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 EXECUTIVE SUMMARY  

  
 For as long as there is residential segregation, there will be de facto segregation 

 in every aspect of life.  So the challenge is here to develop an action plan. 

       

      Dr. Martin Luther King, Jr., 19631 

 

 

Today, 50 years after Martin Luther King spoke these words, much progress in civil 

rights has been achieved.  Nonetheless, cities throughout the country remain 

segregated by race and ethnicity.  Residential segregation has a devastating impact on 

people of color, other minorities, and entire communities.  It is, in large part, the legacy 

of federal, state, and local governmental policies in place since at least the early part of 

the 20th Century.  Recognizing this, the U.S. Department of Housing and Urban 

Development (HUD) requires that jurisdictions receiving federal housing funds take 

whatever actions are necessary to combat segregation, promote integrated 

communities, and expand fair housing choice for all residents. 

                                                 
1
Dr. Martin Luther King, Jr., 1963 speech at Western Michigan University.  

www.wmich.edu/sites/default/files/attachments/MLK.pdf. 
 

                                                                                                                                                                    Photograph by Tim Lennox  

http://www.wmich.edu/sites/default/files/attachments/MLK.pdf
http://www.flickr.com/x/t/0096009/photos/timothylennox/3445417051/
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PURPOSE OF THIS ANALYSIS OF IMPEDIMENTS (AI) 
 
HUD requires Montgomery to ñaffirmatively further fair housingò because the city 
receives federal housing funds; failing to affirmatively further fair housing will jeopardize 
this funding.  To comply with its federally-mandated requirement, the city must identify 
specific impediments to fair housing choice and propose actions the city should take to 
overcome those impediments.   
 

SCOPE OF ANALYSIS 
An impediment to fair housing choice is any act, omission, or decision taken because of 

race, color, national origin, religion, sex, disability, or familial status that restricts 

housing opportunities.  

 

FINDINGS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 
 
This report identifies 12 specific impediments to fair housing choice in Montgomery: 

 

1. Racial steering. Real estate agents continue to steer clients to or away from 

neighborhoods based on race. To combat steering, the city should take a public 

stance against steering by funding a fair housing media campaign and require 

that new residential developments market to all races.  

2. Shortage of housing for people with disabilities.  One out of seven 

Montgomery residents has a disability. Most rental housing, however, remains 

inaccessible.   Recommended remedies include adopting a visitability ordinance 

requiring that all new housing be physically accessible to people with disabilities, 

promoting fair housing accessibility training programs for developers, and 

incentivizing developers to build affordable, accessible housing.    

3. Failure to include AFFH planning in city development plans.  An action, plan, 

or policy decision adopted by the city impacts FHA protected class members, 

and particularly impacts racial diversity in the city.  The city should incorporate 

fair housing planning and AFFH impact statements into all city development 

plans. 

4. Inadequate enforcement of ñaffirmatively furthering fair housingò 

requirement. The city lacks mechanisms to ensure that its Community 

Development Block Grant (CDBG) sub-recipients are complying with the duty to 

affirmatively further fair housing. The city should require all sub-recipients to 

report on a regular basis and receive adequate fair housing training. 

5. Racial and economic isolation of public housing residents. Both voucher 

holders and public housing authority residents live in poor, racially-concentrated 

neighborhoods. The city should incentivize the Montgomery Housing Authority to 

build new housing developments in diverse neighborhoods and develop policies 

that help voucher holders find housing in high opportunity areas. 
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6. Discrimination against voucher holders. The Fair Housing Act does not 

currently protect Housing Choice Voucher (HCV) holders. The city should pass 

an ordinance that makes it illegal for housing providers to deny rental 

opportunities to individuals based on the fact that they are HCV voucher holders.  

7. Lack of affordable housing in higher opportunity areas. Low-income 

residents are disproportionately people of color, individuals with disabilities, and 

female. Increasing the availability of affordable housing in higher opportunity 

areas expands housing choice opportunities. The city should leverage its zoning 

and financing powers to require that developers build or set aside a certain 

percentage of affordable housing units, offer incentives to developers to increase 

affordable housing stock in the city, review density and other zoning regulations, 

and expand the use of ñSmartcodeò zoning. 

8. Substandard Housing in the Private Rental Market.  Many low-income 

residents, a high percentage of who are protected class members under the 

FHA, have no choice but to rent substandard housing from slumlords.  

Recommended solutions include:  increasing funding for housing code 

inspections and enforcement, assessing the feasibility of creating a city housing 

court to provide expedited remedies against landlords violating city and state 

housing codes and habitability laws, and creating a deposit fund to assist 

residents needing to move out of housing determined to be substandard.  

9. Limited public transit. Many low-income residents, including racial minorities 

and other FHA protected class members, depend on public transportation to get 

to work, school, shops, medical appointments, and other destinations. 

Recommendations include increasing funding for MATS so that it can expand 

service hours and routes and reviewing MATS procedures for accommodating 

riders with disabilities.  

10. Zoning regulations. The city should review local zoning regulations and other 

ordinances to ensure that they comply with the Fair Housing Act.  

11. ñNot in my backyardò syndrome.  Community opposition to group homes or 

affordable housing stymie equal housing opportunities for racial minorities and 

individuals with disabilities. The city should educate zoning policy staff and 

officials about their obligations under the Fair Housing Act. In addition, the city 

should exempt proposed group homes for individuals with disabilities from 

current zoning procedures. 

12. High foreclosure rates. The city should incentivize lenders to assist struggling 

homeowners, adopt a moratorium on new business licenses for payday lenders, 

and require that banks properly maintain all bank-owned foreclosure properties. 

13. Lack of fair housing awareness at City Hall. The city should provide fair 

housing training for its staff and public officials. Other recommendations include 

creating a readily-accessible list of organizations that provide housing-related 
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services to Montgomery residents and including fair housing information or links 

on the cityôs website.  

14. Lack of fair housing awareness among residents. Without public awareness 

of the FHA, residents do not know how to protect their housing rights and 

organizations do not know how to assist those whose rights have been violated. 

The city should promote awareness by funding a fair housing information 

campaign and by hosting periodic fair housing summits with housing 

professionals, social and legal services organizations, and civil rights groups. 

Identified impediments and recommendations are discussed more fully in Chapter Six of 

this report. 
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CHAPTER 1 

BASIS OF THIS STUDY 

All jurisdictions receiving Community Development Block Grant (CDBG) and other 

federal housing funds must ñaffirmatively further fair housingò (AFFH) in all of their 

programs.  Cities, including Montgomery, are legally required to proactively counter past 

and present policies, actions, or inactions that have created barriers to equal housing 

access and opportunity.   

ñAffirmatively furthering fair housingò requires different actions in cities and counties 

across the country.  Ultimately, however, AFFH requires that jurisdictions take concrete 

steps to end deeply embedded patterns of residential segregation and other barriers to 

inclusive housing that are destructive to individuals, families, neighborhoods, and cities 

themselves.   

Montgomery, like all cities and counties receiving Community Development Block Grant 
(CDBG) funds from the U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development (HUD), is 
required to prepare an Analysis of Impediments to Fair Housing Choice (AI).  HUD 
defines an óimpedimentò to fair housing choice as any action, omission, or decision 

                                            Copyright  by Bernard Kleina 
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taken because of race, color, national origin, religion, sex, disability, or familial status 
that restricts housing choice or the availability of housing choice, or has the effect of 
restricting housing choice. The purpose of this AI is to identify barriers and to propose 
solutions to impediments that exist in the City of Montgomery.  
 
This AI identifies specific impediments and recommends solutions to ensure that the city 
is in compliance with its obligations to affirmatively further fair housing.  It is not a 
comprehensive planning document and is not intended to identify every impediment to 
fair housing in the city.  Many of the issues raised warrant additional investigation and 
analysis by Montgomeryôs Department of Planning and other staff as well as by city 
officials.    
 
It is important to note that the cityôs mandate is not limited to identifying impediments in 

the CDBG program alone.  On the contrary, cities must identify all significant policies 

and practices, both public and private, which limit fair housing choice for residents.   

All grantees of CDBG funds are ñrequired to submit a certification that (they) will 
affirmatively further fair housing.ò  This means that grantees must 
 

¶ conduct an analysis to identify impediments to fair housing choice within its 
jurisdiction, 
 

¶ take appropriate actions to overcome the effects of any impediments 
identified through the analysis of impediments, and 
 

¶ maintain records reflecting the analysis and actions taken to overcome 
impediments.2 

 

HUD interprets these broad objectives as requiring a grantee to 
 

¶ analyze and eliminate housing discrimination in its jurisdiction, 
 

¶ promote fair housing choice for all persons, 
 

¶ provide opportunities for racially and ethnically inclusive patterns of housing 
occupancy, 
 

¶ promote housing that is physically accessible to and useable by all persons, 
especially persons with disabilities, and foster compliance with the non-
discrimination provisions of the Fair Housing Act.3 

                                                 
2
 24 C.F.R. Section 91.425 (a) (1) (i). 

 
3
 U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development, Office of Fair Housing and Equal Opportunity.  

(1996).  Fair Housing Planning Guide Volume 1.   Washington, D.C.:  The Fair Housing Information 
Clearing House, i. 
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AIôS MUST ADDRESS HOUSING SEGREGATION 
 
One primary, articulated purpose of the AI is to counter segregation, particularly racial 
segregation.  This is an overriding goal of HUDôs current AFFH efforts.  As HUD 
Secretary Donovan has said: 
 

Fighting segregation isnôt social engineering. Segregation was created by social 
engineering . . . (such as) by zoning codes that shut low and moderate income 
families out of certain markets; by funding decisions that steer the development of 
affordable housing away from neighborhoods of high opportunity; and by federal 
dollars being directed away from the families who need them to rebuild in the wake 
of disaster.  Far more often than not, segregation, isolation and poverty donôt occur 
in spite of government.  They happen because of government ï by government 
dollars and government decisions made with government authority.4 
 

Residential integration is a major goal of the Fair Housing Act, separate and apart from 
the goal of eliminating housing discrimination.5  The legislative history of the Fair 
Housing Act makes it clear that one of the key goals of the Act is to replace segregated 
housing with ñtruly integrated and balanced living patterns.ò6    
 
Cities, as recipients of CDGB and other federal funds, are mandated to ensure that their 
governmental policies and practices promote integrated living patterns and 
neighborhoods, not only with regard to race and national origin, but also with regard to 
housing opportunities for people with disabilities and others protected by the Fair 
Housing Act. 
 
Including fair housing language in city agreements with grantees is not sufficient to meet 

citiesô AFFH obligations.  All governments have a responsibility to ensure equal housing 

opportunity and freedom from discrimination.  Affirmatively furthering fair housing 

requires, among other actions, evaluating how different policies and practices affect 

residents and communities protected under the Fair Housing Act.  When there is 

evidence that particular policies or practices are likely to be discriminatory or to 

perpetuate segregation, there is a responsibility to reexamine and eliminate them. 

Discriminatory housing policies and practices, whether willful or not, are damaging to 

residents.  

                                                                                                                                                             
 
4
 U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development Secretary Shaun Donovan, Commencement 

Address at Southern University at New Orleans (May 7, 2011) available at 
http://portal.hud.gov/hudportal/HUD?sic=/press/speeches-remarks-statements/2011/Speech-05072011. 
 
5
 See Schwemm, R.  (2012).  Housing Discrimination Law and Litigation.   St. Paul, Minnesota:  

Thompson/Reuters West, 2012.  2-8. 
 
6
 Senator Walter Mondale, quoted in:  Schwemm, R.  (2012).  Housing Discrimination Law and Litigation.   

St. Paul, Minnesota:  Thompson/Reuters West, 2012.  2-7. 
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The purpose of this report is not to assign blame to individuals, departments, or 

agencies.  The issues identified and addressed in this AI are long standing, entrenched, 

and institutional.  They are deeply rooted problems that developed over decades and, in 

fact, over centuries.  The purpose of this AI is to assist city leaders in taking steps to 

ensure that Montgomery is a truly unified city with equality of housing opportunity for all 

its residents.  Leadership is the key to making this a reality.     

 
 

LESSONS OF THE WESTCHESTER CASE 
 

A recent case involving Westchester County, New York, illustrates the responsibilities 
described above.   As a recipient of CDBG and other federal funds, Westchester County 
is obligated to affirmatively further fair housing.  A recent lawsuit against the county 
resulted in a federal court decision clearly delineating citiesô and countiesô obligations as 
recipients of federal funds.7  From 2000-2006, Westchester County received $52 million 
in HUD, Emergency Shelter Grant (ESG), HOME Investment Partnership Program 
(HOME), and Housing for Persons with AIDS (HOPWA) funds.  Throughout this same 
six-year period, the county submitted seven annual certifications of compliance with 
AFFH obligations when requesting drawdowns of HUD funds.   
 
In February 2009, a federal judge entered an order finding that Westchester County 
made repeated false certifications that it was affirmatively furthering fair housing, in 
violation of the False Claims Act, 31 U.S.C. Section 3729 et seq., and that it 
consequently received $52 million in HUD and other government funds under false 
pretenses.  The Court further found that Westchester County had ñutterly failedò to fulfill 
its obligation to affirmatively further fair housing, particularly with regard to its most 
affluent and least racially-integrated communities, and that each of the countyôs 
certifications that it had or would affirmatively further fair housing was ñfalse or 
fraudulent.ò8   
 
Westchester County includes many towns and villages where blacks total less than 
three percent of the population.  Westchester had an obligation to consider, analyze, 
and address impediments resulting from racial and ethnic discrimination and/or 
segregation.  At no time, however, did Westchester County identify any race-based 
impediments to fair housing, take any steps to overcome impediments, or meet its 
obligation to maintain records concerning its efforts.   
 
The AFFH certification is not a mere boilerplate formality; it is a substantive requirement 
rooted in the history and purpose of fair housing laws and regulations.  The certification 
process required that the county conduct an AI, take appropriate actions in response, 

                                                 
7
 U.S. ex rel. Anti-Discrimination Center of Metro New York, Inc., v. Westchester County, New York, 2009 

WL 455269 (S.D.N.Y. February 24, 2009). 
 
8
 U.S. ex rel. Anti-Discrimination Center of Metro New York, Inc., v. Westchester County, New York, 2009 

WL 455269 (S.D.N.Y. February 24, 2009). 
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and document its activities.9  Included in the Courtôs list of Westchesterôs failures was its 
failure to analyze whether affordable housing production from 1992 through early 2006 
increased or decreased racial diversity in Westchester neighborhoods.  In light of the 
Courtôs findings, Westchester County agreed to a settlement requiring, in addition to 
other relief, that it spend $52 million in funds to build affordable housing in 
predominantly white municipalities in the county.  
 
One of the overriding lessons of Westchester is that jurisdictions cannot ignore long-
standing segregated living patterns, particularly related to race.  All AIôs must 
specifically address this issue. 
 
 

FAIR HOUSING VS. AFFORDABLE HOUSING 
 

ñFair housingò refers to the ability to buy or rent housing or to obtain housing-related 
services free of discrimination based on race, color, national origin, religion, sex, familial 
status, or disability. FHA-protected class members in Montgomery, particularly black 
residents, face fair housing barriers in the city, regardless of income level.  For this 
reason, ñfair housingò and ñaffordable housingò are distinct and separate issues.   
 
Nonetheless, racial and ethnic segregation concentrates poverty.  As discussed in 
Chapter 2 of this report, low-income residents in Montgomery are disproportionately 
people of color.  Most low-income black residents live in low-income, racially-
concentrated neighborhoods.  Low-income white residents, in contrast, are much more 
likely to live in higher-income areas.10  Therefore, expanding affordable housing to 
areas that are both higher income and higher opportunity is an essential component of 
affirmatively furthering fair housing.  
 
 

HISTORICAL BACKGROUND 

Residential segregation in Montgomery, as throughout the country, did not occur in a 

vacuum.  It is the direct result of federal, state, and local governmental policies and 

practices in place for decades.  Montgomeryôs tortured history of ñJim Crowò 

segregation is well-known.  Schools, libraries, public transportation, restaurants, stores, 

parks, hospitals, and all other institutions and aspects of life were strictly segregated by 

law until ordered desegregated, one at a time, by Judge Frank Johnson and other 

federal court judges.    

                                                 
9
U.S. ex rel. Anti-Discrimination Center of Metro New York, Inc., v. Westchester County, New York, 2009 

WL 455269 (S.D.N.Y. February 24, 2009). 
  
10

 Correlation analysis conducted by Dr. Don Bogie, 2011.  ñIn every instance, ópercent blackô was 
significantly associated in a negative direction with the presence of every other race and ethnic minority.ò 
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Federal housing policy throughout most of the 20th Century triggered ñwhite flightò to 

new suburban areas and caused rapid economic decline in remaining urban, 

predominantly African-American neighborhoods.  Beginning in the 1930s, federal 

policies intentionally segregated public housing residents in low-income, racially- 

concentrated areas.11  Residents were, of course, segregated by law in the South. In 

1937, the Federal Housing Administration (FHA) was created to make low-interest loans 

available to families throughout the country.  The FHA adopted racially discriminatory 

rating practices that favored white loan applicants and rated African-American 

neighborhoods as ñin declineò and not suitable for underwriting.12  The vast majority of 

FHA mortgage loans went to borrowers in white communities.  Between 1930 and 1950, 

a period of unprecedented growth, three out of five homes purchased in the U.S. were 

financed through FHA loans, yet less than two percent of these loans went to non-white 

homebuyers.13  In addition, racially-restrictive 

covenants in deeds prevented white property 

owners from selling their homes to African-

Americans.   

Also in the 1930s, the National Association of 

Realtors adopted a code of ethics that explicitly 

sought to protect white neighborhoods from the 

infiltration of ñinharmonious racial groups.ò14  

Frederick Babcock, one of the fathers of real 

estate principals and theory, published a treatise 

in 1932 holding that race is the predominant 

factor triggering ñneighborhood decline.ò  He 

wrote that ñusually such declines can be partially avoided by segregation and this 

device has always been in common usage in the South where white and Negro 

populations have been separated.ò15  During this same time period, insurance and 

                                                 
11

 See The National Commission on Fair Housing and Equal Opportunity.  (2008).   How we Got Here:  
The Historical Roots of Housing Discrimination.  Reprinted in 
www.civilrights.org/publications/reports/fairhousing/historical.html 
 
12

 Mohl, R.  (UAB Department of History).  (2002).  The Interstates and the Cities:  Highways, Housing, 
and the Freeway Revolt.  Research Report, Poverty and race Research Action Council, 2002.  33. 
 
13

 Seitles, M.  1966.  The Perpetuation of Residential Racial Segregation in America:  Historical 
Discrimination, Modern Forms of exclusion, and Inclusionary Remedies.  Journal of Land Use & 
Environmental Law.  141 ï 2. 
 
14

 See Schwemm, R.  (2012).  Housing Discrimination Law and Litigation.  St. Paul, Minnesota:  
Thompson/Reuters West.  2-7.   
 
15
Squires, G. and OôConner.  (2001).  Color and Money:  Politics and Prospects for Community 

Reinvestment in Urban America. Albany, New York:  State University of New York Press.  4.   
 

50th Anniversary Montgomery Bus Boycott 

Copyright by Bernard Kleina 

http://www.civilrights.org/publications/reports/fairhousing/historical.html


17 

 

mortgage companies formulated underwriting policies that explicitly excluded homes in 

African-American neighborhoods from coverage.   

During the 1940s and 1950s state and federal highway policies throughout the nation 

uprooted many established African-American communities.  Affected families were paid 

very little for their property and many had to move into public housing.16  In 1956, while 

the Montgomery Bus Boycott was in progress, President Eisenhower signed legislation 

that created the Interstate Highway System.    

As was the case with interstates in Birmingham, Nashville, New Orleans, and other 

cities, I-65 and I-85 were routed to divide and displace vibrant African-American 

communities in Montgomery.  The Alabama state highway director at the time was a 

high level official of the Alabama Ku Klux Klan and of the White Citizens Council.  The 

routes of both interstate highways were intentionally planned to bisect and destroy 

neighborhoods where Boycott leaders, including Reverend Ralph Abernathy, lived and 

where their churches were located.17  An alternate route through mostly vacant land 

was rejected.18   

The approved Interstate routes displaced nearly 1,000 black families and created a 

seven-million dollar demand for new residential housing in Montgomery.19  The new 

housing demand led developers to create new black subdivisions in Woodcrest and 

Twin Oaks, and to expand already-existing subdivisions like Sheridan Heights.  Local 

custom and practices (and often, harassment and intimidation) kept Montgomery 

neighborhoods segregated long after ñJim Crowò laws were struck down, and long after 

racially-restrictive covenants were declared unconstitutional by the Supreme Court in 

1948.  Real estate practices such as blockbusting and racial steering also ensured that 

many communities remained racially segregated even though the federal Fair Housing 

Act passed in 1968.    

In 1970, Judge Frank Johnson ordered Montgomery schools desegregated and 

approved what became known as the ñnearest school plan.ò This plan closed Booker T. 

Washington High School and placed all residences west of Cleveland Avenue in the 

G.W. Carver High School district.  Many whites, especially those in the Ridgecrest area, 

                                                 
16

Mohl, R. (U.A.B Department of History). 2002.  The Interstates and the Cities:  Highways, Housing, and 
the Freeway Revolt.  Research Report, Poverty and Race Research Action Council.  32-33.  
 
17

Mohl, R. (U.A.B Department of History). 2002.  The Interstates and the Cities:  Highways, Housing, and 
the Freeway Revolt.  Research Report, Poverty and Race Research Action Council.  32-33. 
 
18

 Mohl, R. (U.A.B Department of History). 2002.  The Interstates and the Cities:  Highways, Housing, and 
the Freeway Revolt.  Research Report, Poverty and Race Research Action Council.  32-33.  
 
19

 Montgomery Advertiser.  December 17, 1975. 
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fled the west side of the city.  The Montgomery Advertiser reported a ñdrastic turnover of 

housingò in Ridgecrest in the summer and fall of 1970.  David Goldfield reported in his 

book Black, White, and Southern that eager Realtors fueled ñwhite flightò from 

Ridgecrest by encouraging ñpanic selling.ò20  This flight often involved considerable 

hardship to working-class white families, many of whom sold their homes at a loss.   

Similar events occurred in other Montgomery neighborhoods.  In 1975 residents of 

Southlawn and English Village formed the English Village-Southlawn Community 

Organization (EVSCO) to ñmaintain a desirable integrated community and . . . to oppose 

fright tactics, block-busting, and steering ï a practice of pointing one race to a given 

area while pointing another race away from the same area.ò  David Erfman, an EVSCO 

representative, told the city council that ñRealtors are telling blacks that there are no 

other houses in their price range except at Southlawn and English Villageò and added 

that a Realtor had stated ñthey werenôt selling houses in the area to whites.ò21   

The first case filed under the FHA in Montgomery was U.S. v. Pelzer Realty Company, 

Inc., and William Thames22, which reached the Fifth Circuit Court of Appeals in 1973.  

Pelzer Realty refused to sell lots and houses to two Alabama State employees (both 

African-American) in Seth Johnson Estates, then an all-white neighborhood.  Pelzer 

offered to build identical houses for the two men at the same price in ñany black 

neighborhoodò in town.   

Thirty years later, in 2002, a federal court jury awarded a black agent with the Lowder 

Realty Company $100,000 in compensatory and punitive damages because the 

company limited her business to south Montgomery neighborhoods.  The federal judge 

hearing the case, Judge Myron Thompson, wrote that the case showed that well ñinto 

the late twentieth century, racial segregation . . . still existed in this city and, that without 

(efforts like the plaintiffôs)23 it would continue to exist into the twenty-first.ò24  Since 

Judge Thompsonôs opinion, local fair housing testing has continued to shed light on 

racially discriminatory real estate practices.   

                                                 
20

 Goldfield, D.  (1990).  Black, White, and Southern, Baton Rouge, La, Louisiana State University Press. 
 
21

 Alabama Journal, October 4, 1975. 
 
22

 484 F.2d 438 (5
th
 Cir. 1973). 

 
23

 Descriptive parenthetical added. 
 
24

 Hall v. Lowder Realty Co., Inc., 263 F. Supp. 2d 1361 (M.D. Ala. 2003.) 
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Montgomery has changed since 1968, but not enough.  Forty-five years after passage 

of the Fair Housing Act Montgomery residents continue to face discrimination in 

housing.  Only by squarely facing the legacy of the cityôs history and developing diverse 

and inclusive neighborhoods will Montgomery overcome the vestiges of de jure, 

legalized segregation and become a truly welcoming, diverse and vibrant city. 
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CHAPTE R 2 
DEMOGRAPHIC ANALYSIS  

 
 

EXPLANATION OF DATA USED IN THIS REPORT 
 

This report includes data from several sources.  For some types of data, such as 
income by race, this report relies on American Community Survey data estimates, which 
are the most reliable data currently available. 
 
Various data sources categorize their data differently between census years.  As a 
result, some of the race and ethnicity data in this report include small variations.  For 
example, as noted elsewhere in this report, in the 2010 census Hispanic residents were 
included in two different census categories, although they were in only one category in 
2000.   
 
As referenced above, data categories can change depending on which decennial 
census report is used.  For this reason, some of the data in this report cannot be 
precisely matched when comparing 2000 and 2010 census results.  For example, in 
2010, several census tracts were re-drawn and several additional tracts were added.25   
 

                                                 
25

There were 54 census tracts in Montgomery County following the 2000 census and 65 after the 2010 
census.  The additional census tracts exist because five rapidly growing East Montgomery tracts were 
split into smaller units for the 2010 census.  Tract 54.01 in 2000 was divided into Tracts 54.07 and 54.08 
in 2010; Tract 54.05 was split into Tracts 54.09 and 54.10; Tract 55 was divided into Tracts 55.01-55.04; 
Tract 56.02 was split into Tracts 56.05 and 56.06; and Tract 56.01 was divided into Tracts 56.07-56.12.  
Thus, 16 new tracts were created as a result of numbers generated in the latest census.  New tracts are 
usually given a decimal designation (such as 54.07, 54.08, and 54.09 as noted above), indicating that 
they were created from a larger tract that had grown in size.  They are typically found on the outskirts of 
the city.  Tracts with lower numbers are located closer to the downtown area, while those with higher 
numbers are located further away from the central city.   
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No source has reconciled the 2000 census tract boundaries (and data) for Montgomery 
County with 2010 boundaries so that they correspond exactly.  In the interest of time, 
2010 data has been aggregated to fit the 2000 tract delineations, making it possible to 
compare data over the two time periods.26   
 
While it is not possible to analyze population change from 2000-2010 for the 16 new 
census tracts using this approach, the overwhelming number of census tract boundaries 
(49 of 65) did not change over the ten-year period.  In addition, data for the 16 newly-
created tracts is still contained within the larger tracts they were a part of in 2000.27   
 

 

MONTGOMERY METROPOLITAN STATISTICAL AREA 

 
The Montgomery Metropolitan Statistical Area (MSA) includes four counties (Autauga, 
Elmore, Lowndes, and Montgomery) with a combined population of 374,536 in 2010.  
Montgomery County, at 229,363, is by far the most populous county in the MSA, 
followed by Elmore (79,303), Autauga (54,571), and Lowndes (11,299).  Lowndes 
County became a part of the Montgomery MSA following the 2000 census.  It is one of 
the most rural and economically distressed counties in Alabama, while Autauga and 
Elmore Counties are among the most prosperous.  Both Autauga and Elmore have 
been part of the Montgomery MSA for several decades and are highly integrated with 
Montgomery County, comprising what traditionally has been referred as the ñTri-County 
area.ò   
 
The City of Montgomery forms the central core of the MSA, with a 2010 census count of 
205,764.  Montgomery was the only incorporated area in Montgomery County until Pike 
Road was incorporated in 1997.  Still, 89.7 percent of the countyôs population resides in 
the City of Montgomery and it continues to provide thousands of jobs for people living in 
the outlying counties of the MSA.  This discussion will analyze the demographics of the 
city, first by itself, and then in the context of the Tri-County area as a whole.  This 
analysis does not include Lowndes County, because housing movement and patterns in 
Montgomery still primarily occurs within the Tri-County area.   
 

 

                                                 
26

  Dr. Don Bogie, former director of the Auburn University at Montgomery Center for Demographic 
Research, has aggregated census tract data for this report to the maximum extent possible. 
 
27

There were 54 census tracts in Montgomery County following the 2000 census and 65 after the 2010 
census.  The additional census tracts exist because five rapidly growing East Montgomery tracts were 
split into smaller units for the 2010 census.  Tract 54.01 in 2000 was divided into Tracts 54.07 and 54.08 
in 2010; Tract 54.05 was split into Tracts 54.09 and 54.10; Tract 55 was divided into Tracts 55.01-55.04; 
Tract 56.02 was split into Tracts 56.05 and 56.06; and Tract 56.01 was divided into Tracts 56.07-56.12.  
Thus, 16 new tracts were created as a result of numbers generated in the latest census.  New tracts are 
usually given a decimal designation (such as 54.07, 54.08, and 54.09 as noted above), indicating that 
they were created from a larger tract that had grown in size.  They are typically found on the outskirts of 
the city.  Tracts with lower numbers are located closer to the downtown area, while those with higher 
numbers are located further away from the central city.   
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Demographic Trends  
Within the City of Montgomery 

 
According to 2010 census data, 56.6 percent of Montgomery residents are black and 
37.3 percent are white.  While the majority of Montgomery residents (56.5 percent) were 
white in 1990, by 2000 the percentage of whites had declined to 47.7.  Blacks totaled 
42.3 percent of the population in 1990 and 49.6 percent in 2000.  The white population 
of Montgomery declined by 19.2 percent from 1990-2000 (or approximately 19,000 
people), while the black population increased 14.3 percent (or approximately 16,000 
people) during the same period.  (See Appendix 1.)   
 
Hispanics now represent a rapidly growing sector of the cityôs population.  Although the 
official 2010 estimate is relatively small (7,998 people), Hispanics now total a minimum 
of 3.9 percent of Montgomeryôs population.  (See Appendix 2.)  The cityôs Hispanic 
population increased by at least 5,500 people during the last decade, a gain that was 
nearly six times greater than that posted from 1990 to 2000.   
 
Asians/Pacific Islanders totaled 2.3 percent of Montgomeryôs current population in 2010.  
Even with the recent increase in the cityôs Korean population, the totals were still very 
small.  American Indians/Alaska Natives totaled only 0.2 percent of the population in 
2010. 
 

Social and Economic Characteristics of 
Montgomeryôs Residents 

 
The median household income for Montgomery during the period from 2007 to 2009 
was $41,870, while the median family income was $52,746.28  Nearly one out of every 
five people in the city lives in poverty.  Nearly one-third of all Montgomery households 
live on less than $25,000 dollars per year.  ñMaking ends meetò is clearly a struggle for 
a significant number of people.   
 
The situation is particularly acute for many black residents, including black families and 
senior citizens.  Data from 2007-2009 shows that there is a significant racial disparity in 
income, employment, educational attainment, and poverty rates: 
 

¶ The median household income for blacks was only 54.7 percent of that for 
whites. 

 

¶ The poverty rate for blacks was 3.9 times higher than for whites. 
 

¶ Employment in professional and managerial occupations was 26.5 percent for 
blacks, but 45.9 percent for whites.   

 

                                                 
28

 U.S. Census Bureau, American Community Survey.  (2007-2009).  Profile Tabs (Selected Economic 
Characteristics) for the City of Montgomery, Alabama (Data Set).  Retrieved from www.census.gov. 
 

http://www.census.gov/
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¶ Blacks trailed whites in the percentage of high school graduates (79.7 versus 
92.0) and college graduates (20.5 versus 41.9).29   

 
Montgomery Homes and Households 

 
Households with children under 18 totaled 28.6 percent of all households in 2010.  
Approximately one in every seven households in the city is currently headed by one 
parent, up from almost one in every ten households in 1980.30  Nonfamily and single-
parent households together total slightly more than 50 percent of all households.  These 
households typically suffer from financial constraints that make housing choices more 
limited.  Approximately one-third of all single-parent families with children lived below 
the poverty level between 2007-2009, as did nearly one-fourth of all unrelated 
individuals (mainly, persons living alone).31  There is a higher percentage of one-parent 
black households in the city than one-parent white households.32 
 
Over 23 percent of housing units in Montgomery were constructed prior to 1960.33  
ñOlder housingò does not necessarily equate to ñdeteriorated housing.ò  Many older 
homes are, of course, very well preserved, but the tendency toward housing problems 
and increased maintenance costs rises with a structureôs age.  Older persons and 
persons of lower socioeconomic status are more likely to occupy older housing, 
rendering these groups especially vulnerable to higher housing costs.34  Additionally, a 
higher percentage of blacks than whites in Montgomery live in houses constructed 
before 1960.35   
 
Housing costs for home renters, who generally have lower incomes than home owners, 
appear particularly elevated for the cityôs residents.  According to American Community 
Survey data, gross rent as a percentage of income exceeded 35 percent for nearly half 

                                                 
29

 U.S. Census Bureau, American Community Survey.  (2007-2009).  Profile Tabs (Selected Economic 
Characteristics) for the City of Montgomery, Alabama (Data Set).  Retrieved from www.census.gov. 
 
30

 U.S. Census Bureau, 1980 Census of Population, Volume 1, Chapter B, Part 2, Tables 27 and 29 and 
American Community Survey.  (2007-2009).  Profile Tables (Selected Social Characteristics) (Data Set).  
Retrieved from www.census.gov. 
 
31

 U.S. Census Bureau, American Community Survey.  (2007-2009).  Tables C17010 and C17021 (Data 
Set).  Retrieved from www.census.gov. 
 
32

 Correlation of race with one-parent families (+.821).  Data compiled from 2010 U.S. Census data by Dr. 
Don Bogie. 
 
33

 U.S. Census Bureau, American Community Survey.  (2007-2009).  Profile Tables (Data Set).  Retrieved 
from www.census.gov. 
 
34

 U.S. Census Bureau, 2000 Census of Population, Summary File 3, Tables HCT5 and HCT23.  
Retrieved from www.census.gov. 
 
35

 Comparison data compiled from U.S. Census Bureau, 2000 Census of Population, Summary File 3, 
and 2010 Census of Population, Summary File 1.  Retrieved from www.census.gov. 
 

http://www.census.gov/
http://www.census.gov/
http://www.census.gov/
http://www.census.gov/
http://www.census.gov/
http://www.census.gov/
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(46.2 percent) of the renter-occupied households in Montgomery between 2007 and 
2009.  A higher percentage of blacks than whites in Montgomery are renters. In fact, 
black renters have the highest cost burden in the city.36   
 
Approximately one in every 12 households in the city has no vehicle available for 
transportation.  More than 15 percent of households occupied by persons aged 65+ are 
without vehicles.  More than 17 percent of black households are without vehicles, 
compared to only 3.4 percent of white households.  These households are especially 
reliant on other people or on public transit for transportation.37 
 

Montgomery Residents with Disabilities 
 

American Community Survey data indicates that nearly one in every seven people in 
Montgomery had one or more disabilities in 2010.  Elderly residents were most likely to 
report the presence of the following disabilities: ambulatory (26.2 percent), hearing (17.3 
percent), and independent living difficulties (14.4 percent).  More than 6 percent of 
persons aged 16-64 reported ambulatory difficulties, while persons under 18 were most 
likely to have cognitive difficulties (4.4 percent).  In addition to variations by age, blacks 
were slightly more likely to report the presence of one or more disabilities in 2010 than 
whites.38 
 

Montgomery Neighborhoods 
 

Only 21 of the countyôs 54 census tracts increased in population from 2000-2010.  All 21 
of these tracts are located in East or Southeast Montgomery.  Seven of the 21 
experienced double-digit gains, while gains in the remainder were low to moderate.39  
Of the seven tracts gaining double-digit increases, five are located beyond the Bypass 
in south or southeast portions of the city/county,40  one borders the Bypass41, and one is 
east of downtown.  This last tract experienced a major influx of Hispanics during this 
period.42  Together, these seven tracts gained 21,486 people during the last decade.43 

                                                 
36

 City of Montgomery, Alabama, Department of Planning and Development, Community Development 
Division.  (2010).  2010-2014 Consolidated Plan, at 129-131. 
 
37

 U.S. Census Bureau, American Community Survey.  (2007-2009). Profile Tables (Data Set).  Retrieved 
from www.census.gov. 
 
38

 U.S. Census Bureau, American Community Survey.  (2010.) Table S1810 (Data Set).  Retrieved from 
www.census.gov. 
 
39

 Gains ranged from 24.1 percent for Tract 56.04 (Montgomery County east of Pike Road) to 174.9 
percent for Tract 56.01 (Vaughn Station/Bellwood Estates). 
 
40

 54.01ðCopperfield/Lake Forest/Arrowhead area, 54.06ðEast Chase/Wynlakes area, 55 (East 
Montgomery County), 56.01ðVaughn Station/Bellwood Estates, and 56.04ðMontgomery County East of 
Pike Road. 
 
41

Tract 33.02 (Old Acres/Green Acres/Heatherton Heights)   
 
42

 Tract 5 (Capitol Heights) 

http://www.census.gov/
http://www.census.gov/
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Taken as a whole, tracts that lost population during the last decade are overwhelmingly 
located inside the four-lane Bypass that largely surrounds the older parts of the city.  
Thirty-three tracts lost population between 2000 and 2010.  Of the 33 tracts, 20 
registered double-digit declines.   
 
Almost all of the tracts experiencing double-digit declines are in close proximity to 
downtown Montgomery and adjacent areas.44  Five of these tracts located close to the 
central part of the city lost more than 30 percent of their population.45  Of those outside 
the downtown and adjacent areas, two are located in rural Montgomery County,46 one is 
west of the Western Boulevard,47 two are just beyond the Southern Bypass,48 and one 
is northeast of the downtown area.49  Together, the 20 tracts with double-digit declines 
lost 16,757 people from 2000-2010.   
 
The pattern of population change that characterized the last decade largely mirrors that 
of the 1990s.  Tracts inside the Bypass generally lost population or grew very slowly.  
On the other hand, growth continued in areas outside the Bypass in the eastern part of 
the city/county.  Additionally, the inner city population aged, with fewer children but 
more older people living alone.  There are several inner-Bypass tracts that posted 
significant increases during the 1990s but registered declines from 2000-2010.50  This 
same pattern may now be shifting to areas immediately beyond the Eastern Bypass.  

                                                                                                                                                             
 
43

 Tract 56.01 (Vaughn Station/Bellwood Estates) accounted for almost half (or 9,945) of the total 
increase.   Other tracts with increases include Tracts 27 and 53.02 (just inside the Eastern Bypass), 
Tracts 29, 54.03, 54.05, 56.02, and 56.03 (just outside of the Eastern Bypass).  Among the most rapidly 
growing tracts outside of the southeastern/eastern part of the city was Tract 51.01 (Madison Park/Dexter 
Ridge area), which is located in north Montgomery.  The population in this tract increased by 8.9 percent.   
 
  
44

 Declines ranged from 66.0 percent for Tract 10 (Day Street Clay Street/ Martha Street area) to 10.3 
percent for Tract 16 (Highland Avenue area).   
 
45

 The tract with the largest rate of decline was Tract 10 (Day Street Clay Street/Martha Street area).  This 
tract lost two-thirds (or 2,655) of its residents from 2000-2010 (due largely to the closing of the Riverside 
Heights public housing complex).  Four other tracts lost more than 30 percent of their population (Tract 
9ðMaxwell Air Force Base, 6ðWest Highland Avenue/Oak Park area), 22.01ðSouthmont/Cloverdale 
area, and 1ðCentral City area).   
 
46

Tracts 57 and 58.  
 
47

 Tract 60ðOld Selma Road/Hunter Loop Road area. 
 
48

 Tracts 22.02ðFleming Road area and 32ðSpring Valley/Elsemeade area. 
 
49

 Tract 53.01ðGunter Annex. 
 
50

These tracts include:  Tract 25ðChisholm/Coliseum Boulevard/Montgomery Zoo area, Tract 26ð
Johnstown/Gunter Grove/College Grove area, and Tract 28ðMcGee Estates/Brentwood/Montgomery 
Mall. 
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Several tracts beyond the Eastern Bypass but adjacent to it experienced substantial 
population increases during the 1990s but only moderate growth rates from 2000-2010.  
Now, the cityôs highest growth areas have shifted even further to the east where space 
is plentiful, inching closer to the Macon County line.   
 

Neighborhoods by Race 
 
A high percentage of Montgomery census tracts are racially concentrated.  Black 
residents totaled 70 percent or more in 23 of 54 census tracts in 2010.  Of these 23 
tracts, blacks comprised 70-80 percent of the population in six, 80-90 percent in an 
additional six, and 90 percent in 11 tracts. 51  Almost all of these tracts are located in 
either West or South Montgomery.52   
 
Conversely, in five 2010 tracts the white population totaled more than 80 percent.53  
Four of these five tracts are contiguous and located in the east-central sector of the 
city.54  The remaining tract is located beyond the Bypass in East Montgomery and is 
one of the cityôs highest socioeconomic neighborhoods.55 
 
The cityôs black population more than doubled in 13 census tracts between 2000 and 
2010, while it increased by double digits in 14 more.  The tracts with the most rapid 
black population growth (100 percent or more) are universally located in the eastern 
portion of the city in historically white census tracts.  Some of these tracts lie within, but 
several are beyond, the Eastern Bypass.56  The areas of major decline in black 
population (10 percent or more) are almost all located in or near the central city and in 
neighborhoods to the south and west.  
 
The following maps illustrate demographic changes occurring in Montgomery between 
1990 and 2000, and again between 2000 and 2010. 
  

                                                 
51

 Information compiled from:   U.S. Census Bureau, 2000 Census of Population, Summary File 1, Tables 
P1, P3, and P4, and 2010 Census of Population (Public Law 94-171), Summary File, Table P1.  
Retrieved from www.census.gov. 
 
52

Exceptions include Tract 3 (Newtown/Louisville Street area) and 51.02 (Sheridan Heights/Boylston) in 
North Montgomery, as well as Tracts 56.02 (Carriage Hills/Brighton Estates) and 56.03 (Warrenton 
Estates/Regency Park area) in Southeast Montgomery.  
 
53

 Tract 19 (Dalraida/High Point) posted the lowest percentage at 9.8, followed by Tract 26 
(Johnstown/Gunter Grove/College Grove area) with 13.7.   
 
54

Tract 17ðForest Hills/Harrison Road/Greenwood Cemetery area), 19ðDalraida/High Point, 26ð
Johnstown/Gunter Grove/College Grove area, and 27ðBellhurst/Mountain View/Carol Villa.  
  
55

Tract 54.06 (East Chase/Wynlakes area). 
 
56

Tracts located beyond the Bypass include Tracts 54.01 (Copperfield/Lake Forest/Arrowhead area), 
54.02 (Montgomery East area), 54.05 (Woodmere/Bell Meadows), 54.06 (East Chase/Wynlakes area), 
and 56.01 (Vaughn Station/Bellwood Estates). 
 

http://www.census.gov/
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These maps illustrate significant demographic shifts within the city.  Some of the black 

population gains and losses are very large (i.e., 1,000 or more).  These gains and 

losses occurred in neighborhoods with the most rapid demographic changes between 

2000 and 2010.  The following chart reflects black population gains in these 

neighborhoods:  

 
 

 
 
 
A number of other tracts registered gains of several hundred black residents.  
Generally, these tracts are located inside the Bypass, but in the eastern part of the city.  
All tracts reflecting losses of 1,000 or more black residents are located in 
West/Southwest Montgomery.57   
 
As indicated earlier, the white population in Montgomery County declined by 
approximately 19,000 from 2000-2010 (with the exception of some parts of the county, 
including Pike Road).  Forty-six census tracts lost white residents, while only eight 
posted gains.  As was true for blacks, the gains occurred primarily in census tracts 
located in East Montgomery.  The following chart reflects the tracts with the largest 
white numerical gains: 

                                                 
57

 Tract 10 (formerly the location of Riverside Heights public housing)ð2,293, Tract 22.01 
(Southmont/Cloverland area)ð1,803, and Tract 6 (West Highland Avenue/Oak Park area)ð1,327.   

Black Population Changes 2000-2010 

Track 56.01  Vaughn Road/Bellwood Area                                                    + 3,384 

Tract 56.02  Carriage Hills/Brighton Estates                                                  + 2,775 

Tract 54.01  Copperfield/Lake Forest/Arrowhead Area                              + 2,771 

Tract 33.02  Old Acres/Green Acres/Heatherton Heights                          + 2,192 

Tract 54.05  Woodmere/Bell Meadows                                                        + 2,177 

Tract 54.02  Montgomery East Area                                                              + 1,848 

Tract 28.00  McGehee Estates/Brentwood/Montgomery Mall                + 1,636 

Tract 54.03  Landmark/Monticello Area                                                       + 1,058 
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Together, seven tracts lost 12,392 white residents during the last decade, totaling  
66.9 percent of the total white population losses for the city.  The following chart lists 
these tracts: 
 

 
 
 
Four of these tracts share boundaries with the Eastern/Southern Bypass58, while two 
others are, traditionally, predominantly white populated tracts closer to the central city.59  
The other is Maxwell Air Force Base, located in Northwest Montgomery.  Tracts losing 

                                                 
58

 Tracts 28, 54.02, 54.05, and 56.02. 
 
59

 Tracts 4 and 16. 
 

White Population Increases, 2000-2010 

Track 56.01  Vaughn Road/Bellwood Area                                          + 4,391 

Tract 55.00  East Montgomery County                                                + 2,509 

Tract 54.06  Eastchase/Wynlakes Area                                                +    510 

Tract 54.01  Copperfield/Lake Forest/Arrowhead Area                    +    208 

Tract 56.04  Montgomery County, East of Pike Road                        +    185 

White Population Losses, 2000-2010 

Track 56.02  Carriage Hills/Brighton Estates                                                - 2,231 

Tract 09.00  Maxwell Air Force Base                                                             - 2,190 

Tract 54.02  Montgomery East Area                                                             - 1,984 

Tract 28.00  McGehee Estates/Brentwood/Montgomery Mall               - 1,806 

Tract 54.05  Woodmere/Bell Meadows                                                       - 1,656  

Tract 04.00  Highland Gardens/King Hill Area                                            - 1,283 

Tract 16.00  Highland Avenue Area                                                              - 1,242 



31 

 

from 500 to 1,000 white residents followed a similar pattern, with most located in 
traditionally predominantly white tracts in the eastern part of the city, but within the 
boundaries of the Bypass. 
 
The real crux of contemporary neighborhood change in Montgomery is revealed in the 
areas where whites experienced significant population losses, but blacks made major 
gains.  There were eight tracts where white losses and black gains totaled 750 or more 
for each group.  The following chart lists these tracts by neighborhood:  
 

 
 
 
Six of these eight tracts form a continuous band (sometimes two tracts deep) beginning 
at Fisk Road and traveling east along the Southern Bypass to the Troy Highway, then 
continuing north on the Eastern Bypass to just beyond Wares Ferry Road.  There are 
several other neighborhoods that are also close to the 750 threshold figure used 
above.60   

 
Middle and Upper-Income Black Residents 

 
Due in large part to the demographic changes described above, several of 
Montgomeryôs suburban census tracts are more racially diverse than they were in 2000.  
Block group data, however, confirms that some of the more diverse census tracts are 
actually significantly less integrated when analyzed at the block group level.  The 
following block group maps illustrate this point. 

                                                 
60

 These tracts include Tracts 16 (Highland Avenue area), 25 (Chisholm/Coliseum Boulevard/Montgomery 
Zoo area), and 33.01 (Hillwood/Ridgefield area). 
   

Tract Number and Neighborhood/Area 

Track 56.02       Carriage Hills/Brighton Estates                                                 

Tract 33.02        Old Acres/Green Acres/Heatherton Heights 

Tract 54.05       Woodmere/Bell Meadows                                                        

Tract 54.02       Montgomery East Area                                                              

Tract 28.00       McGehee Estates/Brentwood/Montgomery Mall                

Tract 54.03        Landmark/Monticello Area                                                            

Tract 04.00       Highland Gardens/King Hill Area                                             

Tract 17.00       Forest Hills/ Harrison Road/Greenwood Cemetery Area                                                              
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Additionally, it is important to note that the majority of upper-income black residents in 
Montgomery are still living in racially-concentrated areas in census tracts with lower 
average household incomes than their own.  (See Appendices 3 and 4.)  Of 11,306 
black households with incomes of $60,000 or more, 6,762 are located in census tracts 
where 65 percent or more of households are black.  Of 8,015 black households with 
incomes of $75,000 or more, 4,903 live in census tracts where 65 percent or more 
households are black, and where the average household income is significantly lower 
than their own.  (Tract numbers are included in Appendix 4.) 
 

Hispanic and ñOther Race Aloneò Population 
 

The Hispanic population has increased by approximately 10,000 people since 1990, a 
five-fold increase.  Five tracts show double-digit increases.61  These tracts, as well as 
others with higher percentages of Hispanics, tend to be spread throughout the city.  Of 
the five tracts with the highest percentages, one is in close proximity to the downtown 
area,62 two are in East Montgomery,63 one is in West Montgomery,64 and one is in the 
northeastern part of the city.65  In 2010, almost two-thirds of all Hispanic residents 
resided in 11 of 54 tracts, with 47 percent of the total in five specific census tracts.   
      
Approximately 18,251 people in the Montgomery Tri-County area were counted in the 
ñother race aloneò category in 2010, most of whom are believed to be Hispanics 
identifying themselves as Mexican, Mexican-American, Chicano, Spanish, etc. (See 
Appendix 5.)  A separate discussion of the census tract distribution of the ñother race 
aloneò category is not included in this chapter because the total numbers are so small. 

 
 

OVERVIEW OF THE TRI-COUNTY AREA 

 
While Montgomery Countyôs growth rate has been slow to moderate over the last three 
decades, growth in the outlying counties has occurred much more rapidly.  Both 
Autauga and Elmore Counties have been among the fastest growing counties in the 
state over the last several decades.66  The Montgomery County growth rate from 2000-

                                                 
61

 Capitol Heights (Tract 5) and the Warrenton Estates/Regency Park area (Tract 56.03) posted the 
highest percentages at 30.4 and 21.0, followed by three others with double-digit percentages (Tracts 
53.02ðPecan Grove at 15.9, Tract 60ðOld Selma Road/Hunter Loop Road area at 12.3, and Tract 
53.01ðGunter Annex at 10.1).  
  
62

 Tract 5. 
 
63

 Tracts 53.02 and 56.03. 
 
64

 Tract 60. 
 
65

Tract 53.01.  
   
66

 U.S. Census Bureau, 1980 Census of Population (Volume 1, Chapter A, Part 1, Table 1); 1990 Census 
of Population, Summary Tape File 1, Table P001; U.S. Census Bureau, 2000 Census of Population, 
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2010, at less than three percent, was dwarfed by the growth rates in Autauga (25 
percent) and Elmore (20.4 percent) Counties over that same period.  
 

Racial Demographics of the Tri-County Area 
 

While whites make up the majority of the population in both Autauga (78.5 percent) and 
Elmore (76.2 percent) Counties, the majority (54.7 percent) of Montgomery County 
residents are black.  Although numbers of whites and blacks were approximately equal 
in 2000, there are now nearly 35,000 more blacks than whites living in Montgomery 
County (see Appendix 5).67     
 
Between 1990 and 2000, and again between 2000 and 2010, Montgomery County 
experienced a significant decline in its white population and a large increase in its black 
population.  At the same time, as shown in Appendices 5 and 6, Autauga and Elmore 
Counties experienced significant increases in both their white and black populations.  
Overall, the number of whites in the Tri-County area declined slightly (i.e., by 0.6 
percent) from 2000-2010 due to the significant loss in Montgomery County.  At the 
same time, the black population of the Tri-County area increased by 16.5 percent.  
Surprisingly, the black growth rate was actually higher in both Autauga and Elmore 
Counties (particularly Autauga County) than in Montgomery County.   
 
As is true in the City of Montgomery, the number of Hispanics in the Tri-County area 
has grown rapidly in the last decade.  According to the 2010 census, there were 11,753 
Hispanics residing in the Tri-County area, 70.7 percent (8,314) of whom were living in 
Montgomery County.  Officially, Hispanics comprised only 3.2 percent of the Tri-County 
population in 2010.  However, due to undercounting of this group and the separately 
counted and previously mentioned ñother race aloneò category, it is likely that the true 
count is significantly higher.68  The Hispanic population grew approximately three-fold in 
Elmore and Montgomery Counties from 2000-2010 (212 and 164.5 percent, 
respectively) and slightly more than doubled (114.8 percent) in Autauga County over 
this same time period.   

 
Population Movement within the Tri-County Area 

 
Census data from 2000 and 2010 shows large net migration gains for Autauga and 
Elmore Counties from 2000-2010, but substantial net migration losses for Montgomery 

                                                                                                                                                             
Summary File 1, Table P1; and U.S. Census Bureau, 2010 Census of Population, (Summary File 1, Table 
P1.  Retrieved from www.census.gov.  
 
67

 Other than ñwhitesò and ñblacksò (or, as stated in the census, ñwhite aloneò or ñblack aloneò), there are 
relatively few people of either ñotherò or ñmixedò races (defined as American Indians/Alaska Natives alone, 
Asians and Pacific Islanders alone, persons of some other race alone, and persons of 2+ races) living in 
the Tri-County area.  The totals for the latter categories in 2010 ranged from just 3.7 percent of the total 
population in Elmore County to 5.8 percent in Montgomery County. 
 
68

 Dr. Don Bogie, former director of the Auburn University at Montgomery Center for Demographic 
Research. 

http://www.census.gov/
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County.  Between 2000 and 2010, 8,350 more people moved into Autauga County than 
moved out.  In Elmore County, the figure was 9,568.  On the other hand, 7,673 more 
people moved out of Montgomery County than moved in over the same ten-year period.   
(See Appendix 6, Part A.)  Most people leaving Montgomery County appear to have 
moved to the two outlying counties.   
 
Out-migrants from Montgomery to Autauga and Elmore Counties, however, were also 
joined by more than 10,000 people moving into the area from other parts of Alabama 
and from other states.  This pattern of in-migration to the outlying counties but out-
migration from Montgomery County has generally held true for the last three decades. 
 
This was particularly true during the 1990s and the 2000s.  During the 1990s, 13,399 
more whites moved from Montgomery than entered, but 12,157 more blacks/other races 
moved in than out.  From 2000-2010, there was a net loss of 19,944 whites, but a net 
gain of 12,272 blacks/other races.   
 
As already noted, the most significant changes have occurred within specific population 
sectors.  Census data indicate significant (and growing) out-migration of whites from 
Montgomery County, but substantial white gains in Autauga and Elmore counties.  In 
contrast, there have been substantial gains for blacks and other races in all three 
counties.   
 
While white population movement from Montgomery County to Autauga and Elmore 
Counties has emerged as a highly visible pattern over the last three decades, black in-
migration to these same counties has received far less attention.  Part B of Appendix 6 
shows net migration rates by race for each of the three counties.  Significantly, the data 
in Appendix 6 indicate that the rate of net migration in both Autauga and Elmore 
Counties (but especially Autauga) from 2000-2010 is noticeably greater for blacks/other 
races than for whites.  In fact, the rate of black/other in-migration to Elmore County was 
greater than the black/other rate for Montgomery County, a pattern which also 
characterizes Autauga County during the current decade.   
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CHAPTER 3  
 

FAIR HOUSING COMPLAINTS  
 
The Central Alabama Fair Housing Center (CAFHC) is the only agency in Montgomery 
(private or governmental) assisting residents who encounter housing, lending, and 
home insurance discrimination.  CAFHC currently receives HUD Fair Housing Initiatives 
Program (FHIP) funds to conduct fair housing testing and enforcement activities 
throughout a 29-county region of Central Alabama (including Montgomery).  CAFHC is 
a small agency with limited resources to combat housing discrimination in a large 
geographical region.   
 
From 2004 to 2012, the Central Alabama Fair Housing Center assisted approximately 
125 people annually with housing discrimination complaints.  Approximately 80 percent 
of CAFHCôs housing discrimination cases involve race or disability issues.  Most of the 
remaining complaints involve national origin, gender, sexual harassment, or familial 
status discrimination.69  In addition, CAFHC helps many residents with advice or 

                                                 
69

 Information compiled from the Central Alabama Fair Housing Centerôs 2004-2012 complaint/ 
enforcement logs. 
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referrals related to evictions, other landlord/tenant problems, mortgage foreclosures, 
and other housing matters.  Approximately 70 percent of people assisted by CAFHC live 
in Montgomery.   
 
Housing discrimination complaints can be filed with the U.S. Department of Housing and 
Urban Development (HUD) or in state or federal court.  HUD administrative complaints 
and court cases must be filed within one and two years, respectively, of the last alleged 
discriminatory act.  The City of Montgomery does not have a local fair housing 
ordinance.  Although the Alabama legislature did pass a fair housing act (ñThe Alabama 
Fair Housing Lawò, Code of Ala. 24-8-1 through 15), HUD has determined that it is not 
substantially equivalent to the federal Fair Housing Act.  
 
Of HUD complaints arising in Montgomery between 2004 and 2012, approximately 35 
percent were based on race, approximately 30 percent were based on disability, and 
approximately 10 percent were based on gender or sexual harassment.  The remainder 
involved familial status or national origin issues.  
 
Four federal court fair housing cases were litigated in Montgomery over the last six 
years.  The first, Boswell v. Gumbaytay and Bahr,70 was filed in 2007.  The second 
case, U.S. v. Jamarlo Gumbaytay, et. al.,71  was filed in 2008.  Both of these cases 
involved claims against a Montgomery property manager, Jamarlo Gumbaytay, for 
sexually harassing low-income tenants.  Almost all of the victims were recipients of 
Housing Choice Vouchers (formerly Section 8). 
 
Investigators from the Department of Justice (DOJ) located at least 15 women who 
were sexually harassed by this one property manager.  DOJ determined that the 
property manager engaged in a ñpattern or practice of discriminationò by subjecting 
female tenants to unwanted verbal and physical sexual advances, that he granted and 
denied housing benefits based on gender, and that he took adverse action against 
female tenants when they refused his sexual advances.     
 
In the third Montgomery case, CAFHC assisted a woman and her family whose rental 
application was rejected, allegedly because of poor credit.  An assistant manager in the 
rental office came forward to say that the owner of the property directed her to deny the 
application because the family members were black.  The Department of Justice sued 
the owner for race discrimination.  That suitôs parties recently settled. 
 
The fourth case involved a complaint of race and disability discrimination against a local 
assisted living facility.  The case settled for an undisclosed amount before trial. 
 

                                                                                                                                                             
 
70

 Civil Action No. 2:07-CV-135 (M.D. Ala.) 

 
71

 Civil Action No. 2:08-CV-573 (M.D. Ala.) 
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 Several other recent administrative complaints involved apartment complex managers 
or employees who refused to make reasonable accommodations for people with 
disabilities who needed service animals.   
 
Because CAFHC receives funds from HUD primarily for fair housing enforcement, it can 
only use a very small percentage of its grant funds for fair housing education and 
outreach.  Fair housing education is essential to ensuring equal housing opportunity in 
Montgomery.  CAFHCôs fair housing complaint numbers increase in direct correlation to 
the amount of outreach it is able to conduct.  Residents must know their rights to protect 
themselves from discrimination.   
 
The city spends nothing on fair housing education other than the small amount allocated 
to its Down-Payment Assistance Program, which has not been operational for the past 
two years.  It is important to note that there are likely many people in Montgomery who 
experience housing discrimination but receive no assistance because they are unaware 
of their fair housing rights. 
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CHAPTER 4 

PRIVATE IMPEDIMENTS TO FAIR HOUSING  
 
 

REAL ESTATE SALES AND RENTAL PRACTICES:   
RACE AND NATIONAL ORIGIN 

 
The Central Alabama Fair Housing Center (CAFHC) has operated a fair housing testing 
program to detect fair housing violations in Montgomery since 1996.  Rental and sales 
testing are monitoring tools used to determine the nature and extent of discriminatory 
treatment facing customers when they contact rental or real estate agents to rent or buy 
a home.  ñTestersò pose as prospective home buyers or renters looking to rent or 
purchase an apartment or home.  Two individuals contact a rental or real estate 
company to inquire about an advertised property.  They are trained to objectively record 
and report what happens when they meet with or contact a rental or real estate agent or 
company.  In all CAFHC tests, testers are matched so that the protected class tester is 
equally or more qualified to rent or purchase than is the control tester. 
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Federal courts have consistently held that testing is a legitimate and necessary 
investigative tool for identifying unlawful housing discrimination.  Testing provides 
compelling and objective evidence of discriminatory treatment that would otherwise be 
unavailable.  Courts routinely accept sworn oral testimony and written reports of testers 
as evidence of discriminatory conduct by a defendant.   
 
CAFHC utilizes ongoing and random testing both to investigate individual complaints of 
discrimination and to monitor rental and real estate practices in Montgomery.  CAFHC 
conducted more than 400 paired rental and sales tests in the Montgomery Tri-County 
area between 2005 and 2011.  The vast majority of these tests involved apartment 
complexes and real estate companies.  The following chart reflects the results of 
completed and analyzed paired tests:  
 

 
 
 

SALES MARKET:  RACIAL STEERING 
 
One of the major impediments facing people of color in the Montgomery sales market 
today is racial steering.  Racial steering means directing buyers or renters to or away 
from specific neighborhoods or areas based on race.  Racial steering is not as 
pervasive as it was when CAFHC first began testing in the mid-1990s.  At that time, 
testing detected steering and other discriminatory treatment in upwards of 80 to 90 
percent of paired tests.72  Nonetheless, the frequency of sales discrimination currently 
occurring in Montgomery is still very high, with black residents experiencing 
discrimination roughly 35 percent of the time.  Given that most people look at several 
houses before they buy, the overwhelming majority of black residents will encounter 
discrimination at some point during their search.  Steering in racially concentrated 
neighborhoods is exponentially higher than in integrated areas of the city.  
 
A 1987 Montgomery Advertiser article stated that, at that time, ñif a mapmaker drew a 
north-to-south line splitting Montgomery in half, he would get a rough picture of the 
border separating black and white neighborhoods in the capital city.ò73  As the cityôs 

                                                 
72

 CAFHCôs testing results from 1996-2004 are discussed in the Cityôs 2004 AI.  See City of Montgomery, 
Alabama, Department of Planning and Development.  (2004). City of Montgomery, Alabama, Analysis of 
Impediments to Fair Housing Choice. 
  
73

 Unknown Author.  (1987, May 4).  Montgomery in Black and White.  Montgomery Advertiser, p. 1A. 

Percentage of Paired Tests Indicating Discriminatory Treatment (2005-2011) 

Montgomery Tri-County Sales Tests  (Race)                                           35% 

Montgomery Tri-County Rental Tests  (Race)                                        23% 

Montgomery Tri-County Rental Tests (National Origin)                       26% 
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black middle class grew in the 1980s and 1990s, these borders extended south and 
then southeast in Montgomery.  As detailed in Chapter 2, many black residents moved 
to south and southeast Montgomery neighborhoods as white residents moved further 
east.   
 
Montgomery experienced dramatic demographic shifts between 1990 and 2000 and 
again between 2000 and 2010.  In the Carriage Hills/Brighton Estates subdivisions, for 
example, blacks totaled 11 percent of residents in 1990; in 2000 that percentage 
jumped to 46.  These subdivisions are now predominantly black.  In the Spring 
Valley/Elmsead neighborhoods, blacks totaled 38 percent of residents in 1990; in 2000, 
blacks accounted for 83 percent of the neighborhood.  In Normandale/Druid Hills, only 
16 percent of residents were black in 1990; in 2000, the figure was 60 percent.  Where 
black residents were once a rarity in these areas, they are now the overwhelming 
majority.74  Maps reflecting these demographic changes appear on the following pages.  
  

                                                                                                                                                             
 
74

 U.S. Census Bureau, 2000 Census of Population.  Retrieved from www.census.gov; and Auburn 
University at Montgomery (AUM) Center for Demographic Research, 2002. 
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