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neighborhoods and developments for residents of all economic levels, through the development review
process. Timeline: 2010 and on-going.

Action 2D: The Consortium will produce an updated Housing Needs Assessment and Consolidated
Plan as a way to quantify the needed units and lay out for the community, and the industry,
strategies for addressing those needs. Timeline: 2009 and on-going.

Impediment 3. A lack of rapid re-housing options and transitional housing
is an impediment to fair housing choice.

Action 3A: Area housing agencies will continue to provide services for those who are homeless, including
the provision of additional short term housing and transitional housing opportunities, to assist in the
prevention of homelessness. Timeline: 2010 and on-going.

Action 3B: The Consortium members and area housing agencies will support the Provo/Mountainland
Continuum of Care activities for the provision of additional shelter space or rapid re-housing and
transitional housing units. Timeline: 2010 and on-going.

Action 3C: The Consortium will support homeless service providers and religious communities in
their efforts to educate the general public in neighborhoods on homeless causes and needs.
Timeline: 2010 and on-going

Impediment 4. Housing discrimination may exist in the community as an
impediment to fair housing choice. Group homes for the disabled must
meet a higher standard of placement than similar facilities for the elderly.

Action 4A: The Consortium will work cooperatively with the County, Utah Apartment Owners’
Association, Utah County Association of Realtors, and area housing agencies to co-sponsor periodic fair
housing educational events, using resources from HUD-FHEO, the Utah Anti-Discrimination and
Labor Division, and other housing agencies and organizations. These events will be designed to increase
awareness among citizens, housing consumers and housing providers of their rights and responsibilities
under the law. Timeline: 2010 and on-going.

Action 4B: The Consortium members will review their zoning regulations and consider modifications to
ensure that no protected group under Fair Housing Laws is being held to a higher standard of
requirements than other protected groups. Timeline: 2009 -2010

Impediment 5. Language barriers are an impediment to fair housing
choice.

Action 5A: The Consortium members and the housing agencies will identify and utilize language
translators/interpreters and will provide bilingual printed material when feasible. Timeline: 2009 and on-
going.

Action 5B: The Consortium members and area housing agencies will work cooperatively to distribute
information in English and Spanish regarding housing opportunities and fair housing laws to the
community at every opportunity. Timeline: 2009 and on-going.
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Section Two: Data Collection and Analysis

Demographics

Utah County is located in north-central Utah, directly south of Salt Lake County, and along the
Wasatch Valley, and has the second largest population behind Salt Lake County. The Wasatch
Mountains are located to the east of Utah County, and Utah Lake is located on the western edge of
the County. Highway I-15 runs north-south through Utah County. The City of Provo, the County
seat, is the largest City in the Provo-Orem metropolitan area. Provo is home to Brigham Young
University, a large private university. Orem, the second largest City in Utah County, is home to the
Utah Valley University, another large public university.

The Utah Valley Consortium of Cities and County is a Consortium of local governments in Utah
County that have formed a partnership for receiving federal HOME Investment Partnerships
Program (HOME) funds from the Department of Housing and Urban Development (HUD). The
Consortium does not include all jurisdictions in Utah County. The City of Provo is the lead City
responsible for receiving HOME funds for the Consortium, which includes Provo, Orem, Lehi,
Lindon, Payson, Pleasant Grove, Spanish Fork, Springville, and the unincorporated areas of the
County. Only the cities of Provo and Orem receive their own CDBG funding from HUD. Orem
prepares its own Consolidated Plan and Analysis of Impediments to Fair Housing for CDBG
funding, but is included in this analysis as part of the HOME Consortium.

Map 1: Utah County Boundary

Information in this Analysis of Impediments will be presented for all of Utah County, the City of
Provo, and other Consortium members as much as possible. Some data is not available for smaller
communities, but when it is missing, it is available at the County level.
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Population

Utah County has had tremendous population growth this decade, and many of the fastest growing
communities in the state are located in northern Utah County. This is part of a trend along the
Wasatch front, where Salt Lake, Utah, Davis and Weber, Utah’s largest counties, are all growing.
The County continues to exceed the annual growth rate for the state of Utah each year. The
County’s population has grown a total of 41% from 2000-2009, a rate much higher than the
statewide rate of 26%.

Table 1: Annual Growth, 2000-2009
Utah County State of Utah

Year Population % Change Population % Change

2000 371,894 3.6% 2,246,553 2.4%
2001 390,447 4.8% 2,305,652 2.6%
2002 405,977 3.8% 2,358,330 2.2%
2003 423,286 4.1% 2,413,618 2.3%
2004 437,627 3.3% 2,469,230 2.3%
2005 456,073 4.0% 2,547,389 3.1%
2006 475,425 4.1% 2,615,129 2.6%
2007 501,447 5.2% 2,699,554 3.1%
2008 523,792 4.3% 2,781,954 3.0%
2009 545,001 3.9% 2,856,158 2.6%

Source: Governor's Office of Planning and Budget, 2008 Baseline Projections

Table 2 breaks the population of Utah County into the study area, or HOME Consortium
communities, and the excluded area, or communities that are not part of the HOME Consortium.
Population growth has been heaviest in communities in northern Utah County, closest to Salt Lake
County. Many of these communities are not included in the HOME Consortium and are newer
developments of subdivisions.

Table 2: Total Population Estimates, 2000-2006
2000 2006 2007 2010

Utah County 368,536 475,425 496,697 560,511

Study Area
Lehi city 19,028 36,021 38,905 47,555
Lindon city 8,363 9,758 10,148 11,318
Orem city 84,324 90,857 91,824 94,725
Payson city 12,716 16,748 17,366 19,221
Pleasant Grove city 23,468 30,729 31,658 34,446
Provo city 105,166 116,217 117,495 121,330
Spanish Fork city 20,246 27,717 29,331 34,173
Springville city 20,424 25,998 27,132 30,536
Balance of Utah County 11,025 9,387 10,359 13,276
Study Area Total 304,760 363,432 374,219 406,580
Excluded Area 63,776 111,993 122,478 153,931

Source: Source: Utah Governor's Office of Planning and Budget

Lehi, and the unincorporated areas of Utah County, are the fastest growing areas of the Consortium.
Growth in the more established and land locked large communities of Orem and Provo is modest,
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and growth in the Consortium area as a whole is less than half of that in the excluded areas.
Countywide growth is expected to stay at an annual rate just above 4% for the next year.

Figure 1: Annual Population Growth by Community, 2000-2010
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The following table shows Utah County’s population estimates for 2007 by age group. The
American Community Survey of the U.S. Census Bureau provides inter-decade census counts for
many communities. CSI has estimated the population by age for smaller communities in the
Consortium and County. Provo and Orem have many students who make up a large portion of
these people age 20-35 in each community. All communities in the Consortium have a high
percentage of youth age 0-19, and a small percentage of seniors compared to other areas of the
country. The Governor’s Office of Planning and Budget estimates that there will have been over
110,000 births in Utah County between 2000 and the end of 2009. This number represents over one
fifth of the total population of the County. Utah County’s population is also growing because of
new people moving to the County. Much of this change is due to the two large universities located
in Provo and Orem.
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Table 3: Utah County Total Population by Age, 2007
0 - 19 % 20 - 35 % 35 - 49 % 50 - 64 % 65+ %

Utah County 193,965 39.1% 149,574 30.1% 73,755 14.8% 47,992 9.7% 31,411 6.3%
Lehi 17,131 44.0% 11,025 28.3% 6,240 16.0% 2,736 7.0% 1,773 4.6%

Lindon 4,113 40.5% 3,017 29.7% 1,425 14.0% 1,009 9.9% 584 5.8%
Orem 32,286 35.2% 27,638 30.1% 14,055 15.3% 10,264 11.2% 7,581 8.3%

Payson 7,038 40.5% 5,163 29.7% 2,439 14.0% 1,727 9.9% 999 5.8%
Pleasant Grove 13,667 43.2% 7,148 22.6% 6,089 19.2% 2,977 9.4% 1,776 5.6%

Provo 37,716 32.1% 54,653 46.5% 10,407 8.9% 8,499 7.2% 6,221 5.3%
Spanish Fork 11,887 40.5% 8,720 29.7% 4,119 14.0% 2,917 9.9% 1,688 5.8%

Springville 11,219 41.3% 6,237 23.0% 4,579 16.9% 3,154 11.6% 1,943 7.2%
Unincorporated 4,198 40.5% 3,080 29.7% 1,455 14.0% 1,030 9.9% 596 5.8%
Excluded Area 54,711 44.7% 22,892 18.7% 22,949 18.7% 13,678 11.2% 8,248 6.7%

Source: Governor's Office of Planning and Budget, 2008 Baseline Projections

Population by Race, Ethnicity, and Limited English Proficiency

Utah County and Provo have a majority population that is White, but the racial and ethnic makeup
of Utah County and Provo’s population is changing. In 1990, 94.8% of the County’s population
was White, while in 2000 that percentage was 89.3% percent, and in 2007 it was 86.8%. In Provo,
the White population has decreased as a percentage from 92.2% in 1990 to 80.2% in 2007. The
Latino/Hispanic population in both Utah County and Provo continues to grow.

Table 4: Population Distribution by Race and Ethnicity
1990 2000 2007

Utah County
City of
Provo

Utah
County

City of
Provo

Utah
County

City of
Provo

Latino/Hispanic 3.0% 4.1% 6.8% 10.4% 8.8% 12.8%
White, Not Latino/Hispanic 94.8% 92.2% 89.3% 84.4% 86.8% 80.2%
Some Other Race 2.2% 3.7% 3.8% 5.2% 4.4% 7.0%

Source: US Census Bureau, 1990, 2000 Census and American Community Survey

Provo has a higher minority population than Utah County overall, with a 7.0% minority population
in 2007, compared to 4.4% percent throughout the County. As table 5 illustrates, approximately one
half of the Latino/Hispanic population in Utah Valley’s Consortium live in Provo, and other
minority groups are also more concentrated in Provo.
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Table 5: Total Population by Race and Ethnicity, 2007
Utah

County Lindon Lehi Orem Payson
Pleasant

Grove

White, not Hispanic/Latino 431,057 35,597 9,285 75,788 16,172 29,481
Hispanic or Latino, any race 43,700 1,956 510 10,533 841 1,533

Black/African American, not
Latino/Hispanic 2,297 363 95 699 33 61

American Indian/Alaska
Native, not Latino/Hispanic 2,439 162 42 602 - -

Asian/Pacific Islander/Native
Hawaiian, not Latino/Hispanic 9,288 336 88 2,644 59 107
Some other race, not
Latino/Hispanic 676 30 8 38 12 21

Two or more races, not
Latino/Hispanic 7,239 461 120 1,520 250 456
Total: 496,697 38,905 10,148 91,824 17,366 31,658

Provo
Spanish

Fork Springville Unincorp.
Included

Area
Excluded

Area

White, not Latino/Hispanic 94,244 25,686 23,900 9,479 319,631 111,426
Hispanic or Latino, any race 15,034 2,672 2,375 521 35,976 7,724

Black/African American, not
Latino/Hispanic 750 20 120 97 2,236 60

American Indian/Alaska
Native, not Latino/Hispanic 809 239 58 43 1,956 484

Asian/Pacific Islander/Native
Hawaiian, not Latino/Hispanic 4,346 266 397 90 8,332 956
Some other race, not
Latino/Hispanic 156 112 99 8 483 193

Two or more races, not
Latino/Hispanic 2,156 336 183 123 5,604 1,635
Total: 117,495 29,331 27,132 10,359 374,219 122,478

Source: US Census Bureau American Community Survey, CSI

Twelve percent of Provo’s population was born somewhere besides the United States. Though this
population is growing, it is still a small percentage of the total Provo population. Map 1 shows the
areas of minority concentrations by Census block group in Utah County, and Map 2 shows areas of
minority concentrations by Census tract in Provo.

There were 32,577 persons counted in the 2007 American Communities Survey in Utah County and
13,240 in Provo that were born outside the United States. The majority are United States citizens.
Some residents of Provo that are foreign born are students and faculty.
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Table 6: 2007 Place of Birth
Utah

County Lehi Lindon Orem Payson
Pleasant

Grove

Born in Utah 264,733 22,795 6,076 50,399 8,981 18,442
Born in other state in the US 136,931 8,867 2,363 23,951 4,645 8,315
Native; born outside the US 4,451 194 52 1,246 151 219
Foreign born 32,577 773 206 7,049 1,105 952

Total Population 5+ 438,692 32,629 8,697 82,645 14,883 27,928

Provo
Spanish

Fork Springville Unincorp.
Included

Area
Excluded

Area

Born in Utah 45,875 17,160 15,152 5,358 90,237 158,040
Born in other state in the US 45,907 5,234 6,496 2,771 108,551 88,789
Native; born outside the US 1,242 237 192 90 3,622 2,589
Foreign born 13,240 2,505 1,786 659 28,275 22,492

Total Population 5+ 106,263 25,137 23,626 8,878 330,686 108,006
Source: U.S. Census Bureau, 2005 American Community Survey

School enrollment for the Provo City School District attainment area shows that while most
students are White, minority and Latino/Hispanic enrollment continues to rise. Provo has a much
higher Latino/Hispanic population as a percent of total students than either the Alpine or Nebo
school districts in the County. In 2004, 21.15% of the Provo City School District’s students were
Latino/Hispanic, compared to 6.89% in the Alpine district and 6.39% in the Nebo district.

Figure 2: 1992 - 2008 School Enrollment for Provo City School District
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Most minority groups have shown no -- or slow -- growth as a percent of all students in the Provo
City School District. Those that are ethnically Latino/Hispanic are now a much larger portion of
total enrollment than 10 to 20 years ago.

Table 7: Provo City School District Ethnic Composition
87-88 98-99 03-04 06-07 08-09

Caucasian 92.00% 79.00% 73.00% 67.00% 65.00%
Native American 1.00% 2.00% 1.00% 1.00% 1.00%
Latino/Hispanic 3.00% 14.00% 20.00% 26.00% 27.00%
Asian 2.00% 2.00% 3.00% 2.00% 3.00%
Pacific Islander 1.00% 2.00% 2.00% 3.00% 3.00%
African American 0.42% 0.74% 1.00% 1.00% 1.00%

Source: Provo City School District

Overall Provo City school enrollment has stayed relatively stable for the past five years. However,
minority enrollment continues to grow. Latino/Hispanic students make up 27% of the students
population, and is the highest growing ethnic group. Enrollment in the Alpine and Nebo districts
continues to grow as families move into the suburban communities in Utah County and the fast
growing communities in the northern part of the county.

In Utah County, just over 12% of people age 5 and older speak a language other than English as
their primary language, while the percentage is 13% in the Consortium area. Spanish is the most
prevalent second language, but other European languages, as well as Asian and Pacific Island
languages are also spoken by approximately 53,819 people. In the City of Provo, the percentage is
higher, with just over 19% of all residents speaking a language other than English. Over half of
these households speak Spanish.

Table 8: 2007 Language Spoken for Population Age 5 and Up
Utah

County
Percent
of Pop. Lehi Lindon Orem Payson

Pleasant
Grove

Speak only English 384,873 87.7% 30,880 8,231 71,481 12,669 26,338
Speak Spanish 35,761 8.2% 947 252 8,078 1,657 1,131
Speak other languages 18,058 4.1% 802 214 3,086 557 459

Total Population 5+ 438,692 32,629 8,697 82,645 14,883 27,928

Provo
Percent
of Pop.

Spanish
Fork Springville Unincorp.

Included
Areas

Excluded
Area

Speak only English 85,840 80.8% 21,398 20,845 7,789 285,472 235,273
Speak Spanish 12,633 11.9% 2,799 2,158 724 30,377 23,697
Speak other languages 7,791 7.3% 940 623 365 14,837 12,941

Total Population 5+ 106,263 25,137 23,626 8,878 330,686 108,006
Source: U.S. Census Bureau, 2007 American Community Survey
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The American Community Survey (ACS) also indicates that the number of people in Utah County
and Provo moving from abroad is growing. In 2007, there were 6,242 residents living in Utah
County, 5,769 of who live in the Consortium communities, who had lived abroad the year before.
The Census does not indicate where these families are moving from, but school district data reflects
a trend in population from Spanish speaking countries. There are also many households in Utah
County that return from missions abroad which are included in these numbers.

Table 9: 2007 Residence One Year Ago by Tenure
Population in Owner-occupied Household

Utah
County Provo Included Areas

Same house 1 year ago 294,782 38,788 201,455
Moved within same county 24,454 5,682 18,814
Moved from different county within same state 4,956 716 2,984
Moved from different state 8,057 1,379 5,898
Moved from abroad 2,118 613 1,645

Total HH Population in Owner-occupied Household 334,368 47,179 230,795
Population in Renter-occupied Household

Utah
County Provo Included Areas

Same house 1 year ago 70,548 24,045 64,009
Moved within same county 36,989 22,118 35,978
Moved from different county within same state 5,708 2,647 5,235
Moved from different state 10,522 6,712 10,522
Moved from abroad 4,124 3,187 4,124

Total HH Population in Renter-occupied Household 149,263 59,322 130,918
Source: U.S. Census Bureau, 2007 American Community Survey

As the number of Spanish speaking and other non-English speaking households in Provo and the
Consortium area grows, housing providers and other social service providers may need to hire staff
that are bilingual or provide materials in multiple languages.

Households
In 2005, there were 133,232 households in Utah County. Of these, 22,680, or 37.9 percent, of those
households were renters. The percentage of renters has decreased since 2000, when renter
households composed 39.1 percent of the total household population.

The following table shows that the median age in Utah County was 24.2, and 23.3 in the City of
Provo. The median age is younger in Utah County than in the State of Utah and the U.S., partially
because of the number of university students living in the County. The average household size was
3.63 in Utah County and 3.35 in the City of Provo, both larger than the state and the nation.
Households tend to be larger in Utah County and the State of Utah than in the U.S., where the
average household size was 2.6 in 2007. There are more large families living in Utah than in many
parts of the country.
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Table 10: Household Demographics, 2007

U.S. Utah
Utah

County
City of
Provo

Median age 36.4 28.3 24.2 23.3
Average Household Size 2.6 3.12 3.63 3.35

Source: U.S. Census Bureau, 2007 American Community Survey

As is often the case, a much higher percentage of younger households in Utah County and Provo
are renters. The homeownership rate increases significantly in households 35 years old or older.
Often, when households in the 35 to 44 age range do not have a homeownership rate in line with
that of older households, the cause is the rapid increase in housing prices that occurred during the
past decade, before these households were ready or able to buy. Current prices may be a barrier to
younger households who would like to make the jump to homeownership. Provo has a lower
homeownership rate than all other Consortium communities.

Table 11: Households by Tenure and Age of Householder, Owners, 2007
Utah

County Lehi Lindon Orem Payson
Pleasant

Grove
15 to 24 years 2,907 211 45 547 122 141
25 to 34 years 19,941 2,762 364 2,773 839 1,405
35 to 44 years 20,338 1,939 442 2,935 855 1,665
45 to 54 years 18,785 1,114 317 4,080 790 1,518
55 to 59 years 7,607 422 187 1,576 320 465
60 to 64 years 6,278 387 119 1,387 264 470
65 to 74 years 8,388 571 187 2,028 353 376
75 to 84 years 5,792 268 136 1,346 244 442
85 years and
over 2,076 108 32 615 87 105
Total Owners 92,112 7,782 1,828 17,286 3,874 6,586

Provo
Spanish

Fork Springville Unincorp.
Included

Areas
Excluded

Area
15 to 24 years 980 144 147 68 2,405 502
25 to 34 years 2,859 1,756 1,189 467 14,413 5,527
35 to 44 years 2,218 1,151 1,445 476 13,125 7,213
45 to 54 years 2,326 1,124 1,037 440 12,745 6,040
55 to 59 years 1,323 309 612 178 5,391 2,216
60 to 64 years 1,109 388 389 147 4,661 1,617
65 to 74 years 1,341 318 613 196 5,984 2,404
75 to 84 years 1,281 274 444 136 4,569 1,224
85 years and
over 646 127 104 49 1,873 203
Total Owners 14,083 5,591 5,980 2,156 65,166 26,946

Source: U.S. Census Bureau, 2005-2007 American Community Survey, CSI
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Table 12: Households by Tenure and Age of Household, Renters, 2007
Utah

County Lehi Lindon Orem Payson
Pleasant

Grove
15 to 24 years 13,168 373 91 2,588 358 314
25 to 34 years 15,230 1,087 220 4,233 414 712
35 to 44 years 5,176 459 117 1,198 141 252
45 to 54 years 3,545 190 58 905 96 389
55 to 59 years 935 26 12 254 25 40
60 to 64 years 826 26 - 202 22 26
65 to 74 years 1,221 64 21 343 33 52
75 to 84 years 603 0 4 158 16 31
85 years and over 416 0 - 159 11 67

Total Renters 41,119 2,225 523 10,038 1,119 1,884

Provo
Spanish

Fork Springville Unincorp
Included

Areas
Excluded

Area
15 to 24 years 8,137 415 349 197 12,824 345
25 to 34 years 5,986 661 842 228 14,383 846
35 to 44 years 1,542 337 449 78 4,572 604
45 to 54 years 905 187 220 53 3,002 542
55 to 59 years 335 20 47 14 775 160
60 to 64 years 194 81 - 12 565 261
65 to 74 years 246 54 80 18 912 309
75 to 84 years 260 44 16 9 537 66
85 years and over 103 57 - 6 404 12
Total Renters 17,708 1,856 2,004 617 37,973 3,146

Source: U.S. Census Bureau, 2005-2007 American Community Survey, CSI

Household Incomes

In 2007, the median household income in Utah County, according to the American Community
Survey, was $66,197 for owners and $30,937 for renters. In Provo, the owner median income was
$59,877 and $24,931 for renters. Not surprisingly, those in the lower income bands are much more
likely to be renters than those in higher income bands. The percentage of owners increases
significantly for households with an income of $50,000 or more.
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Table 13: Household Income by Tenure
Utah County City of Provo

Owners Renters Owners Renters

Less than $5,000 1,018 1,820 189 1,097
$5,000 to $9,999 792 1,646 167 1,017
$10,000 to $14,999 1,292 3,937 190 2,208
$15,000 to $19,999 2,221 3,585 732 2,313
$20,000 to $24,999 2,838 3,562 664 2,047
$25,000 to $34,999 6,838 7,925 1,214 3,248
$35,000 to $49,999 13,277 7,112 2,059 2,605
$50,000 to $74,999 23,060 5,762 3,432 1,817
$75,000 to $99,999 15,745 1,901 2,142 540
$100,000 to $149,999 13,608 1,238 1,844 360
$150,000 or more 6,315 351 1,144 71
Total 87,004 38,839 13,777 17,323

Source: U.S. Census Bureau 2007 American Community Survey, CSI

The 2007 American Community Survey (ACS) counted 8,342 households in Utah County and 3,669
in Provo that lived below the poverty level. Forty-three percent of households living in poverty in
the county and 36% in Provo were married couples with children under the age of 18. Single
mothers with children under the age of 18 comprised 21% of all households in poverty in the
County and 29% in Provo.

Table 14: Poverty Level by Household Type, 2007
Utah County City of Provo

Income in the past
12 months below
poverty level

Distribution of
Households
below poverty
level

Income in the past
12 months below
poverty level

Distribution of
Households
below poverty
level

Income in the past 12 months below poverty level 8,342 3,669
Married-couple family 5,377 2,405

With related children under 18 years 3,599 43.1% 1,331 36.3%
Under 5 years only 1,438 904
Under 5 years and 5 to 17 years 1,281 321
5 to 17 years only 880 106

No related children under 18 years 1,778 21.3% 1,074 29.3%
Other family 2,965 1,264

Male householder, no wife present 533 259
With related children under 18 years 325 3.9% 168 4.6%

Under 5 years only 132 105
Under 5 years and 5 to 17 years 67 43
5 to 17 years only 126 20

No related children under 18 years 208 2.5% 91 2.5%
Female householder, no husband present 2,432 1,005

With related children under 18 years 1,878 22.5% 646 17.6%
Under 5 years only 434 207
Under 5 years and 5 to 17 years 457 132
5 to 17 years only 987 307

No related children under 18 years 554 6.6% 359 9.8%
Source: U.S. Census Bureau, 2007 American Community Survey
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Of the 85 census tracts that have a majority of their population in Utah County, 57 have 0-15% very
low income population (earning $20,000 or less per year). Seventeen tracts have between 15-25%
percent very low income, and 11 tracts have 25% very low income or higher. Of the 83 census
block groups that have a majority of their population in the City of Provo, 31 have 0-15% very low
income population. Twenty-two tracts have between 15-25% percent very low income, and 28
tracts have 25% very low income or higher.

School district data for the Provo City School District indicate the number of children that qualify
for free and reduced lunch is 41%, and mobility rates at 23% of district schools are high. High
mobility rates indicate that households have trouble maintaining an affordable housing unit, and
move often. Thirty-six percent of the district’s elementary school population is attending highly
impacted schools, with high mobility rates, high rates of free and reduced lunch, and a high
percentage single parent families and minorities.

ACS 2005 poverty data is only available for White and Hispanic/Latino households, but not broken
down by other races. The ACS shows that there is a higher incidence of poverty among
Hispanics/Latinos and other races than in the White population; however, more Whites live in
poverty in total. Hispanics/Latinos make up 13.1% of households in poverty in the county and
46.9% in Provo. White households represent 81.1% of the poverty population in the county and
86.3% in Provo, and non-White or Hispanic/Latino households make up 5.7% of the poverty
population in the county. Information about non White or Latino households in Provo was
suppressed by the Census Bureau.

Table 15: Poverty Level by Race and Ethnicity, 2007
Utah County City of Provo

Income in the
past 12

months below
poverty level

Total
Households

Proportion
Below

Poverty
Level

Distribution
of Below
Poverty
Level

Population

Income in
the past

12
months
below

poverty
level

Total
Households

Proportion
Below

Poverty
Level

Distribution
of Below
Poverty
Level

Population

White 45,782 399,979 11.4% 81.1% 26,063 85,908 30.3% 86.3%
Latino 7,410 40,274 18.4% 13.1% 4,123 14,145 29.1% 46.9%
Not White or
Latino 3,225 15,726 20.5% 5.7% NA NA NA NA

Source: U.S. Census Bureau, 2007 American Community Survey

Table 16 shows the number of people in poverty in Utah County and Provo broken down by age
range for White households and Hispanic/Latino households. Again, data is not available for other
races or ethnicities. There are over 12,750 White children and 3,010 Hispanic/Latino children in
Utah living below the poverty level. In Provo, there are over 3,320 White children and 1,375
Hispanic/Latino children living below the poverty level.
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Table 16: Poverty Level by Age by Ethnicity, 2007
White Utah County City of Provo

Income in the
past 12

months below
poverty level

Distribution
of Below
Poverty
Level

Population

Income in the
past 12

months below
poverty level

Distribution of
Below Poverty

Level
Population

Under 5 years 5,410 10.9% 2,202 8.1%
5 years 940 1.9% 198 0.7%
6 to 11 years 3,325 6.7% 475 1.7%
12 to 14 years 1,375 2.8% 146 0.5%
15 years 563 1.1% 76 0.3%
16 and 17 years 1,141 2.3% 231 0.8%
18 to 24 years 23,338 46.9% 19,198 70.2%
25 to 34 years 7,104 14.3% 3,442 12.6%
35 to 44 years 2,381 4.8% 413 1.5%
45 to 54 years 1,717 3.5% 455 1.7%
55 to 64 years 877 1.8% 220 0.8%
65 to 74 years 757 1.5% 137 0.5%
75 years and over 807 1.6% 155 0.6%

Total 49,735 100.0% 27,348 100.0%
Hispanic/Latino Utah County City of Provo

Income in the
past 12

months below
poverty level

Distribution
of Below
Poverty
Level

Population

Income in the
past 12

months below
poverty level

Distribution of
Below Poverty

Level
Population

Under 5 years 1,274 17.2% 575 13.9%
5 years 230 3.1% 107 2.6%
6 to 11 years 766 10.3% 397 9.6%
12 to 14 years 544 7.3% 215 5.2%
15 years 126 1.7% 48 1.2%
16 and 17 years 72 1.0% 33 0.8%
18 to 24 years 1,812 24.5% 1,427 34.6%
25 to 34 years 1,674 22.6% 839 20.3%
35 to 44 years 381 5.1% 241 5.8%
45 to 54 years 319 4.3% 106 2.6%
55 to 64 years 117 1.6% 99 2.4%
65 to 74 years 59 0.8% 0 0.0%
75 years and over 36 0.5% 36 0.9%

Total 7,410 100.0% 4,123 100.0%
Source: U.S. Census Bureau 2007 American Community Survey

According to the National Low Income Housing Coalition, a household must make a “housing
wage” of $38,063 annually to afford a three bedroom rental unit at the fair market rent. This wage
equates to an hourly pay rate of $18.75 for a 40 hour a week job in Utah County. CSI estimates
there are over 22,000 renter households with incomes below this threshold in the Consortium area
in 2009.

Persons with Disabilities
In 2007, there were 42,664 people with a disability in Utah County, 32,124 in the Consortium areas,
and 9,822 in Provo. Seventy-three percent (31,019) of this population was under the age of 65 in the
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County, 72% (23,282) in the Consortium areas, and 77% (7,581) in Provo. Interviews with disability
providers indicate there is unmet demand for deeply subsidized housing for persons with disabilities
and their families.

Table 17: Disability Status
Utah

County Lehi Lindon Orem Payson
Pleasant

Grove

5 to 15 years
With any disability 5,044 489 130 777 140 249

No disability 91,979 8,580 2,287 16,034 2,888 7,465
16 to 20 years

With any disability 3,039 87 23 777 140 138
No disability 50,075 1,984 529 9,608 1,730 2,448

21 to 64 years
With any disability 22,936 1,441 384 4,116 741 1,359

No disability 231,079 18,197 4,850 43,702 7,870 14,479
65 to 74 years

With any disability 4,561 186 50 878 158 248
No disability 12,350 831 221 3,110 560 563

75 years and over
With any disability 7,085 399 106 2,043 368 427

No disability 7,087 358 95 1,551 279 537

Total with Disability 42,664 2,602 694 8,590 1,547 2,422

Provo
Spanish

Fork Springville Unincorp.
Included

Areas
Excluded

Area

5 to 15 years
With any disability 654 303 409 102 3,253 1,790

No disability 11,070 5,892 5,775 1,861 61,852 30,128
16 to 20 years

With any disability 881 137 220 62 2,464 575
No disability 19,409 1,772 1,730 1,013 40,224 9,851

21 to 64 years
With any disability 6,046 1,151 1,862 464 17,565 5,371

No disability 60,552 13,388 11,674 4,676 179,388 51,692
65 to 74 years

With any disability 665 258 459 92 2,994 1,567
No disability 2,093 546 627 250 8,801 3,549

75 years and over
With any disability 1,575 424 361 143 5,847 1,237

No disability 1,753 423 496 143 5,635 1,451

Total with Disability 9,822 2,273 3,311 863 32,124 10,540
Source: U.S. Census Bureau, 2005-2007 American Community Survey, CSI
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Educational Attainment

Utah County, the Consortium area, and Provo all have a higher percentage of its population that has
an associates, bachelor’s or post-graduate degrees compared with the rest of the nation and state.
Forty percent of Utah County and the Consortium area residents have a degree, while 34% of Provo
residents age 18 and older have a degree. The County, Consortium areas, and City of Provo all also
have a lower percentage of adults age 18 and older with no high school diploma than the nation or
the state. Nationally, 16% of adults have no high school diploma and across the State of Utah, 11%
do not have a high school diploma.

Table 18: Educational Attainment

Utah County Lehi Linden Orem Payson
Pleasant

Grove
Less than 9th grade 10,243 168 102 3,413 174 317
9th to 12th grade, no diploma 27,839 2,305 512 5,829 877 1,599

High school graduate (includes
equivalency) 102,048 8,854 2,060 17,006 3,525 6,425
Some college, no degree 169,093 12,321 3,047 27,951 5,214 9,506
Associate's degree 51,309 4,702 1,135 9,022 1,942 3,540
Bachelor's degree 97,350 8,277 2,436 19,966 4,169 7,600

Graduate or professional degree 38,815 2,278 856 8,638 1,466 2,672

Total Population 18 and Over: 496,697 38,905 10,148 91,824 17,366 31,658
No HS Degree 7.7% 6.4% 6.1% 10.1% 6.1% 6.1%

Provo
Spanish

Fork Springville Unincorporated
Included

Areas
Excluded

Area
Less than 9th grade 1,936 476 555 104 7,245 6,070
9th to 12th grade, no diploma 4,534 2,463 2,160 523 20,803 16,716

High school graduate (includes
equivalency) 19,069 9,198 6,873 2,102 75,111 64,179
Some college, no degree 52,256 8,015 7,715 3,111 129,135 111,055
Associate's degree 10,532 2,813 3,110 1,158 37,954 30,969
Bachelor's degree 20,530 4,759 4,818 2,487 75,041 54,902

Graduate or professional degree 8,638 1,607 1,902 874 28,932 22,904

Total Population 18 and Over: 117,495 29,331 27,132 10,359 374,219 306,796
No HS Degree 5.5% 10.0% 10.0% 6.1% 7.5% 7.4%
Source: U.S. Census Bureau, 2005-2007 American Community Survey, CSI

Economy and Local Employment

The nation is suffering through a recession, which is affecting Utah County and the City of Provo.
However, communities in Utah have seen less economic downturn that other areas of the country.
Utah County still had a very low unemployment rate of 4.9% in March of 2009, compared to 5.2%
in the State of Utah and 8.5% across the nation. Between February 2008 and February 2009,
approximately 26,000 jobs were lost in the State of Utah, with 25,400 more unemployed persons in
the state. While Utah is faring better than other areas of the country, this is the most significant
downturn in the Utah economy since 1964. All industries except natural resources, government and
education and health have suffered job losses. In Utah County, there have been 5,000 jobs lost in
the past year, or a -2.8% change.
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The following table provides an overview of employment in Utah County and communities within
the county for the years 2000-2007, the most recent data broken down by community. Utah County
had high job growth this decade until the past year, with annual job growth averaging 3.5% per year
between 2000 and 2007. The labor force grew in Utah County, as did the number of persons
employed. This is true within the City of Provo as well.

Table 19: Annual Average Labor Force, Employment and Unemployment

Area Measure 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007

00-
07

Avg.

Utah Labor Force 180,176 182,734 185,637 189,964 198,024 205,767 214,255 223,098

County Employment 174,879 175,283 174,865 179,847 188,505 197,538 208,165 217,544

Unemp. 5,297 7,451 10,772 10,117 9,519 8,229 6,090 5,554

Unemp. Rate 2.9 4.1 5.8 5.3 4.8 4.0 2.8 2.5 4.0

Lehi Labor Force 9,013 9,108 9,202 9,430 9,847 10,258 10,721 11,176

Employment 8,830 8,851 8,830 9,081 9,518 9,974 10,511 10,984

Unemp. 183 257 372 349 329 284 210 192

Unemp. Rate 2.0 2.8 4.0 3.7 3.3 2.8 2.0 1.7 2.8

Orem Labor Force 41,958 42,595 43,338 44,329 46,190 47,962 49,889 51,932

Employment 40,619 40,712 40,615 41,772 43,784 45,882 48,350 50,528

Unemp. 1,339 1,883 2,723 2,557 2,406 2,080 1,539 1,404

Unemp. Rate 3.2 4.4 6.3 5.8 5.2 4.3 3.1 2.7 4.4

Pleasant Labor Force 11,012 11,140 11,276 11,550 12,054 12,547 13,097 13,649

Grove Employment 10,756 10,780 10,755 11,061 11,594 12,149 12,803 13,380

Unemp. 256 360 521 489 460 398 294 269

Unemp. Rate 2.3 3.2 4.6 4.2 3.8 3.2 2.2 2.0 3.2

Provo Labor Force 55,526 56,391 57,405 58,710 61,163 63,493 66,021 68,716

Employment 53,704 53,828 53,700 55,230 57,889 60,663 63,926 66,806

Unemp. 1,822 2,563 3,705 3,480 3,274 2,830 2,095 1,910

Unemp. Rate 3.3 4.5 6.5 5.9 5.4 4.5 3.2 2.8 4.5

Spanish Labor Force 9,703 9,829 9,968 10,205 10,643 11,069 11,539 12,021

Fork Employment 9,447 9,469 9,447 9,716 10,183 10,671 11,245 11,752

Unemp. 256 360 521 489 460 398 294 269

Unemp. Rate 2.6 3.7 5.2 4.8 4.3 3.6 2.5 2.2 3.6

Springville Labor Force 10,050 10,172 10,299 10,549 11,007 11,455 11,953 12,455

Employment 9,809 9,832 9,808 10,088 10,573 11,080 11,676 12,202

Unemp. 241 340 491 461 434 375 277 253

Unemp. Rate 2.4 3.3 4.8 4.4 3.9 3.3 2.3 2.0 3.3
Source: Utah Labor Market Information

Utah County’s resident income from all sources except unemployment insurance and non-farm
proprietors’ income grew between 2002 and 2006, according to the Bureau of Economic Analysis.
In 2006, Utah County ranked 24 out of 29 for per capita personal income. While this may reflect
lower incomes than in other Utah Counties, the number of students counted in the population
without incomes also is a factor in low per capita incomes.
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Table 20: 2005 Economic Snapshot
Avg.
Ann.

Change

2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 02-06

Personal income 7,910,414 8,136,649 8,542,901 9,607,514 10,465,064 6.5%

Net earnings 1/ 5,887,904 6,077,012 6,502,188 7,039,933 7,774,645 6.4%

Personal current transfer receipts 957,380 1,011,802 1,067,373 1,146,890 1,231,800 5.7%

Income maintenance 2/ 59,332 72,387 78,746 85,248 87,385 9.5%

Unemployment insurance compensation 49,042 38,253 26,733 19,948 15,732 -13.6%

Retirement and other 849,006 901,162 961,894 1,041,694 1,128,683 6.6%

Dividends, interest, and rent 1,065,130 1,047,835 973,340 1,420,691 1,458,619 7.4%

Population (persons) 3/ 397,693 410,159 434,114 455,014 471,746 3.7%

Per capita personal income 4/ 19,891 19,838 19,679 21,115 22,184 2.3%

Per capita net earnings 4/ 14,805 14,816 14,978 15,472 16,481 2.3%

Per capita personal current transfer receipts 4/ 2,407 2,467 2,459 2,521 2,611 1.7%

Per capita income maintenance 4/ 149 176 181 187 185 4.8%

Per capita unemployment insurance benefits 4/ 123 93 62 44 33 -14.6%

Per capita retirement and other 4/ 2,135 2,197 2,216 2,289 2,393 2.4%

Per capita dividends, interest, and rent 4/ 2,678 2,555 2,242 3,122 3,092 3.1%

Earnings by place of work ($000) 6,118,613 6,350,777 6,795,875 7,352,903 8,134,762 6.6%

Wage and salary disbursements 4,381,159 4,537,035 4,847,302 5,222,569 5,837,619 6.6%

Supplements to wages and salaries 923,675 1,014,048 1,069,404 1,189,379 1,303,467 8.2%

Employer contributions for employee pension and
insurance funds 597,195 665,798 687,973 770,957 839,946 8.1%

Employer contributions for government social
insurance 326,480 348,250 381,431 418,422 463,521 8.4%

Proprietors' income 813,779 799,694 879,169 940,955 993,676 4.4%

Nonfarm proprietors' income 808,681 781,078 856,169 917,746 986,384 4.4%

Farm proprietors' income 5,098 18,616 23,000 23,209 7,292 8.6%

Total full-time and part-time employment 203,507 206,245 217,915 228,953 241,585 3.7%

Wage and salary jobs 159,288 160,169 167,581 175,791 185,246 3.3%

Number of proprietors 44,219 46,076 50,334 53,162 56,339 5.5%

Number of nonfarm proprietors 5/ 42,297 44,198 48,464 51,281 54,479 5.8%

Number of farm proprietors 1,922 1,878 1,870 1,881 1,860 -0.6%

Average earnings per job (dollars) 30,066 30,792 31,186 32,115 33,672 2.4%

Average wage and salary disbursements 27,505 28,327 28,925 29,709 31,513 2.9%

Average nonfarm proprietors' income 19,119 17,672 17,666 17,896 18,106 -1.1%
Source: Bureau of Economic Analysis

Footnotes:

1. Total earnings less contributions for government social insurance adjusted to place of residence.
2. Consists largely of supplemental security income payments, family assistance, general assistance payments, food

stamp payments, and other assistance payments, including emergency assistance.
3. Census Bureau midyear population estimates. Estimates for 2000-2006 reflect county population estimates available

as of April 2008.

4. Type of income divided by population yields a per capita measure for that type of income.

5. Excludes limited partners.

• All state and local area dollar estimates are in current dollars (not adjusted for inflation).

Employment data is available at the County level. The largest industries in Utah County in 2007
were retail trade, education services and manufacturing. Finance and Insurance had the highest
average annual wage of these industries in 2007, at $78,672. Art, Entertainment and Recreation had
an average wage of just $9,372.
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Table 21: Utah County Employment Sectors, 2007

Industry Sector Ownership Average Employment

Average
Annual
Wage

Agriculture, Forestry, Fishing & Hunting Private 1,022 $22,920
Mining Private 55 $44,100
Utilities Local Government 267 $46,392
Utilities Private 310 $69,108
Construction Local Government 99 $42,504
Construction Private 17,882 $34,236
Manufacturing (31-33) Private 19,143 $41,808
Wholesale Trade Private 5,333 $53,160
Retail Trade (44 & 45) Private 23,288 $23,100
Retail Trade (44 & 45) State Government 29 $11,592
Transportation and Warehousing (48 & 49) Federal Government 609 $53,076
Transportation and Warehousing (48 & 49) Local Government 715 $24,168
Transportation and Warehousing (48 & 49) Private 1,997 $34,272
Information Local Government 324 $19,620
Information Private 8,159 $58,764
Finance and Insurance Federal Government 7 $61,320
Finance and Insurance Local Government 8 $78,672
Finance and Insurance Private 4,484 $41,976
Real Estate and Rental and Leasing Private 2,177 $31,356
Professional Scientific & Technical Svc Local Government 63 $38,556
Professional Scientific & Technical Svc Private 10,513 $52,020
Management of Companies and Enterprises Private 1,519 $41,976
Admin., Support, Waste Mgmt, Remediation Local Government 87 $32,976
Admin., Support, Waste Mgmt, Remediation Private 10,670 $24,816
Education Services Local Government 10,398 $29,388
Education Services Private 20,833 $25,272
Education Services State Government 3,924 $28,596
Health Care and Social Assistance Local Government 378 $17,892
Health Care and Social Assistance Private 17,253 $33,444
Health Care and Social Assistance State Government 880 $35,676
Arts, Entertainment, and Recreation Federal Government 29 $28,020
Arts, Entertainment, and Recreation Local Government 1,120 $9,372
Arts, Entertainment, and Recreation Private 1,646 $16,152
Accommodation and Food Services Local Government 5 $13,560
Accommodation and Food Services Private 12,038 $12,036
Other Services (except Public Admin.) Local Government 66 $32,256
Other Services (except Public Admin.) Private 4,280 $23,316
Public Administration Federal Government 352 $59,004
Public Administration Local Government 3,657 $37,716
Public Administration State Government 1,454 $38,436
Unclassified establishments Private 4 $23,520

Source: Utah Labor Market Information

In 2008, five of the top 20 employers in Utah County were in educational services, including
Brigham Young University and Utah Valley University, and three school districts. Other large
employers include Wal-Mart, Nestle, the Sento Corporation, and Nu-Skin Enterprises, Inc. The top
20 employers include a mix of educational, retail, service, manufacturing and government employers.



Utah Valley Consortium Analysis of Impediments to Fair Housing September 2009

Community Strategies Institute 25

Table 22: Utah County 20 Largest Employers, 2008
Employer Type Employees

Alpine School District Education 5,502
Brigham Young University Education 5,000
Wal-Mart (District Office) Retail 4,500
Novell, Inc. Service 1,890
Nebo School District Education 1,748
Nestle USA – Food Group, Inc. Manufacturing 1,700
Sento Corporation Services 1,500
Provo School District Education 1,400
Nu Skin Enterprises, Inc. Manufacturing 1,300
Utah Valley University Education 1,208
IM Flash Technologies Manufacturing 1,000
Utah County Government 900
Geneva Rock Products Manufacturing 870
Utah State Hospital Medical 825
Provo Craft Warehouse Manufacturing 800
Utah State Developmental Center Service 740
MyFamily.com Service 738
Utah County Health Department Government 689
Utah County Sheriff Government 689
Tahitian Noni International, Inc. Manufacturing 625

Source: Utah County Chamber of Commerce

Housing Market Profile

Market overview
Since the last Analysis of Impediments to Fair Housing for the City of Provo in 2005, the Provo and
Utah County housing markets have cooled. Historic rent market information is available from the
Apartment Realty Advisors Greater Salt Lake Multi-Family Report. Low vacancy rates and a steady
demand for units from students have helped the rental market hold up during the current economic
downturn. Foreclosures are on the rise as buyers who counted on equity gains seen in the 1990s or
who chose to finance with adjustable rate mortgages find it hard to keep up with rising payments
and are unable to sell for higher prices. Tighter lending standards and oversight of sub-prime or
fraudulent loans have also slowed the market.

Rent Profile
Apartment Realty Advisors conducts a regular survey of rentals that shows rents continue to rise in
Utah County. Vacancy rates are creeping up. Apartment Realty Advisors estimated a vacancy rate
of 5.7% at the end of 2008. CSI conducted a rent survey that captured information about 3,594
multi-family rental units as part of our research. This survey captured information about
approximately 20% of all non-student rentals in the county. The CSI rent survey, conducted in
February and March of 2009, shows a vacancy rate of 7% in Utah County, 6% in the Consortium
communities, and 1% in the City of Provo.
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Figure 3: Utah County Average Rents and Vacancies Over Time
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Figure 4: Utah County Average Rents by Unit Size Over Time
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In 2007, Apartment Realty Advisors began to track average rents, the average square footage of
units, rents per square foot and vacancy rates for Orem, Pleasant Grove, and Provo. The table
below shows the year end 2007 and year end 2008 results of this survey. While rents appear to be
lower in Provo than in Orem or Pleasant Grove, rental cost by square footage in all three
communities are very close, and it appears that higher rents are a reflection of unit size, not location.
Vacancy rates went up in all three communities between 2007 and 2008.

Table 23: Provo, Orem, and Pleasant Grove Rent Survey Results, 2007 and 2008
Year End 2007 Year End 2008

Avg. Rent
Avg.
SF $/SF Vac. Rate

Avg.
Rent

Avg.
SF $/SF

Vac.
Rate

Provo $593 711 $0.83 3.7% $606 703 $0.86 6.2%
Orem $770 916 $0.84 3.9% $780 918 $0.85 6.0%
Pleasant Grove $806 953 $0.85 2.3% $832 953 $0.87 4.3%

Source: Apartment Realty Advisors, Greater Salt Lake Multi-Family Report

Apartment Realty Advisors also tracks concessions offered by properties to provide an incentive
renters to sign a lease at their property. Concessions include lump sum discounts, reduced deposits,
reduced rents, and one-to-multiple months free rent. While rents show a steady rise in Utah County,
the number of units offering rent concessions tripled at the end of 2008 over the end of 2007, from
17% of units to 50.6% of units. The average concession offered in Utah County at the end of 2008
was valued at $525, a $326, or 64%, increase from year end 2007.

CSI conducted a survey of privately held rental properties that are not contracted student housing
and that do not have rent restrictions through affordable housing programs. Units are located
throughout the County, though most are concentrated in Provo and Orem. Some of the units are



Utah Valley Consortium Analysis of Impediments to Fair Housing September 2009

Community Strategies Institute 28

on the married student housing list, however, they are not required to only rent to students. CSI
was able to gather information from 29 properties with a total of 3,594 units. The following chart
shows the average rents and vacancy rates by unit type for all units included in the survey, in the
Consortium area.

Rents range from $486 for efficiencies to $1,451 for four bedroom units. These results indicate that
rents have continued to rise since the last Apartment Realty Advisors survey, and that vacancy rates
are very low in all but the three bedroom units.

Table 24: Consortium Area Average Rents and Vacancy Rates by Unit Type, March 2009
Average Vacancy

Rent Rate

Efficiencies $486 2%
One Bedroom $649 2%
2Bdrm/1 Bath $726 1%
2 Bdrm/2 Bath $851 5%
3 Bedroom $905 8%
4 Bedroom $1,451 0%

Source: CSI

As part of the rent survey, CSI also asks questions about the characteristics of rental properties,
including age of buildings, utilities included in rents, and turnover rates. Turnover rates are the
percentage of units that become vacant during the month. CSI did not survey owners or managers
of single family homes in the area. Of the units surveyed, the largest numbers of units are 30-40
years old. However, there is good distribution of properties in the County of various ages. Most
newer properties are located in Orem or in the northern portion of the County. Most properties
offer no utilities with rents other than water and sewer. Only a few pay for heat. Turnover in
rentals is low, with only 2% of units turning over every month. About one third of units have
waiting lists, and with low vacancy rates, renters may have an incentive to stay were they are.
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Table 25: CSI Rent Survey Results, Utah County, March 2009
Age of Property Percent of Properties

0 - 10 Years 22%
11 - 20 Years 30%
21 - 30 Years 11%
30 - 40 Years 33%

Over 40 Years 4%
Average Units Sizes

Efficiency 475
One Bedroom 697

Two Bedroom/1 Bath 930
Two Bedroom/2 Bath 1,163

Three Bedroom 1,281
Four Bedroom 1,862

Utilities Included Percent of Properties
Gas Heat 10%

Other Gas 0%
Water/Sewer 59%
Electric Heat 3%

Other Electric 7%
Trash 55%

Monthly Turnover Rate 2%
Source: CSI

Public/Affordable Housing

There are a total of 1,609 affordable rental units in Utah County, including all public housing,
Section 8, tax credit and other rent restricted units. Of these, 523 are public housing units owned by
the Provo City Housing Authority or the Housing Authority of Utah County. Since 2003, the two
Authorities have helped create 55 affordable housing units through acquisition, development and
partnerships with other developers.
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Table 26: Provo Affordable Housing Inventory, 2009
# of Households Rental City Income Waiting

Property Name Units Served Assist. Restrictions List

Airport Houses 3 Provo

Anderson Home 1 Large Family 0 Orem 1 @ 80%
Combined

TN

Bay Harbor 60 Open 0 Provo 60 @ 60% 5

Boulder Pointe 96 Open 24 Provo
24 @ 35%, 12

market, 60 @ 60% No

Boulder Springs Apartments 276 Open 24 Provo
24 @ 35%, 252 @

60% No

Canyon Breeze Senior Living 56 Seniors 0 Orem 49 @ 60% No

Canyon View Apartments 30 Seniors 0 Provo

5 @ 45%, 20 @
50% and 5 @ 55%

AMI Combined

Carillion Court 16 Seniors 0 Orem
13 @ 60%, 3 @

50% 25

Crimson Court 8 Families 0 Provo
4 @ 50%, 2 @ 51%

and 2 @ 60% AMI Combined

Diamond Fork 60 Families 0
Spanish

Fork 60 @ 60% No

Grand Vista 26 Seniors & Disabled 26 Payson

priority to very low ,
then low, then

moderate 10

Green Grove Apartments 168 Open 0
Pleasant

Grove 168 @ 60% No

Hollow Park 1 Disabled 0 Lindon 3 @ 50% No

Lakeridge 10 Large Families 0 Orem 10 @ 80%
Combined

TN

Lindon Scattered Units 4 Large Families 0 Lindon 10 @ 80%
Combined

TN

Maeser School Apartments 31 Seniors 0 Provo
6 @ 35% & 25 @

42% AMI Combined

Maple View Apartments 24 Mentally Ill 0 Provo
15 @ 35% & 9 @

40% AMI Referral

Mayflower Harbor at Pilgrims 192 Open 0 Lehi 192 @ 60% 0

Mountain View Apartments 19 Families 10 Payson 0

Mountain View Apartments 30 Seniors 30 Provo 30 @ 50% AMI Combined

Mountain View East 32 Families 26 Payson 0

Orem Scattered Sites 53 Large Families 0 Orem 63 @ 80%
Combined

TN

Pioneer Villa Senior Community 41 Seniors 41
Spanish

Fork 41 @ 30% 1

Power Houses 2 Provo

Provo Crown '96 6 Families 0 Provo 6 @ 45% AMI 0

Provo Hsg Authority Perm. Hsg 2
Homeless Mentally

Ill 2 Provo 50% of AMI Referral

Provo HA Public Housing 140 Families 140 Provo 50% & 80% of AMI 279

Provo Westgate Apartments 8 Families 0 Provo
6 @ 30%, 1 @40%

&1 @ 50% AMI Referral

Spanish Fork Duplexes 10 Large Families 0
Spanish

Fork 10 @ 80%
Combined

TN

Spring Lake Apartments 13 Families 13 Payson 13 @ 80% 15

Springville Scattered Sites 17 Families 0 Springville 17 @ 80%
Combined

TN

Stratton Home, 2 Small Family 0 Orem 2 @ 50%
Combined

TN
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# of Households Rental City Income Waiting

Property Name Units Served Assist. Restrictions List

Suncrest Park 60 Families 60 Provo 60 @ 30%

16-18 for
3BR, 8-10 for

2BR

Sunflower 1 Mentally Disabled 0 Orem 4 @ 50% No

Sunrise Apartments 6
Homeless Mentally

Ill Provo 50% of AMI Referral

Sunset Apartments 2
Homeless Mentally

Ill Provo 50% of AMI Referral

Timpridge 10 Large Families 0 Orem 10 @ 80%
Combined

TN

Utah Crown 3 Families 0 Provo 3 @ 50% AMI 0

Valley Villa Apartments 78 Seniors 78 Provo
all at 50% & 80%

AMI Combined

Willow Cove 8 Victims of DV, Fam. 0 Orem 6 @ 60%, 2 @ 50% No

Yarrow Apartments, 9 Chron. Mentally Ill 0 Springville 17 @ 60% No

Total Units 1614
Source: CSI

Homeownership Profile

The sale of housing units in Utah County has slowed since 2005, as it has in the entire state of Utah
and nation. Newer areas of Utah County, most in areas that are not included in the Consortium,
have large inventories of vacant developed and semi-developed lots for sale. New construction has
almost come to a halt, and developers and builders deal with decreased demand and harder to find
credit.

Price Trends

Currently, there are 4,445 housing units on the market in Utah County, 654 of which are in Provo
and 2,737 in the Consortium area. Of the units listed in the Housing Authority Consortium area,
2,229 are single family units and 492 are condominiums or attached units. The following table
shows the profile of these current listings.

Single family homes have a much higher price than condominiums on average, and sell a bit faster.
These homes are also typically bigger and older. Units in Provo have higher prices than throughout
the County and within the Consortium communities. Units in Provo tend to be older and a bit
smaller than those in the newer suburbs and other smaller communities. There is no measurable
difference in the time it takes to sell a unit in the three defined geographic areas.
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Table 27: Current Listings
Avg
Price

Avg
Bdrms

Avg
Baths

Avg
s.f.

Avg
Year

Avg
Days

Avg
Price

Built
on
Market Per sf

All Listings Utah County
Single Family $351,521 4 3 3,327 1993 117 $105

Condos/Attached $181,932 3 2 1,485 1998 121 $130
City of Provo

Single Family $384,225 4 3 3,083 1976 117 $119
Condos/Attached $193,047 3 2 1,343 1993 139 $144

Consortium Communities
Single Family $329,498 4 3 3,034 1988 113 $107

Condos/Attached $180,087 3 2 1,454 1997 114 $129
Source: MLS Data, CSI Analysis

Units built before 2006 have lower prices on average and by square foot than older units. While the
price per square foot between newer and older units in the County and Consortium communities is
not as pronounced as it is in the City of Provo, the average price differences are. Many newer units
are much larger than those built before 2006, and have much higher average prices.

Table 28: Price Comparisons

Utah County
Price Per Square

Foot Average Price
Pre- 2006 - Pre- 2006 -
2006 2008 2006 2008

Single Family $108 $106 $322,175 $420,479
Condos/Attached $124 $121 $179,932 $198,324

City of Provo
Price Per Square

Foot Average Price
Pre- 2006 - Pre- 2006 -
2006 2008 2006 2008

Single Family $113 $182 $321,876 $831,636
Condos/Attached $135 $206 $177,523 $342,572
Consortium
Communities

Price Per Square
Foot Average Price

Pre- 2006 - Pre- 2006 -
2006 2008 2006 2008

Single Family $106 $118 $288,313 $464,385
Condos/Attached $121 $134 $169,215 $223,662

Source: MLS Data, CSI analysis

Households at 60-80 percent area median income (AMI) can afford to purchase homes priced
between $149,900 and $199,800 (assuming 3% downpayment, 5.2% interest and a 30-year fixed rate
mortgage). Currently, most condominiums and older single family homes are affordable to
households in this income range. There are 1,449 condos or single family homes on the market
priced at or below $149,900 in Utah County and an additional 1,023 priced between $149,900 and
$199,800. In Provo, there are 323 units at $149,900 or below and another 204 between $149,900
and $199,800. In the Consortium communities, there are 328 at or below $149,900 and another 766
between $149,900 and $199,800. In the Consortium area, almost all units priced for households at
60% or less of the AMI are located in Provo, while many more units priced for households between
61 and 80% of the AMI are located in the other Consortium communities.
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Table 29: Units on the Market by AMI Range
Affordable Utah City of Consortium

Price County Provo Communities
0 - 30% AMI $18,850 $74,875 14 6 13
31 - 50% AMI $31,450 $124,920 122 46 92
51 - 60% AMI $37,740 $149,900 1313 271 223
61 - 80% AMI $50,300 $199,800 1023 204 766
81 - 100% AMI $62,900 $249,845 891 120 538

Source: MLS Data, CSI analysis

This may be a good time for first-time or low-income homebuyers to purchase affordable units on
the market in Provo, taking advantage of the federal tax credit for first time homebuyers, low
interest rates, and steady prices. However, buyers should avoid purchasing an overpriced unit that
will not hold its value over time.

Foreclosure woes are drawing national attention as foreclosure rates rise across the country. While
Utah is not as impacted as some other parts of the country, the state ranked 6th in the nation for
foreclosure filing in April of 2009. Utah County has one of the highest numbers of foreclosures in
the state, second only to Salt Lake County. CSI reviewed foreclosure data from RealtyTrac, a firm
that tracks foreclosures across the nation, and at the state and local level.

Foreclosure filings in Utah County peaked in late 2008, and dropped again at the end of the year.
Filings are climbing again in 2009. Utah County has a foreclosure rate per housing unit that is
higher than the state as a whole, and in line with the national rate of .23% of all housing units.
Provo, however, has a much lower rate of .09% of all housing units. The following map from
RealtyTrac shows that foreclosure filings have been concentrated in areas outside of Provo and
Orem, with the highest concentrations along the Salt Lake County border.
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Figure 5: Concentrations of Foreclosure Filings, Utah County, March 2009

Source: RealtyTrac April 2009
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According to RealtyTrac, 45% of foreclosure actions in Utah County and 31% in Provo are in pre-
foreclosure. Another 48% and 50%, respectively, are bank owned properties. The remainder is
being auctioned off. Interestingly, the average sales price of foreclosed units in Provo and all other
areas of the county except Lehi, is higher than the average sales price of all units sold in the
community. This indicates that many foreclosures are among higher priced units.

In Provo, foreclosures are concentrated in the 84604 zip code. In March of 2009, there were 21
foreclosure actions in the zip code, 13 in the 84601 zip code, and three in the 84606 zip code.

Residential Development Activity

Building permits have been concentrated in the northern areas of Utah County for the past decade
as growth has been concentrated in newly created communities along the Salt Lake County border.
Provo and Orem have seen a decline in permits during the past decade, as growth has been targeted
to the north and both cities run out of developable land within their municipal boundaries.

Applications for building permits in Utah County declined between 2006 and 2007, the latest year
reported by the Census Bureau, in all communities but Lindon, Payson, and Springville. In Provo,
single family permits dropped from 270 in 2007 to 56 in 2008. Between 2006 and 2007, there was a
31% decline in building permits issued in all communities in Utah County. Bankers, planners, and
developers interviewed for this study indicate that there are many empty lots in subdivisions with no
current building occurring.
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Table 30: Residential Building Permits

Single
Family Two Family

Three and
Four Family

Five or More
Family Total

Lehi
2005 1,343 2 - - 1,345
2006 1,629 - - - 1,629
2007 849 4 19 10 882

Lindon
2005 40 - 3 - 43
2006 27 2 - - 29
2007 124 - - - 124

Orem
2005 336 - - - 336
2006 287 - 11 156 454
2007 244 4 - 80 328

Payson
2005 120 2 - - 122
2006 76 2 - - 78
2007 66 2 - 60 128

Pleasant Grove
2005 167 2 67 339 575
2006 160 - 77 296 533
2007 123 - 105 90 318

Provo
2005 260 20 15 26 321
2006 277 10 - 263 550
2007 180 4 4 82 270

Spanish Fork
2005 407 8 - - 415
2006 652 10 - - 662
2007 415 12 - - 427

Springville
2005 287 - - - 287
2006 306 - 8 54 368
2007 336 2 - 42 380

Unincorp Utah
County

2005 53 - - - 53
2006 73 - - - 73
2007 55 - - - 55

Source: Census Bureau Census of Building Permits

Affordable Housing Needs

The following table details households in Utah County and Provo by HUD income ranges by
tenure. Subsidized rental housing is targeted to households at the 60 percent AMI range or less,
while homebuyer programs usually target households with incomes higher than 60 percent AMI,
usually up to a maximum of 100 percent AMI. In 2009, there are a total of 29,144 renter
households in Utah County with incomes at 60 percent AMI or below. Approximately 6,000 of
these households are unmarried student households, 5,274 of which live in contracted student
housing, and 730 of which live in other market rent rental units. There are a total of 10,863 renter
households with incomes between 60 percent and 100 percent of AMI.
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These households are good candidates for downpayment assistance or other homebuyer programs.
The 6,875 renter households with incomes above 100 percent AMI are perfect candidates to
purchase many of the higher priced homes on the market throughout the county, many of which are
newer homes.

Table 31: HUD AMI Levels 2009, Provo Orem MSA (Family of four)
2009 HUD Median Income $62,900
30% of HUD Median Income $18,870
50% of HUD Median Income $31,450
60% of HUD Median Income $37,740
80% of HUD Median Income $50,300

Source: HUD CPD Department

In Provo, the number of renter households with incomes at 60% or less of the area median income
is 12,840. CSI estimates that 5,274 of these are students that do not live on campus. There are
5,562 renter households with incomes between 60 and 100% of the area median income, and 1,788
with incomes above 100% of the area median income.

Table 32: Renter Households by AMI Level in Utah County, 2009
Utah

County Lehi Lindon Orem Payson
Pleasant

Grove

30% $18,850 12,269 272 64 2,262 433 359
50% $31,450 11,251 443 104 2,490 379 343
60% $37,740 5,624 290 68 1,708 184 377
80% $50,300 6,680 212 50 1,938 189 394

AMI $62,900 4,183 347 81 854 93 366
Total Renter occupied HH 46,883 2,537 596 11,445 1,276 2,148

Provo
Spanish

Fork Springville Unincorp.
Included

Areas
Excluded

Area

30% $18,850 7,114 417 513 240 11,674 595
50% $31,450 5,727 473 474 210 10,642 609
60% $37,740 1,932 187 370 102 5,218 407
80% $50,300 2,207 365 468 104 5,926 754

AMI $62,900 1,422 181 201 51 3,596 588
Total Renter occupied HH 20,190 2,116 2,284 703 43,296 3,587

Source: Community Strategies Institute
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Table 33 below shows the number of owner occupied housing units in Utah County by community
and for the Consortium area. Owner households with incomes at or below 80% of the area median
income can have a hard time keeping up with maintenance of their homes after paying a mortgage,
taxes, and insurance. These households are candidates for homeowner rehabilitation programs. In
Utah County, there are an estimated 34,466 owners with incomes at or below 80% of the area
median income. In Provo, the number is 6,126, and in the Consortium area, it is 26,162.

Table 33: Owner Households by AMI Level in Utah County, 2009
Utah

County Lehi Lindon Orem Payson
Pleasant

Grove

0 - 30% $18,850 5,809 307 72 1,421 244 261
31 - 50% $31,450 9,366 536 126 2,181 394 511
51 - 60% $37,740 5,857 502 118 1,192 246 388
61 - 80% $50,300 13,433 1,452 341 2,633 565 925
81 - 100% $62,900 14,030 1,175 276 2,433 590 947
Total Owner occupied HH 105,023 8,872 2,084 19,709 4,417 7,509

Provo
Spanish

Fork Springville Unincorp.
Included

Areas
Excluded

Area

0 - 30% $18,850 1,293 282 547 136 4,563 1,246
31 - 50% $31,450 1,883 557 746 219 7,153 2,214
51 - 60% $37,740 941 391 456 137 4,372 1,486
61 - 80% $50,300 2,009 983 850 314 10,075 3,359
81 - 100% $62,900 2,016 845 1,131 328 9,741 4,289
Total Owner occupied HH 16,057 6,374 6,819 2,459 74,300 30,723

Source: Community Strategies Institute

Renter households with incomes at or below 30 percent AMI often need deeply subsidized rental
housing, either with extremely low rents or a rental assistance voucher. There is a shortage of
housing affordable to these households. In Utah County, there are 12,269 renter households with
these low incomes. This number is much higher than the number of rent assisted housing units or
rental assistance vouchers available to this population.

Homebuyers appear to have few affordable options available to them below the $150,000 price
range, and the number of units on the market affordable below $250,000 is far less than the number
of renters who could afford that price or lower.

Availability of Accessible Housing
The City of Provo and Utah County Housing Authorities have some fully accessible rental units in
the affordable housing stock in Utah County, though much of the older rental housing stock is not
accessible. Newer units funded by the HOME program must provide 5% accessible units.
Considering the number of households with disabilities, and those with disabilities living in poverty,
this number is insignificant to address the need for fully accessible housing units. The lack of
accessible rental units is a barrier to fair housing in the City of Provo and Utah County.
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Maps

The following maps are included at the end of this report:
Map #1 - #2 – Areas of Minority Concentrations
Maps #3 - #4 – Areas with Low Income Concentrations
Map #5 – Group Home Locations
Map #6 – Location of Rent Restricted Rental Units
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Section Three: Evaluation of Fair Housing Legal Status

Fair Housing Complaints: Evaluation of Jurisdiction’s Current Fair
Housing Status

Since 2004, there have been 24 Fair Housing complaints filed with HUD’s Office of Fair Housing
and Equal Opportunity in Denver on properties located within Utah County and 8 complaints filed
on properties located within the City of Provo. This data is summarized below, as well as the issue
and status of each complaint. Fifteen of the complaints made to HUD were due to physical or
mental disabilities; four each were due to religion, family status or National Origin – Hispanic or
Latino. The remainder of the complaints were for discrimination based on color or for retaliation.
Utah County filings for discrimination because of disabilities (42 percent of all filings) nearly equal
the 2007 national average of 43 percent, according to the Annual Report on Fair Housing issued by
HUD.
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Table 34: HUD Fair Housing Complaints in Utah County, October 2004 – Present

Source: HUD Office of Fair Housing

Year

No.
Of

Complaints Issue Status

FY 2004 7 2 – Discriminatory refusal to negotiate for rental
5 – Conciliation/
resolution agreement

1 – Discriminatory advertising, statements and notice
1 – No cause
determination

4 – Discriminatory terms, conditions, privileges or services and
facilities

1 – FAHP judicial
consent order

4 – Discriminatory acts under Section 818 (coercion, etc.)
3 – Non compliance with design and construction
requirements (handicapped)
1 – Failure to make reasonable accommodation

FY 2005 3 1 – Discriminatory refusal to negotiate for rental
2 – No cause
determination

1 – Discriminatory advertising, statements and notices
1 – Conciliation/
resolution agreement

1 – Discriminatory terms, conditions, privileges, or services
and facilities
1 – Restriction of choices relative to sale
1 – Discriminatory acts under Section 818 (coercions, etc.)

FY 2006 6 2 – Failure to make reasonable accommodation
4 – Conciliation/
resolution agreement

2 – Discriminatory refusal to rent 1 - No cause determined

3 – Discriminatory terms, conditions, privileges, or services
and facilities

1 - Withdrawn by
complainant without
resolution

FY 2007 3 2 – Discriminatory refusal to rent 2 - No cause determined

1 – Discriminatory advertising, statements and notices
1 – Conciliation/
resolution agreement

FY 2008 5 3 – Discriminatory refusal to rent
5 – Complaint withdrawn
by

3 – Discriminatory terms, conditions, privileges, or services
and facilities

complainant after
resolution

1 – Other discriminatory acts
2 – Discriminatory acts under Section 818 (coercion, etc.)

FY 2009 0 No complaints filed to date
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Table 35: HUD Fair Housing Complaints in Provo City, October 2004 – Present

Source: HUD Office of Fair Housing

The Utah Labor Commission‘s Anti-discrimination Division is the certified state agency charged
with administering HUD’s Fair Housing Assistance Program (FHAP) in the state of Utah. In 2007,
76% of all Fair Housing complaints were filed with local FHAP agencies, although any complaint
submitted directly to HUD that falls within the jurisdiction of one of its FHAP agencies is passed on
to that agency. As the local administrative entity responsible for accepting complaints directly from
the public and forwarding them all on to the HUD Fair Housing office in Denver, as well as the
local FHAP with jurisdiction for any complaint filed directly with HUD in Denver, the HUD
database of complaints and that of the Utah Antidiscrimination Division should be identical.
However, it was not possible to cross-reference each list against the other because the Utah Labor
Commission does not track complaints by county.

Nonetheless, Fair Housing complaints have been cyclical, with anywhere from 3 to 7 complaints
filed each year. Thus far in 2009 no new complaints have been filed. It appears that the number of
filings of complaints in Utah County is low for a community this size. However, interviews with
service providers who serve low income and minority populations allowed participants the
opportunity to bring up Fair Housing concerns about unfair treatment of clients in the County.
One such agency, Community Action Services and Food Bank, recently conducted a series of
community forums in English and Spanish, which provided anecdotal evidence of the existence of
discrimination, particularly among minorities. When asked to describe some of the bad things about
living in Utah, the most common response when it came to housing was that some owners
discriminate and demand more rent deposit from Spanish speaking families. In fact, three of the
five complaints filed in FY 2008 were from Hispanic/Latino complainants whereas only one such
complaint was filed over the previous four years. Likewise, all other ethnic groups (White, Black,
Asian, and Native American) had no more than one complaint over the five year period.

Likewise, there was at least one complaint each year for physical or mental disabilities and,
combined, these disabilities represented the majority of all complaints. It is clear that these types of
disabilities continue to be impediments to fair housing choice.

Year

No.
Of

Complaints Issue Status

FY 2004 3 1 – Discriminatory refusal to negotiate for rental
1 – Conciliation/
resolution agreement

1 – Discriminatory terms, conditions, privileges or services
and facilities

1 – No cause
determination

1 – Failure to make reasonable accommodation
1 – FAHP judicial
consent order

FY 2005 2
1 – Discriminatory terms, conditions, privileges, or services
and facilities

3 – No cause
determination

1 – Restriction of choices relative to sale
1 – Discriminatory acts under Section 818 (coercions, etc.)

FY 2006 1 1 – Failure to make reasonable accommodation
1 – Conciliation/
resolution agreement

FY 2007 1 1 – Discriminatory refusal to rent
1 – Conciliation/
resolution agreement

FY 2008 1 1 – Discriminatory refusal to rent
1 – Complaint withdrawn
by

1 – Discriminatory terms, conditions, privileges relating to
rental

complainant after
resolution

FY 2009 0 No complaints filed to date
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This analysis is indicative of the need for greater public awareness and education about the Fair
Housing Act and the protections given from discrimination under the Act. There is no way to know
how many other complaints were never filed since, in the case of housing discrimination, individuals
may be more concerned with finding a place to live than in taking the steps necessary to pursue a
discrimination complaint.

Identification of Fair Housing Concerns or Problems

Impediments to fair housing choice include any action, omission or decision taken because of race,
color, religion, sex, disability, familial status, or national origin that may restrict housing choices or
the availability of housing choices. This section addresses housing problems related to discriminatory
and illegal practices, as well as general and specific local housing concerns that may occur. The
discriminatory and illegal practices listed below are examples and definitions of the kinds of
discrimination that could occur in a community with respect to housing, which are considered illegal
under the provisions of the Fair Housing Act and are not intended to imply that these practices are
occurring in a community.

1. Discriminatory and Illegal Practices

Advertising or printing and/or publishing, or causing the printing and/or publishing of any notice,
statement or advertisement in the sale or rental of a dwelling which shows preference, limitation, or
discrimination.

Blockbusting is the unethical real estate practice of creating fear by moving one or more households
of another race or creed into a neighborhood, then exploiting the situation by urging residents to
sell their homes at deflated prices.

Control of listings is when a real estate agent or broker refuses to list a home or rental because it is
minority-owned or because of the neighborhood in which it is located.

Discrimination in the provision of brokerage services may result when a minority or disabled real estate agent
or broker is denied membership in a multiple listing directory or other organization.

Lending practices are discriminatory when different credit standards are used to qualify minority and
non-minority home buyers. In addition to race, such things as marital status, age, sex and number
of dependents may also be the basis for discriminatory lending practices.

Rental practices discriminate against minorities, families, seniors, or persons with disabilities when a
landlord charges higher rent for equivalent units, misrepresents information concerning unit
vacancies, requires larger security deposits and/or uses different or higher standards of tenant
approval.

Steering is the practice of directing a prospective buyer away from a certain property due to a
person’s race, color, religion, sex, disability, familial status, or national origin.
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Many of the above described discriminatory practices may occur unknowingly. When discrimination
occurs in the area of housing, it encourages segregated living patterns and housing markets. These
discriminatory practices are often difficult to see and document. Those who have been discriminated
against must bring charges of housing discrimination to the attention of local, state or federal
authorities in order to detect and enforce against such illegal practices.

2. General Housing Concerns/Preferences

Utah County residents are served by two housing authorities. The Provo City Housing Authority is
administratively housed near the City of Provo Administrative Offices. The Authority administers
883 Section 8 (Housing Choice) vouchers that may be used in the City of Provo. The Authority also
owns and operates 140 scattered site public housing units. Under various ownership and
partnership structures, the Authority is involved with 228 other affordable units.

The Provo City Housing Authority accepts applications for housing assistance on a time and date of
application, first-come, first-served basis. New waiting list applications are taken at the main offices
of the Provo City Housing Authority.

The Provo City Housing Authority’s applicant waiting list for Section 8 tenant-based assistance as of
May 2009 contains the following numbers and ethnic groupings:

Table 36: Provo Housing Authority Waiting List, May 2009

White Multi-Racial Other
Total

Applicants Hispanic
Non-

Hispanic

Applicants 330 15 27 372 80 292

Families w/Children 259

W/Handicapped 59

W/Elderly 20
Source: Provo Housing Authority

The list is purged only when attempts are made to contact an applicant at the top of the list and they
do not respond. Although the waiting list is extensive, it is never closed for new applicants.
Likewise, although there is a preference given to those who work or live in the City of Provo,
applications are accepted from those not meeting these criteria. However, in reality these applicants
are rarely served because the wait list among residents or those working in Provo is so extensive.

The Provo City Housing Authority does allow for some set asides of Section 8 vouchers for seniors,
disabled & victims of domestic violence that occupy tax credit units designed specifically for those
groups, such as Canyon View, Maeser, Mapleview, Sunset/Sunrise, Permanent Housing, Supportive
Housing and Westgate.

The Housing Authority of Utah County also provides Section 8 Housing Choice vouchers that can
be used anywhere in Utah County outside of Provo City. Currently the Authority administers 1,058
vouchers with a waiting list numbering 917 applicants. Applicants who qualify as a member of a
targeted priority group typically spend 8 months on the waiting list while non-targeted applicants can
spend 13 months on the waiting list. The target group for priority includes families, the
elderly/disabled, victims of domestic violence, those needing reunifications and the chronic
homeless.
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The Housing Authority of Utah County’s waiting list as of May 2009 can be broken down into the
following ethnic or demographic groupings.

Table 37: Utah County Housing Authority’s Waiting List, May 2009

White
African

American

American
Indian/
Alaska
Native Asian

Pacific
Islander

Total
Applicants Hispanic

Non-
Hispanic

Applicants 852 14 19 9 23 917 139 715

Percent of
Total 93% 2% 2% 1% 3% 100% 15% 78%

Source: Utah County Housing Authority

The waiting list is typically opened and purged of outdated/unqualified applications every six
months. Applications are received at the front desk of the Housing Authority of Utah County
offices. Applications are served based on the date and time of application considering income
targeting and the HAUC’s established preferences of serving families, elderly/disabled, victims of
domestic violence, reunification and chronic homeless.

3. Expiring Housing Assistance Contracts

In the earlier years of the current decade, HUD began a process of limiting the number of Section 8
project renewal contracts. Following the urging of Congress, and with the passage of subsequent
budget increases, more Section 8 units are remaining in the affordable inventory. For the past
several years, market conditions in the Metro area have made it advantageous for multi-family
owners to renew their Section 8 contract rather than convert the buildings to some other use.
Because the HUD renewals are being handled on a one-to-three year basis, as the Utah County
multifamily housing market improves property owners may terminate their Section 8 project
contract renewals and convert their buildings to some other use. Presently, there are no known
expiring Section 8 contract units that will be removed from the affordable housing inventory in
Provo or Utah County.
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Specific Housing Concerns

Housing Needs of Persons with Disabilities

Table 38: Utah County Households with Mobility and/or Self Care Limitations by Tenure
and Income

2009

Owners

Percent With
Mobility/Self Care

Limitations

Number With
Mobility/Self Care

Limitations Total Households

0-30% MFI 27.0% 5,809 1,570
31-50% MFI 25.2% 9,366 2,358
51-80% MFI 18.7% 19,291 3,616
80%+ MFI 13.6% 14,030 1,905

Total 15.6% 105,023 9,448

Renters

0-30% MFI 14.3% 12,269 1,760
31-50% MFI 10.3% 11,251 1,158
51-80% MFI 8.0% 12,305 982
80%+ MFI 7.8% 4,183 327

Total 9.5% 46,883 4,226
Source: CHAS Data Book and CSI

The proportion of households with mobility of self-care limitations in 2009 is 15.6% for owner
households and 9.5% for renter households. This includes nearly 9,500 owner households and over
4,000 renter households. In total, there are 151,906 people with a disability in Utah County. The
population with disabilities includes households with physical and developmental disabilities.
Seventy-three percent of this population was under the age of 65 and 16 percent lived below the
poverty level.

The portfolios of the Provo City Housing Authority and the Housing Authority of Utah County
include 60 units that are handicapped accessible, representing 11.5 percent of their total units. These
include Carillon Court with handicap accessible apartments for senior citizens, Sunflower with 3
beds for physically and/or developmentally disabled males, and Hollow Park with 3 beds for
physically and/or developmentally disabled females.

The Utah Division of Services for People with Disabilities is the state agency that coordinates
services for individuals with physical and/or developmental disabilities. As a division of the Utah
Department of Human Services, they oversee home and community-based services for more than
4,000 people statewide with disabilities, with a focus on long-term supports so that people with
disabilities can “participate fully in their communities and in Utah life.” The Division contracts with
a number of independently owned providers that provide a variety of services across the state. The
state certifies and/or licenses these providers and closely monitors their services.

Services are provided to those with the most critical needs when funding is available to pay for these
services. More often than not, the Division is not able to offer immediate services to eligible
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individuals so they are placed on a waiting list. Because people receiving services from the Division
tend to be long-term consumers of these services, new people can enter services only when funding
becomes available, when a consumer moves out of the state, when a consumer experiences a
reduction in services or a consumer passes away.

Within Utah County, the Division maintains offices in Provo, American Fork and Spanish Fork
where potential clients can meet with an intake worker to determine their eligibility. The Provo
office also serves as the Southern Region Offices, providing the full array of services available to
serve the entire region. This includes Supervised Living with residential services offered in a group
home or supervised apartment. There are currently 10 certified group home facilities in Utah
County offering 38 beds and 110 certified supervised apartments that can accommodate 199
residents. The waiting list for these Residential Habilitation Supports currently stands at 17
individuals or families. Another 383 people are waiting to receive support services, indicating that
Utah County lacks sufficient housing and services for developmentally disabled households.

An example of an independently owned provider of services that has contracted with the state is
Chrysalis, whose mission is to provide support and opportunity for Individuals with Disabilities and
whose offices are in Utah County. Initially created as a Sheltered Workshop to serve the needs of 14
people, Chrysalis expanded its services by creating an eight-bed group home in Midway in 1987.
Since that time, Chrysalis has expanded its services by establishing three and four bed homes in
locations throughout Utah & Nevada, including Provo.

Housing Authority of Utah County also offers a home rehabilitation loan program to qualified
families living in Utah County, including zero percent, deferred loans for households with eligible
disabled or elderly persons. Since 2006, a total of 14 home-improvement loans have been made to
Utah County residents with a total loan volume of $393,000. Three of these loans went to disabled
individuals or families and were deferred with 0% interest. The average loan was in the range of
$25,000 to $30,000.
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Housing Needs for the Homeless

Table 39: 2009 Point in Time Homeless Survey, Utah Dept. of Community and Culture/Salt
Lake County Homeless Coordinating Council, Inc. (SLCHCC)

All Homeless -
Mountainland

Homeless – Utah
County

Total 147 118

Respondents by Age – Mountainland
Age Group Respondents Distribution
Young Adult (18-22) 0
Adult (23-64) 36 24.5%
Seniors (65+) 1 0.7%
Unknown 110 74.8%
Total 147

Presence of Children
Respondents Distribution

Children in Families 26 17.7%
Parents 16 10.9%
Without Children 105 71.4%
Total 147

Source: UDCC/SLCHCC

Based on the most recent Point-In-Time Survey, the tri-county “Mountainlands” region of Utah,
which includes Utah, Summit and Wasatch Counties, had approximately 147 homeless people within
the community and 118 of these (80 percent) were in Utah County. The majority (71 percent) are
adults and less than half (28 percent) are in families with children.

Some service providers have expressed concern about undercounting due to the typical process that
families may undergo as they slip closer to homelessness. In particular, these providers have found a
preponderance of situations where families or individuals double or triple up into precarious housing
situations. According to one provider, 60% of the rent help they provide is to families who are
doubled up with another family, putting both families at risk for homelessness due to violations of
lease terms.

The spectrum of services designed to serve the homeless range from emergency shelters, to
transitional housing, to permanent supported housing. Four different providers, each with a
different focus area, are responsible for the wide array of services: Community Action Services and
Food Bank, located in Provo, focuses on families with children in their primary service area of Utah,
Wasatch and Summit Counties; Food and Care Coalition focuses on homeless singles and couples;
the Center for Women and Children in Crisis is responsible for serving victims of domestic violence;
and Wasatch Mental Health serves the mentally ill homeless in Utah County. Additionally, the Peace
Center provides a limited array of services in Park City, and the Latter-day Saints community also
provides 46 beds of year-round emergency housing in transient shelters as part of their church
ministry.

Community Action Services (CAS) provides the broadest array of services including a food bank,
motel vouchers for emergency housing, and homeless/eviction prevention counseling, operating
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under a Rapid Re-housing and Homeless Prevention model. While CAS does not own or operate a
shelter or transitional housing units, they use motel rooms to house 2-7 families per night in Provo.
In 2008, CAS housed 225 families in this manner, which was an increase over previous year’s
average of serving 150 families. Likewise, CAS connects its clients to transitional housing options
owned by the Provo City Housing Authority and funded with Shelter plus Care grants. CAS is also
involved in a new program that will be coming online in the next 3 months to provide 5 apartments
of permanent supportive housing and which will be reserved for persons just coming out of jail.

Food and Care Coalition (FCC) provides similar programs for singles and couples including a hot
meal program which serves homeless, mentally ill, learning disabled and fixed income families 7 days
a week. In addition, their inventory of beds in Utah County includes 14 beds of year-round
emergency shelter and 4 beds of transitional housing, with an additional 38 units of transitional
housing under construction. FCC intends to provide work training, “life education” and other
programmatic offerings at this multi-purpose facility, making it a centerpiece of their work in Utah
County. The new facility is complete and should be operational in2009.

Victims and survivors of domestic violence in Utah County are served by the Center for Women
and Children in Crisis in Provo (CWCIC). CWCIC programs include confidential basic shelter
services for women and their children, and transitional apartment living for 6-18 months. The
emergency shelter provides 27 year-round beds while their transitional housing facilities provide 36
beds in 3 different locations. The emergency shelter beds maintain a 96% occupancy rate, thus there
is significantly greater demand than supply. CWCIC staff indicates that they will often take victims
to Salt Lake City for housing when appropriate housing cannot be found for them in Utah County.

Housing Needs for Seniors

Utah County is projected to experience a steady increase in seniors. In 2000, Utah County was
home to nearly 23,800 residents over the age of 65; in 2007 the senior population had grown to
almost 31,500 residents; by 2015 this number will increase to over 41,000 (a 74% increase). The
2005 American Communities Survey estimates that 1,592 seniors over the age of 65 are living in
poverty, equaling 5.4% of the total senior population. This data identifies 11,023 seniors with a
disability, representing 37.5% of the total senior population in the county.

There are a number of senior rentals located in Utah County financed through tax credits or HUD
202 program including Canyon Breeze Senior Living (56 units) and Pioneer Villa Senior Community
(41 units). The Provo City Housing Authority constructed and owns three properties: Canyon View
Apartments (30 units); Maeser School Apartments (31 units); Mountain View Apartments (30 units);
and Valley Villa Apartments (78 units), all located in Provo. The Housing Authority of Utah County
owns one senior property in Orem, Carillion Court (15 units), which was financed through tax
credits.

The Housing Authority of Utah County offers low interest loans for home repairs to qualified and
income eligible homeowners, including zero percent deferred loans for households with eligible
disabled or elderly persons. When applicable, deferments allow for loan repayment to be postponed
until the borrower sells or transfers the property to another owner or the borrower’s income
increases. Since 2006, a total of 14 home improvement loans have been made to Utah County
residents with a total loan volume of $393,000. Nine of these loans went to seniors and were
deferred with 0% interest. The average loan was in the range of $25,000 to $30,000.
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The Redevelopment Agency of Provo City and Orem Redevelopment Agencies offer similar
programs, however Provo’s program is not currently accepting applications.

Housing Needs for Minorities

As Utah County continues to grow in size, the racial and ethnic makeup of its population is
changing. The vast majority of the population in the county is White, however the group’s
predominance is slowly shrinking. In 2000, 92.4% of the County’s population was White, while in
2007 the County’s White population had dropped to 86.8%. The next largest group is Hispanic or
Latino, comprising 8.8% of the population in Utah County in 2007, compared to 7.0% of the
population in 2000. While data is not available on all races, Hispanic/Latino households are more
likely to live in poverty than White households.

Higher concentrations of minority households can be found in the Franklin, Franklin South and
Maeser Neighborhoods of Provo, all of which are part of the so-called “Pioneer Neighborhoods,” as
well as Provo South. The Redevelopment Agency of Provo City focuses much of its efforts on
these Pioneer Neighborhoods and many of the public housing units operated by the Provo City
Housing Authority are in these neighborhoods as well.

It has been estimated that 60% of the entire state’s migrant working population resides in Utah
County due to the presence of fruit farms in the southern part of the county. Housing Authority of
Utah County has adapted to these changes by developing Spring Lake Apartments in the summer of
2004. This apartment complex replaced two dilapidated migrant worker buildings with 13 rental
units and a community building. The units were built specifically for qualified families whose
primary source of income comes from agriculture.

Displacement
There have been no known instances of displacement of residents as a result of governmental
action.

Housing Needs for the Mentally Ill

The Wasatch Mental Health serves more than 6,000 people annually in Utah County in both state
mandated services and through additional service programs. As the organization responsible for
administering local mental health services, Wasatch Mental Health is a Special Service District of
Utah County. Wasatch owns 68 beds of housing in 3 group homes and partners with the Provo City
and Utah County Housing Authority and the local United Way in 6 other locations providing 78
additional beds. The Housing Authority of Utah County administers 13 Shelter Plus Care vouchers
at the House of Hope, which is part of Wasatch Mental Health’s portfolio.

In interviews with community leaders, some expressed concern over the inability of mental health
clients to gain access to Housing Authority units. In particular, the elderly mentally ill are very
difficult to place into appropriate housing.
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Section Four: Identification of Impediments to Fair Housing
Choice

HUD requires that jurisdictions review previously identified impediments to fair housing choice as
part of the update of the Analysis of Impediments update. CSI has completed this review and will
be recommending significant changes in the wording and identification of some impediments. The
previous language used in labeling impediments was somewhat vague and failed to provide a
meaningful statement from which clear future actions for overcoming that impediment could be
identified. The following impediments were identified in the 2005 AI.

Impediment 1. “High housing cost and low wages.”Some would say that this item reflects the
present markets in Provo City /Utah County. However, the statement could be worded to more
accurately describe the segment of the market that has the greatest affordability problems. In
comparison to many housing markets in the West and other states, the average price of homes in the
Utah County market area is reasonable. Many public agencies and non-profit organizations have
utilized available cash and non-cash resources to assist households with affordability problems.

Impediment 2. “Exploitive rentals.” It is unclear what is meant by exploitive rentals. This phrase
could mean that tenants in some or all rentals pay too much rent in comparison to the value they
receive from the property they rent. The language of this impediment could also mean that tenants
are forced to occupy a certain rental unit because of job requirements or location factors regardless
of the price or condition. This type of situation may exist for individuals working in farm labor
occupations where they are required to rent a dwelling from a grower or labor contractor because
they don’t own a car and have no independent means of driving to and from the fields. Many public
agencies and non-profit organizations have acquired and built new rental units that meet health and
safety standards. The rents for those units are based on national affordability standards that
calculate the rent based on the household income of the occupants.

Impediment 3. “Need rentals for families/single parent households.” This impediment reflects
the shortage of decent larger rental units available in the market for households with children. This
lack of appropriate housing continues to be an impediment to families particularly families with a
single female head of household. While many agencies in Utah County have worked diligently to
expand the supply of affordable housing, there still is a substantial pent up demand for rental units
with three or more bedrooms.

Impediment 4. “Competition for decent housing.” This statement does not actually identify an
impediment as defined by HUD. This statement speaks to conditions in the housing market which
are caused by a shortage of quality housing units at various price ranges. If there is an imbalance of
supply and demand for a given item, consumers may feel that they are competing against other
consumers to obtain an item. This competition often plays out in the form of rapidly rising prices
for the item in short supply. In the case of housing, consumers may settle for housing located at
greater distance from jobs and services or they may choose to live in a substandard dwelling because
their finances won’t allow them to compete for nicer, higher priced units. The Utah Valley
Consortium communities have experienced high growth rates for over ten years. Housing
production has not matched the population increase and therefore demand exceeds the supply of
reasonably priced, quality housing.
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Impediment 5. “Domestic violence victims often have poor life skills.” This impediment from the
2005 report is meant to convey the difficulty single women and single female heads of households
have in obtaining decent housing in a tight market. When a mother takes her children and removes
them from an abusive situation, there often is no support money until the legal system requires a
support payment or the household enrolls for welfare support. Lacking the necessary money for
deposits and a rent payment, domestic violence victims are forced to remain in emergency housing
until they have the means to secure their own rental dwelling.

Impediment 6. “Public suspicion of innovative housing forms.” This impediment speaks to the
public’s concern for the use of denser multifamily housing. Even though denser housing increases
the fiscal viability of public infrastructure including transit systems, many neighborhoods oppose the
inclusion of multi-family housing in their area. In Provo and to a lesser extent, Orem, the
development of multifamily housing is made more contentious because most permanent residents
don’t want to live in the vicinity of college students. Since apartment rents tend to be lower,
students on fixed budgets are drawn to multifamily complexes.

Impediment 7. “Poorly managed apartment complexes give multifamily housing a bad
reputation.” This impediment is related to the previous impediment because neighbors often
oppose innovative, more efficient land uses because of the management issues involved with
complexes with large numbers of apartments. Complexes located in residential neighborhoods
which contain students often have more disturbances and racket than detached housed occupied by
families. It is incumbent on apartment managers to both maintain order on the premises and to
keep the grounds and exteriors of the buildings in excellent repair if they want to be good neighbors
and landlords.

Public Sector, City of Provo and Utah County

1. General Plan, Zoning Codes: The City of Provo, incorporated in 1969, adopted its original General
Plan in 1997, and updated it in 2004.The current Comprehensive Plan was adopted in 2004. Provo City is
in the process of updating the 2004 Plan with a projected approval date of late fall 2009. The 2004 Plan
includes a goal “… to provide adequate housing that meets population demands and supports the health,
safety and welfare of the public.” The current General Plan has more detailed facets of City housing
policy in Chapter 4.

In the Housing Element of the Provo General Plan, the City lists a variety of tools it uses to meet
the general housing goal stated above. Those tools include such items as the Project Redevelopment
Option in its zoning code; accessory apartments, manufactured housing, cluster development
patterns, housing assistance programs including rental subsidies, and special housing types and
programs to assist hard to house special groups such as the elderly, disabled and chronically mentally
ill.

The Zoning Code provides for a variety of residential densities in six predominantly residential zones.
Densities range from 6,000 square foot lots in the R-1.6 zone to one acre for 25 dwelling units in the 5-R
Higher Density Residential District. The smallest average lot size for single-family detached homes is
6,000 square feet. The Project Redevelopment Option (PRO) allows a mix of land uses and does not
specify uses or densities. The PRO zone designation provides a virtually blank slate for the developer to
design uses and densities in any fashion. As part of the PRO submittal, the developer must generate a
new set of guidelines and requirements that reflect the land uses and densities that will be realized if the
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application is approved by the city. This type of zoning approach provides maximum flexibility and
should allow developers to better utilize their land holdings to achieve the desired result. Manufactured
housing is treated as a use by right and there is no discrimination against units built in the factory as long
as they comply with established codes and land uses.

In order to facilitate the expansion of the FrontRunner Commuter Rail Line, Provo City has adopted a
Transit Oriented Development zone in proximity to the multimodal hub to be constructed just to the
south of the historic Downtown area. This development zone will allow for greater residential densities
and modified parking requirements in order to encourage the development of residential units close to
the mass transit station. This zone will be an ideal area for development of more moderate-income
housing, and greater density should result in lower development costs for some of the units. Households
choosing to live in dwellings within a 10 minute walk of mass transit usually reduced their car trips and
often reduce the number of cars they operate because they can satisfy the bulk of their transportation
needs through the use of the public conveyances such as rail and bus rapid transit.

Provo zoning rules allow for parking space reductions for qualifying senior and affordable housing
development. This allowance basically reduces the parking space requirements for multifamily buildings
by 1 space per apartment. The ordinance is very clear on the qualifying criteria and includes a provision
that the City may ask the owner to increase the parking spaces back to the standard requirement if the
reduced parking creates on-street congestion.

The zoning code requires a conditional use permit for group homes. Section 14.34.230 of the Provo
Code stipulates that group homes must comply with all use requirements relevant to the zone area in
which the home is located. There is also a spacing requirement that prohibits group homes from
being spaced closer than 1300 feet from each other. Some human service providers believe that the
occupancy requirements and the spacing limits discourage new group home development because
developers will choose to build group homes in adjacent communities and unincorporated areas that
have less stringent requirements. However, CSI has not been able to document a situation in which
the developer moved a project out of Provo in order to avoid complying with the Provo ordinance.

The planning and zoning code process in Provo facilitates wider housing choice in the City. The
2009 update to the General Plan will provide more substance to the actions Provo will take to
further Fair Housing Choice and meet its identified moderate housing needs.

The other municipalities in the Utah Valley Consortium have generally similar zoning requirements.
The City of Orem, which is the second most populated municipality in the Consortium, prepares its
own AI in order to receive a direct allocation of Community Development Block Grant funds from
HUD. For purposes of the Utah Valley Consortium of Cities and County participation, the Orem
AI is incorporated herein for reference.

Utah County participates in the Consortium of Cities and in the Mountainlands Association of
Governments CDBG program. Since the County has recently become a CDBG entitlement, it has
not completed an Analysis of Impediments report. However, CSI has conducted a review of the
Mountainland Consolidated Plan and the County’s General Plan and zoning regulations. Within the
Utah County General Plan, the County indicates that it supports the development of moderate
income housing in the County by not charging impact fees and encouraging the use of manufactured
single family housing units in the County. The County further states that as a matter of policy, the
County encourages and supports the development of moderate and low income housing within the
incorporated jurisdictions in the County because the towns and cities have adequate public facilities
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to support more dense development than what can be achieved through the use of self contained
water and sewer systems.

Utah County also addresses the issue of farm labor housing in its General Plan. It acknowledges
that decent housing for agricultural workers is critical to the economy of Utah County. The General
Plan provides wide latitude to growers in meeting the shelter needs of farm workers. The County
requires that growers own and operate the housing provided on their properties. The County has
also provided support to the Housing Authority of Utah County in the development of its farm
worker housing located at Spring Lake.

Conclusion: The Planning and Zoning codes and permitting process do not appear to be
impediments to Fair Housing choice in Provo City and the other jurisdictions of Utah
Valley Consortium of Cities and County.

2. Development Process and Costs: As part of its General Plan review process, the City of Provo
has produced a “Survey of Provo City’s Total Residential Zoning” which details the quantity of land
zoned in particular categories. As land becomes a more valuable and scarce commodity, more pressure
is applied to how that land is ultimately used. The fact is that once land is zoned for a particular use, it
becomes much more costly and difficult to redevelop than land for some different use.

The “Survey of Provo City’s Total Residential Zoning” documents the challenges facing anyone bringing
a development proposal through the project review process. Provo has a limited amount of land
available for new development because it is virtually land locked for future expansion. Provo is nearing
its build out potential for raw land. Most of the projects the City will see in the future will be
redevelopment and infill proposals. As developers are forced to redevelop, it will be necessary to apply
for permits through a rezoning process. Because neighbors basically want to preserve the qualities that
prompted them to move there, the permitting process will get more complex and contentious. Once
cities become land locked for new development, land costs as well as carrying costs for projects escalate
to reflect the new realities. The situation in Provo will be complicated by the previous actions taken to
preserve and encourage homeownership.

The growth of Brigham Young University and Utah Valley University have created challenges in the
Provo and Orem housing markets. A significant source of student housing in Provo has been the older,
historic neighborhoods known locally as the Pioneer Neighborhoods. Historically, Provo has contained
a larger percentage of rental units than many towns. The unfortunate reality is that often rental units
owned by someone who doesn’t occupy the dwelling lack the level of investment and maintenance that
is characterized by owner occupied dwellings. Also, college students are under great economic pressure
to make ends meet with part time jobs and limited parental support so they desire to “recruit” as many
occupants as they can to help share the expenses of a house or apartment. The economic and social
priorities of students are often in conflict with other neighborhood residents who wish to live in a quiet,
well maintained neighborhood environment.

The City of Provo has adopted certain regulations to encourage neighborhood stability and prevent the
older, economically obsolete housing stock from becoming blighted. Eventually, the City of Provo will
have to rethink these regulations and provide a process for redevelopment of some of the older central
neighborhoods. Part of that redevelopment process will involve higher densities and the supplanting of
modest entry level housing with more high value new development. This momentum will be energized
by the intermodal transit development within walking distance of some parts of the Pioneer
Neighborhoods.
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The fee structure for Provo/Utah County development applications is reasonable by other comparisons.
Local officials within most of the municipalities indicate that the water/sewer infrastructure is adequate
to accommodate more growth and plant investment and connections fees are reasonable compared to
other communities in the arid West.

It is difficult to make any critical assessment of the time needed to move a project through the pre-
application process to the final permit. Often planning department reviewers receive incomplete
submittals which do not cover all requirements of the check list for the review. Additionally, depending
on public input at review meetings, planning staff may have to request modifications to address
neighborhood objections. The anecdotal evidence indicates that it takes approximately nine months to
move a multifamily rental project through the review process. That time horizon is very truncated
compared to many communities.

Utah County has a minimal permit and review process. Because there are only limited land uses due to
lack of public facility improvements, the County makes every effort to keep their review simple. This
benefits families wishing to place or purchase moderate income housing in the County. Utah County
also has a minimal fee structure. Since it has made a decision to provide minimal infrastructure
amenities, individuals wishing to develop residential units in the County will pay only minimal fees to the
government authority to obtain the necessary approvals.

Conclusion: The Provo City and Utah County development review process does not appear to
be an impediment to Fair Housing choice.

3. Development Costs and the Overall Costs of Housing. CSI has completed research on
development costs for various types of housing in the Utah County area.

The median sales price for a single family home in Utah exceeds $260,000. The County median
income at the end of 2008 was over $62,000. That income is adequate to purchase the median
priced home assuming a 5% down payment and a mortgage loan with a 5.2 percent interest rate.
The present market has seen softening of condominium prices. Because of an increased number of
foreclosures, condominium values have fallen. Bank repossessions offer excellent opportunities for
first-time homebuyers to purchase a unit that originally sold for 20 to 40 percent more than the
lender’s new price.

There have been many analyses done on the components of housing costs. Labor, materials,
governmental fees, land and legal costs have all increased in the last several years. There does
appear to be softening in the costs of materials. Though the new construction market has declined
substantially nationwide in the last two years, the slackened demand for materials has not produced
price reductions. The Utah County market has held better than most areas of the nation. Materials
that rely on any substantial petroleum use have increased in costs because of the ongoing rise in oil
prices.

Housing prices are beyond the affordability of a significant number of households in the Utah
County area. It is estimated that that the Provo/Utah County market lacks more than 27,000 units
that households at 80% of the AMI and below could afford to buy. This number reflects gaps
between potential demand and exist supply. It does not mean that all of those households want to
buy a home. Certainly development costs have a big impact on the average and median home prices
found in the market. All of the public housing authorities in the area have long waiting lists that far



Utah Valley Consortium Analysis of Impediments to Fair Housing September 2009

Community Strategies Institute 56

exceed their ability to provide a subsidized rental in a timely manner. Many families live in
overcrowded or substandard housing as a way of minimizing their shelter expense.

Conclusion: Development costs are impediments to Fair Housing choice as they limit options
for households with limited income.

4. Building Codes: The municipalities and Utah County have adopted the 2006 International
Building Code (IBC). This code also includes adoption of the 2003 International Residential Code
(IRC), as well as any other related “international” codes. The 2006 IRC is very similar to the 1997
Uniform Building Code (UBC) and the 2003 International Building Code (IBC) which closely mirror
the Fair Housing Act. The Fair Housing Act standards require buildings that are first occupied after
March 13, 1991, to have an elevator; and four or more units to have accessible public and common
areas; doors and hallways wide enough to accommodate wheelchairs; units must have accessible routes
into and through the unit; light switches, electrical outlets, thermostats and other controls must be
accessible; reinforced bathroom walls to allow for future grab bar installation; and kitchens and
bathrooms that can be used by persons in wheelchairs. Buildings that have four units or more, without
an elevator, must provide these accessible features in all ground floor units.

Some communities in the country are modifying their standard codes with amendments designed to
make all single family housing more accessible. These amendments are generally said to increase
visitability in a home for handicapped guests. These amendments require one exterior entrance to be
accessible without going up or down stairs. The interior door clearances on the main floor must be at
least 32 inches wide. Electrical switches and outlets should be placed on a 36” plane off the floor. The
ground floor bathroom should have a large enough area of open space that a wheel chair can be turned
in a circle. If the house has multiple floors, there are no accessibility requirements for the other floors.
These amendments to existing codes could be accomplished without increasing construction costs
substantially. By using the visitability standard, more living units could be made accessible to
handicapped residents without incurring as much expense as full accessibility standards can entail.

The Provo/Utah County building codes are typical for other comparable jurisdictions. The
International Codes are used by many other municipalities in the nation and builders who are familiar
with the code can move from jurisdiction to jurisdiction with little difficulty in understanding local
requirements. By using a universal code, the jurisdictions are making the building process simpler and
more efficient for builders. Hopefully, that advantage translates into lower costs for the end consumer.

Conclusion: The Provo/Utah County Building Codes do not appear to be an impediment to
Fair Housing choice.

5. Definition of “family”: Provo City definition of “family” for single-family homes is (1)a head of
household and: (A) all persons related to the head of household as a parent, child, grandparent,
grandchild, brother, sister, uncle, aunt, nephew, niece, great-grandparent or great-grandchild by
blood, marriage, adoption, guardianship, or any other duly authorized custodial relationship, and
(B) not more than two (2) additional related or unrelated persons, including but not limited to,
personal care or personal service. This definition is somewhat inflexible, as it does limit the number of
unrelated persons that may live together in one dwelling unit. The family definition does not allow more
than 2 unmarried individuals to reside in the same dwelling in the R-1 zone. In other zones, up to three
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unmarried/unrelated individuals may live in the same dwelling. It provides some flexibility for those who
choose to live together in order to limit shelter expenses. Those groups may include students, workers, and
other unrelated individuals that do not meet the traditional family definition. The City has placed an
absolute cap of unrelated individuals as a way of preventing single family homes from becoming
dormitories for groups of students or itinerant workers.

The City zoning ordinances also allow for up to three unrelated individuals to live in any legal dwelling unit.
Again this general requirement limits the ability of neighbors to discriminate against their neighbors on the
basis of marital status.

Utah County and some of the other municipalities, rely on essentially the same definition for Family.
The Utah County ordinance includes the following language:
“An individual, or two or more persons related by blood, marriage, adoption, or custody or written
permission, living together in a single dwelling unit and maintaining a common household. A family
may include two, but not more than two, unrelated persons, who do not fall within any of the
situations listed above, living with the residing family. The term ‘family’ shall not be construed to
mean a group of unrelated individuals, a fraternity, club, or institutional group.” Households which
meet the definition of a group home are handled under the rest (group) home conditions permit ordinance.

Conclusion: The Consortium Jurisdictions current definition of “a family household” for single-
family and multi-family units does not appear to be an impediment to Fair Housing choice.

6. Group Homes: Group homes are categorized in the Provo Zoning Code as “residential facilities for
the disabled” or “group living quarters.” Group homes are specifically for seniors, persons with disabilities,
dependent/neglected children, victims of domestic abuse, or for pregnant women and infants. Group
homes for those who are handicapped and fall under the definitions contained in Title VIII of the Civil
Rights Act of 1968, as amended by the Fair Housing Amendments Act of 1988 (codified at 42
U.S.C. § 3602) can be approved administratively provided they meet the requirements of the
ordinance. The use remains a conditional use because once approval is granted it can be withdrawn
and does not run with the land.

All group homes for the disabled must be at least 1,320 feet from other group homes. Spacing
requirements for elderly group homes are 1,000 between facilities. The ordinance seems to discriminate
against facilities for the disabled in comparison with standards for elderly residential facilities.

Conclusion: The Zoning Code standards relating to group homes and group living quarters do
appear to be an impediment to Fair Housing choice.

7. Neighborhood Revitalization: Municipal and Other Services; Employment, Housing. Provo
City has taken a very proactive approach to preserving the quality of its older neighborhoods. The City
has adopted several ordinances and policies designed to encourage the continued use of the central
Provo properties as single family homes. The Residential Conservation Zoning overlay encourages the
continued use of the older homes by limiting the legal use to the use existing on April 2, 2002.
Additionally, the City zoning rules limit the conversion of the older homes to college rentals by limiting
the occupancy of unrelated individuals. The Redevelopment Agency of Provo City (RDA) has
sponsored and supervises various programs to preserve and improve the quality of the single family
housing in the Pioneer Neighborhood. The Provo RDA has also worked with downtown developers to
provide homeownership opportunities in the downtown area as a means of bringing more pedestrian
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activity into the older commercial neighborhood. The Pioneer Neighborhoods are conveniently located
to many major employers and residents in these older neighborhoods generally have under a 10 minute
commute to shopping and employment centers. As the FrontRunner Rail system becomes operational,
low income residents in the central neighborhoods will be able to use the intermodal transit station for
both local and regional trips.

8. Transportation Linkage: A significant amount of neighborhood revitalization has occurred in recent
years in the established low-and moderate-income neighborhoods in central Provo. The City also has a
Neighborhood Participation Program providing grants of up to $50,000 for qualifying neighborhoods.
This program provides funding for projects that improve the neighborhood and grants have been used
for new sidewalks and bike paths, streetscaping, playground equipment and facilities in neighborhood
parks and sidewalk ramps. Projects are evaluated based on the benefit to the neighborhood, health and
safety, compliance with adopted City plans and policies, neighborhood support, in-kind contributions
from the neighborhood, and on-going maintenance requirements. This program has been in operation
for 16 years and is funded by the City’s Capital Improvements and Preservation Program (CIPP) Budget.
The City uses its CDBG as another funding source for neighborhood revitalization efforts. The City’s
Consolidated Plan weaves the neighborhood revitalization strategies into its other goals for housing,
supportive services, economic self-sufficiency and upgrading public infrastructure.

Conclusion: There does not appear to be any impediment to Fair Housing choice related to
neighborhood revitalization, municipal and other services; or the
employment/housing/transportation linkage.

9. Public Housing. Public Housing and other assisted/insured housing provider tenant
selection procedures; housing choices for voucher holders: Utah County residents are served by
two housing authorities. The Provo City Housing Authority is administratively housed near the
City of Provo Administrative Offices. The Authority administers 883 Section 8 (Housing Choice)
vouchers that may be used in the City of Provo. The Authority also owns and operates 140
scattered site public housing units. Under various ownership and partnership structures, the
Authority is involved with 228 other affordable units.

The Provo City Housing Authority accepts applications for housing assistance on a time and date of
application, first come-first served basis. New waiting list applications are taken at the main offices
of the Provo City Housing Authority.

The Provo City Housing Authority’s applicant waiting list for Section 8 tenant-based assistance as of
May 2009 contains the following numbers and ethnic groupings:

Table 40: Provo Housing Authority Waiting List, May 2009

White Multi-Racial Other
Total

Applicants Hispanic
Non-

Hispanic

Applicants 330 15 27 372 80 292

Families w/Children 259

W/Handicapped 59

W/Elderly 20
Source: Provo Housing Authority
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The list is purged only when attempts are made to contact an applicant at the top of the list and they
do not respond. Although the waiting list is extensive, it is never closed for new applicants.
Likewise, although there is a preference given to those who work or live in the City of Provo
applications are accepted from those not meeting these criteria. However, in reality these applicants
are rarely served because the wait list among residents or those working in Provo is so extensive.

The Provo City Housing Authority does allow for some set asides of Section 8 vouchers for seniors,
disabled & victims of domestic violence that occupy their tax credit units designed specifically for
those groups, such as Canyon View, Maeser, Mapleview, Sunset/Sunrise, Permanent Housing,
Supportive Housing and Westgate.

The Housing Authority of Utah County also provides Section 8 Housing Choice vouchers that can
be used anywhere in Utah County outside of Provo City. Currently the Authority administers 1,058
vouchers with a waiting list numbering 917 applicants. Applicants who qualify as a member of a
targeted priority group typically spend 8 months on the waiting list while non-targeted applicants can
spend 13 months on the waiting list. The target group for priority includes families, the
elderly/disabled, victims of domestic violence, those needing reunifications and the chronic
homeless.

Housing Authority of Utah County’s waiting list as of May 2009 can be broken down into the
following ethnic or demographic groupings.

Table 41: Utah County Housing Authority’s Waiting List, May 2009

White
African

American

American
Indian/
Alaska
Native Asian

Pacific
Islander

Total
Applicants Hispanic

Non-
Hispanic

Applicants 852 14 19 9 23 917 139 715
Percent of
Total 93% 2% 2% 1% 3% 100% 15% 78%

Source: Utah County Housing Authority

The waiting list is typically opened and purged of outdated/unqualified applications every six
months. Applications are received at the front desk of the Housing Authority of Utah County
offices. Applications are served based on the date and time of application considering income
targeting and the HAUC’s established preferences of serving families, elderly/disabled, victims of
domestic violence, reunification and chronic homeless.

Conclusion: The Public Housing Agencies and other non-profit housing providers are
supportive of Fair Housing choice and do not impose any extra impediments.

10. Sale of Subsidized Housing/Displacement: The Housing Authority of Utah County is planning
on selling a portion of its portfolio, including detached public housing units, within the next two
years. HUD has already approved HAUC’s application to dispose of 106 public housing units. A
legal entity was created and title to 79 multi-family units was transferred to True North. The
remaining 27 units of public housing (single-family units) are available under public sale. The
proceeds of these sales, along with other funding, will be used to develop 94 additional units of
elderly and smaller-size family units throughout Utah County.
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The Provo City Housing Authority is considering a similar program, however they would expect to
sell these back to themselves with the goal of allowing for an infusion of Low Income Housing Tax
Credits to fund substantial rehabilitation of the units. It is expected that the rents and target groups
of any units involved in such a plan would remain the same, thus there would be no loss of units.
This strategy is under consideration but on hold, pending further information about the possibility
of additional funds into public housing under the new Administration.

There currently are no Section 8 contract units that will be lost to the affordable housing inventory. There
has been no displacement as a result of government action. If owners of complexes with renewable
Section 8 contracts chose to opt-out of the project-based program to charge market rate rents, then
affordable housing units will be lost. If they do opt out, Section 8 vouchers will be issued by HUD to the
affected households. However, the vouchers will keep the rent affordable to the affected households but
the affordable unit itself will be lost to the affordable inventory.

Conclusion: The loss of any existing housing units and displacement of those residing in these
units is an impediment to Fair Housing choice.

11. Property Tax policies: In Utah, programs that allow tax forgiveness, delays or other tax relief are
governed by state statutes and Utah County Ordinances. Exemptions and deferrals to county taxes are
granted based on extreme financial hardship. The process for application and guidelines are explained in
County Code Articles 21-10-11. The various Utah Valley Consortium municipalities do no have
property tax relief policies.

Conclusion: The Utah County property tax exemption /deferral programs are supportive of Fair
Housing choice as they provide property tax, relief to citizens of Provo City/Utah County who
can least afford the expenses to maintain their housing.

12. Administrative policies concerning community development and housing activities, such as
Urban Homesteading, Multi-Family Rehabilitation, and Activities Causing Displacement, which
affect opportunities of minority households to select housing inside or outside of areas of
minority concentration. The City of Provo, City of Orem, and Utah County adhere to the directives
issued by the Department of Housing and Urban Development for the administration of the Community
Development Block Grant Program (CDBG), HOME Investment Partnerships Program and the
direction from HUD for the Public Housing Programs. The Provo City Housing Authority and the
Housing Authority of Utah County have scattered site public housing, intended to disperse publicly -
assisted housing throughout the county. The Section 8 vouchers, or Housing Choice programs, provide
housing choices for its households to find housing in a variety of areas throughout the county and area
landlords appear willing to accept vouchers.

Conclusion: The Cities and Utah County administration of the CDBG and HOME Programs and
Housing Authority programs and policies are supportive of Fair Housing choice.

13. Where there is a determination of unlawful segregation or other housing discrimination by a
court, or a finding of noncompliance by HUD regarding assisted housing within a recipient’s
jurisdiction, an analysis of the actions which could be taken by the recipient to help remedy the
discriminatory condition, including actions involving the expenditure of funds made available:
There are no known determinations of unlawful segregation or other housing discrimination by the
courts, or any finding of noncompliance by HUD regarding assisted housing in Provo City/Utah Valley
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Consortium.

Conclusion: There is no determination of unlawful segregation or other housing discrimination,
or a finding of noncompliance which could be an impediment to Fair Housing choice.

Private Sector

For-Sale or Rental Housing

Supply and Demand - Rental vacancy rates are climbing in Provo and Utah County, though the
CSI rent survey shows that for smaller units, vacancy rates are still very low. New rentals have been
constructed in Provo, Orem and some other communities in Utah County, but with students
competing with private citizens for units, rents are out of reach for many residents. The average
market rents in Utah County are currently above any affordable housing limits for households at
60% of the area median income or less.

Homebuyers with incomes at 80% of the area median income and less also will have a hard time
finding an adequate supply of homes in the $250,000 price range or less. The number of renter
households in these income ranges far exceeds the number of homes available in the market that are
affordable to them.

Size of Family - According to the rent and vacancy survey data, there is an 8% vacancy rate for
three bedroom market rate units in Utah County, though many of these will not be affordable to low
income households, who cannot afford the $929 average rent. Larger four bedroom units captured
in the survey had no vacancies.

CSI conducted a rent and vacancy survey at all affordable properties in Utah County. The survey
shows that large affordable rental units have very low vacancy rates. Larger households that need
affordable units will have a hard time finding many units with more than three bedrooms, and very
few affordable three bedroom units that are vacant. Small units also have few vacancies. A vacancy
rate of 5% is considered market equilibrium, and rates for efficiencies one bedroom and two
bedroom one bath units are below this rate. Many of the properties surveyed have waiting lists of
people who would like to rent a unit in their complex.

Table 42: CSI Affordable Rent Survey Results
Average

Rent Vacancy
Rate

Efficiencies $486 2%
One Bedroom $665 3%
2Bdrm/1 Bath $757 2%
2 Bdrm/2 Bath $867 6%
3 Bedroom $929 8%
4 Bedroom $1,430 0%

Source: Community Strategies Institute

Agencies surveyed for the AI indicated that there is a lack of rental units for low and moderate
income families in Utah County. The need for rentals varies by community.
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Lending Policies and Practices

Local financial institutions and mortgage companies were surveyed regarding lending programs and
practices. Fair Housing and lending training is provided to staff involved in lending, to ensure that
there is no discrimination created by lending policies and practices. Local lenders participate in
community activities under the Community Reinvestment Act (CRA). The CRA is intended to
encourage depository institutions to help meet the credit needs of the communities in which they
operate, particularly in low- and-moderate-income neighborhoods. In addition to providing lending
programs for first-time home buyers and households of low- and moderate-incomes, many lenders
are also providing their expertise in housing by participating in area boards, commissions, and
committees that address housing-related issues.

CRA data by county for community development loans is no longer available to the public, so it is
difficult to ascertain a countywide rating or to know how many Community Development loans
have been made in the past 5 years. Nonetheless, thirteen lenders in the Mountainland area, which
includes Utah, Summit and Wasatch Counties, participate in Utah Housing Corporations’s
Homebuyer programs. UHC’s Mortgage Banking Division offers six programs for low-to-
moderate-income Utah residents for home purchases. These programs include the FirstHome and
FirstHomePlus Programs, the Veterans Enhancement Program (VEP)-FirstHome, VEP-FirstHome
Plus, Single Parent FirstHome, Single Parent FirstHome Plus. All plus programs include Down
Payment and Closing Cost Assistance. Applicants must be able to qualify for an FHA or VA loan in
order to qualify for any of the UHC loan products.

The volume of UHC loans in Utah County has been steady but decreased in 2008’s difficult home
buying market. As interest rates rise, UHC loans rates and terms may entice more low- and moderate-
income buyers to choose a UHC loan product over a conventional loan product.

Table 43: UHC Production, Utah County Homebuyers

Year 2006 2007 2008

Loan Count 360 384 315

Change +6.6% -17.9%

Loan Volume $51,255,000 $64,308,000 $54,795,000

Change +25.5% -14.8%
Source: Utah Housing Corporation

Income limits for UHC’s loan program are $69,000 for households with one to two persons and
$80,500 for households with three or more persons living in Utah County, which is considered a
targeted area of the state with higher income limits. In non-targeted areas, these limits are $11,500
to $14,500 lower. The purchase price limit in Utah County is $323,750. There are 13 participating
lenders for the current program and 5 individual loan officers have been identified as “Peak
Performers” for their extensive experience with UHC’s affordable loan programs.

UHC has also financed all of the Utah County or Provo City Housing Authority’s newly constructed
or acquired units since 2003, either with loans or through the Low Income Housing Tax Credit
program.
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Most lenders participate in traditional FHA and VA loan programs. These programs serve as an
umbrella under which lenders have the confidence to extend loans to those who may not meet
conventional loan requirements. FHA and VA loans allow a maximum 97 percent financing and can
also finance “allowable” closing costs. Furthermore, FHA loans allow 100% of the closing costs to be
a gift from a relative, non-profit or government agency.

Of the five lenders who answered CSI’s Analysis of Impediments survey, all five said that they
participate and offer FHA, VA, or UHC mortgages. Three of the five said that their lending
institution has a CRA component. All said that their employer offers Fair Housing training for
employees.

Foreclosures and Sub-prime Lending

Flexible term mortgages and mortgages that offered aggressive and flexible lending terms are not as
easily available as they were when the 2005 AI was written. Since 2005, foreclosure rates have
become an issue of great concern both nationwide and within Utah, however the problem in Utah is
not as severe as neighboring states primarily because most of the investor speculation in Utah's
housing market began in 2005, at least two years after the market started heating up in states such as
Nevada and California. This late start gave the state’s realty market less time to get as deep in
trouble as states whose boom started heating up earlier.

Still, the number of default notices, or notices issued to homeowners who are at least 60 days late
on their mortgage payments in Utah County, has jumped to 252 in February 2009, up from 45 in
February 2008. In 2008 alone, the number of foreclosure filings in Utah County soared 239
percent to a total of 2,898 compared with the same period a year prior. Likewise, nearly 11 percent
of all homes with a mortgage in the Provo-Orem area were in negative equity in the fourth quarter
of 2008. In the third quarter, 7.9 percent were upside down, meaning borrowers owe more on
their mortgage than their home is worth. Of a total of 72,522 Provo-Orem properties with a
mortgage in the fourth quarter, 7,713 were underwater.

About 42.4 percent of all Utah sub-prime adjustable rate mortgages will reset from January through
September 2009, compared with 27.8 percent resetting nationally, according to estimates from the
Federal Reserve Bank. Utah County is among the areas expected to have the greatest concentration
of foreclosures in 2009, largely because it saw strong residential construction and a significant rise in
home prices during the recent boom years. In particular, a good deal of the new construction in the
$400,000+ price range built in 2005, 2006 and 2007 were funded at 100 percent with the first 80
percent on a fixed rate and the last 20 percent loan on a variable rate. This creates a perfect storm
for foreclosures with the upper-end homes seeing the biggest price declines and he 20 percent rates
beginning to adjust upwards.

To stem the tide of this crisis and try to prevent further foreclosures, thirty different government,
business and non-profits worked together to convene the Utah Foreclosure Prevention Taskforce
in 2008. Among the goals established by the taskforce was to create a website
(www.utahforeclosureprevention.com) and to provide comprehensive housing counseling and
education through a variety of counseling agencies. These housing counseling agencies have
bound together to form the Housing Education Coalition of Utah, all of whom adhere to a strict
code of ethics, provide a standardized education curriculum and offer nationally certified
counselors. In Utah County, the Coalition includes Community Action Services and Food Bank,
Neighborhood Housing Services of Provo and Rural Housing Development Corporation. Their
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client services include early delinquency intervention, HUD-approved homebuyer education, pre-
purchase counseling, post-purchase follow-up and support, predatory lending counseling and
reverse mortgage counseling.

Likewise, HOPE NOW, a nationwide private sector alliance of mortgage services, housing
counselors and investors whose mission is to maximize the preservation of homeownership while
minimizing foreclosures, has a presence in Utah. Their services include a nationwide Hotline,
which counseled over 1,036 Utah homeowners in 2008, and a loan workout program, which
helped 15,164 Utah homeowners avoided foreclosure through repayment plans and/or loan
modifications.

Home Mortgage Disclosure Act (HMDA) Data

Home Mortgage Disclosure Act (HMDA) data is available for the Provo/Orem Metropolitan
Statistical Area (MSA). This information provides an overview of mortgage lending practices within
the Provo/Orem area in 2007. Specific areas to evaluate (which may suggest potential
discriminatory practices or trends) include high denial rates for minority and female applicants; very
low denial rates; unusually low levels of applications from women, minorities and low- and
moderate-income persons; and a high number of applications withdrawn by minority applicants, as
compared to non-minority applicants.

Data from HMDA was obtained for a total of 12,162 home purchase loan applications made in 2007
for the Provo/Orem MSA and is shown in Table 44 on the next page. Loan approval rates ranged
from a low of 46% for Native Americans, to a high of 89% for households with two or more
minority races, and 72% for households with one White member and one of another race. Loan
denial rates ranged from a low of 15% for Blacks, to a high of 31% for Native Americans and 30%
for Hispanics/Latinos. Loan application withdrawal rates ranged from 9% to a high of 15%.

Reasons for the denial of applications are listed on Table 45 by race, ethnicity, gender and income
level for 2007. The biggest categories for denial were “other” (1,048), credit application incomplete
(994), and debt to income ratio (651). There were a total of 4,424 loan denials during 2007. Black
applicants had the highest denial rates in four of the nine categories debt-to-income ratio,
employment history, insufficient cash and unverifiable information. Each of the other racial groups
had the highest denial rates in only one category each. Hispanic/Latino borrowers were denied at
virtually the same rate as none Hispanic/Latino borrowers except for unverifiable information.
Gender did not seem to make a difference in denial rates.

Although HMDA data is not conclusive, it does show that loan applications are proportional to the
population makeup of the metro Provo/Orem area, with slight under representation from the
minority community.

Conclusion: Area lending policies do not appear to be an impediment to Fair Housing, but
predatory lending practices should be watched carefully, as these lenders prey upon
minorities and low income households.
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Table 44, HMDA Application Data for the Provo/Orem MSA 2007
Applications

Received
Loans

Originated
Apps. Approved But

Not Accepted
Applications

Denied
Applications

Withdrawn
Files Closed For
Incompleteness

Number Number % of
Apps

Number % of
Apps

Number % of
Apps

Number % of
Apps

Number % of
Apps

RACE

AMERICAN INDIAN/ALASKA NATIVE 67 31 46% 7 10% 21 31% 6 9% 2 3%

ASIAN 388 226 58% 40 10% 86 22% 34 9% 2 1%

BLACK OR AFRICAN AMERICAN 39 24 62% 2 5% 6 15% 6 15% 1 3%

NAT HAWAIIAN/OTHER PACIFIC ISL 94 57 61% 5 5% 21 22% 9 10% 2 2%

WHITE 16,939 10,759 64% 1,554 9% 3,281 19% 1,074 6% 271 2%

2 OR MORE MINORITY RACES 18 16 89% - 0% - 0% 2 11% - 0%

JOINT (WHITE/MINORITY RACE) 204 146 72% 8 4% 38 19% 9 4% 3 1%

RACE NOT AVAILABLE 1,163 539 46% 144 12% 285 25% 167 14% 28 2%

ETHNICITY

HISPANIC OR LATINO 1,810 882 49% 198 11% 536 30% 141 8% 53 3%

NOT HISPANIC OR LATINO 15,703 10,221 65% 1,403 9% 2,872 18% 982 6% 225 1%

JOINT (HISPANIC OR LATINO/ NOT
HISPANIC OR LATINO) 261 166 64% 17 7% 57 22% 19 7% 2 1%

ETHNICITY NOT AVAILABLE 1,138 529 46% 142 12% 273 24% 165 14% 29 3%

MINORITY STATUS

WHITE NON-HISPANIC 14,824 9,683 65% 1,328 9% 2,696 18% 903 6% 214 1%

OTHERS, INCLUDING HISPANIC 2,806 1,507 54% 271 10% 742 26% 221 8% 65 2%

Income of Applicants

LESS THAN 50% OF MEDIAN 362 189 52% 18 5% 119 33% 28 8% 8 2%

50-79% OF MSA/MD MEDIAN 2,694 1,823 68% 189 7% 482 18% 168 6% 32 1%

80 - 99% OF MEDIAN 2,732 1,816 66% 221 8% 483 18% 172 6% 40 1%

100 - 119% AMI 2,425 1,579 65% 231 10% 404 17% 180 7% 31 1%

120 OR MORE OF MEDIAN 10,699 6,391 60% 1,101 10% 2,250 21% 759 7% 198 2%
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Table 45: HMDA Denial Data for Provo/Orem MSA, 2007

Applicant Characteristics
Debt-to-
Income
Ratio

Employment
History

Credit
History

Collateral Insufficient
Cash

Unverifiable
Information

Credit App.
Incomplete

Mortgage
Insurance

Denied

Other Total

# % # % # % # % # % # % # % # % # % # %

RACE
AMERICAN

INDIAN/ALASKA NATIVE 6 18% 1 3% 7 21% 4 12% 2 6% 3 9% 4 12% 0 0% 6 18% 33 100%

ASIAN 11 11% 3 3% 13 13% 10 10% 3 3% 5 5% 30 30% 0 0% 24 24% 99 100%
BLACK OR AFRICAN

AMERICAN
3 33% 1 11% 0 0% 0 0% 2 22% 1 11% 1 11% 0 0% 1 11% 9 100%

NAT HAWAIIAN/OTHER
PACIFIC ISL 5 17% 2 7% 9 30% 1 3% 1 3% 2 7% 6 20% 0 0% 4 13% 30 100%

WHITE 569 15% 130 3% 543 14% 352 9% 127 3% 338 9% 887 23% 33 1% 938 24% 3,917 100%
2 OR MORE MINORITY

RACES
JOINT

(WHITE/MINORITY RACE)
7 16% 1 2% 10 22% 2 4% 1 2% 1 2% 11 24% 0 0% 12 27% 45 100%

RACE NOT AVAILABLE
50 17% 14 5% 40 14% 30 10% 14 5% 24 8% 55 19% 1 0% 63 22% 291 100%

ETHNICITY

HISPANIC OR LATINO 84 14% 20 3% 80 13% 41 7% 25 4% 69 11% 142 23% 3 0% 142 23% 606 100%
NOT HISPANIC OR

LATINO
507 15% 117 3% 488 14% 321 9% 112 3% 277 8% 784 23% 28 1% 830 24% 3,464 100%

JOINT (HISPANIC OR
LATINO/ NOT 13 19% 2 3% 9 13% 4 6% 4 6% 6 9% 14 21% 2 3% 13 19% 67 100%

HISPANIC OR LATINO)
ETHNICITY NOT

AVAILABLE 47 16% 13 5% 45 16% 33 11% 9 3% 22 8% 54 19% 1 0% 63 22% 287 100%

MINORITY STATUS

WHITE NON-HISPANIC 476 16% 108 4% 452 15% 305 10% 102 3% 262 9% 728 24% 28 1% 782 26% 3,003 100%
OTHERS, INCL.

HISPANIC 123 16% 30 4% 121 16% 58 7% 34 4% 84 11% 203 26% 5 1% 197 25% 775 100%

GENDER

MALE 289 14% 65 3% 294 14% 175 9% 73 4% 193 9% 479 23% 8 0% 470 23% 2,046 100%

FEMALE 90 11% 33 4% 101 12% 73 9% 15 2% 101 12% 203 24% 4 0% 212 25% 832 100%

JOINT (MALE/FEMALE) 246 17% 49 3% 207 15% 133 9% 53 4% 72 5% 286 20% 22 2% 340 24% 1,408 100%
GENDER NOT

AVAILABLE 26 19% 5 4% 20 14% 18 13% 9 7% 8 6% 26 19% 0 0% 26 19% 138 100%
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Applicant Characteristics
Debt-to-
Income
Ratio

Employment
History

Credit
History

Collateral Insufficient
Cash

Unverifiable
Information

Credit App.
Incomplete

Mortgage
Insurance

Denied

Other Total

# % # % # % # % # % # % # % # % # % # %

INCOME
LESS THAN 50% OF

MEDIAN
36 25% 10 7% 32 22% 10 7% 5 3% 9 6% 12 8% 2 1% 28 19% 144 100%

50-79% OF MEDIAN 133 24% 28 5% 90 16% 45 8% 29 5% 32 6% 79 14% 8 1% 117 21% 561 100%

80-99% OF MEDIAN 104 19% 21 4% 76 14% 36 7% 18 3% 27 5% 124 23% 8 1% 126 23% 540 100%

100-119% OF MEDIAN 65 15% 16 4% 81 19% 42 10% 16 4% 23 5% 98 22% 6 1% 89 20% 436 100%
120% OR MORE OF

MEDIAN 296 12% 73 3% 317 12% 251 10% 77 3% 278 11% 614 24% 10 0% 632 25% 2,548 100%

INCOME NOT
AVAILABLE

17 9% 4 2% 26 13% 15 8% 5 3% 5 3% 67 34% 0 0% 56 29% 195 100%
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Public and Private Sector

Fair Housing Enforcement

Fair Housing enforcement is handled by the U. S. Department of Housing and Urban Development Office
of Fair Housing in Denver, as well as the Utah Labor Commission‘s Antidiscrimination Division. The
Housing Authorities, other local housing organizations and advocates refer housing discrimination
complaints to the Utah Labor Commission’s Antidiscrimination Division or to HUD.

Information Programs

The Utah County Association of Realtors offers Fair Housing training in two of their classes. The classes
that include Fair Housing elements are the Code of Ethics class and the Professionalism in Real Estate
class. The classes are offered once a month. Realtors are required to take these classes in order to renew
their license.

Utah County Realtor/Lender Fair Housing Survey

The Community Strategies Institute created and distributed an online survey to collect primary data about
the realty and lending practices in the County, particularly as they relate to Fair Housing. This electronic
survey was distributed to Realtors and bankers via the Utah County Realtors Association, the Utah
Bankers Association, the Utah Mortgage Lenders Association and directly to some mortgage brokers. A
total of 168 professionals responded to the survey, including 162 Realtors, 5 bankers/lenders and 1 title
officer. Although extensive efforts were made to reach out to bankers/lenders and encourage them to
participate in the survey, response rates were still very low. The President of the Utah County chapter of
the Utah Mortgage Lenders Association attributed the lack of responses to very heavy workloads resulting
from a high volume of refinancing applications and a general apprehension toward responding to surveys.

The results of the 13-question survey are summarized below. In any given answer, fewer than 168
responses may be recorded. Survey results are based upon only complete responses to a particular
question.

Fair Housing Choice

The survey was open to any professional working in residential real estate or lending in Utah County.
After asking respondents to define their professional affiliation, the survey opened with questions to seek
opinions regarding a number of possible impediments to Fair Housing choice.

Table 46: Affordable Housing Supply
Do you believe the lack of affordable housing for low- and very low-income households is an
impediment to fair housing choice within Utah County/Provo?

N %
Yes 113 69%
No 51 31%

Total 164 100%
Source: Community Strategies Institute
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Table 47: Emergency, Transitional and Permanent Housing for Homeless
Do you believe the lack of an adequate supply of emergency, transitional and permanent housing for the
homeless is an impediment to fair housing choice within
Utah County/Provo?

N %

Yes 82 50%

No 81 50%

Total 163 100%
Source: Community Strategies Institute

Sixty-nine percent (69%) of survey respondents believe that there is a lack of affordable units for low- and
very-low income households in the region and that this impacts Fair Housing choice. On the other hand,
respondents were evenly divided over the question regarding the supply of emergency, transitional and
permanent housing for the homeless. This likely reflects a lack of understanding regarding these units
among the respondent target, particularly if the respondents have had very few interactions with this type
of housing.

Fair Housing Training

Training is widely provided to the professionals responding to the survey and was utilized in the past year
by all five lenders responding, however only 57% of Realtors had attended such a training in the past year.
Nonetheless, the majority of Realtors and lenders believe their colleagues understand and implement Fair
Housing laws and practices. At the same time, 2 out of 5 of those in the banking industry said their
institution participated in community activities under the Community Reinvestment Act (CRA).

Table 48: Fair Housing/Lending Training
Does your place of work provide training opportunities for staff regarding Fair Housing and Fair
Lending practices?

N %
Yes 122 75%
No 40 25%

Total 162 100%
Source: Community Strategies Institute

Table 49: Fair Housing/Lending Training Attendance
In the past year, have you attended a training on Fair Housing law, either offered through your
employer or another agency?

N %
Yes 95 58%
No 68 42%

Total 163 100%
Source: Community Strategies Institute

Table 50: Implementation of Fair Housing Laws and Practices
Do you think lenders and realtors working in Utah County/Provo understand and implement Fair
Housing laws and practices?

N %
Yes 136 86%
No 22 14%

Total 158 100%
Source: Community Strategies Institute
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Table 51: CRA Activities
If you work in the banking industry, does your lending institution participate in community activities
under the Community Reinvestment Act (CRA)? Please explain.

N %
Yes 7 28%
No 18 72%

Total 25 100%
Source: Community Strategies Institute

Community Perceptions

Table 52: The impact of NIMBYism
Do you believe there is a prevalence of NIMBYism (Not In My Back Yard) or reluctance to build low- or
moderate-income housing or special needs projects within Utah County/Provo?

N %
Yes 117 71%
No 48 29%

Total 164 100%
Source: Community Strategies Institute

Respondents recognized a prevalence of NIMBYism among their fellow residents, with 71% agreeing that
NIMBY attitudes may be negatively impacting the development of low- to moderate-income units or
special needs projects. Likewise, respondents see the lack of consistent public transportation and the city
& county zoning and development policies as other possible deterrents to even dispersion of low- and
moderate-income households and consistent access to public transportation.

Table 53: Public Transportation
Do you believe that public transportation services provide consistent service levels throughout all of
Utah County/Provo?

N %
Yes 71 46%
No 83 54%

Total 154 100%
Source: Community Strategies Institute

Table 54: Zoning and Development Policies
Do you think the current zoning and development policies within Utah County and the City of Provo
encourage an even dispersion of low- and moderate-income households throughout the area?

N %
Yes 56 35%
No 102 65%

Total 158 100%
Source: Community Strategies Institute
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Lending Programs

Table 55: FHA/VA/UHC Loan Program Participation
If you are a lender, do you participate in Veteran’s Administration (VA), Federal Housing
Administration (FHA) or Utah Housing Corporation (UHC) loan programs?

N %
Yes 18 72%
No 7 28%

Total 25 100%
Source: Community Strategies Institute

Table 56: Downpayment Assistance
If you are a lender, do you suggest that your low- and moderate-income borrowers access
downpayment assistance programs, such as those offered by the Utah Housing Corporation (UHC)?

N %
Yes 17 71%
No 7 29%

Total 24 100%
Source: Community Strategies Institute

Table 57: Homebuyer Education Program Participation
If you are a lender, do you suggest that your first-time homebuyers attend a homebuyer education
program?

N %
Yes 18 67%
No 9 33%

Total 27 100%
Source: Community Strategies Institute

Only lenders were asked to respond to questions regarding loan programs, down payment assistance
programs and homebuyer education programs however, the number of responses indicates that a few
Realtors responded as well. Nonetheless, when the five lender responses were reviewed, all five indicated
that they participated in loan programs offered by the Utah Housing Corporation, Federal Housing
Administration and the Veteran’s Administration. Likewise, these lenders all utilize downpayment
assistance programs and homebuyer education programs.

Survey Conclusions

The majority of survey respondents were Realtors even though extensive efforts were made to solicit
responses from bankers and lenders. Nonetheless, the few lenders who responded allowed for some
insight into lending practices and the large number of total responses allowed for significant insight into
community perceptions and the practices of residential realtors and lenders as they relate to Fair Housing.

In particular, the real estate professions working in Utah County acknowledged the lack of affordable
housing units and a prevalence of NIMBYism in the community created issues for low- and very low-
income households by either limiting their choices in housing or preventing the development of new units.
To a lesser extent, these professionals believed that the lack of transportation choices and
zoning/development policies of the local government further diminish housing choices. This reflects a
concern about housing affordability within the community at large and an acknowledgement of the value
in having a broad range of housing options available within the community.
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Fair housing training and loan programs designed to help lower income and first-time homebuyers do
appear to be widely utilized. A full listing of survey results is attached as Appendix A.
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Section Five: Assessment of Current Public and Private Fair Housing
Programs and Activities in the Jurisdiction

Actions and Programs
The City of Provo has organized its Fair Housing programs around expanding housing choice and
preserving existing neighborhoods and the single family housing stock within those neighborhoods. As
part of a major revision of its General Plan, the City established a strategic goal “to provide housing that
meets the population demands and supports the health safety and welfare of the public.” In order to meet
that goal the following policies and actions have been utilized:

Encourage a variety of housing types offering attractive and affordable choices to all income
levels.

The City of Provo utilizes a variety of regulatory options to facilitate Fair Housing choice. The City has a
wide range of zoning classifications for land within the City limits. These classifications range from single
family, low density uses to high density multiple family districts. In order to encourage moderate housing
close to public transit facilities the City has added a transit oriented development zone to its zoning matrix.
The Project Redevelopment Option allows for higher densities than the overlaying zoning on a given
parcel when the developer can demonstrate compatibility with surrounding uses. The Accessory
Apartment and Supplemental Apartment overlay zones provides affordable options for homeowners
wishing to provide another dwelling unit which utilizes the same infrastructure as the primary unit. The
Elderly Persons Extra Living Space ordinance authorizes persons 65 or older to share their space by
leasing it out to not more than 2 unrelated persons. The Central Business Commercial District zone
allows for the construction of high density mixed-use buildings that include commercial and residential
uses. A couple of new buildings in the downtown area have been constructed which incorporate retail
space, office space and residential units in stacked units with structural parking provided on site or
adjacent to the mixed-use building.

Utah County encourages more affordable housing by providing a variety of zoning options within the
unincorporated areas of the County. It also encourages the placement of moderate income housing in
incorporated areas of the County so that development can utilize existing infrastructure and not have the
increase operating cost of stand-alone water and sewer systems. Orem and the other Consortium
communities provide a range of zoning choices for lower and higher density development and land uses.
For example, Lehi utilizes Planned Residential and Planned Unit Development ordinances to facilitate
cluster development and to provide for denser housing which will accommodate more moderately priced
housing.

Promote Integration of affordable housing into new and existing neighborhoods.

In order to provide more affordable housing in existing neighborhoods, a variety of public and private
resources were leveraged to create the following projects and programs during the time since the 2005
Consortium AI:
Lehi: Mayflower Harbor Apartments at Pilgrim’s Landing-the high density complex includes 192 that are
restricted to households with incomes making less that 50% of AMI; Greenwood Manor and Medallion
Supported Living Center provides assisted living for elderly and disabled persons who cannot care for their
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own needs; Meadow Park Villas and Willow Park Villas contain 176 units of affordable elderly
independent living rentals.
Orem: Carrillion Court Apartments for elderly, Sunflower Apartments for disabled, Yarrow Apartments
project for chronically mentally ill;
Provo: Maeser School Apartments contains 30 units of independent senior rentals, Canyon View
comprises 30 rental of independent senior housing and Valley Villa is a complex of 78 senior affordable
units.
Utah County and incorporated areas: Willow Cove housing for abused women and children; Spring Hill
family farmworker housing.

Encourage preservation and maintenance of the existing affordable housing stock.

All of the communities in the Consortium provide a housing rehabilitation loan program. The Housing
Authority of Utah County operates a County-wide rehabilitation program which uses HOME Investment
Partnerships Program funds as the only capital source. The Provo Redevelopment Agency provides
funding to Neighborhood Housing Services (NHS) to acquire and rehabilitate older homes in the Pioneer
Neighborhoods. Once the improvements are made, NHS resells the homes to low-income homebuyers.
The City of Orem operates a CDBG funded rehab program for low- and moderate-income homeowners
in Orem. The CDBG entitlement communities also offer various funding models to provide
infrastructure improvements in low income neighborhoods and funds for making accessibility
improvements. The Redevelopment Agency also operates an emergency repair program for low-income
elderly, disabled and active duty armed forces Provo City residents.

Support public and private home ownership programs.

Utah Valley Consortium communities have made a variety of resources available for affordable
homeownership programs. Provo City works with Habitat for Humanity, Neighborhood Housing
Services, the Rural Housing Development Corporation and Housing Services of Utah Valley on down
payment assistance programs, acquisition/rehabilitation/resale and new construction programs. The
Provo Redevelopment Agency focuses resources in the Pioneer Neighborhoods. The Redevelopment
Agency has provided cleared lots for new construction, funds for acquisition and rehab and down payment
assistance throughout the City for a variety of incomes. Habitat for Humanity of Utah County serves the
Consortium communities. The organization builds about 4 homes a year. The Habitat model requires
each family to provide 250 to 500 hours of “sweat equity” in a house. The organization has 45 people
annually participate in orientation.

Utah County, Orem and Provo support homebuyer education and the mortgage counseling services
provided by Community Action Services and Neighborhood Housing Services.

Conclusion: The Utah Valley Consortium, through its Consolidated Plan and affordable housing
programs encourages fair housing and housing choice within the consortium area.

Emergency/Transitional Housing

The spectrum of services designed to serve the homeless range from emergency shelters to transitional
housing to permanent supportive housing. Four different providers, each with a different focus area, are
responsible for the wide array of services: Community Action Services and Food Bank, located in Provo,
focuses on families with children in their primary service area of Utah, Wasatch and Summit Counties;
Food and Care Coalition focuses on homeless singles and couples; the Center for Women and Children in
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Crisis is responsible for serving victims of domestic violence; and Wasatch Mental Health serves the
homeless mentally ill in Utah County. Additionally, the Peace Center provides a limited array of services in
Park City, and the Latter-day Saints church community also provides 46 beds of year-round emergency
housing in transient shelters as part of their church ministry.

Community Action Services (CAS) provides the broadest array of services including a food bank, motel
vouchers for emergency housing, and homeless/eviction prevention counseling, operating under a Rapid
Re-housing and Homeless Prevention model. While CAS does not own or operate a shelter or transitional
housing units, they use motel rooms to house 2-7 families per night in Provo. In 2008, CAS housed 225
families in this manner, which was an increase over previous years’ averages of serving 150 families.
Likewise, CAS connects its clients to transitional housing options owned by the Provo City Housing
Authority and funded with Shelter plus Care grants. CAS is also involved in a new program that will be
coming online in the next 3 months to provide 5 apartments of permanent supportive housing and which
will be reserved for persons just coming out of jail.

Food and Care Coalition (FCC) provides similar programs for singles and couples including a hot meal
program which serves homeless, mentally ill, learning disabled and fixed income families 7 days a week. In
addition, their inventory of beds in Utah County includes 14 beds of year-round emergency shelter and 4
beds of transitional housing, with an additional 38 units of transitional housing under construction. FCC
intents to provide work training, “life education” and other programmatic offerings at this multi-purpose
facility, making it a centerpiece of their work in Utah County. The new facility is complete and should be
operational in2009.

Victims and survivors of domestic violence in Utah County are served by the Center for Women and
Children in Crisis (CWCIC) in Provo. CWCIC programs include confidential basic shelter services for
women and their children, and transitional apartment living for 6-18 months. The emergency shelter
provides 27 year-round beds while their transitional housing facilities provide 36 beds in 3 different
locations. The emergency shelter beds maintain a 96% occupancy rate, thus there is significantly greater
demand than supply. CWCIC staff indicates that they will often take victims to Salt Lake City for housing
when appropriate housing cannot be found for them in Utah County.

Conclusion: The Consortium communities have unmet emergency and transitional housing
needs within the community which results in some residents having impediments in their search
for fair housing choice.

Language

In Utah County there were 35,761 Spanish speaking residents in 2007. The non-English speaking
population is growing in the County and in the towns. Provo had 12,633 Spanish speakers and Orem had
8,078 Spanish speaking residents. At the County level these numbers translate into nearly 10% of the
population. It will be important to the local economy that as many residents as possible are functionally
literate in English. This English literacy can best be achieved by providing bilingual educational and
training programs.

It is helpful for public agencies and housing providers to hire bilingual staff to assist Spanish and Russian
speakers with both intake and occupancy issues. Having Spanish translations of legal forms and
orientation packets will help Spanish speakers better understand their rights and responsibilities within the
context of being a renter, a homeowner or a borrower.
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Conclusion: Stepped up efforts of public and private agencies to assist non-English speakers
function more effectively encourages fair housing choice.



Utah Valley Consortium Analysis of Impediments to Fair Housing September 2009

Community Strategies Institute 77

Section Six: Public Process

The public process used for this update included several key components. First, information for this report
was gathered through research and a series of interviews conducted by CSI with the staff and/or
representatives of the participating agencies, organizations, and businesses.

Over 30 different housing organizations, governmental agencies and advocacy groups involved in housing
issues, housing providers, lenders and financial institutions, educational institutions and other
organizations involved or interested in housing issues were contacted, or provided information and are
listed in an appendix to this report. Internet based surveys were used with housing industry lenders and
Realtors.
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Section Seven: Conclusions and Recommendations

The impediments to fair housing choice and recommended actions listed below have been identified
through the preparation of this report. These impediments are not listed in any particular order of
priority. Each action includes a target time period for the action to be undertaken and completed. Some
actions are noted as on-going.

2009 Impediments to Fair Housing Choice – Utah Valley Consortium of
Cities and County/City of Provo

Impediment 1. NIMBYism is an impediment to fair housing choice.

Action 1A: The Consortium members will continue to work with the community, Housing Authorities, area
housing agencies, minorities and housing advocates to expand Fair Housing seminars throughout the
community to increase awareness about housing needs in the community. Timeline: 2010 and on-going.

Action 1B: The Consortium will use information obtained through needs assessments, surveys, Census data,
etc. to clearly identify those needing affordable housing and incorporate this information into Action 1A above.
Timeline: 2010 and on-going.

Action 1C: The Consortium members will work with local housing providers to increase capacity for dealing
with neighborhood issues and concerns as those providers and others undertake housing activities in
neighborhoods. Timeline: 2010 and on going.

Impediment 2. A lack of affordable housing units for low and very low-income
households, is an impediment to fair housing choice.

Action 2A: The Consortium members will facilitate the provision of housing for low and very low-
income households, large families with children, seniors, and persons with disabilities continuing to direct
support to developments targeting these populations. Timeline: On-going.

Action 2B: The Consortium members will continue to work with area housing agencies and local lenders
to distribute information on affordable housing development opportunities in the area with special
emphasis on housing included near public transit. Timeline: 2009 andon-going.

Action 2C: The Consortium members will encourage a mix of housing unit types in new and established
neighborhoods and developments for residents of all economic levels, through the development review process.
Timeline: 2009 and on-going.

Action 2D: The Consortium will produce an updated Housing Needs Assessment and Consolidated Plan
as a way to quantify the needed units and lay out for the community and the industry strategies for
addressing those needs. Timeline: 2009 and on-going.

Impediment 3. A lack of emergency shelter space and transitional housing is an
impediment to fair housing choice.
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Action 3A: Area housing agencies will continue to provide services for those who are homeless, including the
provision of additional shelter space and transitional housing opportunities, to assist in the prevention of
homelessness. Timeline: 2009 and on-going.

Action 3B: The Consortium members and area housing agencies will support, Mountainland Continuum of Care
activities for the provision of additional shelter space or Rapid Re-housing and transitional housing units.
Timeline: 2009 - on-going.

Action 3C: The Consortium will support homeless service providers and religious communities in their
efforts to educate the general public in neighborhoods on homeless causes and needs. Timeline: 2009 and
ongoing

Impediment 4. Housing discrimination may exist in the community as an
impediment to fair housing choice. Group homes for the disabled must meet a
higher standard of placement than similar facilities for the elderly.

Action 4A: The Consortium will work cooperatively with the County, Utah Apartment Owners’ Association,
Utah County Association of Realtors, and area housing agencies to co-sponsor periodic fair housing
educational events, using resources from HUD-FHEO, the Utah Anti-discrimination and Labor Division, and
other housing agencies and organizations. These events will be designed to increase awareness among citizens
and housing consumers and housing providers of their rights and responsibilities under the law. Timeline: 2009
and on-going.

Action 4B: The Consortium members will review their zoning regulations and consider modifications to
ensure that no protected group under Fair Housing Laws is being held to a higher standard of requirements
than other protected groups. Timeline: 2009

Impediment 5. Language barriers are an impediment to fair housing choice.

Action 5A: The Consortium members and the housing agencies will identify and utilize language
translators/interpreters and will provide bilingual printed material when feasible: Timeline: 2009 and on-going.

Action 5B: The Consortium members and area housing agencies will work cooperatively to distribute
information in English and Spanish regarding housing opportunities and fair housing laws to the
community at every opportunity. Timeline: 2009 and on-going.
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Appendixes and Maps

Participating Agencies, Organizations and Businesses

Governmental:
Utah Labor Commission‘s Antidiscrimination Division
Utah Division of Housing and Community Development
U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development, Office of Fair Housing
Demographic and Economic Analysis (DEA) section of the Governor's Office of Planning and Budget
Redevelopment Agency of Provo City Corporation
City of Provo
City of Orem
Utah County
City of Lehi
City of Payson
City of Springville
Housing Authority of Utah County
Provo City Housing Authority
City of Provo School District
Utah Housing Corporation
U.S. Treasury Department
Utah County Sheriff

Advocacy/Housing Providers:
Community Action Services and Food Bank
Wasatch Mental Health
Neighborhood Housing Services of Provo
United Way
Centro Hispano
Housing Services of Utah Valley
Rural Housing Development Corporation
City of Provo Housing Authority
Habitat for Humanity of Utah County
Papilion House
Affiliated Family Treatment Center

Business/Other:
Central Bank
Utah County Association of Realtors Members
Wells Fargo Bank
Zion Bank
NuSkin
Arrow Star Construction
Don Anderson Real Estate
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Appendix A: Provo/Utah County Analysis of Impediments Survey Results

Utah County Analysis of Impediments Survey

for Realtors and Lenders

Response Status: Completes

Filter: No filter applied

May 15, 2009 12:10 PM PST

1. What is your professional affiliation?

Banker/Lender 5 3%

Real Estate 162 99%

Housing Services 0 0%

Other, please specify 1 1%

2. Do you believe the lack of affordable housing units for low- and very low-income households is an
impediment to fair housing choice within Utah County/Provo?

Yes 113 69%

No 51 31%

Total 164 100%

3. Do you believe a lack of an adequate supply of emergency, transitional and permanent housing for the
homeless is an impediment to fair housing choice within Utah County/Provo?

Yes 82 50%

No 81 50%

Total 163 100%

4. Do you believe there is a prevalence of NIMBYism (Not In My Backyard) or reluctance to build low- or
moderate-income housing or special needs projects within Utah County/Provo?

Yes 117 71%

No 48 29%
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Total 165 100%

5. Does your place of work provide training opportunities for staff regarding fair housing and fair lending
practices?

Yes 122 75%

No 40 25%

Total 162 100%

6. In the past year have you attended a training on fair housing law either offered through your employer or
another agency?

Yes 95 58%

No 68 42%

Total 163 100%

7. If you work in the banking industry, does your lending institution participate in community activities
under the Community Reinvestment Act (CRA)? Please explain.

Yes 7 28%

No 18 72%

Total 25 100%

8. Do you believe that public transportation services provide consistent service levels throughout all of Utah
County/Provo?

Yes 71 46%

No 83 54%

Total 154 100%
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9. Do you think current zoning and development policies within Utah County and the City of Provo
encourage an even dispersion of low- and moderate-income households throughout the area?

Yes 56 35%

No 102 65%

Total 158 100%

10. Do you think lenders and realtors working within Utah County/Provo understand and implement fair
housing laws and practices?

Yes 136 86%

No 22 14%

Total 158 100%

11. If you are a lender, do you participate in Veteran's Administration (VA), Federal Housing Administration
(FHA) or Utah Housing Corporation (UHC) loan programs?

Yes 18 72%

No 7 28%

Total 25 100%

12. If you are a lender, do you suggest that your low- and moderate-income borrowers access downpayment
assistance programs such as those offered by the Utah Housing Corporation (UHC)?

Yes 17 71%

No 7 29%

Total 24 100%

13. If you are a lender, do you suggest that your first-time homebuyers attend a homebuyer education
program?

Yes 18 67%

No 9 33%

Total 27 100%
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Map #1 – Areas of Minority Concentration, Utah County
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Map #2 – Areas of Minority Concentration, City of Provo
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Map #3 – Low Income Concentrations, Utah County
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Map #4 – Low Income Concentrations, City of Provo


