  About 7 percent of all housing units in the state were built prior to 1940—a number that totals 144,802.  It is, of course, older homes (particularly those built before 1940) that are most likely to be characterized by varying degrees of deterioration.  They are also more apt, as previously discussed, to pose health hazards related to the earlier, widespread use of lead-based paint.

To obtain information regarding “age of housing” at the substate level, the 2000 census must be utilized.  While the 2007 American Community Survey (also conducted by the Census Bureau) reports partial or complete data for 21 Alabama counties, it will still be a while before the additive sample size will be large enough to release data for all counties. 

Of the 442,997 housing units built in the state during the 1990s, the largest numbers (as to be expected) are associated with the state’s most populous counties.  Of the 10 counties with the most new dwelling units added (225,865, or 51.0 percent), nine were either metropolitan core or outlying metropolitan/formerly metropolitan counties.  Jefferson County, which topped the list, accounted for 38,763 (or 8.8 percent) of these units, followed by Madison (30,742), and Baldwin (29,820) counties.  In contrast, the counties with the fewest units added during the 1990s represent the least populated counties in the state, several of which are also among Alabama’s most economically distressed counties.  

In terms of the percentage of housing units added during the 1990s of all housing units, the counties with the highest percentages also are those that experienced the most rapid growth during those years.  Shelby County, for example, was the fastest growing county in the state from 1990-2000.  It also was at the top of the list in the percentage of its housing units (i.e., 43.5) that were built between 1990 and 2000.  Other rapidly growing counties wherein 30.0 percent or more of the total housing units were added during the 1990s include Baldwin (40.1 percent), St. Clair (34.7), Lee (34.6), Elmore (33.5), Autauga (32.2), and Bibb (30.1).  With the exception of Lee (a metro core county), all of these counties are adjacent to metropolitan core counties.  

Of homes built in the pre-1950 era, the largest numbers are found in the state’s metropolitan centers.  The highest proportions, in contrast, are found in a mixture of metropolitan, urban, and rural counties.  Chambers County (where the population was about 50 percent urban in 2000) posted the highest percentage of pre-1950s housing (25.8 percent of all dwelling units), followed by Etowah (a metropolitan county) with 22.1 percent, and Randolph (approximately 78 percent rural population in 2000) with 21.6.  Shelby County, in contrast, ranked last in pre-1950s housing at only 4.7 percent of all housing units in the county.

Renters in Alabama tend to live in older housing than owners.  According to the 2000 census, 25.6 percent of the owners resided in homes that were build during the 1990s, while the corresponding percentage for renters was 15.8 (or 9.8 percentage points less).  On the other hand, 12.3 percent of the owner-occupied housing units were built before 1950 compared with 15.3 percent of the renter-occupied units.

Overall, therefore, most of the housing in Alabama is relatively new (i.e., over half built since 1970), with the bulk of the new units located, as to be expected, in the most rapidly growing counties in the state.  From the perspective of raw numbers, most older homes are also found in the state’s metropolitan centers, but the highest proportions are located in a mix of rural, urban, and metropolitan counties.  Renters tend to live in older housing than owners.  They are also characterized by lower incomes than owners, with the household income for renter-occupied households in 1999 at only half that for owners (or $19,870 as opposed to $40,619).

Structural Conditions – 

Households Lacking Complete Plumbing – Complete plumbing facilities include hot and cold piped water, a flush toilet, and a bath tub or shower.  In 2007, there were only 8,009 occupied housing units (0.4 percent of all occupied units) in Alabama that did not have complete plumbing. Two-thirds of these units were located in the 20 counties for which information was made available from the 2007 American Community Survey (all representing the state’s more heavily populated counties).  Over 900 of these housing units were in Mobile County, followed by Jefferson County at 489.

Housing Units Lacking Complete Kitchens – “Lacking a complete kitchen” is defined as not having one or more of the following—an  installed sink with piped water; a range, cook top and convection or microwave oven, or cook stove; or a refrigerator.  Just over 10,000 of the state’s occupied-housing units lacked complete kitchens in 2007, or about 2,400 more than the number that did not have complete plumbing. Overall, the number without complete kitchens totaled just 0.6 percent of all occupied households.  Seventy-percent of these units were located in the 21 counties (all more heavily populated) for which information was made available from the 2007 American Community Survey.  Over 1,400 of the units without complete kitchens were located in Mobile County, followed by Jefferson County with 942. 

Crowding – There is a significant amount of information that can be extracted from the 2000 census and the 2007 American Community Survey concerning “crowding” (defined as housing units with 1.01 or more persons per room).  While such variables as the presence or absence of plumbing and kitchen facilities give indication as to the physical condition of housing, crowding reflects both a physical dimension (i.e., the size of the housing unit) and a social dimension.  The nature of social relationships within a household, for example, are frequently a function of the amount of space that is available and how it is put to use.  While the roots of causation can be debated, crowded, substandard, low-income households have a tendency to generate more negative behaviors and outcomes than those that are characterized by the opposite set of attributes.

There were 31,476 households in the state in 2007 that were “crowded,” a number which totaled 1.7 percent of all occupied households in Alabama.  Crowded households were about evenly divided between owners and renters, or 46.0 percent for owners versus 54.0 percent for renters.  Only 1.1 percent of all owner-occupied households were classified as crowded in 2007, while the corresponding percentage for renter-occupied households was 3.2 (or about three times more). Renter-occupied households are also more likely to be crowded than owner-occupied households at various age levels, particularly for householders under 65 years old.  For householders aged 15-34 in 2007, 3.8 percent of the renter units were crowded versus 2.2 percent of the owned units.  Corresponding percentages for householders aged 35-64 were 3.4 for renters and 1.2 for owners, while those for householders aged 65+ were practically the same at 0.4 and 0.3.

When the data for crowding are examined according to race, there is little variation among the major groupings.  Native Americans posted the smallest percentage in 2007 (1.3), followed by whites (1.4), Asians (1.9), and African Americans (2.4).  The percentage for Hispanics, however, was 13.8, or almost 10 times greater than that observed for whites.  The tendency for Hispanics to share households, particularly with newly arrived migrants, apparently explains much of this pattern.     

Like so many of the items that have been analyzed in this report, most of the state’s crowded households are found in a relatively small number of its most populous counties (lead by Jefferson, Mobile, Montgomery, Madison, and Tuscaloosa), while the fewest numbers are associated with Alabama’s least populated counties (e.g., Cleburne, Conecuh, Clay, Lamar, and Coosa).  The highest percentages, however, are found in the state’s most rural counties, especially those located in the southern half of the state and the Black Belt in particular.  Bullock County, a sparsely populated, Black Belt county, exhibited the highest percentage of crowded households in 2000 at 7.9, with Wilcox, Perry, Sumter, Lowndes, Greene, Macon, Dallas, and Marengo (also all Black Belt counties) following close behind.  The lowest percentages, on the other hand, are found for the most part in northern counties, representing mainly an interesting mixture of rural and metropolitan locales (such as Lauderdale, Cleburne, Shelby, and Marion, which constituted the four counties with the lowest rates).

“Crowded households” also were examined separately, by county, for owner- and renter-occupied households. The analysis revealed essentially the same pattern that has been described in the preceding paragraph.

Selected Physical and Financial Conditions – First utilized in the 1990 census, “selected physical and financial conditions” is defined for owner- and renter-occupied housing units as having at least one of the following conditions:  (1) lacking complete plumbing facilities; (2) lacking complete kitchen facilities; (3) with 1.01 or more occupants per room; (4) selected monthly owner costs as a percentage of household income greater than 30.0 percent; and (5) gross rent as a percentage of household income greater than 30.0 percent. Thus, information for the index is compiled and reported separately for renters and owners.  Plus, structural features of housing (plumbing facilities, kitchen facilities, and number of rooms available for occupants), social considerations (crowding), and economic concerns (cost burden) are all combined into a single measure.

Of the 528,488 renter-occupied housing units in the state in 2007, 211,127 (or 39.9 percent) were estimated to have at least one of the selected housing conditions that are part of the index (i.e., lacking complete plumbing, lacking complete kitchens, crowded, or “gross rent” [rent plus utilities] at 30.0 percent or more of household income).  About 11,000 renter-occupied housing units (2.0 percent of all households) had two of the conditions, while 1,144 (0.2 percent) had three conditions. 

For owner-occupied households, the number with one of the conditions was 282,825, or 22.0 percent of all owner-occupied housing units in 2007.  The number dropped to 5,969 for owned units with two of the conditions (0.5 percent of all owned units), and just 657 (0.1 percent) for owner-occupied housing units with three conditions.  Altogether, there were 512,515 housing units in Alabama in 2007 with one or more selected conditions, or 28.2 percent of all occupied housing units in the state.  Obviously, the factor that triggers inclusion in the index more than any other is “cost burden.”  As indicated in the above discussion, very few housing units lack complete plumbing and kitchen facilities in today’s context, and relatively few are crowded.  A great many renters and owners, however, devote large portions of their incomes to pay for housing.

Since an extensive county-level analysis of housing units with these same problems (lacking complete plumbing, lacking complete kitchen facilities, and crowding) and with high cost burdens (along with disaggregated data for various household income levels) has already been presented in Section III.A.6.a-f of the Plan, no additional information at the substate level will be reported here. 

Based on the measures that are available, therefore, very few occupied housing units (i.e., less than 1.0 percent) lack such basic amenities as complete plumbing and complete kitchens.  While more are crowded, the proportion of all housing units with 1.01 or more persons per room (at 1.7 percent) is still very small. Furthermore, most housing in the state is relatively new, with the bulk of it (or about two-thirds of all units) built after 1970.  As the “index of selected physical and financial conditions” indicates, it is the cost of housing relative to income (specifically, housing cost burdens of 30.0 or more of income) that places nearly one-half million Alabama households in peril.       

Cost and Value of Housing:  

Owner-Occupied Housing – The median value of owner-occupied housing units in Alabama in 2007 was $115,600.  If the value of the state’s housing had increased at the same pace from 2000-2007 as that of housing nationally, the median value would have been $138,288, or $22,688 more than the actual value.  This pattern may be traced to a number of considerations, including the differential between Alabama and the U.S. as a whole in the number of new homes that have been built, labor and other construction-related costs, the size of newly built dwelling units, and the inflationary “hot markets” that have characterized many parts of the U.S. but have largely by-passed Alabama.  Irrespective of the reasons for the differential, the fact that the median value of housing is not as high in Alabama as many other places has kept home ownership and rentals more in reach of a larger segment of the population. But, this generalization must also be weighed against the larger segment of low-income households that are found in Alabama vis-à-vis the U.S. generally.

Housing values are highest in the metropolitan counties of the state and lowest in its rural counties, with those in the southern portion of the state typically exhibiting the lowest median values.  The range in median values in 2000 was from $146,700 in Shelby County to only $47,600 in Perry County—a spread just short of $100,000.  The median housing values in all but just two Alabama counties (i.e., Shelby and Baldwin) were below the U.S. median (at $119,600), with median values in 45 counties less than $75,000.  When housing values are low—which is particularly the case in rural Alabama—there is a greater chance that homes will be characterized by various types of housing problems, such as general deterioration, lack of complete plumbing and kitchen facilities, and over-crowding.  

While the value of housing is generally lower in the rural areas of the state than the urban, the maintenance and operational costs associated with these housing units are actually higher.  Whether fully owned or mortgaged, homeowners in the rural counties in south Alabama (especially the Black Belt) spend a larger proportion of their household incomes for housing costs than those in the most heavily urbanized areas.

Gross Rent – Renters in Alabama pay significantly less rent than those throughout the United States generally.  The median gross rent (i.e., the monthly rent plus the cost of utilities) for the state in 2007 was $601 versus $789 for the U.S.  The median rent paid in Alabama, therefore, was only 76.2 percent of that paid in the U.S. as a whole.

As indicated in the previous section, the value placed on housing is greatest in Alabama’s more highly urbanized areas.  Likewise, rental payments are almost universally greater in the state’s urban and metropolitan counties than in areas further removed from major population centers.  While there were six metropolitan/urban counties with a median gross rent of $500 or more in 2000 (Shelby, Baldwin, Autauga, Montgomery, Madison, and Jefferson), there were 14 predominantly rural counties (most were located in south Alabama) wherein the median gross rent was less than $300 per month.  Greene County, located in the Black Belt, posted the lowest median gross rent at $235.

While rental payments are significantly higher in the urban and metropolitan sectors of the state than in its rural counties, incomes are also higher.  Conversely, rental payments are somewhat lower in rural counties, but so are income levels.  While this pattern may appear to have an “equalizing effect,” those in rural counties (as will be shown below) actually pay more.

Twenty-five percent of the household income in the typical rental household in Alabama is spent on rent.  There is significant variation, however, among the 67 counties in the percentage of income that is allocated to rental payments.  The proportion in Bullock and Lee counties, at 35.1 percent and the highest in the state, is nearly twice as high as the proportion for Clay and Clarke counties, which is only 19.5 percent and the lowest in the state.  Overall, renters who pay the largest share of their incomes in rent typically reside in rural counties in the southern part of the state (and the Black Belt in particular), although there are a few metropolitan counties in the top 20 listing as well. These include Lee and Tuscaloosa (both with large student populations that affect local demographics), Colbert, Lauderdale, Mobile, Montgomery, and Walker counties.  These same counties, with the exception of the metro counties, are characterized by the highest poverty rates and the lowest income levels in the state.  The fact that rental payments are low in these counties, therefore, does not necessarily mean that more money is available for other purposes.  Instead, it is those with low rental rates who tend to pay a higher proportion of their incomes in rental fees.

Current Market Conditions and Housing Availability:  As indicated previously, income levels in Alabama are significantly lower than those for the United States as a whole.  In addition, a larger proportion of the population is classified below the poverty level than for the U.S.  The state does not appear to have made any progress during the present decade toward reducing the discrepancy relative to either income levels or the proportion of the population that is living in poverty.  Indeed, the median family income dropped from an inflation-adjusted $51,844 in 1999 (as reported in the 2000 census) to $50,770 in 2007, or a decline of $1,074.  Likewise, the percentage of the total population below the federal poverty threshold grew from 16.1 percent in 1999 to 16.9 in 2007. On the other hand, the median value of housing rose from an inflation-adjusted $105,164 in 2000 to $115,600 in 2007, or by $10,436. Economic realities, therefore, have made it difficult for a great many Alabama residents—especially younger persons with limited resources, persons living in crowded/substandard conditions, and low-income people generally—to buy or rent homes, or to finance needed improvements in existing homes.

The Census Bureau reported in 2009 that 42 percent of all families in the U.S. could not afford to purchase a modestly-priced home (i.e., a home in the lowest 25 percent cost category) in 2004 in the area in which they lived—a proportion that had increased from 40 percent in 1984.  While the percentage for homeowners was 24.3, the corresponding percentage for renter families was 91.7.  For persons (families plus unrelated individuals) residing in the southern portion of the U.S., 29.1 percent of the owners and 92.3 percent of the renters could not afford a modestly-priced home in the area wherein they resided in 2004. 

The data for Alabama are similar.  Thus, 48.9 percent of all families and unrelated individuals could not afford to buy a modestly-priced home in 2004, with the percentage at 33.9 for current home owners and 91.0 for current renters.

Housing affordability, both in the U.S. generally and Alabama, should have increased over the last few years as a result of low interest rates.  This did not occur, however, because housing prices (as indicated above) increased at a much faster pace than income.  For a state such as Alabama, which already lags behind most other states relative to income levels, this has further exacerbated its efforts to provide quality, affordable housing for the neediest segments of its population.

However, one response to the growing discrepancy between income and the cost of housing in Alabama for those who aspire to own their own homes has been the growth in the purchase of mobile/manufactured homes.  Thus, the number of mobile homes in the state increased by 42.3 percent from 1990-2000, numbering approximately 319,000 (or 16.3 percent of all housing units) at the time of the last census.  According to Sweet Home Alabama, a special report published by the Alabama Housing Finance Authority in 2003, “For a state with a relatively large population in the lower socioeconomic categories, mobile homes represent a route to homeownership that might otherwise not be available.”  Indeed, the median value of mobile homes in Alabama in 2007 was less than a third of that for all owner-occupied dwelling units (or $33,200 versus $115,600).

Summary—Market and Inventory Conditions:  Housing availability in Alabama can perhaps best be described as “relatively limited.”  While about 173,000 housing units were added to the state’s housing inventory from 2000-2007, the rate of increase declined from that observed during the 1990s and population growth is now outpacing the rate of housing-unit growth (in contrast to the historical pattern).  In addition, it can be anticipated that most lower income persons—the segment of the population that is in greatest need of improved, affordable housing—are not in a position to avail themselves of the new housing opportunities.  The only exception is the relatively small number of lower income individuals who were targeted for housing assistance under various state and federal programs.

At any one time, only a limited number of housing units in the state are for sale or for rent.   On the other hand, a very large proportion of the Alabama population is classified as “lower income” and a substantial number is actually below the poverty level. Many of the dwelling units—perhaps even a majority—that are for rent or for sale, therefore, are too expensive, or not appropriate in other ways, for the bulk of those in need of better, more suitable living arrangements. Due to current economic conditions, the state’s rental market has tightened over the last year or so due to foreclosures, forced moves, and the like, but more homes have been placed on the market.  However, despite low interest rates, governmental incentives to purchase homes, and falling prices, the housing market in Alabama continues to be depressed.  Prospective homebuyers are being exceedingly cautious about making large financial commitments/expenditures given the present economic climate. 

There is a significant proportion of the population that lives in older, substandard housing.  Approximately 145,000 dwelling units in Alabama, for example, were built prior to 1940, with another 328,000 added from 1940-1960.  Many of those who live in older housing are lower-income persons who have children who suffer the added risk of exposure to lead-based paint (which has been shown to contribute to learning deficiencies and various other behavioral problems).  About 31,000 households in the state are “crowded,” containing an average of more than one person per room.  While the number of housing units lacking complete plumbing (about 8,000) and complete kitchens (approximately 10,000) has declined to only a very small proportion of all occupied dwellings, a great many housing units are characterized as having one or more “housing problems.”  Thus, 513,000 housing units across the state in 2007 either lacked complete plumbing, complete kitchens, were crowded, and/or carried a high cost burden (30.0 percent or more of income) for their residents. The above data, however, reflect only those cases that represent the most severe need.  A large number of other persons live in deteriorating, substandard housing that they cannot really afford.  Considering the relatively small amount of vacant housing that is available for residence at any given point in time, it appears safe to conclude that the need far exceeds the supply.

While both the value of housing occupied by owners, along with rental payments for non-owners, are higher in metropolitan areas than in rural Alabama, it is the homeowners and renters who reside in the rural sectors of the state who spend the highest proportion of their incomes for housing-related costs.  Rural residents, in effect, live in lower quality housing than their urban counterparts, but they pay more for it. This further depresses the standard-of-living and quality of life of a substantial number of persons whose level of existence is already marginal.

The data cited in this section of the report document the fact that the largest number of those in need of better, more affordable housing typically live in the highly urbanized, metropolitan areas of the state, while the largest proportions with housing deficiencies generally reside in the rural counties of south Alabama, the Black Belt region in particular.  The findings further indicate that it is renters, minorities, and large families—groups that are not necessarily mutually exclusive—that face the greatest challenges in securing and maintaining quality, affordable housing.

91.310 (b) Homeless Facilities
· The plan must include a brief inventory of facilities and services that meet the emergency shelter, transitional housing, permanent supportive housing, and permanent housing needs of homeless persons within the state. The inventory should also include (to the extent the information is available to the state) an estimate of the percentage or number of beds and supportive services programs that are serving people that are chronically homeless. 91.310 (b)
According to data collected by the nine Continuums of Care for the homeless in 2008, there are 296 “facilities” across the state wherein housing and other services are available for the homeless. Some homeless providers have more than one facility through which services are offered and/or a single structure may contain several “facilities”; therefore, the total number of providers is somewhat less than the number of facilities.  Altogether, approximately 6,700 beds are available for various categories and subpopulations of the state’s homeless population, 4,541 for single individuals and 2,164 for persons in families with children (Attachment A, Table 1). This number includes emergency shelter and transitional housing beds, as well as beds for the formerly homeless that are housed in permanent facilities with supportive services.

Of the 296 known homeless facilities in the state, 69 provide emergency shelter, 123 transitional housing, and 104 permanent housing.  One facility is classified as a “safe haven” (located in Birmingham with 33 beds).  Within the emergency shelter category, the largest number of facilities in the state serve single-female households with children (20), followed by facilities for single males (16), single male and female households with children (9), single males and females (7), households with children (6), single females and youth males and females (4 each), single male households with children (2), and youth males (1). There are no emergency shelter facilities in Alabama specifically for couples without children or youth females.  Together, these 69 emergency shelter facilities provide about 1,600 beds for the homeless (see Table 1). 

According to AIDS Alabama, “Homeless beds for HIV positive are provided in the following: 1) Health Services Center operates an emergency shelter with eight HIV+ specific beds currently in the Anniston area., 2) AIDS Alabama currently has 46 beds of transitional housing for homeless people with HIV/AIDS in the Birmingham area and operates six 2-3 bedroom units of HIV-specific permanent supportive housing for Homeless in the Birmingham area. 

Of the 123 facilities that provide transitional housing, 50 offer services primarily to single males and females, 26 to single males, 16 to households with children, 13 to single female households with children, 11 to single females, four to single male and female households with children, two to youth males and females, and one to youth males.  There are no transitional housing facilities that provide services primarily to homeless couples without children, single male households with children, or youth females. Together, these 123 transitional facilities contain approximately 2,700 beds, 1,824 for homeless individuals and 844 for homeless families with children (Table 1).

Permanent supportive housing facilities in Alabama numbered 104 in 2008, with the overwhelming majority (or 72) serving single males and females.  Fourteen housed single male and female households with children, while nine were for single males, four for households with children, three for single females, and one each for single female households with children and youth males.  There are about 2,400 permanent supportive beds available across the state, with 1,588 for individuals and 826 for families with children (Table 1). 

In addition to the 6,700 existing beds for the homeless, another 188 beds were under development at the time of the 2008 SHP competition, 79 for homeless individuals (all in the transitional and permanent categories) and 109 for homeless families with children (105 of which were located in transitional housing).  See Table 1.

Of the 1,588 permanent-housing beds for homeless individuals in January, 2008, 442 beds (as reported by the state’s nine continuums) were designated for the “chronically homeless.”  Another 42 permanent-housing beds for the chronically homeless were “under development.” According to data provided by the nine continuums, the total number of chronically homeless persons that were housed in emergency shelters, transitional housing, and permanent housing in January, 2008 was 664 (Table 1). As indicated in the previous section, the 2008 count of the unsheltered chronically homeless in Alabama was 608. 

91.310 (c) Special Need Facilities and Services
· The plan must describe, to the extent information is available, the facilities and services that assist persons who are not homeless but who require supportive housing, and programs for ensuring that persons returning from mental and physical health institutions receive appropriate supportive housing.

Please see the State of Alabama’s response to 31.305 (d).  

The Department of Mental Health is committed to partnering with the Alabama Housing Finance Authority (AHFA) to focus attention on the housing needs of persons with mental illness, intellectual disabilities, and co-occurring disorders.  The Department employs a Housing Advocate to maintain access to housing units at set-aside rates established by the Alabama Housing Finance Authority (AHFA) using HOME funds, Low Income Tax Credits, or a combination of the two programs.  To date, all of the 498 AHFA units have been accessed by individuals with mental illness and/or intellectual disabilities.  The Department continues to work with public housing authorities throughout the State to promote housing access through the use of HUD programs providing Shelter-Plus Care, rental subsidy vouchers, or Section 8 vouchers.  

The Department of Mental Health views housing as a vital tool in the recovery of individuals who have a serious mental illness.  The Department in collaboration with the National Alliance on Mental Illness-Alabama (NAMI-AL) utilized expert housing consultants to assess current housing needs for Alabama consumers of mental health services and to develop a Supportive Housing Plan to guide future development of housing units and supports.  The plan was released in 2007 and demonstrated a need for an additional 8,782 supportive housing units statewide for this target population.  Since this present need far exceeds current capacity, the Mental Illness Division of the Department has taken proactive steps towards increasing housing opportunities for individuals being served by local community mental health centers as well as State operated psychiatric hospitals.  

The Department is represented on the Alabama Rural Coalition for the Homeless (ARCH), the Low Income Housing Coalition of Alabama (LICHA), and the Governor’s Interagency Council on Homelessness in an effort to work towards meeting the needs identified in the Housing Plan.  The Department encourages local providers to participate in their local Continuums of Care and to develop HUD applications as appropriate to meet the housing needs for the people they serve.    

AIDS Alabama utilizes 46 Shelter Plus Care vouchers for their consumers for permanent supportive housing in Birmingham.
The Alabama Department of Human Resources (DHR) also provided information for this Consolidated Plan.  With regards to their client base, which includes the elderly and frail elderly, DHR reports that 1) nursing home beds are available throughout the State, 2) an adequate number of assisted living facilities (ALFs) exists, though not all are properly licensed, 3) there is a need for community-based supportive housing and adult foster homes.

AHFA, through its Multifamily Bond Program, HOME Program, and Low Income Housing Tax Credit Program, has facilitated the development of thousands of affordable rental units for elderly residents over the years.  Approximately one-third of all new multifamily developments are “elderly only”.  As Alabama’s population continues to age, the degree of affordable housing created for seniors will only increase. 

Conclusions

Alabama’s scarce resources for assisting special populations, like the HOME Program, are essentially provided to the neediest individuals; those considered extremely low-income or between 0-30 percent MFI.   More often than not, individuals with special needs who, for example, live in HOME developments, live on SSI or other meager income sources.

It is common for Alabama’s elderly and frail elderly to own their home, but that is no indication of their wealth or the absence of housing problems.

As of March of 2009, there have been 16,377 reported cases of HIV and AIDS in Alabama, according to the Alabama Department of Public Health.  This total is decreased by those known to have died from HIV/AIDS, almost 4,000, and increased by those persons living in Alabama but not tested here, an estimated 2,000 – 4,000 people.  Therefore, there are approximately 14,377-16,377 persons with HIV disease or AIDS living in Alabama as today.  Some epidemiological studies indicate that there are additional undiagnosed cases of persons living with HIV in the state, given the numbers of persons known to be engaging in unsafe sex and based on rates of sexually transmitted diseases, such as gonorrhea, syphilis, and Chlamydia. 

The changes in healthcare for persons living with HIV/AIDS have meant a sustained lifespan (some now living 20-25 years) and an increased cost of medical care. There have never been more persons living with HIV/AIDS in Alabama, most of whom are very poor, and the cost of care has never been so high.  Annual medication costs can range from $11,000 to $48,000 per person, straining the state’s AIDS Drug Assistance Program.  Federal funding through the Ryan White C.A.R.E. Act has remained essentially level, allowing little or no increase to serve the almost 4,000 new cases reported in Alabama in the last five years.  
According to an AIDS Alabama statewide needs assessment, completed in September of 2007, and interviewing 3 percent of the state’s HIV-positive population, 34 percent of participants had no health insurance.  Only 11 percent had private insurance, the cost of which has skyrocketed.  The income sources covering these challenging costs are private insurance, Medicaid, pharmaceutical compassionate care programs, and Ryan White (known to be aiding about 7,000 persons per year with medication, medical care, case management, and social services). While the Ryan White C.A.R.E. Act provided medications for 2,660 people in Alabama in 2003, another 999 persons receiving medical care from a Ryan White C.A.R.E. Act provider received no antiretroviral medication therapy.  The Centers for Disease Control estimates that 42 percent to 59 percent of the HIV-infected population is not in medical care.  Therefore, in Alabama approximately 6,500 persons are not receiving care that could substantially lengthen and improve their lives.

The barriers for persons living with HIV/AIDS to access services include discrimination, access to healthcare due to geography, transportation, knowledge, and lack of resources.  Discrimination against persons living with HIV includes loss of employment, housing, disengagement of families whose members test positive, and some systemic policies/procedures. While it is illegal to take some of these actions, people still lose their housing on the spot, get fired or turned away from employment, or face attack because of their HIV-positive status. These events are more than anecdotal.  In the recent AIDS Alabama statewide needs assessment, 11 percent of respondents indicated that HIV discrimination was a constant stressor in their lives. Thirty-eight percent experienced unstable housing situations after their HIV diagnosis.  Families are still avoiding support of members who are HIV-positive by not allowing them to live with them and by disconnecting any form of psycho-social or financial support. 

Alabama is fortunate to have multiple HIV/AIDS specialty medical clinics. They are University of South Alabama Family Specialty Clinic, Franklin Primary Health Center, and Mobile County Health Department in Mobile; Copeland Care Clinic and the Family Clinic in Montgomery; Montgomery AIDS Outreach Clinic in Dothan; Health Services Center Clinic in Anniston; Davis Clinic in Huntsville; Maude Whatley Clinic in Tuscaloosa; and University of Alabama at Birmingham 1917 Clinic, Veterans Affairs HIV/Clinic, Family Clinic at Children’s Hospital, and St. George’s Clinic at Jefferson County’s Cooper Green Hospital in Birmingham.  All of these clinics offer full primary and HIV-specific medical care to persons with HIV.  Persons living in very rural settings are often removed from access to medical clinics.  Identification of these persons is difficult given the desire by most persons to remain confidential about their HIV-status, if known.  

HIV is a sexually transmitted disease (STD) and often follows the infectious patterns of the other types of STDs.  STD surveillance data and information on teen pregnancy rates offer information that may help in identifying areas of increased exposure to the HIV virus.  According to the 2003 Alabama Youth Risk Behavior Study, 41.9 percent of high school students are sexually active and 56.9 percent had at some time been sexually active.  Alabama Department of Public Health measures teen pregnancy rates in 2002 at 52.1 per 1,000; the national rates are 43.0 per 1,000.  In 2003 the rates of gonorrhea and Chlamydia were highest in persons aged 13-24 with Montgomery, Dallas, and Lowndes Counties experiencing the highest rates.  Fortunately, more HIV testing sites have become available at 75 locations across Alabama, including clinics in county health departments, drug testing centers, and community-based organizations.  Ryan White funded clinics provided 5,508 HIV tests in 2003 and identified about 12 percent of the state’s new HIV/AIDS cases (882) in 2003.

HIV has become a disease of poverty and a disease completely disproportionate to the state’s racial breakdown of citizens. Alabama’s four million-plus persons are 26 percent African-American, yet this group accounts 70 percent of the new infections in 2003.  Data provided by the statewide 2003-2004 AIDS Alabama Needs Assessment indicates that the median income of an HIV-positive Alabama citizen is $7,950, compared to $34,135 for the state median. 

Knowledge about HIV-transmission has successfully prevented many new infections from occurring. However, the knowledge is not available to all of Alabama’s residents. This lack of access to resources about how to avoid HIV disease continues to result in a likely expectation of 700 – 900 new infections each year. There have never been more people living in Alabama with HIV disease than today. 

Persons tested positive for HIV/AIDS did so predominately in urban settings: 29 percent of the state’s cases were tested in Jefferson County; 16 percent of the state’s cases were tested in Mobile County; 12 percent of the state’s cases were tested in the Montgomery area; and 4 percent of the state’s cases were tested in Madison County. These numbers represent 61 percent of the state’s known total HIV/AIDS population. 

Alabama has been receiving U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development (HUD) Housing Opportunities for Persons with AIDS (HOPWA) funds since 1994. The entitlement allocation began then according to Sections 841-862, Subtitle D, in the Cranston-Gonzalez National Affording Housing Act. These provisions set out that a metropolitan or state entitlement area qualifies for HOPWA funds when 1,500 cumulative cases of AIDS have been reached. The state qualified in 1994 and Birmingham qualified in 1999. The state’s funds come through the Alabama Department of Economic and Community Affairs (ADECA), and Birmingham’s funds come through the City of Birmingham.  Both entitlements have selected AIDS Alabama as the contractor for this program. 

AIDS Alabama is a 501(c)(3) nonprofit organization that devotes its energy and resources statewide to helping people with HIV/AIDS live healthy, independent lives and works to prevent the spread of HIV.  AIDS Alabama provides housing and supportive services in Birmingham with multiple housing options for low-income, HIV-positive persons.  They also provide statewide coverage through the HOPWA Competitive grants called the Alabama Rural AIDS Project.  These options include permanent, permanent-enriched, and transitional houses, apartment complexes, communal living facilities, and rental assistance methods.  Various supportive services, such as transportation and case management, are available to residents.  AIDS Alabama also provides HIV-specific chemical dependence and mental illness treatment and their treatment programs have been certified by the Alabama Department of Mental Health.  Alabama Medicaid has approved AIDS Alabama as a provider of services for the new Medicaid HIV/AIDS Waiver.  Further AIDS Alabama administers several federal and state contracts in addition to HOPWA through a network of AIDS Service Organizations covering all 67 Alabama counties. 

AIDS Alabama has a computer projection model of housing needs based on the living HIV-positive population. This model assumes 25 percent of the persons with AIDS (41 percent of the state’s total) need housing (because they are further along in their disease experience) and 10 percent of the population with HIV (59 percent of the state’s total) need housing; both estimates are conservative.  

91.310 (d) Barriers to Affordable Housing
· The plan must explain whether the cost of housing or the incentives to develop, maintain, or improve affordable housing in the State are affected by its policies, including tax policies affecting land and other property, land use controls, zoning ordinances, building codes, fees and charges, growth limits, and policies that affect the return on residential investment.

Introduction:  Prior five-year Consolidated Plans (1995, 2000 and 2005)  have addressed how the cost of housing or the incentives to develop, maintain, or improve affordable housing in the State were affected by its laws, regulations and policies. In analyzing the barriers to affordable housing in Alabama, it seems that adverse public statutes, ordinances, regulations, can have an impact on housing cost. The regulations themselves probably have had an impact in the past, but are apt to be written a manner that is less likely to do so in today’s world.  

The more prevalent remaining barriers are most often those which are more subtle and are generally customary and/or implied, or are somehow inherent in the way business is carried out. The more flagrant, overt types of discriminatory actions or affordability barriers that have sometimes affected access to housing, as well as the cost of housing, appear to have become much less frequent and visible than in the past. 

The following is an overview of the most frequently cited barriers that continue to have an impact, or could have an impact on efforts to develop, maintain, or improve affordable housing. This includes where housing progress stands (Review and Analysis of Barriers) and where it still needs to go (Strategy for Addressing Barriers).

It is recognized that substantial progress has been made in addressing fair housing around the state.  Much of this progress has occurred since the State began its Consolidated Plan process in the mid-1990s and much occurred earlier in the state’s administration of the CDBG Program (1982-1994), while other important steps obviously took place in the early years after passage of the Fair Housing Act in 1968 and the landmark Civil Rights Act of 1964.  In spite of the fact we are far short of a Utopian environment in this regard, it would be unrealistic not to acknowledge the enormous progress that has been made in this area since the late 1960s.  This is to be celebrated and of course National Fair Housing Month is a very appropriate time to do so as the State and a substantial number of its localities do.

 Review and Analysis of Barriers:
Land Use Restrictions - Most cities and counties in the state have requirements for the development of residential property, such as provision of water, sewer, curb and gutter, storm drainage and other utilities that are expected by the vast majority of residents in today’s world. These are usually implemented through subdivision regulations and such regulations are generally viewed as essential to the public health and safety in any area with a degree of housing density that is not substantially rural.  A large percentage state’s population lives within areas that are covered by subdivision regulations, whether they are vigorously enforced or not.
One of the more problematic aspects of subdivision regulation administration can occur when small town and rural areas attempt to use regulations that are geared for typical suburban development found in larger cities or suburban areas.  Such regulations may have requirements that are not as essential for health and safety as promoting a more pleasing neighborhood appearance.  Such requirements as all underground utilities might be an example of this type of regulation. This can, of course, be detrimental to the production of affordable housing; particularly the development of modestly priced homes. The application of suburban standards for some areas can result in a situation in which affordable housing is not economically feasible. These factors can cause development costs to escalate in those areas. 

However, many local governments work to make accommodations for the rural or small town nature of their community in their administration of subdivision regulations to appease local constituents and to address housing costs.  Such accommodations are usually associated with larger tracts or lots where the increased burden on the local road system is minimal.

Observations of typical practices and discussions with professionals and staff working for local governments indicate that, for the most part, rural and small town Alabama residential subdivision requirements do not appear to be excessive in their content or administration. They generally represent a useful exercise of police power by the local government. 

In addition a substantial number of Alabama's cities and a very limited number of counties (Jefferson, Baldwin, and Shelby) restrict the use of properties within their jurisdiction to specific purposes through the use of zoning.  Zoning prescribes and allocates the areas where certain land uses can take place and can impact housing costs in some important ways. Some of the most apparent are: 1) By limiting the number and size of areas available for duplexes, manufactured housing parks, or apartments which usually limits the amount of less expensive housing units that can be built; 2) By using lot size requirements to limit the portions of town where housing can be built on smaller but appropriate sized portions of land; 3)  By administration that exhibits a reluctance to change land uses to those cited above which would allow more low or moderate cost housing to be built; or 4) By administering the ordinance in such a manner that excessive delays and processing fees are routine which obviously adds to the costs of housing, but also may delay financing or cause financing to be withdrawn altogether which precludes the building of units entirely.  

Although these zoning restrictions do sometimes delay or prohibit the production of housing units, they also remain a necessary and effective use of the police power of the localities to ensure proper building activities within their community, thereby promoting the general health, safety and welfare. In some cases only high-end developments may be able to meet the intent of some of Alabama's zoning laws but, fortunately, the most costly kinds of land development requirements seem to be limited to a few suburban cities that are home to a predominantly affluent population.  In most, if not all of these communities, market forces have already driven prices above that which low and moderate income Alabamians can afford.

In order to ensure that such regulations do not adversely impact housing costs many states or localities have adopted or attempted to adopt “inclusionary land use practices”.  The State’s Analyses of Impediments now includes a review of some significant research done on this subject, and generally suggests that governments be careful about implementing regulations of this nature without closely examining the range of difficulties inherent in implementation and also suggests that Alabama’s state enabling legislation could make that type of legislation problematic or impossible to lawfully impose.   In a state like Alabama where, according to the Federal Reserve publication Econ South, home ownership rates significantly exceed the national average and housing affordability is not a strong factor relative to the nation and region, it would be wise to tread carefully in efforts to fix what may not be broken. 

For many rural areas of Alabama, land use factors such as the lack of infrastructure or the absence of zoning and subdivision regulations to guide and accommodate development are more likely to adversely affect the production of affordable housing than overly restrictive regulations. Virtually all of the State's counties have some areas not served by adequate water and sewer systems. While federally financed programs such as Community Development Block Grants for non-entitlement areas make an impact on this problem, many communities remain un-served or underserved. 

As described above well intended and necessary regulations can, in some cases, have negative impacts on affordable housing in Alabama.  Still, in most of rural and small town Alabama, observations over the years indicate that the majority of communities are hungry for economic development and accompanying population growth to the extent that they are eager to work with developers to find ways to allow new subdivisions to be built and new units to be constructed.  Most communities appear to have the attitude that an expanding housing supply at all economic levels is a sign of economic vitality.  Of course most officials are proudest when they can point to signs that highly affluent people see their community as a desirable place to live, but most also seem to realize that it is important to have an appropriate mix of housing as only a few communities are likely to be the sole preserve of the upper classes.  

The notion that zoning and subdivision regulations are contributing substantially as an impediment to affordable housing may be something that is true in some cases, but is more likely to be true in the abstract than as a typical occurrence.  Undoubtedly in a state of close to 4,500,000 million people, 67 counties, and 450 plus municipalities there will be cases where regulations delay and/or deter development, but on the whole this does not appear to be occurring with any degree of regularity.  Like so many things that affect the state, the historical absence of capital and higher paying jobs is a more likely hindrance to housing affordability.  This absence of capital has lead to the absence or inadequacy of infrastructure that would support the production of more housing of all types.

Building Codes - Over the years a number of builders and advocates of affordable housing have stated (correctly in some cases, eras or situations) that building and housing codes were housing affordability impediments.  They have stated that governmental building codes or FHA (Federal Housing Administration) minimum property standards were sometimes expressed in terms of specifications that could be difficult or costly to comply with.  Cases have been cited where new or different construction techniques and architectural innovations would be satisfactory in terms of safety, comfort, and other measurable standards but they were not in compliance unless they met strict code specifications.  Variation in building code enforcement has also been cited as a source of additional expenses for builders who could be unduly delayed in their construction and/or forced to undertake costly redesigns. 

While building codes have and undoubtedly still are a housing affordability factor, in some cases, it is hard to gauge just how much of a concern they pose versus the obvious positive health and safety impact they provide when properly administered.  Some informative research on this was prepared in a report entitled Building Codes and Housing prepared by David Listokin (Rutgers University) and David Hattis (Building Technology Inc.) published in 2004 and suggest that building codes (when reasonably administered) do not add excessively to the cost of housing, but also suggest that far more research is needed and make a number of suggestions for work in this area.

The authors state the following: 

“In theory, the building code could adversely affect housing production and could increase housing costs through both substantive (technical) and administrative impediments. The former include, as examples, restriction of cost-saving materials and technologies and barriers to mass production; the latter encompass such barriers as administrative conflicts between different administering parties (e.g., building and fire departments) and inadequately trained inspectors.

The literature on the subject of building codes and housing presents many examples of the above-described impediments. The various studies find that code inadequacies increase the cost of new housing from roughly one percent to over 200 percent. The more quantitative analyses are at the lower end of this spectrum and find code-related housing cost increases of five percent or less.”

As a caveat the authors add the following note: 

“The literature to date is informative, but has gaps with respect to timeliness, conceptual basis, methodology, and scope. Much research is dated, describing the code world of yesteryear, rather than the current situation of two national model codes influencing the regulations. Conceptually, there is limited “benchmark” and cost-benefit study to define what are “appropriate” versus “inappropriate” or “excessive” regulations. Further, most reports on the subject are characterized by anecdotal—as opposed to empirical-based—quantitative analysis, and by limited scope (e.g., study of only the regulations, but not their administration). Similarly, some studies have been carried out by parties with a proprietary interest, or at their behest.”

Another place where code enforcement has historically been indicated as a problem is in the absence of Rehabilitation Codes versus Building Codes.  It has been stated in the past that the building code barrier could be especially oppressive in terms of housing rehabilitation.  A criticism was that codes often required that, during rehabilitation of an existing structure, all systems be brought to new construction standards, and this requirement could be very costly or prohibitive in addressing the housing rehabilitation needs of many Alabamians.

To shed some light on progress made in this area, it is useful to note the Listokin and Hattis study’s comments on this matter.  The authors state:

“The Adoption of Rehabilitation Codes:  Rehabilitation activity in existing buildings has been growing in the past 20 years as a proportion of all construction. Until the 1990s, such work was regulated by reference to the building code (Chapter 34 of the model codes)—the vast bulk of which was addressed to new construction. In the 1990s, it became clear that this form of regulation was often arbitrary, unpredictable, and constrained the reuse of older properties. 

Beginning with the State of New Jersey, states and local jurisdictions began to develop new ways to regulate work in existing structures, using what came to be known as rehabilitation codes, and in some jurisdictions as smart codes. New Jersey adopted its rehabilitation code in January 1998. In May 1997, HUD published the Nationally Applicable Recommended Rehabilitation Provisions (NARRP) to serve as a model for the development of rehabilitation codes. 

Since then, smart codes have been adopted by several states and local jurisdictions, including Maryland; New York State; Rhode Island; Minnesota; Wilmington, Delaware; and Wichita, Kansas. In 2003, the International Existing Building Code (IEBC) was added to the family of I-codes, and the NFPA 5000 code developed a rehabilitation code as its Chapter 15.  

The extent of local adoption of these model rehabilitation codes is unknown at this time. These new codes are based on two principles. The first is predictability, namely that clear rehabilitation code regulations would foster the accurate prediction of improvement standards and costs. The second principle is that of proportionality, in that a sliding scale of requirements is established depending on the level and scope of the rehabilitation activity, from repairs to reconstruction. The overall goal of the rehabilitation codes is to encourage the reuse of older buildings. The different rehabilitation codes are considered in detail later in this paper.”

In Alabama the I-Codes referred to above have generally been adopted or are being adopted by virtually every local government.  Discussions with local building officials indicated there is not a data base on how many have taken additional steps to adopt Rehabilitation Codes, but that option is now there for local governments if they want to use it.  Thus progress has been made in this area and should be one more reason building codes need not be viewed as a deterrent to housing affordability.
Transportation Problems - Although not always viewed as part of the affordable housing equation, the cost of and availability of transportation to work, shopping and services is a factor that most definitely affects housing choice and affordability.  Outside of urban areas, there has traditionally been very little readily available public transit in Alabama and that which is accessible has often been irregular in the times and patterns of service.  As the population continues to age and as fuel consumption issues become more crucial this will be an issue that will likely impact housing opportunity more and more.  

Currently most regional planning agencies and certain other non-profit agencies provide limited van services as funds allow.  Aging programs, generally operated out of Regional Planning Agencies for an area, (this is true in nine of the thirteen regions of the state) make available approximately 500 vans to provide transportation for the elderly to nutrition centers, grocery stores, medical facilities, and other limited destinations.  However, the coverage and timing makes accessing these services problematic for many elderly and lower income persons.  One would surmise that 500 vans for the state’s 600,000 plus population of persons over 65 cannot readily address the needs in a way that we would like to provide for our elderly citizens.  This does not even take into account the poor who are often without transportation.  It would certainly seem that more funding in this area would enhance housing opportunity by making that which exists more amenable to the occupants.
Costs Associated With Accessibility Compliance - The Fair Housing Accessibility Guidelines are another factor often cited as a hindrance to the production of affordable housing. These Guidelines require building designs to be altered to accommodate persons who are physically challenged or who have other accessibility issues.  This issue began to emerge in the early 1990s when the regulations were issued and since that time it has been maintained by many in the building and development field that making units compliant with these regulations causes them to be more costly to construct or retrofit. It is commonly stated that the required renovations to existing structures can be especially costly for older buildings. In addition there is the burgeoning movement to make “visitability” a requirement for housing units.  

Fortunately, technology is changing and more research is being devoted to ways to make improvements more effective and reasonable in cost in this area.  It appears, as with many issues, our continuingly aging population is going to require society to adapt. It will be necessary that costs affecting housing and other societal interests be balanced against the needs of the elderly and disabled.  To do this it is necessary to have a better understanding of the cost imposed by regulatory compliance.  Research in the field seems to be limited and not terribly conclusive but the following assessment can be gleaned from information found in the State’s Analyses of Impediments.

Accessible housing units are can be more costly to construct and the required renovations to existing structures can be especially costly for older structures.  However, the additional cost for accessibility and “visitability” may not be one of the most significant factors in housing affordability as the discussion of research on this subject indicates below.

“One of the more relevant studies, The Cost of Accessible Housing was performed by Steven Winter Associates and was published by the U. S. Department of Housing and Urban Development.  The Study focused on the cost impact of the Fair Housing Accessibility Guidelines (FHAG) on multi-family projects.  Eight existing projects constructed by private developers were studied and redesigned to meet the Guideline.  Then developers estimated the cost of the redesigned projects.  It was estimated that the cost of making multifamily housing comply with the Guidelines was .28% of total construction costs for dwelling unit costs (excluding site development and community facilities) and .33% for total project costs.  This general conclusion of less than 1% is in line with other studies that have examined the impact of accessibility to public buildings.”

This study appears to show, that at least in the case of new construction, the cost of accessibility is not as great as many builders and development professionals have maintained.  However, it is also to be noted that there may be certain amount of positive bias conveyed in the document since the sponsor of the study is a federal agency that has no choice but to advocate for and require compliance with the regulations.

With regard to “visitability” it is useful to be aware that not as many accessibility features are required as are mandated in the FHAG regulations.
Fire Protection Costs - Another important aspect of housing affordability is the rather excessive cost of fire protection in many areas of the state, particularly the more remote rural areas.  Due to a lack of fire protection in some rural counties, a homeowner’s insurance rates are much higher than typical urban areas thereby causing an overall increase in the cost of housing, or at least negating the usual lower monthly mortgage cost found in most rural areas.  

It is not uncommon for a rural homeowner to pay twice the amount for homeowner’s insurance as an urban homeowner.  This is particularly oppressive to low income households attempting to buy a house in a rural or unincorporated area.  The additional monthly expense in their mortgage payment for insurance could certainly prevent some of these households from purchasing or qualifying for a home in these areas.

The State has shown an awareness of this reality, and it is worth noting and to be applauded that the State CDBG program has used more of its Enhancement Fund to aid fire protection in small towns and rural areas in Alabama in recent years. This is expected to help make fire insurance more affordable and therefore indirectly aid housing affordability.  

Continued use of CDBG funds for this purpose is probably advisable and it would be useful to look for more creative ways to use funds to address these problems since lowering insurance rates in rural areas can significantly reduce housing costs.  It is also helpful to know that potential partners in this endeavor are making efforts such as those cited below.

The need for rural and small town firefighting assistance is also being addressed by the Federal Excess Property Program which assists Alabama in acquiring and placing fire equipment in rural communities. The Firefighter Property Program, allows the Forestry Commission to obtain property, and once obtained it becomes state property that can be transferred directly to local volunteer fire departments. In addition, the Alabama Forestry Commission administers Volunteer Fire Assistance Program funds to support the fire prevention and protection efforts of rural community fire departments.
Absence of Land Use Regulations and Ineffective Enforcement - Although the presence of restrictive regulations may hinder housing affordability, the lack of regulations or ineffective enforcement of regulations may also pose a problem. For a great many Alabama families, the use of manufactured homes has been a practical solution to the problem of affordable housing. These types of homes, which are present in all 67 counties and virtually all municipalities, represent an extremely viable option for many working class Alabamians in the struggle for more affordable housing. According to Census data they represent approximately 275,000 units and roughly sixteen percent of the state’s housing stock.

A major problem with manufactured home development, however, appears to be the absence of satisfactory land use regulations in many rural and small town areas. Such regulations could establish more effective ground rules for safe, healthy, and aesthetically pleasing mobile home parks. A mobile home or manufactured home situated in an area without the required infrastructure (specified roads, water, sewer or septic systems) can often be a substandard housing unit. Many Alabama counties and municipalities struggle with permitting location of these types of homes, and at times are confronted by NIMBY-like reactions when manufactured housing developments are proposed.

The results of current land use regulations and/or enforcement patterns are that manufactured homes are often located alone, are frequently substandard, or are located in rather haphazard “parks” that vary greatly in quality as well as safety and health provisions. Most counties and small towns work very gingerly with accommodating the subdivision of land for this type of housing as there are usually strong and varied opinions and interests on the subject. There is a traditional strong inclination to allow people to use their own property as they see fit in most rural areas of the state, yet there are usually equally strong negative perceptions of these types of homes primarily because of the nature of so many existing manufactured home developments and clusters around the state. Some of the developments border on being notorious in the county or area they are in for crime and shoddy appearances.  The presence of these kinds of developments undoubtedly contribute to the stereotypes for such parks in general and unfortunately deter the effective utilization of one very important kind of affordable housing. 

Beyond the issue of manufactured housing there is another area where the absence of regulations or the reluctance to enforce development regulations has historically been a problem which has affected the occupation of decent and affordable housing by lower income citizens of Alabama.  Several Alabama counties have no regulations that adequately address structurally unsafe or deteriorating housing as only about 12 counties have adopted and enforce building codes according to Alabama County Commission Association data. For years virtually uninhabitable housing could sometimes legally be rented in Alabama as there was no required State “Warrant of Habitability”. This seemed to be implied by Alabama Construction Law but only for new homes.  Fortunately the Landlord Tenant Law passed in 2006 has helped to rectify this problem, but more education is needed in this area to enhance renters’ and local officials’ awareness of their rights.

Although county health departments are typically responsible for enforcing health and sanitation codes, as indicated above, many counties are reluctant to enforce  regulations addressing substandard structural-type housing conditions. Without an enforceable code or with only a minimal code with which to condemn these dilapidated structures, the overall effect can be a glut of homes which are unsuitable for habitation, too far gone for rehabilitation and eyesores to the community. The tenants of such structures are unprotected and the permissive policy functions as a disincentive to improving affordable housing. A prominent part of any State or local housing plan should be the elimination of substandard housing that cannot be repaired. As long as these substandard units remain in existence, some Alabama households will see them as virtually their only housing choice.  

However, a notable sign of progress in this area is the increasing number of demolition and clearance projects funded through the State’s Community Enhancement and Competitive Funds during the last three to five years.  While it may seem ironic to recommend the destruction of some units as a way to improve the environment for affordable housing, it appears that this is one of the tools the State has that can improve housing opportunity.
Credit Environment - For many years an almost universal opinion of those having difficulty with the acquisition of a new home was that lending institutions were too conservative and too restrictive in their lending practices.  For much of the history of this country there is little doubt that banks, mortgage lenders, and other financial institutions were very reluctant to deviate from standard patterns of lending for housing purchases.  Until the 1930s and the creation of FHA, down-payment requirements of 50% were more common than not.  A poor credit history or insufficient amount of credit experience were frequently automatic roadblocks to home ownership.  While many financial institutions may remain reluctant to work with less affluent clients, the experience of the last six to eight years has shown the dangers of not closely examining the credit worthiness of mortgagors or requiring a reasonable equity investment in the home.  It is now clear that the country is in the midst of a substantial reexamination of the proper degree of scrutiny of loan applicants.   

Still as part of this section on affordable housing it seems appropriate to list the kinds of issues that have been raised as barriers to obtaining financing as there is no doubt there is and will probably continue to be a degree of legitimacy of many of these points.

· Credit history reports cover too many years, possibly exposing some financial difficulties early in one's adulthood; or at a point not relevant to one’s current financial or life situation  

· Potential borrowers get little or no consideration for having made timely rental or utility payments for an extended period of time 

· Banking guidelines require that a borrower come up with an unaffordable down payment from their own funds when buying a home 

· Closing costs are excessive 

· Lending institutions, particularly in Alabama's rural areas, are able to loan most of their available capital to lower-risk (more affluent) borrowers 

· The banking industry generally lacks knowledge of low-income federal programs and educational services 

· A few unpaid medical bills can jeopardize a loan 

· Lower income persons are less able to weather a credit crunch when the cost of everything, including housing, goes up 

· The young and the elderly alike are targeted as high-risk groups

· Conventional financing is often not available for older homes. 

Items listed above are presented generally because of inclusion in surveys or local AOI responses or because of frequent reference by housing advocates.  Their inclusion does not necessarily mean endorsement by the State as credit analysis is a critical judgment area best carried out by conscientious professionals as the past few years have demonstrated.  While every opportunity should be taken to qualify deserving applicants, it often does not serve the long range interests of lower income individuals, the community, or society at large to allow persons to borrow money to purchase a home that they are highly unlikely to be able to pay back over 15 to 30 years.  

We have seen how the incentives for many businesses to profit from packaging loans, performing appraisals, closing loans, building homes, etc., can distort the process not so much for the benefit of potential homeowners but for those apt to make short term profits from the process.  While the overall goal of expanded homeownership percentages for the state and country likely remains a good one, there appears to have been a “rush to judgment” in this area over the past several years for which much of the country has been paying a dear price.  Discretion in this area is likely to be the watchword for a few years and this is probably advisable.

Lending options are likely to return to a period where they are more limited for low-and moderate-income Alabamians than they have been in the past 5-7 years. It may be more difficult to qualify for a mortgage loan without a combination of sufficient income and a good credit rating. Lenders, particularly conventional lenders, are returning to more traditional courses and, despite Community Reinvestment Act obligations, are not likely to stretch parameters to meet the need for affordable housing finance.  

It may well be that credit counseling is one of the most important activities that is needed to help moderate income and working class persons become homeowners.  Rather than being viewed as a “necessary evil” by persons hoping to access housing assistance programs, it may actually become a much more welcome part of the process.

With unemployment rates having soared to levels not seen in decades, it is likely that overall economic factors are likely to be the biggest deterrent to homeownership and obtaining mortgage assistance for the next several years.  On the positive side, housing prices have dropped substantially in most areas of the country and state.  Since most of Alabama did not experience the astronomical escalation of housing values that occurred in certain areas of the country, it has not seen the precipitous drop in home values that those areas have experienced either.  Still, the bottom line for most areas of Alabama is that for those who can qualify for loan assistance, the typical purchase price of a home is less than it has been for many, many years.  As the economy improves and jobs increase that may be a very helpful factor for increasing homeownership.
Fair Housing - Although tremendous progress has been made in the past several decades in the field of fair housing, instances of illegal or questionable practices are still cited across the state. Unfortunately discrimination of various types continues to exist as a barrier to affordable housing. The State attempts to gauge the fair housing environment and progress made in a number of ways. It requires an Analyses of Impediments at the local level by recipients of CDBG grants and performs a survey of HUD program clients every five years as part of the Consolidated Plan process.  It also reviews CRA reports and information regarding fair housing cases or actions in Alabama by observing sources such as the Justice Department’s Fair Housing Actions Page. It also looks at the activity of Fair Housing Organizations around the state. 

Analysis of Impediments documents received from local grantees have consistently shown that virtually all communities have passed fair housing ordinances or resolutions and that most governments of any significant size engage in efforts to support or promote fair housing.  They also show that cases of fair housing complaints coming to the city or county are very rare.  It is obviously possible that complaints do go to other agencies and show up in other venues, as is indicated by review of other sources such as the Justice Department website or fair housing center records.

Information obtained through the Community Needs Survey has generally been very positive.  On the 2009 Community Needs Survey 95.6% of the respondents indicated that they thought individuals could “obtain access to housing in a fair and equitable manner”, and 89.6% of the respondents indicated that “they believed that state and federal laws had effectively eliminated widespread abuse of fair housing practices in their community”. While this survey makes no claim to be rigorously scientific research, it does represent a sincere effort to gauge legitimate client opinions.

Periodic review of information regarding Community Reinvestment Act (CRA) examinations indicate Alabama seems to be doing rather well.  Out of 1093 examinations carried out by the Federal Financial Institutions Examination Council during the last 20 years, only 21 examinations showed ratings of less than “Satisfactory” (All of these were evaluated as “Needs to Improve”.) while 133 institutions received a rating of “Outstanding” and 939 received a rating of “Satisfactory”.

In addition the State looks at fair housing actions by the Justice Department in Alabama. A summary of the Justice Department’s Fair Housing Actions Page is included as an attachment to the State’s Analysis of Impediments and it indicates there are enough cases warranting legal action to demonstrate that constant vigilance is still needed.  The Summary also indicates that while racial discrimination is usually felt to be the most prevalent form of discrimination, certain age groups (young people or the elderly) or families with children or disabled members can be the victims of unfair housing practices. Based on recent cases around Alabama and the nation, it appears that instances of family and disability discrimination are receiving an increasing focus. 

Other sources of information in this area are the state’s Fair Housing Centers.  The Central Alabama Fair Housing Center is one of three HUD funded fair housing centers in Alabama and has operated testing programs since 1995 to ferret out such discriminatory methods and makes the following statement regarding the continuance of some unfair and illegal practices. (Their service area contains Montgomery and most of the Black Belt section of Alabama as well as the southeastern part of the state commonly referred to as the Wiregrass.)

“CAFHC has conducted fair housing testing since 1995. The Center operates the only fair housing testing program in central Alabama. CAFHC test results have helped local residents fight housing discrimination and have been used to conduct public education about housing discrimination. 

CAFHC testing has uncovered the following common practices in the central Alabama rental and sales markets:

· Racial “steering” – i.e., directing home seekers to or away from neighborhoods or other areas based on the race of the home seeker and the racial composition of the area; 

· Encouraging or discouraging home seekers from buying or renting in certain neighborhoods based on race, often by withholding or emphasizing information about a particular home; 

· Giving false information about the availability of an apartment or home; 

· Requiring higher security deposits or rent, and/or imposing additional rental requirements based on race; 

· Failing to allow guide dogs or other necessary accommodations to people with disabilities; 

· Failing to comply with the Fair Housing Act’s requirement that most apartment complexes be accessible to people using wheelchairs.”

The CAFHC also reports that they receive from 100 to 150 complaints per year regarding discrimination of various types.  They sometimes intervene or mediate in these cases but usually refer them to HUD, the Justice Department or private attorneys.

Thus important evidence exists to show that discriminatory actions have not been eliminated.  Still, despite the persistence of some degree of discrimination in housing markets, even a casual glance at real estate advertising and financing practices in today’s market will show that fair housing references and practices are almost universal, as is required.  

In addition, almost daily observations have noted an increasingly substantial integration of neighborhoods in the Montgomery MSA as well as a number of other cities and MSAs around the state. It seems particularly noteworthy that many of the upscale Montgomery neighborhoods show signs of substantial integration. The same is also true for middle to upper middle class neighborhoods in suburban areas surrounding Montgomery.  

To view the matter in a more statistical manner utilizing Census Data, it is possible to note that the racial minority population in almost all of the rapidly growing “suburban” counties of the state increased between 1990 and 2000.  The percentage minority population also increased in most of these counties, and it is quite likely that this will be true again in 2010.  Similarly, the Hispanic population and Hispanic percentage of the population grew in all of these suburban counties as well. (See Analysis of Impediments for presentation of this information.)

In addition, a sampling of growing and generally affluent suburban municipalities across the state (such as Hoover, Prattville, Madison, and Daphne, etc.) also shows growing racial minority populations. In the case of most of the cities there is a growing minority percentage as well.  (See Census Data in AOI to review presentation of information on suburban cities.)  One would have to conclude that these trends could not be occurring if there were extensive discrimination taking place.

While the preceding information is not presented to say that discrimination has disappeared, it is solid evidence to indicate that very significant progress has been and is being made. It is worthwhile to note these facts and to appreciate that the trend seems to be strongly in the right direction.  The Civil Rights Laws, Fair Housing Laws, implementing regulations, and educational efforts have, over the last several decades, made a substantial and noticeable change in the way business is done and have expanded the choices that most Americans have about where they will live.

Unfortunately it appears that where efforts and laws have had the least impact, are on areas that are left behind economically and those that are geographically isolated.  It is likely that in this era that the most painfully segregated areas are those where the middle class has moved on or moved out to seek better jobs, better neighborhoods, and better schools for their children.  In fact, the battle to eradicate legal and social barriers to fair housing have made it easier for middle class minorities and people of color to leave older neighborhoods, leaving their once stable neighborhoods increasingly to the elderly and the poor.  

Addressing these problems is not an easy task as decades of urban renewal and urban revitalization programs have shown.  In Alabama those left behind are not just the urban poor but are also the poor, elderly, and less educated who reside in the more isolated rural counties of the state.  This is particularly true in much of south Alabama and in those counties or parts of counties removed from interstate highways.  

Whatever the solution to these problems may be, it is almost certain that economic development is part of the answer, as is education.  Both of these approaches probably need a degree of innovation not yet shown as decades of efforts have yielded only rather paltry results in many places.  Still the State is proud of its continuing effort to address the problem with ventures such as the CDBG Black Belt Fund and its activities to attract and locate Hyundai and KIA suppliers in the “Black Belt” counties, as well as the cooperative undertaking of working with Mississippi to locate a mega-industrial park near the Alabama-Mississippi border just off of Interstate 59.
The "NIMBY" Syndrome - NIMBY [Not in My Back Yard] is a common sentiment among many residents in Alabama and elsewhere. There is a stereotypical view that all low-income housing developments are an eyesore to the community. Manufactured home parks and other planned affordable housing developments are often shunned by more affluent residents who are concerned over a possible decrease in the property value of their home if such a development is close by. Many otherwise public spirited Alabama citizens promote affordable housing initiatives as long as the developments are not near their homes. The NIMBY barrier is a classic "haves vs. have-nots" situation where the less fortunate (low-income Alabamians) suffer from a defensive strategy exhibited by the established communities and neighborhoods.

The NIMBY problem is widely recognized and much thought has gone into means to address it.  The National Association of Homebuilders makes the assessment cited below, and provides some useful approaches for countering the sentiment in their literature and on the NAHB website.  

“While many politicians espouse the need for housing affordability, home builders understand all too well that local and state officials can quickly acquiesce to vocal opposition to affordable and even workforce housing for their constituents.  The “Not in My Backyard” or the NIMBY syndrome is found in just about every community.  Neighbors affected by the proposed development often have fears and concerns about their property values, crime, and traffic congestion, loss of open space, new neighbors and design compatibility.  However, community support is usually critical to the process of obtaining zoning and other required approvals.  Successful builders take steps early in the process to understand the community’s concerns and potential solutions.”
Land Ownership Patterns - In much of Alabama, particularly in rural areas, much of the suitable land for development is owned or controlled by a few owner/developers. These owners can dictate the extent of any housing activity to be carried out on their land. They can also be more selective in their dealings to ensure maximum profitability, usually precluding affordable housing opportunities for lower income Alabamians. Potential home sites in rural Alabama are frequently sold in large-lot sizes, perhaps to discourage or exclude any marginal investors. This tendency toward large land holdings directly prevents low and moderate-income households from obtaining rural building sites where they can construct modest homes. It also lessens the incentive for more affluent persons to build new homes on cheap rural lots and thus slows down the "filtering process". With less new homes being constructed, there are fewer older-but-suitable homes on the market. Any barrier to the natural process of home filtering can be construed as a major problem in Alabama.

Another aspect of land ownership patterns that can affect affordability is the following.  At times program administrative practices may clash with rural realities to pose a barrier to home affordability. The Department of Agriculture, through its Rural Development Administration (RDA), provides generous loans and guarantees to small town and rural residents to buy homes.  However, at times individuals who currently own more land than RDA practices allow will not be able to finance housing by utilizing that program. Such practices by RDA are understandable efforts to effectively utilize program resources, however, some rural residents have found this can pose difficult choices for people torn between the need for homeownership and the strong tradition of holding on to family property.

Yet another problem for growing metro areas of Alabama regarding land ownership patterns exists. Rapidly developing urban areas such as Huntsville, Shelby County, and Baldwin County are facing a land shortage from which to accommodate new construction or the replacement of existing substandard units. (This process has slowed during the recent economic downturn but is almost certain to return once the economy begins to improve.) This land shortage is the result of a population growth spurts which have fueled a supply/demand imbalance. Accompanying this trend, there has been a rapid escalation of land prices in the some central city areas in the last decade producing an outward exodus of the more affluent middle class towards the suburbs. With worsening living conditions, the households that stay in the less pricey (non-gentrified) central core areas are too often lower income and minority; in Alabama, primarily African American, but increasingly Hispanic.
Summary:  The preceding paragraphs outline a number of policy-type barriers, or potential barriers to the provision of affordable housing in Alabama. Most of these barriers are not new. They remain a hindrance for many low- and moderate-income households in our State who are striving to rent a nicer apartment or trying to afford their first home. 

These institutional barriers are a mixture of Federal, State and local policies, laws, administrative practices, or customs. Localities have long sought to control their own destinies with zoning laws and other practices that may be restrictive in effect if not intent. The State has historically allowed local jurisdictions to set up their own rules regarding housing, land usage, etc. At times some these local rules could be viewed as are excessive, exclusionary, discriminatory or duplicative, but the preponderance of evidence indicates that tremendous progress has been made in the preceding decades in addressing housing affordability, quality, and in appreciably diminishing discriminatory practices. 

In the last decade Alabama and the country saw home ownership rates rise far beyond any seen before. Alabama’s percent of homeowners reached 77% in 2007 and substantially exceeded the national level of 70%.  Unfortunately, in the efforts to make so many people homeowners, it is apparent that policymakers and financial institutions overreached to some degree.  Many actions were taken with the most benevolent of intentions while some actions were surely motivated by the lure of easy money to be made on numerous transaction fees necessary at every loan closing.  At any rate, given the current state of the economy, the next few years may find policymakers and financial institutions being somewhat more careful in their efforts to expand housing opportunity and more considerate of the always present unknown or unintended consequences. 

Still, the State takes seriously its responsibility to strategically address the barriers described and discussed above.  It welcomes the opportunity to continue efforts to move toward the goal of decent, safe, sanitary and affordable housing for all Alabamians.  The following section will outline and discuss the strategies to be undertaken to address the barriers to housing affordability.
STRATEGIC PLAN 91.315
91.315 (a) General
· For the categories described in paragraphs (b), (c), (d), (e), and (f) of this section, the consolidated plan must do the following:

· (1) Indicate the general priorities for allocating investment geographically within the state and among different activities and needs.

· (2) Describe the rationale for establishing the allocation priorities given to each category of priority needs, particularly among extremely low-income, low-income, and moderate-income households.

· (3) Identify any obstacles to meeting underserved needs.

· (4) Summarize the priorities and specific objectives the state intends to initiate and/or complete during the time period covered by the strategic plan describing how the proposed distribution of funds will address identified needs. For each specific objective statement, identify proposed accomplishments and outcomes the state hopes to achieve in quantitative terms over a specified time period (e.g., one, two, three or more years), or in other measurable terms as identified and defined by the state. This information shall be provided in accordance with guidance to be issued by HUD.

91.315 (b) Affordable Housing
· With respect to affordable housing, the consolidated plan must include the priority housing needs table prescribed by HUD and must do the following:

· (1) The affordable housing section shall describe how the characteristics of the housing market and the severity of housing problems and needs of extremely low-income, low-income, and moderate-income renters and owners identified in accordance with Sec.  91.305 provided the rationale for establishing allocation priorities and use of funds made available for rental assistance, production of new units, rehabilitation of existing units, or acquisition of existing units (including preserving affordable housing units that may be lost from the assisted housing inventory for any reason). Household and income types may be grouped together for discussion where the analysis would apply to more than one of them. If the state intends to use HOME funds for tenant-based assistance, it must specify local market conditions that led to the choice of that option.
General Priorities - Indicate the general priorities for allocating investment geographically within the state and among different activities and needs.

Alabama has a huge job to address even a portion of the needs with approximately $50 Million in HUD CPD funds each year (or approximately $250 Million over the next five years).  The Consolidated Plan program administrators are planning to implement realistic solutions over the next five years.  Since the demand for these federal dollars far exceeds the supply, the most meaningful strategy is to stretch the funding as far as it can go and maximize the effectiveness of the funds by “doing what works” and adding viable new activities which meet the intent of the legislation.
Renters

With regard to housing, the HOME Program will prioritize affordable rental housing for extremely low-income (0% to 30% MFI), low-income (31% to 50% MFI) and some moderate-income (51% to 80% MFI) households.  There are thousands of Alabamians within these income ranges who could benefit from the creation of new or rehabilitated rental units.  Additionally, the HOPWA Program will prioritize affordable rental housing though the issuance of rental assistance for persons with AIDS and their families, if applicable.  CDBG will continue to prioritize the rehabilitation of homeowner units, but rental units are eligible for rehabilitation grants as well. 

Because the requirements for assigning priorities have been relaxed since the last five-year plan (2005), the State will not attempt to categorize all of the various income groups, family sizes, renters, owners, etc. into LOW, MEDIUM, or HIGH status.  Instead, it will be the intention of the State to designate a single priority – production of affordable rental housing – for the 2010-2014 time frame.  If HOME funds or any other CPD program funds are available for other activities, they will be used accordingly.

The state (ahfa) will allocate an indeterminable amount of HOME funds over the next five years for the production of rental housing for these income groups.  This activity is presently the chief focus of Alabama’s HOME Program.  While the state’s HOME Program may expand into other activities, the production of rental housing, both new construction and acquisition/rehabilitation, will continue to be the dominant activity.  At an estimated $17,000,000 per year in HOME funds, along with the current structure of investors, the layers of participation, and the same leveraging of resources, the state could expect to produce approximately 2,500-3,500 rental units over the next five years.

NOTE:  AHFA uses the Low Income Housing Tax Credit Program in conjunction with HOME funds.  This allows the state’s HOME subsidy to stretch much further.  AHFA certifies that it will not invest any more HOME funds in combination with other federal assistance than is necessary to provide affordable housing.

AHFA now also administers two (2) new programs created by the American Recovery and Reinvestment Act of 2009; The Tax Credit Assistance Program or TCAP and the Tax Credit Exchange Program or Exchange.  Both of these new stimulus programs will also be used with HOME and LIHTC to expand the supply of affordable rental housing.

Owners:  

With regard to home owners, the State no longer will be administering the HOME ADDI Program which prioritized affordable homeownership opportunities for first-time Alabama homebuyers.  The program has been discontinued.  

NOTE:  Following a devastating collapse in the real estate sector over the past few years, the market has now (at the time of writing) stabilized somewhat and interest rates are at near record lows.  Many Alabamians, including some moderate-income (51%-80% MFI) families, have been able to take advantage of these favorable rates over the past few months.  Still, many other Alabamians are facing the bitter realities of job loss, tightening credit, foreclosure and/or bankruptcy.  Homeowner assistance programs, housing counseling services, forbearance by mortgage servicers, etc. have helped in some cases.  Many others still lack the resources to save their homes.  Recognizing the critical nature of this issue, the State acknowledges the severity of this problem. Using the HOME Program or other CPD funds for this purpose is not however planned during the five-year period of 2010-2014.  It is felt that the priority of affordable rental housing production serves a much larger segment of the population.  

Housing for Persons with HIV/AIDS
The housing needs of persons living with HIV disease in Alabama are determined through epidemiological data provided by the Alabama Department of Public Health, through housing profiles provided through HUD technical assistance contractors, and through various needs assessments, such as AIDS Alabama’s 2003-2004 Statewide Needs Assessment, which included about five percent of the state’s HIV-positive population.  
Additional resources include the annual Point in Time surveys conducted by the Continuums of Care across Alabama.  The 2004 Point in Time survey conducted by the Birmingham Continuum of Care, Metropolitan Birmingham Services for the Homeless, indicates that 12 percent of Alabama’s largest homeless population self-identify as HIV-positive.  AIDS Alabama’s 2007-2008 Needs Assessment indicates that 30 percent of Alabama’s HIV-positive population experienced unstable housing after their HIV diagnosis.  The data obtained also reveals that in excess of 47 percent of the state’s HIV-positive population meets HUD’s definition of chronic homelessness.

Alabama has five (5) types of housing priorities for persons with HIV/AIDS.  The programs are designed for 1) Rental Assistance consisting emergency short-term rent, mortgage, and utility assistance; tenant-based rental assistance; and project-based rental assistance; 2) Emergency Shelter; 3) Transitional Housing; 4) Permanent Housing; and 5) Permanent Supportive Housing for tenants having a lease and a program agreement with Family Places, Alabama Rural AIDS Project, or JASPER House.

Homeless:  Like so many other categories of need, the state’s homeless needs far outweigh the resources that are possible to access.  The state is continuing to work with all capable providers of homeless assistance as it also works to identify additional providers or potential providers.  The state’s ongoing assessment of needs in this area indicates the increasing significance of addressing the problems of substance abuse, mental illness, and lack of job skills among the homeless.

The state recognizes the evolving nature of the homeless problems and the efforts being made to assist them.  Based on this awareness, the state will put high priorities on essential services that provide job training and counseling that can help homeless persons make their way back into the mainstream of society.  The state will also put a higher priority on transitional housing which is another means of helping the homeless return to or become productive citizens.  Still, the state will not abandon the priority of helping homeless persons get off the street for the night or the week when they are faced with the direst circumstances.

Rationale - Describe the rationale for establishing the allocation priorities given to each category of priority needs, particularly among extremely low-income, low-income, and moderate-income households.

a. Rental Housing for extremely low- (0-30% MFI), low- (31-50% MFI) and moderate- (51-80% MFI) income households with HOME funds.

HOME
The top priority for HOME funds over the next five years should be an increase in the number of affordable, decent rental units for extremely low-income (0-30% MFI), low-income (31-50% MFI) and moderate-income (51-80% MFI) households. 
The 2000 Census shows that a substantial number of extremely low-income renters have housing problems and are classified as cost burdened.  For small related households, 69 percent have housing problems and 65 percent have a greater than 30 percent cost burden.  Fifty percent of this group have a greater than 50 percent cost burden.  For large related households, 81 percent have housing problems and 66 percent have a greater than 30 percent cost burden.  Forty-seven percent of these large households have a greater than 50 percent cost burden.  For elderly households, 52 percent have housing problems.  Just over half (50.2%) have a greater than 30 percent cost burden and 31 percent have a greater than 50 percent cost burden.  For all other households, 67 percent have housing problems and 66 percent are cost burdened greater than 30 percent.  A substantial 53 percent of this group has a greater than 50 percent cost burden.

The 2000 Census also shows that a substantial number of low-income renters have housing problems and are classified as cost burdened.  For small related households, 57 percent have housing problems and 53 percent have a greater than 30 percent cost burden.  Eleven percent of this group have a greater than 50 percent cost burden.  For large related households, 69 percent have housing problems and 43 percent have a greater than 30 percent cost burden.  Five percent of these large households have a greater than 50 percent cost burden.  For all other households, 68 percent have housing problems and 66 percent are cost burdened greater than 30 percent.  A substantial 20 percent of this group has a greater than 50 percent cost burden.

For those households which are termed moderate-income, they, too, have some dismal statistics.  For small related households, 24 percent have housing problems and 18 percent have greater than 30 percent cost burden.  For large related households, 46 percent have housing problems and 10 percent have a greater than 30 percent cost burden.  For all other households, 28 percent have housing problems and 27 percent have a greater than 30 percent cost burden.

b. NOTE: The previous Five-Year State of Alabama Consolidated Plan (2005) designated “Down payment assistance for first-time homebuyers for moderate- (51 -80% MFI) income Households with ADDI funds” as a priority activity.  Because the ADDI Program has since been discontinued, the State has removed this activity as a priority.  

c. Rental assistance for extremely low- (0-30% MFI), low- (31-50% MFI) and moderate- (51-80% MFI) income persons and families with HOPWA funds. 

HOPWA
The AIDS Alabama 2007-2008 statewide needs assessment survey interviewed 298 HIV-positive persons (3% of the state’s total HIV-positive population) one-on-one utilizing a comprehensive, research-style questionnaire. The instrument utilized allows comparison of similar data gathered four years ago.  The results reveal an astounding amount of information about the demographics, health, housing, medical care, mental health services, substance use, case management, transportation, food, and much more of persons living with HIV disease in Alabama.  Some key characteristics about housing are below: 

· 34% of those living with HIV did not live in their own apartment or home at the time of interview and were doubled up with friends, in a shelter, in a drug program, or homeless;

· 37% have lived in their housing for one year or less and another 39% have lived in their housing no more than five years;

· 48% had children; 44% of children were raised by the HIV-positive individual; 

· 63% have moved one or more times in the past three years;

· 21% reported other HIV-positive persons in the household;

· 47% currently receive housing assistance;

· 41% would like further housing assistance;

· 13% of homeless persons were on a housing waiting list; 

· 25% would have to move if housing increased by $50; 

· 31% needed housing assistance of some kind in the last six months;

· 33% said that they were able to obtain their current housing because of HIV/AIDS status; 

· 47% said that they have at one time been homeless for one year or longer; 

· 7% had slept in car since HIV/AIDS diagnosis; 

· 12% had slept in a shelter since HIV/AIDS diagnosis; 

· 8% had slept on the streets since HIV/AIDS diagnosis; 

· 42% said that would like further assistance with money problems/financial assistance; and

· 8% said that they have experience discrimination in getting housing.

Obstacles - Identify any obstacles to meeting underserved needs.
HOME 
In preparing the description of priorities for the HOME Program, it was necessary to explore what the needs actually were and how the program could be used to address the identified need.  The greatest obstacle to addressing the underserved needs is the lack of funds to create or rehabilitate units.  An added obstacle is the difficulty developers and potential homeowners face in obtaining credit.  The supply of funds and units is less than the demand for affordable housing.  
HOPWA
Obstacles in the provision of housing and services to persons in Alabama living with HIV disease include a lack of low-income housing stock, an extremely poor and transient population, geographical challenges in gaining access to medical care and other critical services, and the stigma still associated with HIV and AIDS.

· (2) The affordable housing section shall include specific objectives that describe proposed accomplishments the state hopes to achieve and must specify the number of extremely low-income, low-income, and moderate-income families to whom the state will provide affordable housing as defined in 24 CFR 92.252 for rental housing and 24 CFR 92.254 for homeownership over a specific time period.

Objectives and Outcomes - Summarize the priorities and specific objectives the state intends to initiate and/or complete during the time period covered by the strategic plan describing how the proposed distribution of funds will address identified needs. For each specific objective statement, identify proposed accomplishments and outcomes the state hopes to achieve in quantitative terms over a specified time period (e.g., one, two, three or more years), or in other measurable terms as identified and defined by the state. This information shall be provided in accordance with guidance to be issued by HUD
The “Sweet Home Alabama” report and data developed through a contract with the Alabama Housing Finance Authority and Dr. Donald W. Bogie was used in developing the specific housing objectives.  As clearly outlined in the report, the state faces a myriad of housing needs with very limited funding sources.  However, the provision of affordable housing is the state’s primary objective.  More specifically, the state’s objectives regarding affordable housing focus on areas which have proven to be successful in the past.  
As has been described in the previous sections, the State of Alabama has a seemingly unattainable challenge to meet the affordable housing needs of tens of thousands of households, primarily those with limited incomes, including some with special needs. Despite these large numbers, the state will fully utilize all available funding sources to meet the greatest number of those needs.

1. Provide new and rehabilitated rental housing for extremely low-, low-, and moderate-income households.

2. Provide rental Assistance for extremely low-, low-, and moderate-income persons & families.  

3. Provide rehabilitated housing for existing homeowners of extremely low-, low-, and moderate-incomes.

Objectives and Outcomes
1. Rental housing for extremely low- (0% to 30% MFI), low- (31% to 50% MFI) and moderate- (51% to 80% MFI) income households with HOME funds.

HOME
For a number of reasons, the top priority for HOME funds over the next five years should be an increase in the number of affordable, decent rental units for extremely low-income (0% to 30% MFI), low-income (31% to 50% MFI) and moderate-income (51% to 80% MFI) households.  While, of course, this will not solve all of the state’s housing problems, a large number of Alabamians could benefit from an extensive program of new construction or acquisition/rehabilitation of existing units.

The 2000 Census shows that a substantial number of extremely low-income renters have housing problems and are classified as cost burdened.  For small related households, 69 percent have housing problems and 65 percent have a greater than 30 percent cost burden.  Approximately 50 percent of this group have a greater than 50 percent cost burden.  For large related households, 81 percent have housing problems and 66 percent have a greater than 30 percent cost burden.  Approximately 47 percent of these large households have a greater than 50 percent cost burden.  For elderly households, 52 percent have housing problems.  Just over half (50.2%) have a greater than 30 percent cost burden and 31 percent have a greater than 50 percent cost burden.  For all other households, 67 percent have housing problems and 66 percent are cost burdened greater than 30 percent.  A substantial 53 percent of this group has a greater than 50 percent cost burden.

The 2000 Census also shows that a substantial number of low-income renters have housing problems and are classified as cost burdened.  For small related households, 57 percent have housing problems and 53 percent have a greater than 30 percent cost burden.  Approximately 11 percent of this group have a greater than 50 percent cost burden.  For large related households, 69 percent have housing problems and 43 percent have a greater than 30 percent cost burden.  Five percent of these large households have a greater than 50 percent cost burden.  For all other households, 68 percent have housing problems and 66 percent are cost burdened greater than 30 percent.  A substantial 20 percent of this group have a greater than 50 percent cost burden.

For those households which are termed moderate-income, they, too, have some dismal statistics.  For small related households, 24 percent have housing problems and 18 percent have greater than 30 percent cost burden.  For large related households, 46 percent have housing problems and 10 percent have greater than 30 percent cost burden.  For all other households, 28 percent have housing problems and 27 percent have a greater than 30 percent cost burden.

Each of the low- and moderate-income groups (0% to 80% MFI) in Alabama face a severe shortage of affordable rental housing, though every locality has its own supply-and-demand factors. As of 2000, some localities may have an adequate stock of affordable rental units and great care will be taken to prevent overbuilding.  

Overall, the rental conditions for Alabama’s extremely low- (0% to 30% MFI), low- (31% to 50% MFI) and moderate- (51% to 80% MFI) income citizens are highly negative and very much in need of improvement.  Whether beset with overcrowding or physical defects or overpriced rents, there are thousands of units which are presently inappropriate for its residents. 

The state (ahfa) will allocate an indeterminable amount of HOME funds over the next five years for the production of rental housing for these income groups.  This activity is presently the chief focus of Alabama’s HOME Program.  While the state’s HOME Program may expand into other activities, the production of rental housing, both new construction and acquisition/rehabilitation, will continue to be the dominant activity.  At an estimated $17,000,000 per year in HOME funds, along with the current structure of investors, the layers of participation, and the same leveraging of resources, the state could expect to produce approximately 2,500 to 3,500 rental units over the next five years.

NOTE:  AHFA uses the Low Income Housing Tax Credit Program in conjunction with HOME funds.  This allows the state’s HOME subsidy to stretch much further.  AHFA certifies that it will not invest any more HOME funds in combination with other federal assistance than is necessary to provide affordable housing.  CDBG funds may also be used to rehabilitate an undetermined number of owner occupied and rental units for all eligible income categories.  


2.  Rental assistance for extremely low- (0-30% MFI), low- (31-50% MFI) and moderate- (51-80% MFI) income persons and families with HOPWA funds.
HOPWA
As discussed previously, several sources have been utilized to identify the priorities, specific objectives, and outcomes for the HOPWA program.  The specific program objectives for rental assistance for extremely low-, low-, and moderate-income persons are listed below.  All other housing objectives for persons with HIV/AIDS are provided as well.
Rental Assistance
AIDS Alabama will provide a statewide rental assistance program with the purpose of keeping persons stably housed. This assistance consists of three types: 

· Short-Term Rent, Mortgage, and Utility Assistance (STRMU) program assists households facing a housing emergency or crisis that could result in displacement from their current housing or result in homelessness. The recipient must work with a case manager to maintain a housing plan designed to increase self-sufficiency and to avoid homelessness. 

· Tenant-Based Rental Assistance (TBRA) is ongoing assistance paid to a tenant’s landlord to cover the difference between market rents and what the tenant can afford to pay. Tenants find their own units and may continue receiving the rental assistance as long as their income remains below the qualifying income standard and other eligibility criteria are met. However, the tenant must have a long-term housing plan for Section 8 or other long-term, mainstream housing options.

· Project-Based Rental Assistance offers low-income persons with HIV/AIDS the opportunity to occupy housing units that have been developed and maintained specifically to meet the growing need for low-income units for this population.

Emergency Shelter

· There is one emergency shelter with beds dedicated to HIV/AIDS consumers in the State. The shelter is operated by the Health Services Center of Anniston. Other existing emergency shelters provide emergency housing to persons with HIV/AIDS in Birmingham, Florence, and Mobile. These shelters include the Firehouse Shelter, Salvation Army, SafeHouse, Jimmy Hale Mission, First Light, and Pathways. AIDS Alabama partners with these agencies to make referrals and to seek long-term solutions for persons utilizing emergency shelters.

Transitional Housing and the Living in Balance Chemical Addiction Program

· AIDS Alabama operates the Living in Balance Chemical Addiction Program (LIBCAP) to provide treatment and recovery services to adults who are HIV-positive and have a chemical addiction problem. LIBCAP operates as an Intensive Outpatient Program. The three residential programs whose residents participate in the LIB IOP are: 

· LIB Rectory Program Housing, as the LIB continuum entry point, has 12 beds. LIB Rectory is a tightly structured program on AIDS Alabama’s campus property. Consumer completion goals will range from 30 to 45 days based on individual achievement. 

· LIB NextStep Program Housing is the mid-level intensity program where consumers transition when the Rectory program goals are accomplished. There will be up to 22 beds available in leased apartments. There are currently seven apartments and 21 beds. This program focuses on continued abstinence plus vocational, educational, and independent living skills training.  Currently, these beds are paid by Substance Abuse and Mental Health Services Administration grant. 

· LIB Re-Entry Program will be housed in the current Transitional Housing Program, which is located in ten leased apartments. The consumers are implementing the re-entry plan they developed in NextStep and modifying it if appropriate. Consumer completion goals are to move to permanent housing with a solid housing plan, income management plan, and stability plan in 90 to 150 days.

· LIB AfterCare Program transitions consumers to live in their own permanent housing placements and provides support, case management, and weekly AfterCare groups to increase housing stability and to prevent relapse.  

Permanent Housing

· Agape House and Agape II offer permanent apartment complex living in Birmingham for persons with HIV/AIDS. There are 25 one-bedroom units, three two-bedroom units, and two three-bedroom units in these two complexes.  

· Magnolia Place in Mobile offers 14 two-bedroom units and a one-bedroom unit.

· Family Places is a Birmingham-based program of four three-bedroom scatter-site houses and two two-bedroom apartments for families living with HIV/AIDS. It is a permanent supportive housing option as tenants must have a lease and a program agreement. 

· Alabama Rural AIDS Project currently offers ten three-bedroom homes in rural areas of the State. The Rural Studio facilities, built in collaboration with the Auburn University Architectural Department, are in Lee County. The campus contains three one-bedroom apartments and two units that will house two mothers with up to two children each. AIDS Alabama partners with Unity Wellness Center to provide social services. These are permanent supportive housing options as tenants must have a lease and a program agreement.

· Woodlawn Apartments is a complex of six two-bedroom apartments. Four apartments are open to HIV-positive clients and two are designated as Family Places.

Service Enriched Housing

· JASPER House in Birmingham offers 14 beds in a single room occupancy model for persons who are unable to live independently due to their HIV status and their mental illness. All occupants are low-income and HIV-positive.

91.315 (c) Public Housing
· With respect to public housing, the consolidated plan must do the following:

The State of Alabama does not have a public housing authority; therefore, the following sections are not applicable.

· (1) Resident initiatives. For a state that has a state housing agency administering public housing funds, the consolidated plan must describe the state's activities to encourage public housing residents to become more involved in management and participate in homeownership;

N/A

· (2) Public housing needs. The consolidated plan must describe the manner in which the plan of the state will address the needs of public housing; and

N/A

· (3) Troubled public housing agencies. If a public housing agency located within a state is designated as ``troubled'' by HUD under part 902 of this title, the strategy for the state or unit of local government in which any troubled public housing agency is located must describe the manner in which the state or unit of general local government will provide financial or other assistance to improve the public housing agency's operations and remove the ``troubled'' designation. A state is not required to describe the manner in which financial or other assistance is provided if the troubled public housing agency is located entirely within the boundaries of a unit of general local government that must submit a consolidated plan to HUD.

N/A

91.315 (d) Homelessness
· With respect to homelessness, the consolidated plan must include the priority homeless needs table prescribed by HUD and must describe the state's strategy for the following:

· (1) Helping low-income families avoid becoming homeless;

· (2) Reaching out to homeless persons and assessing their individual needs;

· (3) Addressing the emergency shelter and transitional housing needs of homeless persons; and

· (4) Helping homeless persons (especially any persons that are chronically homeless) make the transition to permanent housing and independent living.

General Priorities - Indicate the general priorities for allocating investment geographically within the state and among different activities and needs.

During the 2005-2008 (2009 report was not available during initial Con-Plan development) timeframe, the Emergency Shelter Grant Program provided the following services/activities:  ESG shelters, soup kitchens/meals, child care services, transitional housing, food pantries, services for homeless persons with alcohol/drug problems, vouchers for shelters, health care services, employment services, outreach services, mental health services, homeless prevention services, drop in shelters, and HIV/AIDS services.  An average of 79,616 units of service was provided each year.  Because some beneficiaries may receive multiple services, the units of service cannot be converted into total beneficiaries served.  Statewide coverage was achieved by utilizing several subrecipients throughout the state. 

Rationale - Describe the rationale for establishing the allocation priorities given to each category of priority needs, particularly among extremely low-income, low-income, and moderate-income households.

There are nine continuums of care for the homeless in Alabama, together encompassing all 67 of the state’s counties.  These continuums serve as the main coordinating and planning bodies for homeless programs across the state.  All nine continuums are active, functioning groups that, among many other activities, conduct an enumeration of the homeless population in January of each year/every other year (HUD allows biennial enumerations if the continuum does not deem it necessary to undertake an annual count).  Three continuums are located in the northern part of the state (Florence, Huntsville, and Gadsden-Anniston areas), two in central Alabama (Birmingham and Montgomery areas), one in west Alabama (Tuscaloosa), one in south Alabama (Mobile area), and one in east Alabama (the Russell County portion of the Columbus, Georgia Homeless Resource Network).  All of the remaining areas in the state (i.e., 43 counties) are served by the Alabama Rural Coalition for the Homeless.

The data utilized as the rationale for determining priorities for the ESG portion of the 2010-2014 Consolidated Plan were based on the demand expressed in the applications received by the state and were drawn from the homeless enumerations that are conducted by each of the nine continuums in January of each year/every other year.  These are “point-in-time enumerations” that are done on a specific day/night and include a count of both the unsheltered and the sheltered homeless.  
In addition to conducting basic counts, some of the continuums collect additional information through face-to-face interviews (the street homeless) and/or direct interviews/distribution of questionnaires to the homeless housed in provider agencies.  For this report, several documents were utilized in the data collection process, including the 2007 Homelessness in Alabama Statewide Data Report, data supplied by the Alabama Department of Economic and Community Affairs from the 2008 Alabama homeless enumerations, The 2008 Annual Homeless Assessment Report to Congress, and data provided directly by various homeless coalitions/continuums across the state that were submitted with the Exhibit I portion of 2009 funding requests to HUD for Supportive Housing Programs.

In addition to the priorities identified by applicants for ESG funding, most all areas of the state indicate the need for additional housing for the homeless.  The unmet need for homeless individuals was estimated at 1,426 beds for the state as a whole in 2008, while that for families with children was 632 beds.  The category with the greatest estimated need for both groups is permanent supportive housing, at 1,052 beds for individuals and 383 for families with children. Permanent housing was followed by transitional housing (262 beds for individuals and 205 beds for families with children), and emergency shelter beds (112 for individuals and 44 for families with children). There are no known estimates concerning the number of additional beds that are needed for the chronically homeless.

Obstacles - obstacles to meeting underserved needs.

The largest obstacle by far is the vast gap that exists between available resources and the critical needs that are present in much of the state.  

A second important obstacle is the lack of definitive data on the nature and extent of homeless problems in some areas of the state.  Because of difficulties in counting the homeless population and variations in methodology used by the state’s nine Continuums of Care, the data are “point-in-time”; hence they reflect counts as of a particular date and not the total number of homeless people within a given month, year, etc.  Obviously, the total number of homeless during a particular year would be much larger than the numbers reported for a single day/night.  

Most of Alabama’s homeless providers have developed at least a rudimentary intake and assessment process. Indeed, the recent development and implementation of the Homeless Management Information System across eight of the nine Alabama Continuums of Care has served as a stimulus to at least some agencies that did not have intake and assessment systems to develop better recordkeeping programs.  Still, the completeness of intake and assessment varies greatly depending on the particular provider, financial support, staffing, and a myriad of other considerations.  Many provider agencies, furthermore, do not yet participate in HMIS and/or the data they collect are often less than complete. Thus, a near-term challenge is to significantly improve homeless data collection across the state, including the streamlining of intake procedures and the development of better assessment systems.  In some instances (such as the Montgomery area), intake and assessment is conducted by several homeless providers in different neighborhood locations, while at least one continuum (Mobile) operates a one-stop center.

A third obstacle is the recent trend regarding the increasing number of families that are homeless (especially single women with children).  The 2007 Homelessness in Alabama Statewide Data Report cites “the growing gap between wages and the cost of housing” as a major factor.  Add to that, the rising employment rates and home foreclosures that have occurred in recent months and the number of homeless families has undoubtedly intensified.  

A fourth obstacle is that the homeless population often has multiple problems in addition to being homeless.  Although the numbers from the various continuums concerning “causes of homelessness” are fragmentary, the factors with the greatest percentages for those reporting information are substance abuse, mental illness, eviction, inadequate income, unemployment, and domestic violence. Likewise, the categories of greatest need for the homeless from these same data are case management, emergency shelter, food assistance, clothing, help with a physical disability, housing placement, skills/job training, employment assistance, legal assistance, life skills training, medical and dental care, medicine, mental health services, substance abuse treatment, transitional and permanent housing, and transportation.

Objectives and Outcomes - Summarize the priorities and specific objectives the state intends to initiate and/or complete during the time period covered by the strategic plan describing how the proposed distribution of funds will address identified needs. For each specific objective statement, identify proposed accomplishments and outcomes the state hopes to achieve in quantitative terms over a specified time period (e.g., one, two, three or more years), or in other measurable terms as identified and defined by the state. This information shall be provided in accordance with guidance to be issued by HUD.

The State anticipates providing an average of 70,000 units of service for the combined priority area.  Because most of the beneficiaries will require multiple units of service, the units of service cannot be converted into total beneficiaries served.  Statewide coverage will continue to be achieved by utilizing several subrecipients (continuums of care and homeless service provider agencies) throughout the state. 
· (1) Helping low-income families avoid becoming homeless

As indicated earlier, there are a great many low-income people in Alabama.  Thus, achieving access to quality, affordable housing is problematical for a significant proportion of the state’s population. The National Low Income Housing Coalition, for example, has estimated a shortage of approximately 45,000 “affordable and available units” for the low income in Alabama. Thus, many low-income people are forced to live in substandard housing, to double-up with relatives and friends, live in abandoned buildings and other places unfit for habitation, or to seek shelter in agencies that serve the homeless.  Unfortunately, there is not enough public housing to begin to meet the magnitude of the need. 

Led by the Low Income Housing Coalition of Alabama, the 2008 Alabama Legislature passed a bill that created the Interim Alabama Housing Task Force. This task force was charged with the responsibility of studying housing trust funds outside of Alabama for possible application within the state, with a report concerning findings and recommendations to be presented to the Alabama Legislature at the beginning of its 2009 session.

Activities to prevent homelessness in Alabama include participation in governmental assistance programs such as FEMA and L.I.E.H.E.A.P., much of the emergency assistance provided to those vulnerable to homelessness is through local agencies (such as county human resource offices, Catholic Social Services, American Red Cross, Salvation Army and other faith-based organizations, and various other groups.  Several Alabama cities (including Birmingham, Decatur, Montgomery, Mobile, and Huntsville) offer down payment assistance programs to first-time homebuyers through HUD’s HOME Program.  Likewise, the Alabama Housing Finance Authority serves as administrator for a variety of statewide programs that help to make housing more accessible and affordable for both renters and homebuyers.  Additionally, the State CDBG program has been used to provide housing rehabilitation in rural areas of the state.  Further, these funds have been used to provide new and improved public facilities in rural areas of the state that have served to reduce overall housing costs associated with water, sewer, and local assessments for roads, drainage, and community services.  
Another recent statewide initiative that has aided in homeless prevention is the passage of a new landlord-tenant law.  Enacted in 2006 and taking effect in 2007, this law significantly strengthens the position of tenants in the landlord-tenant relationship, including assurances that tenants will be provided habitable property with working heat, electricity, and water.  Other examples of homeless prevention activities include credit counseling programs for the low income, efforts to establish a statewide housing trust fund for low-income housing (discussed above), a new statewide program to place inmates that are being released from state correctional facilities (which involves a partnership between the Alabama Department of Corrections and non-profit social service agencies), and longstanding programs to insure that patients released from state mental institutions will not become homeless. 
Therefore, during the 2010-2014 planning period, the State intends to continue to help low-income families avoid becoming homeless by providing ESG funds to subrecipients who will provide:  soup kitchens/meals, child care services, food pantries, health care services, employment services, outreach services, mental health services, homeless prevention services, and HIV/AIDS services.  Additionally, the HOME program will continue to be used to address the new affordable rental housing needs of the state and the CDBG program will continue to be used for rehabilitation of existing rental and homeowner units.  The CDBG program will also be used to provide new and improved public facilities that may help reduce overall housing costs associated with water, sewer, and local assessments for roads, drainage, and community services.  

· (2) Reaching out to homeless persons and assessing their individual needs

In addition to housing, most of the homeless facilities in Alabama offer one or more supportive services. However, the quantity and quality of supportive services varies greatly across the state, depending on financial considerations, staff size, staff qualifications, subpopulations served, and other considerations. Many (probably most) of the state’s homeless providers also provide outreach and assessment.  Known outreach activities include case workers who work directly with the street homeless in order to secure housing and/or provide needed services; vans that comb the streets for homeless persons in need of food, shelter, and clothing; direct advertising of the 211 Connects system and other provider services to the homeless; periodic health fairs and other special events for the homeless; and monitoring of those about to be released from public institutions (e.g., hospitals, correctional facilities, and mental institutions) who otherwise have no place to go.   

Therefore, during the 2010-2014 planning period, the State intends to continue to provide outreach to homeless persons and assess their individual needs by providing ESG funds to subrecipients who will provide:  ESG shelters, soup kitchens/meals, child care services, transitional housing, food pantries, services for homeless persons with alcohol/drug problems, vouchers for shelters, health care services, employment services, outreach services, mental health services, homeless prevention services, drop in shelters, and HIV/AIDS services.  
· (3) Addressing the emergency shelter and transitional housing needs of homeless persons

Of the 3,928 homeless persons who were sheltered in emergency and transitional housing in the January, 2008 enumerations, the following subpopulations were identified: chronic substance abusers, 1,895; seriously mentally ill, 1,437; veterans, 728; chronically homeless, 664; victims of domestic violence, 432; persons with HIV/AIDS, 178; and unaccompanied youth under 18, 32 (see Table 1). An unknown number of these persons may be placed in more than one subpopulation.  However, it is apparent that the two largest subpopulations represented among the sheltered homeless in Alabama are substance abusers and the seriously mentally ill.  Fragmentary evidence from the street enumerations conducted around the state also indicates that these two subpopulations predominate there as well.

Therefore, during the 2010-2014 planning period, the State intends to continue to address the emergency shelter and transitional housing needs of homeless persons by providing ESG funds to subrecipients who will provide:  ESG shelters, soup kitchens/meals, child care services, transitional housing, food pantries, services for homeless persons with alcohol/drug problems, vouchers for shelters, health care services, employment services, outreach services, mental health services, homeless prevention services, drop in shelters, and HIV/AIDS services.  
· (4) Helping homeless persons (especially any persons that are chronically homeless) make the transition to permanent housing and independent living.

The most recent count of the unsheltered chronically homeless in Alabama is 608.  This number was derived from the annual enumerations that were conducted in 2008 (eight of the continuums) and 2009 (one of the continuums).  This is close to the number that was tabulated for the chronically homeless living in shelters, raising the overall estimate for this group to 1,272 in Alabama (Table 1).

With more than 2,000 unsheltered homeless people on the streets in Alabama at any given time (and likely growing given the current economic climate), additional housing resources are needed.  Homeless individuals with substance abuse and/or serious mental illness need immediate housing with supportive services.  In most cases, this housing should take the form of transitional housing in conjunction with substance abuse treatment programs and permanent housing with supportive services for those who are seriously mentally ill. Alongside these two subpopulations is the growing number of families with children (especially single women with children).  Most emergency shelters across the state are not configured to house families or, if they are, only a very limited number of units are available for families.  While a few nights of housing in a shelter (when the beds can be found) is beneficial for families, the greater need is for transitional housing that will provide some semblance of stability for the family while allowing time for the parent(s) to undertake job training, to seek employment, and to make other adjustments that will lead to a more stable existence.  

Therefore, during the 2010-2014 planning period, the State intends to continue to help homeless persons (especially any persons that are chronically homeless) make the transition to permanent housing and independent living by providing ESG funds to subrecipients who will provide:  ESG shelters, soup kitchens/meals, child care services, transitional housing, food pantries, services for homeless persons with alcohol/drug problems, vouchers for shelters, health care services, employment services, outreach services, mental health services, homeless prevention services, drop in shelters, and HIV/AIDS services.  
91.315 (e) Other Special Needs
· With respect to supportive needs of the non-homeless, the consolidated plan must provide a concise summary of the priority housing and supportive service needs of persons who are not homeless but require supportive housing, i.e., elderly, frail elderly, persons with disabilities (mental, physical, developmental), persons with alcohol or other drug addiction, persons with HIV/AIDS and their families, and public housing residents. If the state intends to use HOME funds for tenant-based assistance to assist one or more of these subpopulations, it must specify local market conditions that led to the choice of this option.

The housing needs of persons living with HIV disease in Alabama are determined through epidemiological data provided by the Alabama Department of Public Health, through housing profiles provided through HUD technical assistance contractors, and through various needs assessments, such as AIDS Alabama’s 2007-2008 Statewide Needs Assessment, which included about 3 percent of the state’s HIV-positive population.  Additional resources include the annual Point in Time surveys conducted by the Continuums of Care across Alabama.  

The 2004 Point in Time survey conducted by the Birmingham Continuum of Care, Metropolitan Birmingham Services for the Homeless, indicates that 12 percent of Alabama’s largest homeless population self-identify as HIV-positive.  AIDS Alabama’s 2007-2008 Needs Assessment indicates that 30 percent of Alabama’s HIV-positive population experienced unstable housing after their HIV diagnosis.  The data obtained also reveals that in excess of 47% percent of the state’s HIV-positive population meets HUD’s definition of chronic homelessness.  

AIDS Alabama, a statewide 501(c) (3) non-profit, will provide HOPWA services to all 67 counties through its network of AIDS Service Organizations (ASOs).  All direct services will be available to low-income, HIV-positive citizens.  All low-income, HIV-positive persons in the state who are eligible for HOPWA services will receive these services, regardless of location.  Obstacles to meeting underserved needs continue to be stigma associated with HIV disease, extreme poverty, transient and homeless HIV populations, co-factors, such as mental health diagnoses and chemical dependency, and a general lack of affordable housing stock across the state.

· Rental Assistance - Continue statewide rental assistance program with the purpose of keeping persons stably housed who already have permanent housing and consisting of three types of assistance: a) Emergency short-term rent, mortgage, and utility assistance (STRMU); b) Tenant-based rental assistance (TBRA), designed to provide ongoing subsidy to residents who pay rent based on their incomes; and c) Project-based rental assistance (PBRA), designed to provide ongoing subsidy to residents based on their residence in an approved permanent supportive living program.
· Supportive Services - Continue funding to AIDS Alabama and seven partnering AIDS Service Organizations to provide supportive housing case management services to help prevent homelessness and promote housing stability resulting in all 67 counties having access to supportive services.  
· Operations - A share of the costs associated with the operations of several statewide housing programs operated by AIDS Alabama. These are:

· JASPER House - 14 single room occupancy beds of permanent supportive housing for those with HIV+ and mental illnesses. 

·  Woodlawn apartment unit – six two-bedroom units; four are permanent housing and two are permanent supportive housing for homeless.

· Mustard Seed – three one-bedroom units of permanent housing.

·  Alabama Rural AIDS Project – rural permanent supportive housing in ten units for families, one Rural Studio communal living unit for three men and one Rural Studio communal living unit for two women and their children – scattered throughout state.

· Leasing - AIDS Alabama collaborates with South Alabama CARES in Mobile to provide a one bedroom apartment that is used as transitional housing for HIV-positive individuals. This program is supported by AIDS Alabama and operated by South Alabama CARES. During the next five years, AIDS Alabama intends to explore partnerships with other organizations statewide to expand AIDS housing in the state. 

· Resource Identification - Continue to help low-income permanent housing resources statewide.
· Housing Information - Promote availability of housing assistance statewide by continuing informational efforts.
· Technical Assistance - Provide technical assistance statewide to AIDS Service Organizations and other partners interested in housing provision. 
· Acquisition and New Construction – Explore ways to collaborate with existing and new partners in actual housing expansion projects.
HOPWA funding will be prioritized to promote the maintenance and placement of Alabama’s low-income, HIV-positive population in permanent housing with appropriate supportive services needed to ensure stable housing and access to medical care in place.  Over the five-year period covered by the Consolidated Plan, the objective for HOPWA funding will be to keep more than 1,400 HIV-positive persons and their families statewide in safe, decent, and affordable housing.

HOPWA funding will be supplemented with other federal funding sources, such as the Ryan White C.A.R.E. Act, which allocates approximately $13 million annually to Alabama, as well as other HUD programs.  Although the Alabama Department of Mental Health provides no funds for AIDS Alabama’s certified mental health and substance abuse program, some of these services are eligible for Medicaid funding. The Substance Abuse program receives approximately $450,000 a year from Substance Abuse and Mental Health Services Administration (SAMHSA) through 2013.   The Alabama Legislature supplements funding for the AIDS Drug Assistance Program, Prevention Education and supportive services. Various education programs are available through funding from the Centers for Disease Control and the Alabama Department of Public Health.  Alabama’s ten AIDS Service Organizations raise local private and government funds in order to successfully implement multiple housing and service programs.
91.315 (f) Non-Housing Community Development Plan
· If the state seeks assistance under the CDBG program, the consolidated plan must concisely describe the state's priority non-housing community development needs that affect more than one unit of general local government. These priority needs must be described by CDBG eligibility category, reflecting the needs of persons or families for each type of activity. This community development component of the plan must identify the state's specific long-term and short-term community development objectives (including economic development activities that create jobs), which must be developed in accordance with the primary objective of the CDBG program to develop viable urban communities by providing decent housing and a suitable living environment and expanding economic opportunities, principally for low-income and moderate-income persons.

General Priorities - Indicate the general priorities for allocating investment geographically within the state and among different activities and needs.

The State of Alabama, in accordance with the statutory goals stated in 24 CFR 91.1, Community Planning and Development Programs Consolidation, has developed priority non-housing needs with both long-term and short-term objectives.

The statutory goals “to establish and maintain a suitable living environment, and expand economic opportunities for every American, particularly for very low-income and low-income persons”, are reinforced by the State of Alabama’s long-term objectives:

1. Provide important community facilities that address all aspects of community development.

2. Promote economic development that creates new jobs, retains existing employment, and expands the local tax base.

Additionally, in accordance with the Housing and Community Development Act, the State of Alabama requires that each CDBG funded activity meet at least one of the following three objectives:

1. Benefit principally low- and moderate-income persons; or

2. Aid in the prevention or elimination of slums and blight; or

3. Meet other community development needs having a particular urgency because existing conditions pose a serious and immediate threat to the health or welfare of the community, and other financial resources are not available to meet such needs.

With respect to short-term objectives, the State of Alabama has identified the following objectives for the five years covered by this Plan:

1. Allow communities to address the community development needs perceived to be the most important at the local level.

2. Encourage communities to plan for the future.

3. Assist communities in responding to economic development needs in a timely manner through both infrastructure and loan programs.

4. Provide a vehicle to deal with health hazards or urgent needs so that communities can readily respond to crises.

5. Provide a vehicle to address a wide variety of community development needs.

Rationale - Describe the rationale for establishing the allocation priorities given to each category of priority needs, particularly among extremely low-income, low-income, and moderate-income households.

On August 17, 2009, ADECA distributed a Community Needs Survey to over 700 entities including all chief elected officials in Alabama, regional planning and development commissions, community action agencies, continuum of care groups, nonprofit organizations and private grant consultants, as well as professionals in housing and community development.  A response rate of 26 percent was achieved with responses received from all but 11 of Alabama’s 67 counties.  The survey responses indicated the following priority needs:

	Need Category
	Percent

	Economic Development
	16%

	Sewer
	13%

	Roads
	13%

	Drainage
	9%

	Water
	9%

	Downtown Revitalization
	8%

	Recreation Facilities
	8%

	Community Centers
	5%

	Planning
	5%

	Housing
	4%

	Senior Centers
	4%

	Public Services
	3%

	Homeless Facilities
	2%

	Other
	1%

	Total
	100%


The priorities continue to be consistent with those stated in the 2005-2009 Consolidated Plan.  The top non-housing priorities at that time were economic development, sewer, water, roads, and drainage.  This is confirmed by the fact that of the 910 grant applications received during 2005-2009, 636 or nearly 70 percent were for these activities.  To date, 84 percent of CDBG funding for completed projects during 2005-2009 was expended on the priorities stated in that 5-Year Plan.  Thirty applications or three percent of the total applications received were for housing rehabilitation activities.  Although single-unit residential rehabilitation is the highest housing priority, the expense of lead based paint reduction activities has reduced the number of applications the state receives in this category, prompting the creation of a “partial rehabilitation” program.

Obstacles - Identify any obstacles to meeting underserved needs.

With regard to obstacles in meeting underserved needs, the state views lack of funding as the chief obstacle to meeting those needs. The state is undertaking efforts to utilize all programs to address the needs of underserved groups. This will include geographically isolated and impoverished counties, particularly those in the southern and southwestern parts of the state. It will also include client groups who may be underserved, such as abused spouses or working parents who need day care or transportation to help them make the transition from welfare to work. 

Objectives and Outcomes - Summarize the priorities and specific objectives the state intends to initiate and/or complete during the time period covered by the strategic plan describing how the proposed distribution of funds will address identified needs. For each specific objective statement, identify proposed accomplishments and outcomes the state hopes to achieve in quantitative terms over a specified time period (e.g., one, two, three or more years), or in other measurable terms as identified and defined by the state. This information shall be provided in accordance with guidance to be issued by HUD.

Based on the survey results, prior funding history, and the sheer volume of need in Alabama, CDBG priorities for the next five years will be economic development, sewer, roads, drainage, and water. However, the state will continue to address the other eligible needs applied for as funds allow.
Geographical distribution of CDBG funds will be determined based on the applications received and the results of the rating, ranking, and evaluation systems.  Even though funds are not allocated geographically, each of the 65 eligible counties has received funding during the past five years, as well as one entitlement county where a community did not participate in the consortium.  In addition, eligible minority communities and counties have received 24 percent of the grants awarded during 2005 to 2009, with nearly 55 percent of the eligible minority communities and all but one of the eligible minority counties receiving funding.  

On August 11, 2004, Governor Bob Riley signed an Executive Order creating the Black Belt Action Commission to propose and work toward substantive solutions that will improve the quality of life in Alabama’s Black Belt. The Black Belt is a band of twelve largely rural counties stretching across the south-central part of the state. It has long been characterized by high rates of poverty, illiteracy, infant mortality and economic stagnation.  In response to the governor’s initiative, in 2005 ADECA created the Black Belt Region Fund.  Each year the State makes provisions in the CDBG Action Plan to award projects using recaptured and other funds to assist Black Belt Region applicants who were unsuccessful in the rating process. 

Also, in an effort to assist small and/or impoverished localities in obtaining CDBG funding, ADECA waives the local match requirement for jurisdictions determined by the most recent Census to have a population of 1,000 or less.

Just as the Black Belt Region struggles to obtain the necessary resources to meet its needs, so does the remainder of the state.  The needs are so great that the demand for federal dollars far exceeds the supply.  Assuming Alabama’s portion of federal CDBG dollars remains level at approximately $26 million per year for the next five years, it is imperative that additional funding sources be leveraged in order to stretch federal dollars as far as possible.  ADECA’s application rating system awards additional consideration to projects that incorporate local contributions based on the community’s ability to provide such local match.  Often projects involve joint partnerships with the USDA, ARC, DRA, EDA, and EPA to provide or supplement the local match.  In many instances, grantees are actually borrowing funds locally to meet the match requirement.  This further reinforces the tremendous needs that exist within the state and the extent to which the local jurisdictions are willing to go to obtain federal dollars.

As stated throughout the plan, Alabama’s need far exceeds its resources.  Past experience with what types of projects have been submitted and funded, the results of state-wide surveys, and various sources of statistical data were all used to develop Alabama’s non-housing community development priority needs and strategies.

In addition to the various surveys and the program experience the state has gained, the primary source of statistical data has been the 2000 Census and other U.S. Census Bureau generated documents throughout this plan.  However, for the non-housing needs the primary source of data is the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency.  Specifically, the Clean Watersheds Needs Survey 2000 Report to Congress, the Sustainable Water Infrastructure for the 21st Century report, and the Ground Water Report to Congress: Summaries of State Ground Water Conditions.

According to the sustainable water report, the entire nation will see large sections of the water distribution, storage, and treatment facilities become obsolete.  Systems built during the World War II era will be reaching the end of their useful life in the next few decades.  While water systems must continue to generate sufficient revenues, the State of Alabama is aware that small systems serving low-income populations will not be able to generate revenues sufficient to rehabilitate and replace the aging systems.  

There are 628 regulated systems in Alabama.  Thirty-eight of these systems were in violation in 2009, with 47 combined violations.  Violations included chemical contaminants, total coliform, and surface water treatment.  Total coliform constituted the greatest violation category.

Forty-one percent of Alabama’s population depends on ground water for drinking water.  The public water systems serve an estimated 2,244,000 people from ground water sources.  Fifty-nine percent of public water systems in Alabama have at least one ground water source.  These statistics are important for many reasons, primarily the dependence on private wells throughout the state.  

· Many private wells are used to provide potable water for residences throughout Alabama.  These, for the most part, are shallow wells of less than 100 feet in depth.  Because of their shallow depth, these wells are often quite susceptible to contamination from the surface.

· Incidents of bacterial contamination have been documented in 46 percent of residential wells tested in a study conducted by the Alabama Department of Public Health and the Center for Disease Control.

Based on this data and the results of the state’s survey, provision of public water is a need.  Through the surveys, many communities identified the provision of infrastructure (including water) for economic development as a need as well.  As discussed previously, fire protection in rural areas has been identified as a substantial barrier to affordable housing due to high insurance rates.  Additionally, protection of ground water that serves public systems is a need.  Water pressure and flows as well as water quality have become increasingly problematic to pre-World War II era water systems.  The aging water systems are rapidly reaching functional obsolescence.    Therefore, water system extension and rehabilitation projects should be identified as non-housing community development priorities. 

According to the Clean Watersheds Needs Survey, Alabama has $2-10 billion in documented needs.  These needs include secondary wastewater treatment, advanced wastewater treatment, infiltration/inflow correction, sewer replacement/rehabilitation, new collector sewers and appurtenances, and new interceptor sewers and appurtenances.  These needs are consistent with historical program data showing large numbers of sewer rehabilitation projects being submitted and funded.  These needs are also consistent with the needs identified in the statewide survey.  Therefore, new and rehabilitated sewer treatment and collection system projects should be identified as priorities. 

As discussed in more detail later, Alabama has a severe poverty problem.  Many of the state’s residents live below the poverty level, are classified as low- or moderate-income, and/or are experiencing a housing cost burden.  Many of those living in poverty are the elderly and the 18 and younger population.  However, for the non-dependent population, employment is still the greatest need for people living in poverty.  Not surprisingly, economic development activities were identified as the greatest need by the respondents to the state’s survey.  Therefore, economic development projects, particularly those promoting job creation, should be identified as priorities.  

Provision of adequate roads and drainage facilities is an important public function as indicated by the survey results.  Due to severely restricted or limited local monies, these projects were among the leading need categories.  These types of projects were added to the priority list for State funding.

Even though ADECA does not control the type of projects for which funding applications are received, we anticipate future requests for funding will continue to be for the highest need categories reflected in the survey results.  For the previous five years, 2005-2009, ADECA has funded an average of 13 projects per year for water and 19 per year for sewer.  Approximately 8 projects were funded each year for roads and drainage.  In addition, approximately 3 housing rehabilitation projects were funded each year, although during 2008 and 2009, only a single project was approved for funding.  In 2008 and 2009, ADECA also funded an Urgent Need Project in each of those years.  In the area of economic development, ADECA has funded an average of 13 projects per year with an average of 1,520 jobs created each year.  The State of Alabama has been very successful in attracting automotive manufacturers and their respective supplier plants that have helped contribute to economic growth over the past few years.

ADECA expects the type of applications received and the funds allocated to follow the historical trend.  Based on this, ADECA anticipates funding the following on average each year:  10 water projects, 15 sewer projects, eight roads and drainage projects, two housing rehabilitation projects, and 10 economic development projects.  
ADECA expects priority projects to account for approximately 70-75 percent of funding each year.   The remaining funding will be spent on community enhancement projects that are essential to serve the needs of special populations or to improve the quality of life.

91.315 (g) Community Revitalization
· States are encouraged to identify areas where geographically targeted revitalization efforts are carried out through multiple activities in a concentrated and coordinated manner. In addition, a state may elect to allow units of general local government to carry out a community revitalization strategy that includes the economic empowerment of low-income residents, in order to obtain the additional flexibility available as provided in 24 CFR part 570, subpart I. A state must approve a local government's revitalization strategy before it may be implemented. If a state elects to allow revitalization strategies in its program, the method of distribution contained in a state's action plan pursuant to Sec.  91.320(k)(1) must reflect the state's process and criteria for approving local government's revitalization strategies. The strategy must identify the long-term and short-term objectives (e.g., physical improvements, social initiatives, and economic empowerment), expressing them in terms of measures of outputs and outcomes that are expected through the use of HUD programs. The state's process and criteria are subject to HUD approval.

Currently the State of Alabama does not target revitalization areas through a Community Revitalization Strategy program.  The needs in the state are too widespread to limit the use of funds to specific geographic areas at this time.

91.315 (h) Barriers to affordable housing
· The consolidated plan must describe the state's strategy to remove or ameliorate negative effects of its policies that serve as barriers to affordable housing, as identified in accordance with Sec.  91.310.

Land Use Restrictions  
~~~ Encourage land use practices that maximize housing affordability and accessibility for low and moderate persons.

Units of local governments should strive to enact or maintain regulations that are aimed at being an equitable system of permitting new construction areas.  It is often suggested that local governments require certain percentages of new subdivisions to be targeted for more moderate income Alabamians.  This type of action is often referred to as “inclusionary zoning” and is aimed at ensuring that not all new homes in a community are built for and marketed to more affluent citizens.  This kind of action can also be directed at multi-family developments. 

Such efforts are certainly laudable but communities desiring to pursue this route are advised to bear in mind the caveats discussed in the section on Land Use Restrictions in the Analysis portion of this document, and use that as a starting point to research the requirements and potential pitfalls of that choice. The study entitled Practical Considerations for Implementing an Inclusionary Zoning Ordinance” is a good starting point for seriously considering the work involved in taking this approach.

To the greatest extent possible, governments should engage in programs that deter continuing sprawl, and in particular should discourage the overconsumption of land that could otherwise be available for housing of various types.  The literature regarding planning and community development is replete with examples of the ways in which ever expanding urban sprawl is hastening the destructive conversion of highly productive farmland, contributing to extraordinary increases in energy use, and driving up the cost of land and therefore of housing. This of course adds yet another challenge to the task of increasing or even maintaining a reasonable supply of affordable housing.  

One usually thinks of this as being primarily a metropolitan level phenomenon, which is true, but it also is replicated across the state in almost all communities that are growing and have populations of more than a few thousand.  Not only will practices to conserve land reduce overall capital costs and open up more housing opportunities, but they will be much more environmentally responsible which we are coming to realize more everyday is critically important.  

ADECA may be able to support this objective through the funding of studies that look at local land use patterns in terms of housing affordability.  Such innovative Planning Fund ventures should be duly considered when funding priorities are set.

~~~ Research the feasibility of establishing zoning and minimum housing standards for Alabama’s rural areas. 

Units of local government should consider revising zoning and subdivision regulations to accommodate affordable housing where appropriate.  Following careful consideration, revised and less restrictive changes could be made if the changes were practical, the cost of current ordinances were substantial, and a significant number of households were affected.  Some of the more likely possibilities include waiving the requirement for underground utilities or reducing the minimum lot size.

Revised zoning and subdivision regulations should be kept updated to deal with the continually changing realities of manufactured and modular housing.  Alternative housing types and alternative housing environments should receive serious consideration wherever feasible.

~~~ Implement intelligent and strategic expansion of the level of infrastructure to serve suitable development, especially that which expands housing opportunity for lower and moderate income persons.

Alabama counties should continue to work closely with ADECA and other appropriate agencies and organizations to develop water and sewer lines and streets.  However, as the wise utilization of resources, particularly petroleum based fuels, has become more crucial, it is very important that the state attempt to fund projects that do not promote undue or excessive sprawl in rural and exurban Alabama.

The State, along with each municipality (if possible) should work to develop a suitable number and strategic arrangement of industrial parks (and indeed all appropriate measures to stimulate economic growth) with public water, public sewer, and adequate roads.  This would, at the very least, help communities to be prepared to attract industries, create jobs, and form a foundation for the creation of new housing opportunities.  It should also help to better utilize scarce resources.

Building Codes 

~~~ Modify or improve building codes where appropriate with an emphasis on affordability and energy conservation.

One often suggested improvement in this area has been the modification of codes to be as rehabilitation friendly as possible.  This appears to be an area where progress has been made with fairly widespread adoption of the set of codes available under the overall International Residential Code. Most jurisdictions enforcing codes appear to have adopted these and have adopted elements that make repair of older units more feasible. Still, when possible, local officials and building code personnel should bear in mind the value of using codes to promote affordable housing, historic preservation, and environmentally sound activities such as use of recycled materials when possible.  

In addition to the easing of new construction standards for rehabilitation, building code modifications should always aim for clearer language.  Another goal is to see that they are written so as to deter arbitrary enforcement which has been cited as causing delays, adding to design costs, etc.  Although the intent of most commonly used building codes are benign, the specific requirements can be rigid in their application at times.  Where it is possible building codes should be administered to allow opportunities for enterprising builders.  It is possible that a number of small or minority businesses who have had trouble finding a niche in the market place might find it easier to break into the building trades where the codes are more flexible.

~~~ Encourage the development of new building technologies and methods where feasible.

Every effort should be made at the State and local levels to encourage builders to propose new construction materials and procedures for possible future use in Alabama.  Builders, who have been innovative and successful in constructing sound, cost efficient and energy efficient housing, should be recognized for their achievements and their methodology should have widespread dissemination within the building community.  One of the most often cited efforts needed under this heading is working with builders, developers, real estate professionals, and local officials to help overcome the bias against manufactured homes.  Unfortunately this appears to be a technique or market segment that has long had trouble overcoming the stigma associated with it.  The efforts at progress in this area have been relatively slow in coming but all efforts that can be marshaled to address this problem would likely be worthy efforts for the State.

Absence of Land Use Regulations

~~~ Promote the development of planned mobile home parks, particularly in rural and small town areas.

Manufactured homes, despite their poor reputation among many segments of the population, represent an affordable housing alternative for a very substantial number of Alabama households, many of whom are lower income.  Almost a fifth of the population or approximately 700,000 people live in the roughly 300,000 manufactured homes that are located in Alabama.  A more ready acceptance of this type of housing will be much more likely if these homes are placed in well planned and coordinated community developments.  These developments should offer infrastructure, landscaping, recreational facilities, etc.  A continuation of random un-zoned placement of mobile homes will only strengthen the bias that currently exists.  Alabama communities could advance the cause of affordable housing greatly by accepting and promoting planned mobile home parks.

~~~ Take actions to remove substandard structures that are eyesores and which deter development in moderate income neighborhoods.

Enforce or enact codes which mandate condemnation of dilapidated structures. Require timely repairs or removal depending on the condition of the structure.

Credit Environment

~~~ Ease down payment burden in cases where other credit qualification factors are strong and the down payment appears to be the only difficulty in facilitating the applicant’s purchase of a home.

AHFA should continue to offer down payment assistance to qualified home buyers.   
Alabama housing lenders should judiciously consider special financial programs designed to assist in the acquisition costs of a new home.  While no institution wants to engage in the practices that have created financial chaos in the past few years, the search for creative ways to aid home ownership should be an ongoing activity.  In appropriate cases where overall credit history is adequate and responsible, institutions should search for ways to help prospective buyers find a way to have a meaningful equity position in the home.  

~~~ Encourage Alabama banks to pursue Community Reinvestment Act activities. 

Community Reinvestment Act (CRA) activities are designed to support housing and revitalization efforts of a community through various programs such as partnerships with nonprofit organizations.  Alabama banks should continue to meet CRA requirements and become more innovative in helping to provide affordable housing opportunities.  Increasing the public’s awareness of a bank’s CRA accomplishments should be emphasized for maximum good will.

~~~ Maintain a certain amount of flexibility and creativity in mortgage lending practices where possible and appropriate.

While traditional lending practices were often listed over the years as barriers to affordable housing, the criteria by which people qualify for loans will likely not be weakened dramatically in the near future, especially given widespread recent problems in the housing and financial sectors.  Rather than suggesting that banks should stop looking stringently at an applicant’s credit history, it is suggested that the primary emphasis may need to be to educate the borrower and lender.  Alabama lenders must be made more aware of state and federal programs designed to help low and moderate income borrowers.  Borrowers in turn must be educated about home buying, budgeting, debt management, etc.  It is possible that the State and HUD may want to look at ways to stimulate more credit counseling efforts in small towns and rural areas.

Alabama lending institutions, while understandably apt to be cautious after the financial sector bloodbath of the last couple of years, should not abandon all efforts to be innovative in working with marginal borrowers.  Working with established and responsible non-profit agencies like Habitat for Humanity and allowing potential home owners to provide a certain amount of principal through “sweat equity” is probably still a good approach to expanding home ownership opportunities.  And, as is always true, creative people truly interested in furthering a worthy goal (in this case expanded home ownership) can usually find ways to bridge gaps to make projects work.

~~~ Promote in-kind services by lenders.

Since it is not very realistic to expect lending standards to be expanded much in the next few years, the State and local governments may want to consider working with lending institutions to offer some valuable in-kind services to assist non-profit organizations that aid the expansion of housing opportunity.  This should also help the financial institutions meet their CRA obligations as well.  When viable non-profit developers come to a bank for financial backing (such as matching funds for a federal grant) the bank could respond with some of the following in-kind services: (1) waiver of loan origination fees; (2) discounted appraisal fees; (3) waiver of servicing costs; or (4) technical assistance.

~~~ Promote lending practices that balance the interest of financial institutions versus those of people seeking affordable housing.
As a guideline for requirements that balance the needs of the lender and society versus the need for affordable housing, it appears that requirements that are similar in scale and principal to the requirements listed below and would be a good starting point.  They are similar to those used by FHA for years, were workable for decades, and helped millions of citizens to purchase suitable, reasonably priced housing.  These guidelines for loan qualification are flexible but reasonable.  Following are the suggested loan qualification guidelines. 
· Two Years of steady employment, preferably with same employer. 

· Last two years’ income should be the same or increasing. 

· Credit report should typically have less than two thirty day late payments in last two years with a minimum credit score of 580 or higher or no credit score at all. 

· Bankruptcies must be at least two years old, with perfect credit since discharge. 

· Foreclosures must be at least three years old, with perfect credit since. 

· Applicant’s new mortgage payment should be approximately 30% of gross (before taxes) income. 

Fair Housing Issues/Discrimination

~~~ Continue to monitor financial institutions for possible discriminatory practices.

This action or strategy is an ongoing effort already being conducted by bank regulatory agencies. In today’s regulatory environment compliance with applicable fair housing and CRA laws is the norm, but lenders must continue to educate themselves in dealing with the disadvantaged.  There are presently many legitimate reasons to refrain from lending, but it is vitally important that Alabama’s lenders treat all applicants according to the spirit and letter of the law.

~~~ Promote and legitimize quality education and advocacy efforts whose objectives are to overcome impediments or barriers.

The State, HUD, realtor organizations, and local governments should work with quality educational and advocacy organizations to see that local government officials, financial and real estate practitioners, and developers are aware of the current laws and cases pending (especially those in or affecting Alabama) as well as educational opportunities that exist either for conferences or educational material including on-line opportunities.  The Alabama Real Estate Commission and Alabama Realtor’s Association work to facilitate ongoing training regarding fair housing as well as many other important aspects of realtor education, and the course “At Home With Diversity” is a popular vehicle for that purpose at the current time.  A couple of additional sources that can be used are the National Fair Housing Advocate (A project primarily of the Tennessee Fair Housing Council) and The Fair Housing Helper.  Each of these organizations has a helpful on-line site that can easily be accessed through most common search engines.  In addition, tenants should be made aware of the availability of the Alabama Tenants Handbook.

One proponent of fair housing suggested that it would be very helpful if the State would conduct a statewide media effort to make the public more aware of fair housing rights and the organizations that exist to help persons with grievances.  

The NIMBY Syndrome

~~~ Prevent the proliferation of poorly planned developments that tend to perpetuate stereotypical images of lower income housing.

Because of the stereotypes that exist for lower income housing, it is important that developments likely to be inhabited by lower income persons or working class persons (such as public housing units, patio homes, mobile home parks, etc) be constructed in as pleasing a manner as is financially possible, even at the cost of losing a few units.  

Since, in reality, much of this type of housing is subsidized in one manner or another, it is important that potential developers work with governmental, non-profit, and financial partners to see that units are as visually appealing and as sensibly designed as possible while still providing an incentive for the developer.  Such developments should be thoroughly planned before construction ever starts.  Projected development areas should be analyzed completely for need, proximity to schools and shopping, social impact on the area, law enforcement requirements, etc.  

Established homeowners and the business community are much more likely to embrace, or at least accept, new lower income housing developments if the projects are attractive and well designed.  It is understandable that established owners of well maintained property resent local officials who allow unregulated, ill conceived developments to be built in a community.

Land Ownership Patterns

~~~ Take measures to impact local land ownership patterns when possible. 

Reality suggests that most rural land owners will not change centuries old habits and begin to sell off their property for affordable housing developments.  However, should desirable and affordable property come open for sale, local units of government or local housing authorities should be encouraged to acquire such property in advance of rising land costs.  Setting aside well located sites for subsidized housing seems to be a sound investment and the current market would appear to be an ideal time for such activity.

~~~Support local code enforcement programs that put pressure on negligent landlords but also weigh the costs of mandated repairs.

Local governments should engage in highly professional code enforcement that incorporates honesty, competence, and judgment which certainly is not always an easy task, and one which is usually more difficult in marginal neighborhoods. Landlords should be cited and fined when appropriate for renting unsafe and unsanitary code deficient homes.  However, to the degree that is possible while being mindful of community health and safety needs, inspectors should weigh in their thought process the effects of improvement costs on rents.  If improvement costs reach a certain level, landlords will be unable to charge rents that tenants are willing or able to pay to live in the neighborhood.  This can lead to the abandonment of properties by landlords and flight from the neighborhood by tenants. Since generally such neighborhoods are not likely to be ones where many houses are purchased for occupancy by owners, the impacts of the abandonment of a substantial number of homes on the neighborhoods can be devastating.  As an innovative measure, especially in cases of habitually absent landlords, local governments might consider allowing lower income households the opportunity to “homestead” abandoned or foreclosed households that can be rehabilitated.  However, care should be taken to see that severely dilapidated homes (especially when they have been abandoned) are removed from a community’s housing stock.   

Costs Associated With Accessibility Compliance

~~~ Continue present policy and enforcement. 

While some Alabama communities have indicated that the expense of accessibility compliance is a barrier to affordable housing, it is likely not legal and it is not suggested that the state adopt any less restrictive policy.  

~~~ Monitor changing regulations, realities, and technologies that affect this issue

Note that according to the types of legal cases/actions that are pending, regulations affecting discrimination against the disabled are receiving an increasing emphasis and bear in mind that as the population ages the State will need to become more active in assessing the “visitability” of units assisted by its programs.

Fire Protection Costs

~~~ Consider revenue enhancements, when needed to upgrade rural fire protection.

The State of Alabama has enacted property taxes to be used for fire protection purposes.  Funds are distributed to city fire departments, paid and volunteer fire departments, the State Forestry Commission and the Alabama Fire College.  Additional proceeds are to be placed in a Revolving Loan Fund for use by volunteer fire departments.  It is believed that these actions have lowered the cost of fire insurance across the state. 

~~~ Consider use of HUD program funds when eligible and feasible to address fire protections needs of rural areas which improve quality of life, safety, health, and help lower housing costs.

The State has shown an awareness of this reality and it is worth noting that the State CDBG Program has used more of its Enhancement Fund to aid fire protection in small towns and rural areas in Alabama in recent years.  This expected to help make fire insurance less expensive and therefore indirectly aid housing affordability.

~~~ Maintain awareness of potential partner programs that might help the State address the needs of rural areas.

It is also important for state agencies to work together to aid the use of programs that help rural fire protection such as the Federal Excess Property Program.  This Program assists Alabama in acquiring and placing fire equipment in rural communities.  The Program allows the Alabama Forestry Commission to obtain property from the federal government and once obtained it becomes State property that can be transferred directly to volunteer fire departments.  The administrative mechanisms of the program seem suitable for compliance by most small governments.  In addition, the Alabama Forestry Commission administers Volunteer Fire Assistance Program funds to support the fire prevention and protection efforts of rural community fire departments.
Transportation Costs

~~~ The State continually reviews options to use programs to help address transportation costs such as strategic funding of street and road improvements, rural transit systems, and funding of local or regional studies to enhance economical rural transit.
The state plans to look at various transportation system improvement options during the next five years, particularly those that might improve housing choice and reduce barriers to affordable housing.  These will certainly include some street and road improvements as has traditionally been provided by the program, but will likely include a more extensive look at appropriate options for rural and small town versions of “mass transit system improvements”.  More detailed studies that might help address this situation will certainly be an option.

~~~ The state plans to pay particular attention to rural and small town options that allow elderly persons to have a more viable option of remaining in the affordable dwelling they have instead of having to move to managed care housing.
This may be an area where the CDBG Enhancement Grant Program could be used to address transportation issues which impact housing opportunity and affordability. As the population continues to age and as fuel conservation issues take more of a center stage in the public consciousness, it is likely that there will be growing support for programs that allow senior citizens to live at home with dignity and yet access the services they need.  

Such services would also free their caretakers and younger family members from time and fuel consuming trips that further pollute the environment and deplete crucial fuel reserves.  It would allow lower income citizens, who cannot afford vehicles or who can only afford them through questionable financing programs, to also access the services and life enhancing activities they need and desire.  The coalition of these interest groups would likely increase support for this activity.  It should be possible to coordinate activities with the Department of Transportation, Regional Planning Agencies and other current providers of services.
91.315 (i) Lead-Based Paint
· The consolidated plan must outline the actions proposed or being taken to evaluate and reduce lead-based paint hazards, and describe how the lead-based paint hazard reduction will be integrated into housing policies and programs.

Through a contract with the Alabama Housing Finance Authority, Dr. Donald W. Bogie analyzed the extent of the Lead-Based paint problem in Alabama.  Based on his analysis, the State of Alabama has developed recommendations to further address lead-based paint in Alabama’s housing stock.  

Currently, Alabama’s CDBG program is the program most likely to be used for a project involving lead-based paint hazards. The state encourages all persons engaged in CDBG funded housing rehabilitation projects to presume lead is present if the house was constructed prior to 1979, therefore, no risk assessment or prior testing is required.  The CDBG program has issued recommendations, rather than requirements in order to maintain program flexibility.  The Alabama CDBG program lead-based paint hazard recommendations are summarized below. 

1. Prepare local housing rehabilitation policies and implement lead abatement requirements for units for which rehabilitation costs exceed $25,000. 

2. Unless otherwise specified in an approved application, the local housing rehabilitation policies should specify that the standard treatment option per 24 CFR Part 35 et. al., will be used.

3. Have the housing rehabilitation inspector and a representative for all potential contractors take the University of Alabama course entitled “Lead Safe Work Practices for Renovators and Remodelers.”  If the housing rehabilitation inspector will serve as a Lead Sampling Technician, then the inspector should take the University of Alabama course (or an equivalent course which has been approved by DHUD) entitled “Lead Sampling Technician Course”.

4. Determine if de minims levels are involved.  If so, then safe work practices are not required and clearance testing is not required.

5. Provide the proper notices to occupants.  

6. Determine what work (involving standard treatments and basic rehabilitation that will not impact painted surfaces) will need to be done and identify a plan to work room-by-room with the occupants.  Outside construction work will need to be performed prior to any soil treatments.  Treatment of any potentially contaminated soils will need to be done with either impermanent surface coverings or land use controls.  

7. Avoid relocation of occupants, if at all possible, because of budgetary constraints.  Sealing the work area and use of a 10’ containment area will likely be sufficient as long as access to the bath, kitchen and adequate sleeping areas are provided after work is complete on a daily basis.  Note that the project will have to be completed within five days.

8. Perform clearance examination per procedures and use appropriate procurement practices to identify a qualified Accredited Inspector or Risk Assessor as per accreditation provided by Safe State.  It should be noted that Safe State maintains a list of qualified firms that can provide these services.

9. Other than the above, typical procedures and housing standards, per the adopted rehabilitation policies should be followed.  Many of the standard treatments prescribed by 24 CFR Part 35 are already being used because they are necessary to correct code violations and to create safe and sanitary living spaces.

The overall goal of the recommendations listed above is to reduce lead-based paint hazards in CDBG funded housing rehabilitation projects over the next five years.  The strategy has been broken into four parts below:

1. Coordinate state and local jurisdictions with public and private efforts to address and rectify the problem of reducing lead-based paint hazards and protecting young children from lead poisoning.

2. Integrate lead hazard evaluation and reduction activities into existing housing programs.

3. Develop technical capacity to ensure that the technical aspects of assessment and lead hazard reduction are managed properly.

4. Increase knowledge of lead safe practices among parents, property owners, and renovators of CDBG rehabilitated homes.

91.315 (j) Anti-Poverty Strategy
·  The consolidated plan must provide a concise summary of the state's goals, programs, and policies for reducing the number of poverty-level families and how the state's goals, programs, and policies for producing and preserving affordable housing, set forth in the housing component of the consolidated plan, will be coordinated with other programs such as Temporary Assistance for Needy Families as well as employment and training programs and services for which the state is responsible and the extent to which they will reduce (or assist in reducing) the number of poverty-level families, taking into consideration factors over which the state has control.

According to the Alabama Department of industrial Relations’ Labor Market Information Division, the estimated unemployment rate for the State of Alabama in October, 2009 was 10.9 percent.  This is almost twice the 2004 estimate of 5.5 percent.  The U.S. unemployment rate for the same period was estimated to be 10.2 percent, up from the 2004 rate of 5.5 percent.  The 2008 estimate for percentage of Alabamians living below poverty level is 15.9 percent, down from the 2003 of 17.1 percent.  The estimate for the nation as a whole was 13.2 percent of the population living below poverty level in 2008, up from the 12.7 percent falling into that category in 2003.

Because poverty is affected by so many factors, particularly the economy, it is impossible to predict what the poverty rate will be from year to year.  Furthermore, the State of Alabama is currently experiencing a shift in its economic base.  The state has successfully created thousands of new jobs through an aggressive economic development program.  At the same time however, the state has been losing textile and other manufacturing jobs at a disturbing rate.  

Consequently, the state’s current goals regarding poverty are to maintain the status quo, to strive to keep the unemployment rate within two percentage points of the national unemployment rate, and to keep the percentage of the population living below poverty level within five percent of the national average.  The state’s primary tool in achieving this goal is its aggressive economic development strategy.  Of the consolidated plan programs, the CDBG program is the one most directly utilized for economic development.  Certainly, the quality of life of people living below the poverty level is improved by the other programs.  Additionally, large construction projects generated by these programs contribute jobs to the state.       

The following is a summary of Alabama’s anti-poverty strategy for 2010-2014. 

1. Continue to fund CDBG economic development projects that create large numbers of jobs and have the potential for spin-off jobs.

2. Continue to provide affordable housing by rehabilitating the existing stock through CDBG and building new affordable homes with HOME.  

3. Design and implement more affordable housing programs.

4. Through the CDBG, HOME, ESG, and HOPWA programs, continue to provide funding to programs that improve the quality of life of those living below the poverty level.

5. When possible, fund projects that address a multitude of problems and utilize more than one source of funding.  

6. Continue to collaborate with USDA, ARC, DRA, EDA, and EPA to efficiently fund projects that have the potential to affect the poverty level and improve the quality of life of those living below the poverty level.

7. Foster collaboration with poverty programs funded through the Department of Human Resources (Child Support Enforcement Program, the Job Opportunities and Basic Skills Training (JOBS) Program, etc.) and Community Service Block Grants (community action agencies).

8. Continue to utilize CDBG funds for programs that provide enhanced educational and social opportunities.

91.315 (k) Institutional Structure 
· (1) The consolidated plan must provide a concise summary of the institutional structure, including private industry, nonprofit organizations, and public institutions, through which the state will carry out its housing, homeless, and community development plan, assessing the strengths and gaps in that delivery system.

The four Consolidated Plan Program administrator groups meet frequently to coordinate strategies to the greatest extent possible. The creation and coordination of the statewide homeless coalition as well as the continuum of care efforts have aided the state’s ability to provide services in a coordinated manner.  Every reasonable effort will be made to pursue the "consolidated" concept and to attempt to make it work in Alabama.  In most cases, the four programs serve different clientele.  The needs in Alabama are so great that the state’s strategy has been to let each program work to serve one set of needs.  There is absolutely no duplication of effort. 

Alabama relies heavily on the numerous housing and social service providers in the state to assist in the provision of services.  Units of local government, program directors, and others involved in the implementation of housing and social services are consulted on a regular basis to determine the greatest needs and the best way to address them. ADECA will work with all local homeless coalitions, the Domestic Violence Council, the Continuums of Care, Community Action Agencies, the Alabama Alliance to End Homelessness and all other groups to assess and address the needs of homeless persons.  ADECA, AHFA and the Governor’s Office have successfully identified the parties interested in the implementation of the housing and non-housing programs addressed in this plan.  Further, ADECA, AHFA, and the Governor’s office have developed productive communication channels with these groups.  Alabama intends to continue this course in order to maximize the effectiveness of the programs.

In regard to HOPWA services, ADECA will continue to work with AIDS Alabama, the state’s most experienced HIV housing provider.  AIDS Alabama has implemented the statewide HOPWA program since its inception in 1994.  AIDS Alabama provides more than 60,000 nights of safe, decent, and affordable HIV housing throughout the state each year.  In addition to properties owned and managed by AIDS Alabama, the organization works with ten partnering AIDS Service Organizations to ensure that HOPWA resources are available in all 67 counties of the state.  The partners are:

· AIDS Action Coalition – Huntsville

· Birmingham AIDS Outreach – Birmingham

· Unity Wellness Center of East Alabama Medical Center - Auburn
· Family Clinic at UAB – Birmingham and Montgomery

· Health Services Center - Anniston

· South Alabama CARES, Inc.  – Mobile

· Montgomery AIDS Outreach – Montgomery

· West Alabama AIDS Outreach – Tuscaloosa

· 1917 Clinic at UAB – Birmingham

· Selma AIDS Information and Referral - Selma

Through this network of experienced providers, HOPWA services can be delivered anywhere in the state, as every county is covered by at least one of the partners.  These agencies can maximize HOPWA dollars by coordinating delivery of services with each other and with other funding sources, such as the Ryan White C.A.R.E. Act, the Veterans Administration, and McKinney-Vento homeless programs.  The  greatest gaps faced by these organizations is not the delivery of HOPWA services, but the lack of additional resources to increase housing stock, the extreme poverty and need within Alabama’s HIV-positive population, the poor or non-existent transportation systems, and the continuing stigma and prejudice still associated with HIV and AIDS.
· (2) The plan must provide a concise summary of what the state will do to overcome gaps in the institutional structure for carrying out its strategy for addressing its priority needs.

As to the strengths and gaps in the delivery system of these programs, the state’s greatest strength is the experience of the entities who administer the Consolidated Plan programs.  Both ADECA and AHFA have competent and responsible staffs to carry out the necessary details of the programs.  In addition, the capacity to reach more interested parties, including non-profit groups and other community-based organizations, has increased dramatically over the last few years with technical assistance workshops, training sessions, etc.  Other strengths include the ability to layer different sources of subsidy to maximize eligible activities.  The combination of city funds and state funds or the layering of HOME dollars and Low Income Housing Tax Credits are examples of this strength.  Among the gaps encountered are the myriad of regulations and red tape inherent with federal programs.  The largest gap thus far has been the lack of financial resources to carry out each program to its full potential. 

As discussed previously, the primary obstacle to service delivery in Alabama is the sheer volume of need.  Alabama has some of the poorest counties in the nation.  Alabama has incredible employment, medical, educational, and housing needs in the Black Belt counties.  However, the Delta Region and the Appalachian Region also have severe needs.  Alabama will continue to coordinate efforts between state agencies and individual service providers to ensure the most efficient use of limited federal dollars.  When possible, multiple funding sources will be utilized to maximize the impact of individual projects or initiatives.  However, Alabama’s current priority is to prevent the duplication of efforts so as to spread resources among the areas with the greatest needs.  

Continued review of the competitive rating systems of some of the state’s grant funds will also help to ensure the equitable and efficient distribution of funds.  Annual reviews of the CDBG grant process have been effective in improving service delivery.

91.315 (l) Coordination 

· The consolidated plan must provide a concise summary of the state's activities to enhance coordination between public and assisted housing providers and private and governmental health, mental health, and service agencies. With respect to the preparation of its homeless strategy, the state must describe efforts in addressing the needs of persons that are chronically homeless. With respect to the public entities involved, the plan must describe the means of cooperation and coordination among the state and any units of general local government in the implementation of its consolidated plan. With respect to economic development, the state should describe efforts to enhance coordination with private industry, businesses, developers, and social service agencies.

Alabama Department of Economic and Community Affairs (ADECA):  ADECA administers the Community Development Block Grant Program (CDBG) and the Emergency Shelter Grants Program (ESG). 

ADECA also oversees the Housing Opportunity for Persons with AIDS Program (HOPWA) that is administered by AIDS Alabama.
Alabama Housing Finance Authority (AHFA):  AHFA administers the Home Investment Partnerships Program (HOME).

Both formal and informal meetings were held between representatives of ADECA and AHFA in order to coordinate development of the plan.  AHFA secured the services of Dr. Donald W. Bogie, former director of The Center for Demographic Research at Auburn University Montgomery, to research the current housing climate in Alabama.  ADECA procured the services of Mr. Don Reid, a former ADECA program director with extensive CDBG and related experience, to conduct an Analysis of Impediments to Fair Housing.  The outcome of housing and impediment analysis serves as a solid foundation for the development of this Consolidated Plan. In addition, there were on-going consultations between ADECA, AHFA, HOME, and AIDS Alabama.  Input was solicited from the following state agencies:

· Alabama Department of Environmental Management

· Alabama Department of Human Resources

· Alabama Department of Mental Health 

· Alabama Coalition Against Domestic Violence

· Alabama Department of Rehabilitation Services

· Alabama Department of Public Health

· Alabama Department of Senior Services

· Alabama Department of Transportation 

· Alabama Development Office

· Alabama Emergency Management Agency

· Governor’s Office of Faith-Based and Community Initiative

There are nine continuums of care for the homeless in Alabama, together encompassing all 67 of the state’s counties.  These continuums serve as the main coordinating and planning bodies for homeless programs across the state.  All nine continuums are active, functioning groups that, among many other activities, conduct an enumeration of the homeless population in January of each year/every other year (HUD allows biennial enumerations if the continuum does not deem it necessary to undertake an annual count).  Three continuums are located in the northern part of the state (Florence, Huntsville, and Gadsden-Anniston areas), two in central Alabama (Birmingham and Montgomery areas), one in west Alabama (Tuscaloosa), one in south Alabama (Mobile area), and one in east Alabama (the Russell County portion of the Columbus, Georgia Homeless Resource Network).  All of the remaining areas in the state (i.e., 43 counties) are served by the Alabama Rural Coalition for the Homeless.

The data utilized in the Consolidated Plan were drawn from the homeless enumerations that are conducted by each of the nine continuums in January of each year/every other year.  These are “point-in-time enumerations” that are done on a specific day/night and include a count of both the unsheltered and the sheltered homeless.  In addition to conducting basic counts, some of the continuums collect additional information through face-to-face interviews (the street homeless) and/or direct interviews/distribution of questionnaires to the homeless housed in provider agencies.  For this report, several documents were utilized in the data collection process, including the 2007 Homelessness in Alabama Statewide Data Report, data supplied by the Alabama Department of Economic and Community Affairs from the 2008 Alabama homeless enumerations, The 2008 Annual Homeless Assessment Report to Congress, and data provided directly by various homeless coalitions/continuums across the state that were submitted with the Exhibit I portion of 2008 funding requests to HUD for Supportive Housing Programs.

91.315 (k) Low-Income Housing Tax Credit 

· The consolidated plan must describe the strategy to coordinate the Low-Income Housing Tax Credit with the development of housing that is affordable to low-income 

Alabama Housing Finance Authority (AHFA), in compliance with the rules set forth in Section 42 on the Internal Revenue Code (IRC) has developed and implemented a Tax Credit Allocation Plan for the State of Alabama.

The purpose of the tax credit is to encourage and promote investments in affordable rental housing for low-income households.  These investments will generate increased housing units or significantly upgrade existing units by offering a reduction in the tax liabilities of the investors.  Tax credits will be distributed to the most qualified and eligible projects throughout the state.  Eligible projects must meet minimum standards as prescribed in Section 42 of the IRC.

In an attempt to best utilize the resources allocated under the tax credit program, AHFA used historical data and independent sources to assess the housing needs of the state.  Based on these identified housing needs, AHFA has established certain housing priorities to be used for the distribution of the low-income housing tax credits.  AHFA seeks to promote: projects which add to or significantly upgrade the existing low-income housing stock; projects which without tax credits would not likely setaside units for low-income tenants; projects which have additional assistance through federal, state, or local subsidies; projects which have a significant portion of units designated for tenants with special needs; and balanced distribution of tax credits throughout the state in terms of geographic and urban/rural areas.

Since its inception in 1987, AHFA has allocated over 176 million dollars in tax credits in the state of Alabama.  These credits have helped in the development of 718 projects throughout the state providing 33,642 housing units for low-income families.

FY2009 Tax Credit Summary

Through December 31, 2004, AHFA reserved $10,333,225 in Low-Income Housing Tax Credits for 15 projects consisting of 869 units.  All of these units will be rented to tenants at 60 percent of the median income. The projects receiving HOME funds and tax credits will rent 40 percent of the units to tenants at 50 percent of the median income and 60 percent of the units to tenants at 60 percent of the median income.

FY2010 Tax Credit Forecast

Using the population figures for 2008 (the latest available estimate from the U. S. Census), Alabama should receive $10,722,370 for tax credit allocation in 2010 (4,661,900 x $2.30). Based on prior year allocations, AHFA plans to allocate the full amount to 15-20 projects consisting of 750-1000 units. All of these units will be rented to tenants at or below 60 percent of the median income.

FY2010-2014 Tax Credit Forecast

The five-year tax credit plan would be to allocate approximately $40,000,000 to $50,000,000 to 75-100  projects consisting of 3,000-5,000 units, all renting to tenants at or below 60 percent of the median income.
Specific Objectives   91.215 (a) (4)

· Summarize priorities and specific objectives the jurisdiction intends to initiate and/or complete in accordance with the tables* prescribed by HUD.  Outcomes must be categorized as providing either new or improved availability/accessibility, affordability, or sustainability of decent housing, a suitable living environment, and economic opportunity.
Goals and objectives to be carried out during the strategic plan period are indicated by placing a check in the following boxes.
	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	Objective Category

Decent Housing

     Which includes:
	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	Objective Category:  Expanded Economic Opportunities


Which includes:
	 FORMCHECKBOX 
   
	Objective Category:  Expanded Economic Opportunities


Which includes:

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	assisting homeless persons obtain affordable housing
	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	improving the safety and livability of neighborhoods
	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	job creation and retention

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	assisting persons at risk of becoming homeless
	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	eliminating blighting influences and the deterioration of property and facilities
	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	establishment, stabilization and expansion of small business (including micro-businesses)

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	retaining the affordable housing stock
	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	increasing the access to quality public and private facilities
	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	the provision of public services concerned with employment

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	increasing the availability of affordable permanent housing in standard condition to low-income and moderate-income families, particularly to members of disadvantaged minorities without discrimination on the basis of race, color, religion, sex, national origin, familial status, or disability
	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	reducing the isolation of income groups within areas through spatial de-concentration of housing opportunities for lower income persons and the revitalization of deteriorating neighborhoods
	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	the provision of jobs to low-income persons living in areas affected by those programs and activities under programs covered by the plan

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	increasing the supply of supportive housing which includes structural features and services to enable persons with special needs (including persons with HIV/ADOS) to live in dignity and independence
	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	restoring and preserving properties of special historic, architectural, or aesthetic value
	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	availability of mortgage financing for low income persons at reasonable rates using non-discriminatory lending practices

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	providing affordable housing that is accessible to job opportunities
	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	conserving energy resources and use of renewable energy sources
	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	access to capital and credit for development activities that promote the long-term economic social viability of the community


Identify Specific Objectives and Proposed Outcomes by completing Table 
MONITORING - 91.330
91.330 Monitoring

· The consolidated plan must describe the standards and procedures that the State will use to monitor activities carried out in furtherance of the plan and will use to ensure long-term compliance with requirements of the program involved, including the comprehensive planning requirements.

The HUD formula and entitlement funding received by the state each year is administered by ADECA and AHFA.  The directors of these programs and their subrecipients have developed detailed monitoring programs to ensure compliance with all state and federal regulations.  Generally, HUD monitorings of Alabama’s programs end with favorable reviews or minor compliance issues that need to be addressed.  Alabama has an excellent track record of resolving all concerns and findings in a timely and conscientious manner.  A more detailed review of the monitoring programs established by the Consolidated Plan programs is provided below.  

CDBG Program:  On behalf of the State of Alabama, ADECA does an on-site monitoring review of all CDBG construction grants at least once during the life of the project. Areas reviewed for compliance include adherence to one or more of the program’s national objectives, eligibility, financial management, civil rights, environmental concerns, citizen participation, timeliness, procurement, contract management, labor standards enforcement, acquisition, relocation, job creation, and housing as appropriate.

The State utilizes a computerized tracking system to initiate each monitoring visit at the point when a reasonable percent of the grant has been drawn down. Currently, most monitoring visits are scheduled at the time at least 30 percent of the funds have been drawn.  The system also tracks the resulting resolution of any findings made in a timely manner.

After each monitoring visit, a report is written to the grantee to explain the results of the review. Monitoring determinations range from “acceptable” to “finding” with appropriate corrective measures imposed. Corrective measures may include certifications that inadequacies will be resolved, documentary evidence that corrective actions have been instituted, reimbursement of disallowed costs, or other sanctions which limit the grantee’s future participation in the program. Furthermore, no grant can be closed until all monitoring findings have been satisfactorily resolved.

HOME Program:  Under HOME Program guidelines, AHFA is required to conduct annual on-site inspection of recipients to determine compliance with the rules and regulations of Title II of the National Affordable Housing Act & 24CFR Part 92. The compliance monitoring procedures and requirements are as follows:

1. AHFA will conduct on-site inspections of all HOME projects each year to review the current tenant files for adherence to occupancy and rent restrictions as established by Alabama’s HOME program.

2. Owners must certify annually under penalty of perjury that the owner has received an annual low-income certification from each low-income tenant and documentation to support these certifications, that each low-income unit is rent-restricted under HOME Guidelines and that the project meets all the requirements of the HOME program.

3. Owners may be allowed up to a 90 day correction period to supply missing documentation or to correct noncompliance. This correction period begins the earlier of the date the notification is mailed or the date of inspection.  
4. AHFA has the right to inspect HOME Funded projects any time during the compliance period including, but not limited to, on-site inspections and review of all records relating to compliance with HOME requirements. AHFA may require copies of the tenant certifications and supporting documentation to be forwarded to AHFA.

5. Compliance with requirements of the HOME Regulations is the responsibility of the owner of the building for which HOME funds are loaned or granted.  AHFA’s obligation to monitor for compliance with the requirements of the HOME Regulations does not make AHFA or the State of Alabama liable to any owner or to any shareholder, officer, director, partner, member or manager of any owner or of any entity comprising any owner for an owner’s non-compliance therewith.

ESG Program:  The state monitors ESG grants by going onsite to review program records and to make limited visits to sub-recipients to observe activities being carried out. The state has checklists for important program areas such as financial, environmental, etc. After each monitoring visit, a report is written to the grantee to explain the results of the review. Results range from “acceptable” to “concern” to “finding” with appropriate corrective measures being applied. Such measures may include certifications that shortcomings will be addressed, documentary evidence that corrective actions have been undertaken, reimbursement of disallowed costs, or other sanctions. Similar to CDBG, grants will not be closed if findings are unresolved.

HOPWA Program:  Alabama’s HOPWA Program is being administered by ADECA through a sub-recipient, AIDS Alabama, located in Birmingham. The state monitors this sub-recipient at least once a year through on-site visits to AIDS Alabama and any of their sub-recipients. Monitoring is designed to assure compliance with applicable laws and regulations. Additionally, AIDS Alabama receives an annual external audit to monitor compliance with Generally Accepted Accounting Principles (GAAP) and with all applicable HUD regulations.  AIDS Alabama annually monitors all of its sub-recipients across the state to ensure compliance with all applicable laws and regulations and to monitor compliance with GAAP.
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