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September 2019 DRAFT 
 

DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA  

ANALYSIS OF IMPEDIMENTS TO FAIR HOUSING CHOICE:  
 

II.  EXECUTIVE SUMMARY  

 

INTRODUCTION  

In Washington, D.C., as across much of the nation, our countryôs long history of housing 

discrimination and segregation continues to shape where people live, who their neighbors are, 

and what kind of access they have to our collective resources. In D.C., as well as the surrounding 

region, there remain stark patterns of residential segregation, even though todayôs causes are in 

some ways more subtle than the redlining and restrictive covenants of the past. There are also 

meaningful disparities among demographic groups across a range of issues that closely 

intertwine with housing discrimination and segregation (and the equally long, related trajectory 

of disinvestment and economic vulnerability). The dramatic housing cost increases and waves of 

displacement experienced by many residents present an additional fair housing challenge for the 

District, often leading to both housing instability and the reconstitution of segregation and 

poverty. Patterns of exclusion in some parts of D.C. and the region contribute to this overall 

shortfall in supply, as well as to the persistence of racial segregation.   

The Fair Housing Act prohibits discrimination by public and private actors in housing 

and related activities on the basis of race, color, national origin, sex, disability, religion, familial 

status, as well as policies that reinforce housing segregation. The Actôs Affirmatively Furthering 

Fair Housing (AFFH) provision also requires that HUD and its funding recipients take active 

steps to promote fair housing ï to address the specific fair housing problems faced within 

localities and regions. HUD has defined the AFFH obligation as "taking meaningful actions, in 

addition to combating discrimination, that overcome patterns of segregation and foster inclusive 

communities free from barriers that restrict access to opportunity based on protected 

characteristics. Specifically, affirmatively furthering fair housing means taking meaningful 

actions that, taken together, address significant disparities in housing needs and in access to 

opportunity, replacing segregated living patterns with truly integrated and balanced living 

patterns, transforming racially and ethnically concentrated areas of poverty into areas of 

opportunity, and fostering and maintaining compliance with civil rights and fair housing laws.ò  

This Analysis of Impediments to Fair Housing Choice (A.I.) sets out a number of specific 

goals and actions steps for the District to advance fair housing, by expanding open housing 

choice and taking steps to remedy residential exclusion, addressing cost pressures and housing 

instability, and channeling investments to the communities where they are needed. The 

completion of an A.I. is required of all localities receiving specific funding from the U.S. 
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Department of Housing and Urban Development.1 This A.I. provides a tool to help the city and 

members of the community better understand fair housing issues in the city and region, so that 

the city can meet its statutory obligation under the Fair Housing Act to take steps to 

ñaffirmatively further fair housingò (AFFH), and it stands as a commitment that the District will 

take meaningful steps to address the issues identified and further fair housing.  

 

USING THE DOCUMENT  

Following the Assessment of Fair Housing format, this document begins with an 

examination of demographic trends in D.C. and the region, and then proceeds to examine 

number of fair housing issues and areas ï segregation/integration, racially/ethnically 

concentrated areas of poverty, disparities in access to opportunity, publicly-supported housing, 

and disability and access ï as well as the adequacy of fair housing enforcement resources. Each 

of these sections includes a data-focused ñAnalysisò component that draws primarily upon data 

provided by HUD, in addition to local data sources, to provide a detailed look at the state of that 

aspect of fair housing. This data ñAnalysisò is followed by a discussion of ñContributing 

Factors,ò which assess local and regional policies, practices, and other dynamics, and examine 

the ways in which they underlie and contribute to the various fair housing issues. In addition, the 

AI is accompanied by a ñFree Market Analysisò that examines demographic distribution and 

segregation apart from the effects of household income (also summarized in the segregation 

section). Finally and most importantly, the A.I. identifies policy responses to address the fair 

housing issues and problems described by the document. Those can be found in the ñGoalsò 

section. The A.I. as a whole draws upon HUD-provided data, additional local data, qualitative 

materials such as policy documents and advocacy reports, and public input.  

 

SUMMARY OF CONTENT  

Demographics 

The Analysis of Impedimentôs demographic summary examines the overall demographic 

composition of D.C. and the metropolitan region (examining racial and ethnicity, common 

national origins, Limited English Proficiency, sex, age, disability, and familial status), and trends 

over time. As of the 2010 Census, D.C.ôs population was 691,723, primarily people of color 

(50.03% non-Hispanic Black, 34.81% non-Hispanic White, 9.10% Hispanic, 3.50 non-Hispanic 

Asian or Pacific Islander, 0.22% non-Hispanic Native American, 2.10% non-Hispanic multi-

racial, and 0.24%); more recent data from the American Community Survey show a population 

over 670,000, with 46.87% non-Hispanic Black residents and 10.68% Hispanics. The share of 

                                                           
1 This A.I. uses a lightly adapted version of the ñAssessment of Fair Housingò format developed by HUD 

in 2015.  
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Blacks has decreased notably since 1990, while the share of Whites (and to a lesser extent 

Hispanics and Asians) has increased.   

Segregation and Integration 

This section examines racial concentration and cross-racial exposures and trends over time, as 

well as concentrations of renter and owner-occupied housing. Segregation was created and is 

reinforced by a combination of public policies, as well the private sector ï factors such as 

restrictive zoning, housing and lending discrimination, cost pressures and displacement 

(potentially leading in turn to resegregation in areas of concentrated poverty), and others 

addressed in further detail in the report body. Notably, the geographic distribution of the most 

and least affordable housing units across D.C. neighborhoods tracks (and significantly 

contributes to) segregation. 

D.C. has very high rates of ethnic and racial segregation, with clearly defined spatial patterns. As 

the data in the report body shows in more detail, Black residents are heavily concentrated in the 

eastern neighborhoods of D.C., and especially in Wards 7 and 8. In contrast, neighborhoods that 

lie west of Rock Creek Park are predominantly white, and there are also concentrations of white 

residents in many central neighborhoods. A number of other neighborhoods in D.C. are relatively 

integrated and diverse, such as Columbia Heights, Adams Morgan, Takoma, and the U Street 

Corridor. Across the wider metropolitan region, many areas are segregated by race, as well as by 

national origin.  

Historically, D.C. has been highly segregated by race and income, with the legacy of restrictive 

covenants and redlining still felt in the present. Black residents formed a majority of the D.C. 

population for decades until 2011 and still make up a plurality of all residents. D.C. has 

experienced tremendous population growth in recent years. In-migration of White residents as 

well as Hispanics and Asians have helped to integrate areas that were once predominantly Black, 

but residential segregation remains entrenched across much of D.C. and Black/White segregation 

remains extremely high. Despite the large demographic changes, geographic patterns of 

segregation are largely the same as they were in 1990. There has been increased integration in 

central neighborhoods that have experienced gentrification, as well as in some neighborhoods 

experiencing a wave of new residential development activity. In Navy Yard, massive 

redevelopment has helped transform the neighborhood from predominantly Black to 

predominantly Non-Hispanic White. Looking forward, neighborhoods that are experiencing 

gentrification and are currently relatively integrated could become segregated in the future as 

residents of color continue to become displaced. In addition, as more affluent residents continue 

to move into the city, lower-income residents face increased housing pressure and may be 

displaced to neighborhoods in the eastern portions of the city as well as to suburban 

communities, particularly in Prince Georgeôs County, that have more affordable housing stock. 

 

In D.C., most households (57%) rent rather than own their homes. Renter occupied housing tends 

to be concentrated in neighborhoods closer to Downtown that have high population density and 

have many rental housing options, and there is also a notable concentration of census tracts with 

very high rates of renter occupied housing in portions of Southeast D.C. that are east of the 

Anacostia River and are some of the most racially segregated neighborhoods in the city. While 

there is a substantial amount of renter occupied housing located in Racially/Ethnically 
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Concentrated Areas of Poverty (R/ECAPs) and other segregated areas of D.C., there is also a 

high concentration of renters in some of the most integrated neighborhoods in D.C.  

 

Racially/Ethnically Concentrated Areas of Poverty (R/ECAPs) 

R/ECAPs are geographic areas with significant concentrations of both poverty and minority 

populations (according to thresholds specified by HUD). Identifying R/ECAPs facilitates 

understanding of entrenched patterns of segregation and poverty, in order to assess questions 

such as where additional infrastructure and commercial investments are needed and whether 

affordable and publicly assisted housing policies contribute to concentrated poverty. Out of the 

179 Census tracts in D.C., 46 are R/ECAPs (25.6%) as of 2013. R/ECAPs are especially located 

in northeast and southeast D.C., coinciding with Wards 5, 6, 7, and 8. Most neighborhoods in 

Ward 8 are R/ECAPs, as are many neighborhoods in Ward 7. There have been changes in the 

number and location of R/ECAPs in both the District of Columbia and the region, most 

noticeably between 2000 and 2010: the overall number has increased, and there has been a 

somewhat greater suburbanization of poverty. (In 1990, there were 39 R/ECAPs in the region, of 

which 37 were in D.C.; as of 2013, there are 56 R/ECAPs regionally of which 46 are in the 

District.) However, R/ECAPs remain considerably concentrated in southeastern neighborhoods, 

a consistent trend stretching back to at least 1990.  

 

Disproportionate Housing Needs 

D.C. and the Region are experiencing unprecedented housing burdens, compounded by the stark 

disparities in wealth between White and Black residents. Gentrification forces drive the 

displacement of many low-income households of color not just from their neighborhood of 

choice, but from the city entirely. Common metrics of disproportionate housing needs include 

severe housing cost burden, overcrowding, homeownership rates, and even homelessness. White 

residents fare best in every one of these metrics, in which Black and Hispanic residents face 

severe housing burden at twice the rate of White residents, Hispanic households face 

overcrowding at six times the rate of White households, White households outpace every other 

racial or ethnic group in terms of homeownership by at least 10 percentage points, and a startling 

88% of homeless families in D.C. are African American. Although the District provides for 

inclusionary units created by developers, in addition to subsidized housing, the need by far 

outstrips the supply among both low- and moderate-income residents.  

Disparities in Access to Opportunity  

This analysis examined five dimensions of Disparities in Access to Opportunity: Education, 

Transportation, Employment, Poverty, and Environmental Health, in relation to demographics. 

Education, being highly dependent on where people live, is also highly segregated, and students 

experience stark differences in access to opportunity. School segregation and neighborhood 

disparities in access to proficient schools have a mutually reinforcing relationship with housing 

segregation, and local education policies have a strong influence in shaping this dynamic. There 

are no clear disparities indicated by the data with regard to access to transportation ï every group 

has very good access. Nor does the data show significant disparities with regard to access to 
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environmentally healthy neighborhoods; however, this is due to across-the-board poor 

environmental health in D.C., mostly due to traffic and smog levels. The analysis of Disparities 

in Access to Low Poverty Neighborhoods closely tracks the R/ECAP analysis, and there are 

clear disparities between the western and eastern parts of the city, closely following lines of 

residential segregation. Stark disparities are evident in the Employment analysis. The extreme 

difference between the Labor Market and Job Proximity Indiciesô levels for Black and White 

residents indicates that Black residents are systematically denied the same access to opportunity 

that White residents enjoy.  

Publicly Supported Housing 

This analysis examines locational and occupancy data for publicly supported housing in D.C. 

and the region, including a number of housing assistance programs (public housing, project-

based Section 8 vouchers (PBVs), Other Multifamily Assisted Developments, Housing Choice 

Vouchers (HCVs), and Low Income Housing Tax Credits (LIHTC) (location only)). It also 

assesses local policies and practices in the administration of assisted housing. Although the 

broader housing and land use ecosystem ï such as zoning laws, private discrimination, and cost 

pressures ï affects how such housing is located and accessed, the policy decisions and 

administrative practices of local agencies play a strong role (discussed in detail in the report 

body).   

Occupancy data indicates racial and ethnic disparities across the various types of publicly-

supported housing. In every type, Black households are consistently over-represented in publicly 

supported housing relative to the total population of Black households in D.C. as well as relative 

to income eligible households. This pattern holds at the regional level, though it is less 

pronounced. With regard to location, public housing developments are generally concentrated in 

southeast and southwest D.C. (Wards 1, 6, 7, 8), where the population is heavily Black. Notably, 

public housing developments with significant numbers of family units (over 50%) are especially 

likely to be located in areas with a high Black population ï on average, the average racial 

composition of tracts where such developments are located is 87% Black; similarly, PBV 

developments where the majority of households have children are on average located in tracts 

where the racial composition is 90% Black. The current distribution of LIHTC properties overall, 

meanwhile, is heavily skewed toward the east of Rock Creek Park and south of the Anacostia 

River.  

These locational dynamics serve to reinforce racial segregation and to impede access to 

opportunity for subsidized households (and in particular those with children, creating an 

intergenerational cycle). In addition, redevelopment practices must contend with both 

segregation/poverty concentration and with rising cost pressures, and should be carefully 

designed to avoid unfair and negative impacts. In addition, subsidized housing administration 

suffers from a lack of external or coordinated resources, to aid with basic repairs and to bring 

commercial and infrastructure investments to existing sites in need of revitalization.  
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Disability and Access 

There is a significant shortage of affordable, accessible housing in a range of unit sizes in both 

D.C. and the Region. In D.C., persons with disabilities face hurdles in accessing integrated 

housing due to extremely high and rising housing costs despite some of the most extensive 

efforts to support community-based living in the United States. Additionally, as affordable, 

accessible housing tends to be concentrated in low-income areas in the eastern part of D.C., this 

has the effect on concentrating people with disabilities, who are disproportionately low-income, 

in R/ECAPs. The District has provided substantial local funding for housing for persons with 

developmental disabilities, but maximum rent limits for that assistance severely constrain the 

range of neighborhoods in which individuals can secure housing. The District provides strong 

legal protections and administers several programs designed to aid people with disabilities in the 

areas of employment, transportation, government services, infrastructure, and education. 

 

Free Market Analysis 

 

The Free Market Analysis (FMA) that is included as a separate section of the Analysis of 

Impediments provides an additional empirical examination of how discrimination distorts the 

housing market and results in segregation.  It does so by considering how race or ethnicity 

shapes residentsô housing locations even apart from the effect of housing cost and household 

income.   

 

Several notable results emerge.  First, the FMA suggests that discrimination appears prevalent in 

the northwest quadrant of the District.  In these neighborhoods, the actual proportions of Black 

households (2.9 to 8.5 percent) are lower than the proportions expected in a housing market 

absent discrimination (18 to 27 percent).  Second, the FMA points to hypersegregation, 

especially in neighborhoods east of the Anacostia River. The actual proportions of White 

households are very small, even though you would expect them to be at least 43 percent in the 

absence of discrimination.  Third, there are some sections of the District that appear integrated.  

These include Census tracts in neighborhood clusters 1 through 9 and 20, 21, 22, 23, 25, 26, and 

27.  In these neighborhood clusters, the differences between the actual and expected free market 

proportions of white and African American households are relatively small, suggesting less 

evidence of discrimination. 

 

Fair Housing Enforcement 

 

This part of the A.I. assesses the available resources for educating the public on fair housing 

rights and for enforcing anti-discrimination claims, as well as the sufficiency of local legal 

protections. The District has a wide array of fair housing protections, including against source of 

income discrimination (for example, on the basis of participation in the Housing Choice Voucher 

program). Several entities in D.C. carry on robust education and enforcement campaigns. 

However, additional resources remain needed.  
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Fair Housing Goals 

 

The Goals section identifies the policy commitments that the District of Columbia will undertake 

in order to further fair housing, responding to the issues and contributing factors described 

throughout the A.I.  
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III. Community Participation Process 

1. Describe outreach activities undertaken to encourage and broaden meaningful 

community participation in the AFH process, including the types of outreach activities 

and dates of public hearings or meetings. Identify media outlets used and include a 

description of efforts made to reach the public, including those representing populations 

that are typically underrepresented in the planning process such as persons who reside in 

areas identified as R/ECAPs, persons who are limited English proficient (LEP), and 

persons with disabilities. Briefly explain how these communications were designed to 

reach the broadest audience possible. For PHAs, identify your meetings with the Resident 

Advisory Board and other resident outreach. 

In order to ensure meaningful community participation in the Analysis of Impediments process, 

the District undertook several steps. First, the Districtôs consultants directly contacted a broad 

range of stakeholder organizations in order to hold one-on-one meetings. Organizations with 

which the consultants met are listed in response to Question 2 of this section below. Second, the 

consultants gave presentations regarding the Analysis of Impediments process at events 

organized by the Department of Housing and Community Development including its three needs 

assessment hearings and its fair housing symposium as well as at a meeting of the Development 

Disabilities Council. Third, the consultants have held a series of community meetings in every 

ward in the District. The dates and locations of these meetings are listed below: 

¶ April 9, 2019 ï Westminster Presbyterian Church (Ward 6) 

¶ April 15, 2019 ï West End Library (Ward 2) 

¶ April 29, 2019 ï Franklin D. Reeves Municipal Center (Ward 1) 

¶ April 30, 2019 ï Petworth Library (Ward 4) 

¶ May 6, 2019 ï Cleveland Park Library (Ward 3) 

¶ May 7, 2019 ï Dorothy I. Height/Benning Library (Ward 7) 

¶ May 9, 2019 ï Anacostia Neighborhood Library (Ward 8) 

¶ May 29, 2019 ï Lamond-Riggs Neighborhood Library (Ward 5) 

¶ June 20, 2019 - West End Library (Ward 2) 

For a 30-day period following the publication of this draft, the District will receive public 

comment in written and electronic form as well as at a series of additional public hearings across 

the city. All community meetings held prior to the publication of the draft were promoted 

through a combination of social media and direct outreach to community-based organizations. 

Formal public hearings during public-comment period will also be promoted through notices in 

traditional forms of media. 

2. Provide a list of organizations consulted during the community participation process. 

Organizations consulted during the community participation process include: 

¶ Apartment and Office Building Association of Metropolitan Washington 

¶ Asian Real Estate Association of America (AREAA) ï DC Metro Chapter  

¶ CARECEN 

¶ Casa Ruby  
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¶ DC Association of Realtors 

¶ The DC Center for the LGBT Community 

¶ Disability Rights DC 

¶ District of Columbia Autism Society 

¶ Empower DC 

¶ Equal Rights Center 

¶ Georgetown University Law Center Civil Rights Clinic 

¶ Georgetown University Law Center Health Justice Alliance Clinic 

¶ Greater Greater Washington 

¶ Housing Counseling Services 

¶ Howard University School of Law Fair Housing Clinic 

¶ Law Students in Court 

¶ Legal Aid Society of the District of Columbia 

¶ Live Together, Learn Together 

¶ National Housing Trust 

¶ Washington Lawyersô Committee for Civil Rights and Urban Affairs 

On Tuesday May 28th, parents and advocates of the Live Together, Learn Together (LTLT) 

coalition had the opportunity to react to an outline of the AI sections that pertained to education. 

Certain thoughts from this meeting, as well as two other education-related focus groups 

conducted during the month of May, were incorporated into the Disparities in Access to 

Educational Opportunity. The focus group included advocates and professionals active in various 

roles within the D.C. public education policy landscape. 

3. Describe whether the outreach activities elicited broad community participation during 

the development of the AFH. If there was low participation, or low participation among 

particular protected class groups, what additional steps might improve or increase 

community participation in the future, including overall participation or among specific 

protected class groups? 

These outreach efforts have been successful in eliciting broad community participation up to this 

point in the Analysis of Impediments to Fair Housing Choice process. Although attendance at 

individual community meetings varied and was low in certain locations (including both 

predominantly White areas like Ward 2 and predominantly Black areas like Ward 7), aggregate 

attendance across the meetings was substantial. Additionally, the scope of the one-on-one 

stakeholder meetings was simultaneously broad and successfully targeted organizations that 

serve and/or represent protected class groups. Additional targeted advertising, such as posting 

flyers at businesses or community organization offices that serve protected class groups is one 

step that could increase participation in the future. Furthermore, arranging to attend the 

previously scheduled events of community-based organizations would help deepen community 

engagement. 
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4. Summarize all comments obtained in the community participation process. Include a 

summary of any comments or views not accepted and the reasons why. 

The final version of this Analysis of Impediments to Fair Housing Choice will include a 

summary of comments received and the reasons why any comments or views were not accepted. 

At this juncture, the District has yet to receive formal public comments through the community 

participation process.   



 

13 
 

IV . ASSESSMENT OF PAST GOALS, ACTIONS AND STRATEGIES 

 

i. Indicate what fair housing goals were selected by program participant(s) in recent 

Analyses of Impediments, Assessments of Fair Housing, or other relevant planning 

documents. 

 

The following goals and strategies were recommended in the Districtôs 2012 Analysis of 

Impediments to Fair Housing Choice:2 

 

¶ Private Sector Recommendations: 

o Promote expansion of housing choice throughout the area. 

o Make a concerted effort to inform Black and Hispanic/Latino residents of 

housing options beyond concentrated and racially segregated neighborhoods 

through the creation of a Housing Service Center, improvements to the 

DCHousingSearch website, and a targeted publicity campaign. 

o Promote affordable housing throughout the larger metropolitan area. 

o Conduct ñongoing, systematic, and thoroughò testing for discrimination in 

housing rentals and sales throughout the area. 

o Provide pre-application loan counseling through the District government or a 

qualified organization to recognize unaffordable or predatory loans. 

o Refuse to bank and do business with financial institutions that engage in 

discriminatory housing practices. 

¶ Joint Public and Private Sector Recommendations: 

o Implement/Enforce the Rental Housing Conversion and Sale act of 1980, 

including the Coop Seed Money Loan Program, First Right Purchase 

Program, and Deferred Payment Loans. It was recommended that the District 

collect and analyze extensive data regarding residents to ensure the most 

effective ongoing implementation. 

o Establish a policy of only renewing expiring business permits for those who 

agree via a legally binding document to comply with the mandatory 

inclusionary zoning law. 

o Include scattered site public housing as part of the inclusionary zoning 

program. 

o Include removal of obstacles to accessory apartments as part of zoning code 

revisions. 

¶ Public Sector Recommendations 

o Explicitly include goals and plans to create stable, racially integrated 

neighborhoods. 

o In order to prevent discrimination before it occurs, require an agreement to 

comply with the Fair Housing Act and Americans with Disabilities Act before 

administering building permits, or zoning/development approval. 

                                                           
2 Planning/Communications, District of Columbia Analysis of Impediments to Fair Housing Choice 

2006ï2011 (River Forest, IL: April 2012). 
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o Require developers or landlords to conducted targeted marketing to racial or 

ethnic groups that are underrepresented in the area. This marketing should 

include materials with a variety of races represented, brochures detailing 

illegal housing practices, and information on how to file a fair housing 

complaint. 

o Replace the term ñcommunity-based residential facilitiesò with ñcommunity 

residencesò in the zoning code, and adjust the definition to be consistent with 

the definition of family. This section should further be revised to allow for 

reasonable accommodations for facilities catering to those with disabilities 

and to determine the number or residents who can occupy a community 

residence. 

o Train 311 operators with the knowledge to refer fair housing complaints. 

o The Office of Human rights should maintain better records of complaints that 

involve housing, all inquiries regarding housing discrimination, and the 

races/ethnicities of all public housing residents/voucher holders. 

o Conduct a study of the availability of financial services in minority 

neighborhoods and examine whether redlining is occurring. 

o Develop a policy to place public housing in integrated neighborhoods in and 

around the District, rather than in the 13 hypersegregated neighborhoods. 

o Expand the available locations for use of Housing Choice Vouchers, and try to 

recruit more voucher holders for the Moving to Work program. 

 

ii.  Discuss what progress has been made toward the achievement of fair housing goals. 

 

¶ FY 2012 

o Partnerships with the Department of Mental health to increase funding for 

affordable housing for those with disabilities. 

o Partnerships with community based organizations to provide fair housing 

counseling, and other integrated legal and financial assistance. 

o Implementation of the Inclusionary Zoning Program, which requires all 

developers producing 10 or more units to set aside up to 10% of the residential 

units for affordable housing in exchange for a 20% density bonus. 

o Establishment of DCHousingSearch.org, a website for DC residents to search 

housing funded by DHCD or the DC Housing Finance Agency, private 

properties that are affordable for families making up to 120% of AMI, and 

properties included in the DC Housing Authority Housing Choice Voucher 

Program. 

o Engaged in targeted foreclosure prevention for identified high interest trust 

loans within the DHCD portfolio that included counseling to prevent default.  

o Continued use of the Affirmative Marketing Certification to ensure that new 

projects are in compliance with federal and local laws and that they are 

marketed to the groups least likely to know of the availability within the 

projects. 
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o Continued funding of housing production through the Housing Production 

Trust Fund. 

o Enforcement of the Rental Housing Act of 1985 (rent control). 

o Enforcement of the Rental Housing Conversion and Sale Act of 1980. 

o Enforcement of the rental housing statutes through the Housing Regulation 

Administration. 

o Fair Housing technical assistance and training for sub grantees through the 

DHCD Office of Program Monitoringôs Fair Housing department. 

o Continued holding the Annual Fair Housing Symposium, a day of fair housing 

programming for providers and advocates. 

o Partnered with community based organizations that provide outreach and 

education regarding fair housing policies. Specifically, DHCD partnered with 

University Legal Services, the Latino Economic Development corporation, 

Lydiaôs Hose, the Central American Resource Center, and Housing 

Counseling Services, Inc. in 2012.  

o Provided general accessibility and fair housing literary trainings. 

 

Many efforts since the previous AI have been continued from 2012 to the present, which 

DHCD has documented in its Consolidated Annual Performance and Evaluation Reports 

(CAPERs), which it submits to HUD each year. The policies and programs for each consecutive 

year will list any additional efforts not previously detailed for another year. 

 

¶ FY 2013 

o Monitoring and enforcement of the Affordable Dwelling Unit program, which 

restricts occupancy to households that make up to a certain amount. These 

units are usually priced below market rate. The Affordable Dwelling Unit 

program is an umbrella term for multiple activities that target a range of low- 

and moderate-income households. 

o Created the ñGreat Streets Initiative,ò a long-term and inter-agency 

commercial revitalization project that uses public resources as leverage to 

encourage private development of various uses. 

o Green Building Requirement: Consistent with the Green Building Act of 

2006, DHCD started requiring that any proposals for buildings larger than 

10,000 square feet and are built with more than 15% public financing must 

comply with the green building standard. 

o Partnership with the Washington Area Bicyclist Association to bring more 

biking opportunities east of Anacostia River. 

¶ FY 2014 

o The Housing Resource Center, which provides housing counseling and 

training in partnership with University Legal Services, houses the Housing 

Provider Ombudsman, and handles filings for the Rental Accommodation 

Division and the Conversion and Sales Division. Through those activities, the 
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Housing Resource Center works to increase fair housing choice for persons 

with disabilities in D.C. 

¶ FY 2015 (CDBG, HOME, and HOPWA Spending) 

o $6.6 million allocated for the Home Purchase Assistance and Employer 

Assisted Housing Programs through the CDBG program. Additional HOME 

funds of almost $1 million were also provided for these programs. This level 

of funding was approximately the same as the FY 2014 allocation. 

o $1.6 million for the Single Family Residential Rehabilitation Program and the 

Multifamily Lead-Safe Program. By comparison, in FY 2014, the District 

allocated just $1.2 million for the Single Family Residential Rehabilitation 

Program. The Lead Safe Program previously had much higher levels of 

funding due to a three-year competitive grant that the District received in FY 

2012. Programs like the Districtôs Single Family Residential Rehabilitation 

Program often help persons with disabilities, particularly elderly persons with 

disabilities, remain in their homes. 

o $3.1 million allocated for revitalization of abandoned and/or deteriorated 

properties and making them available for DC residents of all income levels to 

purchase. The District did not report allocating funding for this activity in its 

FY 2014 CAPER. 

o $6.75 million allocated for tenants making 50% of AMI or below to purchase 

any of the 92 units in the Juniper Heights Co-op in Ward 4. The surrounding 

area is relatively racially and socioeconomically integrated in comparison to 

D.C. as a whole and, due to its proximity to neighborhoods that are 

experiencing rapid gentrification, may be at risk of gentrification. Developing 

affordable housing in the area may help to prevent the resegregation of the 

area. 

o $1.3 million to finance affordable rental housing at 60% of AMI, located at 

6925 and 6929 Georgia Ave. in Ward 4. This development is located in the 

same Census Tract as the Juniper Heights Co-op. 

o $1.5 million for new rental housing for seniors at or below 60% AMI, located 

at 10th Street and Rhode Island Avenue NE in Ward 5. The area surrounding 

this development, which is extremely close to the Rhode Island Ave.-

Brentwood Metro Station on the Red Line, is relatively racially and 

socioeconomically integrated in comparison to D.C. as a whole. The area has 

been experiencing rapid gentrification, and investments in targeted 

investments in affordable housing like this one may help to maintain stable 

integration. 

o $7 million allocated for the construction of North Capitol Commons in Ward 

6, a 123-unit affordable rental housing building reserved for those at or below 

60% of AMI. The area surrounding this development is predominantly White 

and has a high median-household income in comparison to D.C. as a whole. 

o $3.5 million allocated for the construction of The Serverna II in Ward 6, a 

101-unit affordable rental housing building reserved for those at or below 
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80% of AMI, with 71 of the units being held for those at or below 60% of 

AMI.  The Severna II is located extremely close to North Capitol Commons. 

o $10.7 million allocated for various housing and support services for persons 

living with AIDS. This was a reduction from an allocation of $12.5 million in 

FY 2014. This decrease was attributable to reductions in federal 

appropriations. 

o 124 inclusionary zoning units were completed. This was more than double the 

60 units produced in FY 2014. Of the 124 units, 22 were for-sale, and 102 

were for-rent. 23 units were set aside for 50% of AMI households, and 101 

units were set aside for 80% of AMI households. 

¶ FY 2016 

o CDBG, HOME, and HOPWA Spending: 

Á Allocated over $11 million for redevelopment of the Walter Reed 

Army Medical Campus. When finished, the project will include 75 

affordable residential units for ñchronically homeless veterans,ò 40 

units of affordable rental housing for seniors, and support services. 

These units will be incorporated into a broader mixed-income 

development that does not contribute to the concentration of poverty. 

Á $6 million for the Pleasant Park Cooperative formed under the DC 

Tenant Opportunity to Purchase Act to ensure that the property 

remains long-term affordable housing. The area in Ward 7 surrounding 

this property is almost exclusively Black and has a much higher 

poverty rate than D.C. as a whole. Because this investment was for the 

preservation rather than the new construction of affordable housing, it 

does not raise as many questions about the impact of the Districtôs 

investments on the concentration of poverty. 

Á $5 million to renovate and modernize 148 affordable housing units in 

the Benning Heights Apartments in Ward 7. The area surrounding the 

development is similar in its racial and socioeconomic composition to 

the area surrounding the Pleasant Park Cooperative. 

Á $323,000 to build 25 new affordable housing units on Girard Street NE 

in Ward 5 for seniors, including resident and support services. The 

area surrounding this development is relatively racially and 

socioeconomically integrated in comparison to D.C. as a whole and is 

experiencing gentrification. 

Á $11 million allocated for various housing and support services for 

persons living with AIDS. This was a similar amount of funding to 

that allocated in FY 2015 

o The District was selected as a pilot site for the Living Building Challenge 

Affordable Housing Project, which will create 10-15 sustainable, mixed-

income units from a vacant site. 

o Continued work with the private real estate industry to promote marketing 

images that represent diverse individuals and planned to conduct a public 



 

18 
 

outreach/marketing campaign to inform the public about housing choices 

outside of racially segregated areas. 

o Planned to conduct on-going testing with fair housing agencies. 

o Made over $100 million in Housing Production Trust Fund resources 

available to preserve affordable rental housing. 

o The District updated the Office of Human Rights website to provide more 

information and included a ñHow to File a Complaintò page. These pages and 

other materials were translated into and made available in seven languages as 

required by the Language Access Act. 

¶ FY 2017-FY 2018 

o Used geographic targeting and transit proximity scoring when reviewing 

responses to requests for proposal (RFPs) for development in order to 

incentivize development in high opportunity areas, which would foster 

residential integration. 

o Provided $14 million in home purchase assistance, and $1 million in 

employer-assisted home purchase for district employees. In light of DHCDôs 

combined reporting for two fiscal years, this was a roughly similar amount of 

funding to that provided in prior years on an annual basis. 

o 2,000 affordable homes were produced or preserved using funds from the 

Housing Production Trust Fund. By comparison, the Housing Production 

Trust Fund produced 1,342 units in FY 2015 and 854 units in FY 2014. 

o Creation of the DC Housing Preservation Fund, funded at $10 million, as a 

result of the Strike Force recommendations.  

o Creation of a Preservation Unit working group to develop strategies to prevent 

loss of 100% of expiring units. 

o Changes were made to the Districtôs Inclusionary Zoning Program that 

included streamlining the application process and allowing more flexibility in 

criteria. 

o 311 Operators were trained to refer callers to fair housing resources. 

o OHR has complied with the recommendation to take and maintain detailed 

records of all complaints with a housing element.  

o DC Housing Authority does maintain records of race and ethnicity for public 

housing residents and Housing Choice Voucher holders. 

o DC Housing Authority partners with owners and developers to produce new 

public housing as a subsidy option. 76 units were created using this process in 

FY 2017. 

o Housing Choice Voucher payment standards were increased to 175% of fair 

market rent, and remained at that level for RY 2018. 
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iii.  Discuss how successful in achieving past goals, and/or how it has fallen short of 

achieving these goals (including potentially harmful unintended consequences) 

 

The District has made strides toward completing the 2012 AI goals on the administrative 

and regulatory front. On the administrative side, they have improved their websites and public 

communications to provide more resources and information on how to report housing 

complaints. They streamlined processes and worked on improved interagency cooperation. The 

District also took affirmative steps to prevent housing discrimination through administrative 

means, required agreements to comply with fair housing laws at the front end of contracts and 

responses to RFPs. In the regulatory space, while they are still reviewing regulations around 

community residences, they continue to enforce rent control, the Tenant Opportunity to Purchase 

Act, the Inclusionary Zoning Program, and the Accessory Dwelling Unit Program. The DC 

Housing Authority has also made strides towards the creation of more affordable housing. 

Despite being restricted to existing locations, they have worked with developers to create units 

via a subsidy option. They also increased payment standards for voucher holders, allowing for 

voucher holders to be less limited in their housing searches. 

 

The main shortfall is with regard to where and how much affordable housing is produced. 

One of the major themes of the 2011 AI was that the District needed to make a concerted effort 

to place affordable housing outside of racially segregated areas. However, the data-gathering 

portion of this analysis, as well as the community participation portion, have revealed that 

affordable housing is often not placed in desirable neighborhoods. Further, despite a significant 

amount of funding being created to preserve and produce affordable housing, the District does 

not always maximize these opportunities through the projects they choose. For example, a report 

on the FY2018 Housing Preservation Trust Fund disbursement found that the District failed to 

select the highest ranked projects. Instead, they provided funding to projects ranked 5th or lower, 

some who had even been denied in the past.3 As a result, ñthe city got 353 fewer units of 

affordable housing than it could have gotten had it chosen only the highest-ranking 

applications.ò4 95 of those units would have been for lowest income households. 

 

Additionally, although the District has continued to enforce the Tenant Opportunity to 

Purchase Act, the District Council has weakened that law by exempting single-family rental 

properties from its scope. 

 

In addition, in many cases, the Council relies on the actual work of community-based 

organizations for the provision of housing counseling and fair housing enforcement. Though 

branded as partnerships, those organizations are the entities providing counseling and conducting 

testing. It was the recommendation of the previous AI that the District be directly responsible for 

these tasks.  

 

                                                           
3 https://dcist.com/story/19/05/31/d-c-awarded-millions-to-low-ranked-affordable-housing-projects-auditor-

funds/?fbclid=IwAR2kMRilmPeTJEAOPY4oRloSZLY8evsIPwIa60tK3C7w46KXjzWULyNmJxQ 
4 Id.  

https://dcist.com/story/19/05/31/d-c-awarded-millions-to-low-ranked-affordable-housing-projects-auditor-funds/?fbclid=IwAR2kMRilmPeTJEAOPY4oRloSZLY8evsIPwIa60tK3C7w46KXjzWULyNmJxQ
https://dcist.com/story/19/05/31/d-c-awarded-millions-to-low-ranked-affordable-housing-projects-auditor-funds/?fbclid=IwAR2kMRilmPeTJEAOPY4oRloSZLY8evsIPwIa60tK3C7w46KXjzWULyNmJxQ


 

20 
 

iv. Discuss any additional policies, actions, or steps that the program participant could take 

to achieve past goals, or mitigate the problems it has experienced. 

 

Please refer to the Goals section. 

 

 

v. Discuss how the experiences of program participant(s) with past goals has influenced the 

selection of current goals. 

 

Please refer to the Goals section. 
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V. Fair Housing Analysis 

A. Demographic Summary  

 

This Demographic Summary provides an overview of data concerning race and ethnicity, sex, 

familial status, disability status, limited English proficiency, national origin, and age. The data 

discussed below reflects the composition of the Region and the District of Columbia (D.C.) 

jurisdiction. In addition to capturing current conditions, the data reflects change over time in the 

nearly three decades since the 1990 Census. The data and analysis in the other sections of this 

Analysis build upon the foundation laid in this section and, at times, refer back to this section.  

 

1. Describe demographic patterns in the jurisdiction and region, and describe trends over 

time (since 1990).  

 

The two tables of data, provided by HUD, describe D.C. in regional context. The region 

(designated by HUD) includes: (1) D.C.; five counties in Maryland (Frederick, Montgomery, 

Calvert, Charles, and Prince Georgeôs); eleven counties in Virginia (Arlington, Clarke, Culpeper, 

Fairfax, Fauquier, Loudoun, Prince William, Rappahannock, Spotsylvania, Stafford, and 

Warren); six cities in Virginia (Alexandria, Fairfax, Falls Church, Fredericksburg, Manassas, and 

Manassas Park); and one county in West Virginia (Jefferson). Together, these are known as the 

Washington-Arlington-Alexandria Metropolitan Area, or the ñRegion.ò 

 

Race is defined by the Census Bureau as a personôs self-identification with one or more social 

groups. An individual can report as White, Black or African American, Asian, American Indian 

and Alaska Native, Native Hawaiian and Other Pacific Islander, or some other race. Survey 

respondents may report multiple races.  

 

Ethnicity  determines whether a person is of Hispanic origin or not. For this reason, ethnicity is 

broken out in two categories, Hispanic or Latino and Not Hispanic or Latino. Hispanics may 

report as any race. 

 

In all of the tables, the Race groupings include only those who report that they are NOT of 

Hispanic origin. Those of Hispanic origin are reported under the Race groupings as Hispanic. 

Hispanic includes people of any of the races above.  

 

 

Race and Ethnicity 

 

As of the 2010 Census, the population of D.C. was 601,723 with persons of color comprising 

well over half of residents. More specifically (see table 1), 50.03 percent of residents were non-

Hispanic Black, 34.81 percent were non-Hispanic White, 9.10 percent were Hispanic, 3.50 

percent were non-Hispanic Asian or Pacific Islander, 0.22 percent were non-Hispanic Native 

Americans, 2.10 percent were non-Hispanic multiracial residents, and 0.24 percent identified as 



 

22 
 

non-Hispanic residents of some other race.5 Between 1990 and 2010, the racial and ethnic make-

up of D.C. changed considerably. The number and  

 

Table 1 ï Demographics, District of Columbia and 

Washington-Arlington -Alexandria, DC-VA-MD-WV Metro Area  

  District Of Columbia  Region 

Race/Ethnicity  # %  # % 

White, Non-Hisp. 209,464 34.81% 2,751,392 48.82% 

Black, Non-Hisp. 301,053 50.03% 1,417,003 25.14% 

Hispanic 54,749 9.10% 775,180 13.75% 

Asian/Pacific Island, Non-Hisp. 21,034 3.50% 517,777 9.19% 

Native American, Non-Hisp. 1,322 0.22% 12,428 0.22% 

Two or More Races, Non-Hisp. 12,650 2.10% 146,763 2.60% 

Other, Non-Hisp. 1,451 0.24% 15,688 0.28% 

National Origin  

#1 country of origin  El Salvador 13,354 2.29% El Salvador 171,075 3.18% 

#2 country of origin Ethiopia 4,901 0.84% India 81,627 1.52% 

#3 country of origin Mexico 2,839 0.49% Korea 58,945 1.10% 

#4 country of origin Guatemala 2,483 0.43% Mexico 48,232 0.90% 

#5 country of origin Jamaica 2,334 0.40% China  47,614 0.89% 

#6 country of origin China  2,301 0.39% Vietnam 47,290 0.88% 

#7 country of origin India 2,281 0.39% Philippines 47,206 0.88% 

#8 country of origin Dominican Rep. 2,166 0.37% Guatemala 43,842 0.82% 

#9 country of origin Philippines 1,984 0.34% Ethiopia 37,647 0.70% 

#10 country of origin Germany 1,942 0.33% Peru 36,379 0.68% 

Limited English Proficiency (LEP) Language 

#1 LEP Language Spanish 16,201 2.78% Spanish 285,375 5.31% 

#2 LEP Language African 3,225 0.55% Chinese 35,954 0.67% 

#3 LEP Language French 1,648 0.28% Korean 33,611 0.63% 

#4 LEP Language Chinese 1,644 0.28% Vietnamese 29,164 0.54% 

#5 LEP Language Vietnamese 671 0.12% African 28,359 0.53% 

#6 LEP Language Tagalog 519 0.09% French 14,027 0.26% 

#7 LEP Language Portuguese 407 0.07% Other Indic  13,539 0.25% 

#8 LEP Language Russian 407 0.07% Tagalog 11,638 0.22% 

#9 LEP Language Italian 363 0.06% Persian 10,874 0.20% 

#10 LEP Language Other Indic  348 0.06% Arabic 10,013 0.19% 

Disability Type 

Hearing difficulty 12,300 2.15% 113,491 2.14% 

Vision difficulty 13,453 2.35% 75,094 1.42% 

Cognitive difficulty 28,856 5.04% 163,053 3.08% 

Ambulatory difficulty 36,878 6.45% 226,972 4.29% 

Self-care difficulty 12,805 2.24% 87,848 1.66% 

Independent living difficulty  22,958 4.01% 158,349 2.99% 

                                                           
5 American Community Survey 2013-17 5-Year sample data show that the District of Columbiaôs population is over 

670,000 (see Table 3). The share of non-Hispanic Black residents is 46.87%, while the share of Hispanics in the 

District is 10.68%. 
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Sex 

Male 284,222 47.23% 2,743,852 48.68% 

Female 317,501 52.77% 2,892,380 51.32% 

Age 

Under 18 100,815 16.75% 1,345,820 23.88% 

18-64 432,099 71.81% 3,725,516 66.10% 

65+ 68,809 11.44% 564,896 10.02% 

Family Type 

Families with children 45,921 40.74% 656,468 48.08% 
Note 1: All % represent a share of the total population within the jurisdiction or region, except family type, which is out of 

total families. Note 2: 10 most populous places of birth and languages at the jurisdiction level may not be the same as the 10 

most populous at the Region level, and are thus labeled separately. Note 3: Data Sources: Decennial Census; ACS. Note 4: 

China does not include Hong Kong and Taiwan. Note 5: Refer to the Data Documentation for details 

www.hudexchange.info/resource/4848/affh-data-documentation. 

 

share of non-Hispanic Blacks fell dramatically over that period, from over 65 percent of 

residents to just over 50 percent (see table 2). Meanwhile, the share of non-Hispanic Whites 

increased in that 20-year period by about 7 percentage points. The shares of Hispanics and non-

Hispanic Asians or Pacific Islanders also went up, by about 4 points and 2.5 points respectively.  

 

Regionally, the largest differences are for non-Hispanic Whites and Blacks. For instance, 48.82 

percent of the metro areaôs population is non-Hispanic White, 14 points higher than in D.C. And, 

the metro share of non-Hispanic Blacks is 25.14 percent, considerably lower than in D.C. The 

region is also more Hispanic (13.75% vs. 9.10%) and non-Hispanic Asian or Pacific Islander 

(9.19% vs. 3.50%) than D.C. The regional over-time trends differ considerably from what 

occurred in D.C. The metro area share of non-Hispanic Whites fell by over 15 percentage points 

between 1990 and 2010. By contrast, there was considerable regional growth in the Hispanic 

population, which added over 500,000 persons and moved from about 5.5 percent to almost 14 

percent of residents. Similarly, the population of non-Hispanic Asian or Pacific Islanders more 

than doubled, adding over 381,000 residents. The regional share of non-Hispanic Blacks was 

static over those two decades.  

 

National Origin 

 

The ten most frequently occurring countries of foreign-born national origin in the District of 

Columbia are, from most to least populous, El Salvador, Ethiopia, Mexico, Guatemala, Jamaica, 

China (excluding Hong Kong & Taiwan)6, India, Dominican Republic, Philippines, and 

Germany. El Salvadorian comprise the largest share of D.C.ôs population, at 2.29 percent. 

Ethiopian-Americans are second, making up 0.84 percent of DCôs population.7 Regionally, El 

Salvadorians (3.18%), Indians (1.52%), and Koreans (1.10%) comprise the top three highest 

shares of the metro areaôs foreign-born population. Asians make up five of the top 10 most 

commonly occurring countries of national origin at the regional level, consistent with the higher 

overall share of non-Hispanic Asians and Pacific Islanders in the metro. The share of foreign-

born residents has increased substantially between 1990 and 2010, both in D.C. and in the metro 

                                                           
6 This exclusion originates in the HUD provided data. 
7 As of 2017, the top 3 most frequently occurring countries of foreign-born origin in the District of Columbia are El 

Salvador, Ethiopia, and Mexico (see Table 3). 

file:///C:/Users/mhaberle/Downloads/www.hudexchange.info/resource/4848/affh-data-documentation
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region. Over that 20 year span, the share of foreign-born increased by about 3 percentage points 

in D.C., from 9.7% in 1990 to 12.64% as of 2010. The increase was even more pronounced in 

the metro area, going from 11.76% to 20.23% over that period. 

 

 

Table 2 ï Demographic Trends, District Of Columbia and Washington-Arlington -Alexandria, 

DC-VA-MD-WV Metro Area  

District of Columbia 
  1990 Trend 2000 Trend 2010 Trend Current  

Race/Ethnicity  # % # % # % # % 

White, Non-Hisp. 166,031 27.35% 159,173 27.82% 209,464 34.81% 209,464 34.81% 

Black, Non-Hisp. 395,115 65.10% 346,078 60.50% 308,617 51.29% 301,053 50.03% 

Hispanic 32,617 5.37% 44,948 7.86% 54,749 9.10% 54,749 9.10% 

Asian/Pacific Island, Non-Hisp. 10,646 1.75% 17,119 2.99% 25,154 4.18% 21,034 3.50% 

Native American, Non-Hisp. 1,163 0.19% 1,838 0.32% 2,076 0.35% 1,322 0.22% 

National Origin  

Foreign-born 58,887 9.70% 73,561 12.86% 76,058 12.64% 85,229 14.16% 

LEP  

Limited English Proficiency 29,128 4.80% 38,236 6.68% 24,700 4.10% 28,095 4.67% 

Sex 

Male 282,754 46.59% 268,827 46.99% 284,222 47.23% 284,222 47.23% 

Female 324,146 53.41% 303,232 53.01% 317,501 52.77% 317,501 52.77% 

Age 

Under 18 116,624 19.22% 118,388 20.70% 100,815 16.75% 100,815 16.75% 

18-64 412,604 67.99% 383,583 67.05% 432,099 71.81% 432,099 71.81% 

65+ 77,672 12.80% 70,088 12.25% 68,809 11.44% 68,809 11.44% 

Family Type 

Families with children 51,062 41.32% 47,906 42.73% 45,921 40.74% 45,921 40.74% 

Region 
  1990 Trend 2000 Trend 2010 Trend Current  

Race/Ethnicity  # % # % # % # % 

White, Non-Hisp. 2,661,215 64.00% 2,685,696 55.51% 2,751,393 48.82% 2,751,392 48.82% 

Black, Non-Hisp. 1,052,256 25.31% 1,305,227 26.98% 1,485,407 26.35% 1,417,003 25.14% 

Hispanic 227,030 5.46% 430,202 8.89% 775,180 13.75% 775,180 13.75% 

Asian/Pacific Island, Non-Hisp. 198,814 4.78% 364,448 7.53% 580,366 10.30% 517,777 9.19% 

Native American, Non-Hisp. 9,866 0.24% 21,614 0.45% 25,291 0.45% 12,428 0.22% 

National Origin  

Foreign-born 488,904 11.76% 830,719 17.17% 1,140,161 20.23% 1,245,847 22.10% 

LEP  

Limited English Proficiency 228,590 5.50% 408,948 8.45% 519,573 9.22% 540,755 9.59% 

Sex 

Male 2,024,996 48.71% 2,351,426 48.61% 2,743,852 48.68% 2,743,852 48.68% 

Female 2,132,418 51.29% 2,486,102 51.39% 2,892,380 51.32% 2,892,380 51.32% 

Age 

Under 18 982,431 23.63% 1,250,968 25.86% 1,345,820 23.88% 1,345,820 23.88% 

18-64 2,816,535 67.75% 3,152,500 65.17% 3,725,516 66.10% 3,725,516 66.10% 

65+ 358,448 8.62% 434,060 8.97% 564,896 10.02% 564,896 10.02% 

Family Type 

Families with children 509,112 48.78% 387,838 49.75% 656,468 48.08% 656,468 48.08% 



 

25 
 

Note 1: All % represent a share of the total population within the jurisdiction or region, except family type, which is out of total 

families. Note 2: Data Sources: Decennial Census; ACS. Note 3: Refer to the Data Documentation for details 

www.hudexchange.info/resource/4848/affh-data-documentation. 

 

Limited English Proficiency 

 

Spanish is the most common language for D.C. residents with Limited English Proficiency 

(LEP), at 2.78 percent. African languages are the second-most frequently occurring in D.C. (0.55 

percent), followed by various European and Asian languages to round out the top ten (see table 

1). Spanish is also the most common LEP language regionally, at 5.31 percent. At both city and 

regional levels, the share of Spanish-speaking residents with LEP is greater than the combined 

shares of the next 9 most frequently occurring languages. Over time, there has not been much 

change in the share of the D.C. population that is LEP. The D.C. share actually declined from 4.8 

percent in 1990 to 4.1 percent in 2010, a decrease of over 4,000 persons. By contrast, the share 

of persons with LEP increased drastically over that same period, from 5.5 percent in 1990 to 9.22 

percent as of 2010. This represents an absolute increase of close to 300,000 residents in the 

region. 

 

Disability 

 

The three most frequently occurring types of disabilities in D.C. are ambulatory (6.45%), 

cognitive (5.04%), and those that prohibit independent living (4.01%). These are followed by 

vision, self-care, and hearing, all at around 2% of the total population. Regionally, the top three 

disability types mirror those from D.C. However, in five of the six disability types the D.C. share 

is at least 0.50 of a percentage point higher than in the region, and this difference is greater than 

1 point for ambulatory, cognitive, and independent living disabilities. Looking at 2013-7 5-Year 

ACS data, 11.7% of the total civilian non-institutionalized population in D.C. have a disability. 

This share is 8.5% for the region.   

 

Sex 

 

In D.C., the share of residents that are females is 52.77% and the share of residents that are males 

is 47.23%. Regionally, the share of the population that is female is slightly lower, at 51.32%, and 

the share that is male is 48.68%. There has not been meaningful change in these shares over 

time, either at the D.C. or region levels. 

 

Age  

 

D.C. has a significantly lower share of children (16.75%) than the region (23.88%) and a 

significantly higher share of working age adults (71.81% in D.C. versus 66.10% in the region). 

The share of elderly persons is about the same for D.C. and the surrounding metro. The number 

and share of children fell in D.C. in between 1990 and 2010, while the working age adult 

population increased. There was little change over time in these numbers regionally. 

 

  

file:///C:/Users/mhaberle/Downloads/www.hudexchange.info/resource/4848/affh-data-documentation


 

26 
 

Familial Status 

 

Consistent with the lower share of children in the overall D.C. population, a considerably lower 

share of D.C. households consists of families with children (40.74%) as compared to the region 

(48.08%). There has been little change in these shares from 1990 to 2010, either for D.C. or the 

metro area.  

 

Table 3 ï Demographics using 2013-17 ACS 5-year estimates 

District of Columbia and Washington-Arlington -Alexandria, DC-VA-MD-WV Metro Area  

  District Of Columbia  Region 

Race/Ethnicity  # %  # % 

White, Non-Hisp. 241,901 35.98% 2,818,715 46.28% 

Black, Non-Hisp. 315,159 46.87% 1,514,907 24.87% 

Hispanic 71,829 10.68% 930,161 15.27% 

Asian/Pacific Island, Non-Hisp. 25,304 3.76% 604,618 9.93% 

Native American, Non-Hisp. 1,140 0.17% 11,637 0.19% 

Two or More Races, Non-Hisp. 14,864 2.21% 189,199 3.11% 

Other, Non-Hisp. 2,194 0.33% 20,959 0.34% 

National Origin  

#1 country of origin  El Salvador 11,776 1.75% El Salvador 187,452 3.08% 

#2 country of origin Ethiopia 5,699 0.85% India 96,480 1.58% 

#3 country of origin Mexico 4,117 0.61% Korea 61,306 1.01% 

#4 country of origin China 3,690 0.55% China 55,000 0.90% 

#5 country of origin Guatemala 3,241 0.48% Ethiopia 48,704 0.80% 

#6 country of origin Jamaica 2,822 0.42% Vietnam 48,483 0.80% 

#7 country of origin India 2,722 0.40% Mexico 48,274 0.79% 

#8 country of origin France 2,417 0.36% Philippines 47,996 0.79% 

#9 country of origin Dominican Rep. 2,220 0.33% Guatemala 47,581 0.78% 

#10 country of origin Colombia 2,133 0.32% Honduras 39,754 0.65% 

Sex 

Male 319,046 47.45% 2,975,354 48.85% 

Female 353,345 52.55% 3,114,842 51.15% 

Age 

Under 18 118,058 17.56% 1,411,310 23.17% 

18-64 474,564 70.58% 3,955,602 64.95% 

65+ 79,769 11.86% 723,284 11.88% 

Family Type 

Families with children 51,248 42.21% 672,194 46.87% 
Note 1: All % represent a share of the total population within the jurisdiction or region, except family type, which is out of 

total families. Note 2: 10 most populous places of birth and languages at the jurisdiction level may not be the same as the 10 

most populous at the Region level, and are thus labeled separately. Note 3: Data Sources: ACS. Note 4: China does not 

include Hong Kong and Taiwan. Note 5: LEP data were not available at the tract level for 2017. Note 6: Disability data did 

not include comparable age categories in 2017, and are thus excluded in this table. Note 7: Refer to the Data Documentation 

for details www.hudexchange.info/resource/4848/affh-data-documentation. 

 

  

file:///C:/Users/bknudsen/SharePoint/PRRAC%20Shared%20Site%20-%20Documents/DC%20AFFH/Data%20Analysis%20and%20Mapping/Sections/Demographic%20Summary/www.hudexchange.info/resource/4848/affh-data-documentation
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B. General Issues 
 

i. Segregation and Integration 

 

This portion of the analysis examines racial concentration and cross-racial exposures and trends 

over time, as well as concentrations of renter and owner-occupied housing. Historically, D.C. has 

been highly segregated by race and income, with the legacy of restrictive covenants and 

redlining still felt in the present. Today, D.C. has very high rates of ethnic and racial segregation, 

with clearly defined spatial patterns. A number of the causes of this segregation are described in 

the ñcontributing factorsò part of this section.  

 

Analysis 

 

Describe and compare segregation levels in the jurisdiction and region. Identify the racial/ethnic 

groups that experience the highest levels of segregation. 

 

D.C. has very high rates of ethnic and racial segregation. Patterns of segregation are clearly 

spatially defined. Generally, portions of the upper Northwest quadrant as well as neighborhoods 

east of the Anacostia River have the highest rates of segregation by race and ethnicity.  

 

One common metric used to determine levels of residential segregation between groups is the 

ñdissimilarity index.ò The index shows the degree to which two groups are evenly distributed 

across a geographic area and measures the percentage of a certain groupôs population that would 

have to move to a different census tract in order to be evenly distributed within a city or 

metropolitan area in relation to another group. The higher the dissimilarity index, the more 

uneven the population of different groups is to each other. For example, if a Black/White 

dissimilarity index is 65, then 65 percent of Black residents would need to move in order for 

Blacks and Whites to be evenly distributed across the city. A dissimilarity index of less than 40 

is considered low, 40 to 55 is moderate, and values over 55 are considered high. 

  

Table 1 - Racial/Ethnic Dissimilarity Trends 
  District Of Columbia  Region 
Racial/Ethnic Dissimilarity  1990 

Trend 

2000 

Trend 

2010 

Trend Current  

1990 

Trend 

2000 

Trend 

2010 

Trend Current  

Non-White/White 73.13 73.10 63.26 66.20 52.18 49.30 46.74 50.29 

Black/White 77.94 79.82 72.18 74.51 65.07 62.72 60.82 64.08 

Hispanic/White  50.37 59.31 49.07 50.97 41.83 47.54 48.29 50.69 

Asian or Pacific Islander/White 25.00 25.58 17.93 23.81 34.83 37.66 37.32 41.96 

Note 1: Data Sources: Decennial Census. Note 2: Refer to the Data Documentation for details 

(www.hudexchange.info/resource/4848/affh-data-documentation). 

 

In D.C., Black/White segregation is especially high. As measured by the dissimilarity index, 

Black residents experience by far the highest levels of segregation of any racial or ethnic group 

within D.C. as well as in the region (see table 1). Hispanic residents experience moderate levels 

of segregation in D.C. and the region. Asian American and Pacific Islander residents face 

relatively low levels of segregation within D.C., which may be due to lower proportions of Asian 
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and Pacific Islander residents compared to the region. Asian American and Pacific Islanders 

experience significantly higher levels of segregation in the region as a whole than within D.C. 

 

In the region, there is significant segregation by ethnicity and race. On a broad level, there is a 

stark difference between the demographics of the eastern and western portions of the region. 

Within D.C., Black and, to a lesser extent, Hispanic residents largely live in areas east of 16th 

Street NW. Non-Hispanic White and Asian residents are largely concentrated in the western 

portions of D.C. Outside of D.C., there is an east-west divide as well. Black residents are 

concentrated in Prince Georgeôs County while Non-Hispanic White and Asian American 

residents are concentrated in Montgomery County and Northern Virginia. Hispanic residents are 

more evenly distributed throughout the region.  

 

Overall, these results point to serious black/white segregation both in D.C. and (while a bit 

lower) in the region overall. See below for discussion of contributing factors that may account 

for these results. 

 

Identify areas in the jurisdiction and region with relatively high segregation and integration by 

race/ethnicity, national origin, or LEP group, and indicate the predominant groups living in 

each area. 
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District of Columbia ï Segregation by Race and Ethnicity 

 

Map 1: Race/Ethnicity, Washington, DC  

 
 

Within D.C., there are many neighborhoods with high levels of segregation. Neighborhoods 

located east of the Anacostia River as well as those to the west of Rock Creek Park generally 

have some of the highest levels of racial segregation in the city. 

 

Black residents are heavily concentrated in the eastern neighborhoods of D.C., especially in 

Ward 7 and in Ward 8. Relatively few Black residents live west of 16th Street NW while nearly 

every census tract that lies east of the Anacostia River has an overwhelmingly Black population. 

Most of the District of Columbiaôs R/ECAPs are also located east of the Anacostia River. In 

addition, there are many neighborhoods in Ward 5 that are predominantly Black, such as Ivy 

City and Michigan Park. Northern portions located in Ward 4 such as Crestwood and Manor 

Park also have very high concentrations of Black residents. In addition, there is a relatively high 

number of Black residents in portions of the southwest quadrant bordering South Capitol Street 

and in Kingman Park in Ward 6.  

  

In contrast, non-Hispanic White residents are concentrated in the western parts of D.C., generally 

to the west of 16th Street NW. Neighborhoods that lie west of Rock Creek Park in Ward 3 such 
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as Cleveland Park, Woodley Park, and Van Ness are predominantly White. Other upper 

Northwest neighborhoods including The Palisades, Spring Valley, and Chevy Chase are all 

highly segregated with a predominantly White population. Kalorama, Dupont Circle, Penn 

Quarter, and portions of the Logan Circle area are also segregated with a high concentration of 

Non-Hispanic White residents. Outside of Northwest, Non-Hispanic White residents are 

concentrated in the Navy Yard neighborhood and in Capitol Hill, which is one of the largest 

neighborhoods in D.C.   

 

Hispanic residents are generally concentrated in the central and northern parts of the District of 

Columbia, especially in the neighborhoods of Mount Pleasant, Adams Morgan, Columbia 

Heights, Park View, Brightwood, and Brightwood Park. There is also a concentration of 

Hispanic residents near Logan Circle. Asian residents are generally concentrated in the central 

and western neighborhoods of the District of Columbia with high concentrations in Van Ness, 

Chinatown, Mount Vernon Triangle, Dupont Circle, Logan Circle, and Foggy Bottom. 

 

Relatively integrated neighborhoods by race and ethnicity are generally located in central 

neighborhoods closer to Downtown. Several census tracts in the Logan Circle neighborhood 

between Rhode Island Avenue NW and Massachusetts Avenue NW are relatively integrated. 

There are also fairly integrated census tracts in Judiciary Square, census tracts immediately to the 

east of the Washington Convention Center and north of New York Avenue NW in the Mount 

Vernon Triangle area, and in Bloomingdale. In addition, there is relatively high integration in 

several census tracts along the U Street Corridor and in Shaw south of Florida Avenue NW. 

Columbia Heights and Adams Morgan are two of the most diverse neighborhoods in the District 

of Columbia with large shares of Non-Hispanic White, Hispanic, and Black residents. Most of 

the Southwest waterfront area is also generally integrated with large shares of Non-Hispanic 

White and Black residents. Several census tracts that are to the east of Lincoln Park and west of 

RFK stadium are relatively integrated. In Northeast, the H Street Corridor, Brookland, and 

Takoma are relatively integrated area with substantial shares of Black and Non-Hispanic White 

residents.  
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Region ï Segregation by Race and Ethnicity 

 

Map 2: Race/Ethnicity, Washington, DC Region 

 
 

In the region, there are also many areas that are relatively segregated by race and ethnicity. There 

are areas of significant Hispanic concentration in Langley Park, Hyattsville, and Beltsville in 

northern Prince Georgeôs County and in Gaithersburg, Wheaton, and Aspen Hill in Montgomery 

County. In Virginia, Hispanic residents are concentrated in western sections of the City of 

Alexandria and South Arlington. In Fairfax County, there are also areas of Hispanic 

concentration in Annandale, the Route 1 corridor in southern Fairfax County, Seven Corners, and 

Herndon. There are also areas of Hispanic concentration in Dale City and Woodbridge in Prince 

William County, the cities of Manassas and Manassas Park, and in Sterling in Loudoun County. 

 

Black residents are generally concentrated in the eastern portion of the region. Communities in 

Prince Georgeôs County that border the southeast quadrant of the District of Columbia have 

some of the highest concentrations of Black residents in the region. There are also significant 

concentrations of Black residents throughout Prince Georgeôs County, northern Charles County, 

and in Aspen Hill, Silver Spring, and Gaithersburg in Montgomery County. In Virginia, there are 

significant concentrations of Black residents in South Arlington, the western section of the City 

of Alexandria, Southern Fairfax County, eastern Prince William County, and in the cities of 

Manassas and Manassas Park.  
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There are significant concentrations of Non-Hispanic White residents in northern and western 

Montgomery County and in Bethesda, Chevy Chase, and Potomac. In Prince Georgeôs County, 

there is a significant concentration of Non-Hispanic White residents in College Park. In Virginia, 

Old Town Alexandria is disproportionately Non-Hispanic White. There are also significant 

concentrations of Non-Hispanic White residents in North Arlington; in Northern Fairfax County 

communities such as McLean and Great Falls; and in western Loudoun County. 

 

Asian residents are generally concentrated in the western part of the region. There is a high 

concentration of Asian residents in Rockville, Gaithersburg, and Germantown in Montgomery 

County. In Virginia, there are significant concentrations of Asian residents in North Arlington, 

the City of Fairfax, Tysons Corner, Centreville, Annandale, Chantilly, Herndon, Burke, and 

Springfield. There are also high concentrations of Asian residents in eastern Loudoun County as 

well as in Gainesville in Prince William County.  

 

Relatively well integrated areas include Beltsville, Bowie, Mount Rainier, Silver Spring, 

Rockville, Gaithersburg, and Montgomery Village in Maryland. Many communities in Fairfax 

County such as Reston and Burke as well as Sterling in Eastern Loudoun County are relatively 

integrated among Hispanic, Asian, and Non-Hispanic White residents. 

 

DC ï Segregation by National Origin 

 

Map 3: National Origin, DC 
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In terms of national origin, foreign-born individuals are concentrated in the central and northern 

neighborhoods of D.C. There is a significant population of Salvadoran born residents in 

Columbia Heights, Mount Pleasant, Adams Morgan, Park View, Petworth, Sixteenth Street 

Heights, Brightwood Park, and Brightwood. There is a significant concentration of individuals of 

Ethiopian national origin in Brightwood with smaller concentrations in Columbia Heights and 

along the U Street Corridor. There is a concentration of Mexican national origin in Columbia 

Heights and Brightwood Park. Individuals of Guatemalan national origin are concentrated in 

Logan Circle, Shaw, and Columbia Heights. Individuals of Jamaican national origin are 

concentrated in Brightwood and Brightwood Park. 

 

Region ï Segregation by National Origin  

 

As discussed in the demographic summary, the top 5 countries of origin for foreign-born 

individuals in the region are El Salvador, India, Korea, Mexico, and China. There are 

concentrations of individuals of Salvadoran national origin in Langley Park, Hyattsville, 

Wheaton, Aspen Hill, Silver Spring, Montgomery Village, and Gaithersburg in Maryland. In 

Virginia, there are concentrations of Salvadoran national origin in Dale City, Woodbridge, 

Manassas, Manassas Park, Sterling, Herndon. Annandale, Springfield, Southern Fairfax County, 

South Arlington, Wheaton, and Gaithersburg. Significant concentrations of Indian national origin 

exist in Sterling, Herndon, Centreville, Ashburn, South Riding, Potomac, and Gaithersburg. 

There are significant concentrations of Korean national origin in Centreville, Chantilly, Fairfax, 

McLean, Annandale, Burke, Lorton, Rockville, and Gaithersburg. High concentrations of 

Mexican national origin exist in Langley Park, Hyattsville, Gaithersburg, Aspen Hill, Wheaton, 

Baileyôs Crossroads, Alexandria, Manassas, and Woodbridge. High concentrations of Chinese 

origin exist in Darnestown, Rockville, Gaithersburg, Germantown, North Potomac, Potomac, 

Merrifield, and Fairfax. 
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DC ï Segregation of LEP Individuals 

 

Map 4: Limited English Proficiency, DC 

 

 

Spanish speakers comprise the largest group of LEP individuals in the District of Columbia 

followed by speakers of African Languages, French, Chinese, and Vietnamese. Spanish speakers 

are concentrated in Columbia Heights, Adams Morgan, Mount Pleasant, Logan Circle, Petworth, 

and Brightwood. Speakers of African languages are concentrated in Columbia Heights, 

Brightwood, and in Northeast near the intersection of Eastern and Southern Avenues. The largest 

concentrations of French speakers are in Takoma, Shepherd Park, and Brookland. Chinese 

speakers are concentrated in the central part of the District of Columbia in Chinatown, Penn 

Quarter, and Foggy Bottom. Vietnamese speakers are concentrated in the central portions of the 

District of Columbia.  

 

Region ï Segregation of LEP Individuals 

 

In the region, LEP individuals most commonly speak Spanish, Chinese, Korean, Vietnamese, 

and African languages. In Maryland, Spanish-speaking individuals are concentrated in Northern 

Prince Georgeôs County communities including Hyattsville, College Park, and Langley Park and 

the Montgomery County communities of Gaithersburg and Montgomery Village, White Oak, 
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and Aspen Hill. In Virginia, Spanish-speakers are concentrated in eastern Prince William 

County, Manassas and Manassas Park, western Fairfax County, eastern Loudoun County, South 

Arlington, Alexandria, Annandale, Baileyôs Crossroads, Seven Corners, and southern Fairfax 

County. Speakers of Chinese are concentrated in North Potomac, Rockville, and Gaithersburg. 

Korean speakers are concentrated in Fairfax, Centreville, Annandale, Burke, and Lorton. 

Vietnamese speakers are concentrated in Annandale, Falls Church, Baileyôs Crossroads, and 

Seven Corners. Speakers of African languages are concentrated in Silver Spring and Wheaton.  

 

Explain how these segregation levels and patterns in the jurisdiction and region have changed 

over time (since 1990). 

 

Historically, D.C. and the region have been highly segregated by race and income. D.C. has a 

disproportionately large low-income Black population when compared to the United States and 

the region due partly to white flight from the city in the second half of the 20th century as well as 

the departure of many middle-class Black families in the 1970s.8 Black residents formed a 

majority of D.C.ôs population for decades until 2011 and still make up a plurality of all residents. 

  

D.C. has experienced tremendous population growth in recent years. After years of decline, the 

population of D.C. has grown by over 120,000 residents since 2000. An influx of White residents 

as well as Hispanics and Asians have helped to integrate areas that were once predominantly 

Black. However, residential segregation remains entrenched across much of the city. Overall 

levels of non-White/White segregation declined between 1990 and 2010 but may have risen 

since 2010. Levels of Black/White segregation and Asian or Pacific Islander/White segregation 

also declined between 1990 and 2010 (but may have risen since 2010). However, Black/White 

segregation remains extremely high. In the region, Non-White/White segregation has declined 

modestly since 1990, with Black/White segregation falling while Hispanic/White segregation 

increased over that period.   

 

Despite the large demographic changes in D.C., geographic patterns of segregation are largely 

the same as they were in 1990, with White residents concentrated in the west and Black residents 

concentrated in the east. There has been increased integration in central neighborhoods that have 

experienced gentrification such as Logan Circle, Bloomingdale, Columbia Heights and Shaw. 

Additionally, there has been increased integration since 2000 in some neighborhoods 

experiencing large new residential development activity such as NoMa and the H Street 

Corridor. In Navy Yard, massive redevelopment has helped transform the neighborhood from 

predominantly Black to predominantly Non-Hispanic White. Regionally, the racial divide 

between the eastern and western portions of the region has largely remained the same even as the 

region has become substantially more racially and ethnically diverse since 1990, due in part to a 

dramatic increase in the Hispanic and Asian populations in the Maryland and Northern Virginia 

suburbs. However, the concentration of Black residents in Prince Georgeôs County has increased 

and many Hispanic and Asian residents have formed new relatively segregated enclaves. New 

R/ECAPs have also emerged in Prince Georgeôs County, Fairfax County, and Montgomery 

County since 1990.  

 

                                                           
8 Kathryn Zickuhr, Discriminatory Housing Practices in the District: A Brief history, 

https://www.dcpolicycenter.org/publications/discriminatory-housing-practices-in-the-district-a-brief-history/  

https://www.dcpolicycenter.org/publications/discriminatory-housing-practices-in-the-district-a-brief-history/
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Consider and describe the location of owner and renter occupied housing in the jurisdiction and 

region in determining whether such housing is located in segregated or integrated areas, and 

describe trends over time. 

 

Map 5: Location of Renter Occupied Housing 

 
 

In D.C., approximately 57% of households rent rather than own their homes. Renter occupied 

housing tends to be concentrated in neighborhoods closer to Downtown that have high 

population density and many rental housing options. These include areas such as Foggy Bottom, 

Penn Quarter, Navy Yard, Columbia Heights, and Shaw as well as some neighborhoods that lie 

along the major thoroughfares of Wisconsin, Massachusetts, and Connecticut Avenues NW. 

Other neighborhoods with relatively high rates of renter occupied housing include Ivy City, 

Carver-Langston, and Brightwood. There is also a notable concentration of census tracts with 

very high rates of renter occupied housing in portions of the southeast quadrant of D.C. such as 

Anacostia and Garfield Heights that are east of the Anacostia River and are some of the most 

racially segregated neighborhoods in the city. While there is a substantial amount of renter 

occupied housing located in R/ECAPs and other segregated areas, there is also a high 

concentration of renters in some of the most integrated neighborhoods in D.C.  
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Map 6: Location of Owner Occupied Housing 

 
 

Owner occupied housing is most prevalent in less dense areas further away from Downtown. The 

majority of census tracts in west of Rock Creek Park, in the upper northwest quadrant of D.C. 

have very high homeownership rates. The Northeast quadrant also has high rates of owner-

occupied housing concentrated in neighborhoods like Woodridge and Michigan Park. Other 

neighborhoods close to the Northeast border of the District such as Manor Park, Crestwood, 

Shepherd Park, and Sixteenth Street Heights also have high rates of home ownership. Capitol 

Hill and Fort Dupont are also notable for being neighborhoods with a high concentration of 

home owners. Owner-occupied housing tends to be located in both predominantly Black 

neighborhoods as well as predominantly White neighborhoods.  

 

Discuss whether there are any demographic trends, policies, or practices that could lead to 

higher segregation in the jurisdiction in the future. Participants should focus on patterns that 

affect the jurisdiction and region rather than creating an inventory of local laws, policies or 

practices. 

 

Population growth and gentrification in D.C. are significant forces that could lead to higher 

segregation in the future. Although population growth is slowing down from the rapid pace seen 
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in much of the past decade9, the effects of such growth and gentrification continue to be a 

concern. Due to a variety of factors, recent residential development activity has been 

concentrated in certain neighborhoods where it is easier to build new units. These neighborhoods 

include Navy Yard, NoMa and the Southwest Waterfront. Demographic change is likely to be 

especially rapid in these neighborhoods and residential segregation could increase there. 

Neighborhoods that are experiencing gentrification and are currently relatively integrated could 

become segregated in the future as residents of color become displaced.  

 

As more affluent residents continue to move into the city, lower-income residents face increased 

housing pressure and may be displaced to neighborhoods in the eastern portions of the city as 

well as to suburban communities, particularly in Prince Georgeôs County, that have more 

affordable housing.   

 

Additional Information  

 

Historical Overview 

 

Many of the fair housing issues discussed in this document have roots in decades-old policies 

and government actions, as well as those of the private sector. Racial segregation in DC stretches 

back beyond the last century, institutionalized through courts, property deeds, and government 

policies. The Great Migration in the latter half of the 19th century brought an influx of Black 

Southerners seeking education and employment opportunities in Northern cities, including D.C. 

D.C.ôs old city was largely built up by this time, and officials began looking north to the rural 

area beyond the former boundary at Florida Avenue.10  

 

Developers had enormous sway in shaping the physical landscape at this time, since the advent 

of municipal zoning did not begin until the 1920s. As new neighborhoods were being built in the 

northern parts of DC, developers often sought to control the makeup of new neighborhoods by 

including covenants, or agreements, in deeds for properties they sold.11 Besides commonplace 

requirements such as distance from the street or excluding multi-family homes, covenants could 

also prohibit a propertyôs sale to certain groupsðmost often, African Americans. Beginning with 

new developments in Northwest neighborhoods, including Brightwood and Petworth, developers 

were able to build up restrictive blocks, property by property.12 

 

In the early 20th century, another form of racially restrictive covenants began gaining popularity. 

Neighborhood associations would create petitions, gathering signatures from residents, to put 

covenants on the properties of every signer. This effectively restricted entire blocks and 

neighborhoods, and were filed with the Recorder of Deeds as legal contracts.13 This was a more 

efficient tool of segregation than restrictions by deedðgathering signatures did not rely on the 

development of new properties and instead allowed these covenants to apply to existing ones. 

                                                           
9 https://wamu.org/story/19/01/30/the-reason-d-c-s-once-dramatic-population-growth-is-slowing-down-and-why-

thats-not-so-bad/ 
10 Mapping Segregation in Washington DC. How Racially Restricted Housing Shaped Ward 4. Prologue DC, 2019. 
11 Mapping Segregation in Washington DC. Legal Challenges to Racially Restrictive Covenants. Prologue DC, 

2019. 
12 Legal Challenges to Racially Restrictive Covenants. 
13 Legal Challenges to Racially Restrictive Covenants. 

https://wamu.org/story/19/01/30/the-reason-d-c-s-once-dramatic-population-growth-is-slowing-down-and-why-thats-not-so-bad/
https://wamu.org/story/19/01/30/the-reason-d-c-s-once-dramatic-population-growth-is-slowing-down-and-why-thats-not-so-bad/
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After the 1923 case Corrigan v. Buckley, which upheld the use of covenants, their use spread 

quickly across D.C. 14 Covenants continued to shape the racial landscape of D.C. until the 

landmark Shelley v. Kraemer ruling in 1948, which held that they could not be enforced by the 

courts.  

 

Even beyond covenants, housing segregation remained relevant through other forms. The 

government built racially segregated dormitories and family housing for the rapidly expanding 

federal workforce in the 1940s.15 New public housing was restricted by race, and advertisements 

for housing used coded language to exclude Blacks from buying or renting.16  

 

The area east of the Anacostia River, now known was Wards 7 and 8, was originally developed 

as a suburb for working class whites, with covenants in place to keep out African Americans. 

Today, the makeup of Wards 7 and 8 is nearly 94% Black.17 The flight of white residents and 

subsequent hyper-segregation in this area is not accidental. White residents began leaving the 

neighborhood in the mid-20th century, flocking to new suburbs in Virginia and Maryland and 

enclaves west of Rock Creek Park. In 1952, officials decided to begin an urban renewal project 

in Southwest D.C., with the stated objective of eliminating slums and improving conditions for 

residents who lived there.18 Residents contested the use of eminent domain, but the Supreme 

Court upheld the governmentôs authority, and moved forward with possession of the land, 

homes, and buildings in Southwest.19 560 acres were bulldozed, and 6,000 homes were razed. 

Approximately 23,000 residents, a majority of whom were Black, were displaced without 

comprehensive relocation assistance.20 Residents were forced into Wards 7 and 8, and 

obstructions to fair housing were created as a means to keep them in those areas.21 For example, 

the construction of Interstates I-495 and I-295 in the early 1960s cut off many Ward 7 and 8 

neighborhoods from the Anacostia River and the rest of the city, effectively isolating residents 

from accessibility to jobs.22 Additionally, in time, 5800 new homes replaced the former buildings 

in Southwest DC, but they were inhabited by 13,000 middle- and upper-middle class residents. 

Only 310 units were designated for moderate-income families, and only one apartment complex 

was designated for low-income families.23 These kinds of decisions perpetuated the existing 

racial lines in D.C. and ensured more obstacles in achieving integration. 

 

Today, the continuing legacy of deliberate segregation and discrimination remains a powerful 

force that contributes to residential patterns in the city and region. Overcoming this legacy will 

                                                           
14 Legal Challenges to Racially Restrictive Covenants. 
15 How Racially Restricted Housing Shaped Ward 4. 
16 How Racially Restricted Housing Shaped Ward 4. 
17 Brief for Howard Univerity School of Law Fair Housing Clinic and Civil Rights Clinic as Amicus Curiae, ICP v. 

Texas Department of Housing and Community Affairs, 135 S.Ct. 2507 (2015).  
18 Kilolo Kijazaki, Rachel Marie Brooks Atkins, Mark Paul, Anne E. Price, Darrick Hamilton, and William A. 

Darity Jr. The Color of Wealth in the Nationôs Capital. The Urban Institute: 2016. 
19 Kijazaki, et al.  
20 Kijazaki, et al. 
21 Brief for Howard Univerity School of Law Fair Housing Clinic and Civil Rights Clinic as Amicus Curiae, ICP v. 

Texas Department of Housing and Community Affairs, 135 S.Ct. 2507 (2015). 
22 Brief for Howard Univerity School of Law Fair Housing Clinic and Civil Rights Clinic as Amicus Curiae, ICP v. 

Texas Department of Housing and Community Affairs, 135 S.Ct. 2507 (2015), pg. 6-7 
23 https://www.urban.org/sites/default/files/publication/85341/2000986-2-the-color-of-wealth-in-the-nations-

capital_8.pdf, 25 

https://www.urban.org/sites/default/files/publication/85341/2000986-2-the-color-of-wealth-in-the-nations-capital_8.pdf
https://www.urban.org/sites/default/files/publication/85341/2000986-2-the-color-of-wealth-in-the-nations-capital_8.pdf
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require deliberate efforts to understand and overcome the ways that it is perpetuated today. In 

addition, as detailed in the ñcontributing factorsò throughout this document, modern-day policies 

play a significant role in creating and maintaining segregation and inequality ï and can be better 

designed in order to address these problems.   
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ii. Racially and Ethnically Concentrated Areas of Poverty (R/ECAPs) 

 

R/ECAPs are geographic areas with significant concentrations of poverty and minority 

populations.24 HUD has developed a census-tract based definition of R/ECAPs. In terms of racial 

or ethnic concentration, R/ECAPs are areas with a non-White population of 50 percent or more. 

With regards to poverty, R/ECAPs are census tracts in which 40 percent or more of individuals 

are living at or below the poverty limit or that have a poverty rate three times the average poverty 

rate for the metropolitan area, whichever threshold is lower.25  

 

Where one lives has a substantial effect on mental and physical health, education, crime levels, 

and economic opportunity. Urban areas that are more residentially segregated by race and 

income tend to have lower levels of upward economic mobility than other areas.26 Research has 

found that racial inequality is thus amplified by residential segregation.27 Concentrated poverty is 

also associated with higher crime rates and worse health outcomes.28 However, these areas may 

also offer some opportunities as well. Individuals may actively choose to settle in neighborhoods 

containing R/ECAPs due to proximity to job centers.29 Ethnic enclaves in particular may help 

immigrants build a sense of community and adapt to life in the U.S. The businesses, social 

networks, and institutions in ethnic enclaves may help immigrants preserve their cultural 

identities while providing a variety of services that allow them to establish themselves in their 

new homes.30 Overall, identifying R/ECAPs facilitates understanding of entrenched patterns of 

segregation and poverty. 

 

Analysis  

 

Identify any R/ECAPs or groupings of R/ECAP tracts within the jurisdiction and region.  

 

Out of the 179 tracts in D.C., 46 are R/ECAPs (25.6%) as of 2013. R/ECAPs are especially 

located in D.C.ôs northeast and southeast quadrants, coinciding with wards 5, 6, 7, and 8. The 

majority of D.C.ôs R/ECAPs are located to the east of the Anacostia River in Wards 7 and 8 (see 

                                                           
24 Office of the Secretary, HUD, Affirmatively Furthering Fair Housing, Sections 5.160 through 5.180 appear at 80 

FR 42363, July 2015, https://www.gpo.gov/fdsys/pkg/CFR-2016-title24-vol1/pdf/CFR-2016-title24-vol1-sec5-

152.pdf.  
25 U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development, HUD Open Data for R/ECAP Tract Current and Historic, 

https://egis-hud.opendata.arcgis.com/datasets/320b8ab5d0304daaa7f1b8c03ff01256_0.  
26 National Bureau of Economic Research, Where is the Land of Opportunity? The Geography of Intergenerational 

Mobility in the United States, January 2014, http://www.nber.org/papers/w19843.pdf.  
27 Raj Chetty & Nathaniel Hendren, The Impacts of Neighborhoods on Intergenerational Mobility: Childhood 

Exposure Effects and County-Level Estimates, HARVARD UNIVERSITY AND NBER (May 2015), http://www.equality-

of-opportunity.org/images/nbhds_paper.pdf; Raj Chetty & Nathaniel Hendren, The Impacts of Neighborhoods on 

Intergenerational Mobility II: County-Level Estimates, STANFORD UNIVERSITY, HARVARD UNIVERSITY, AND NBER 

(Dec. 2017), http://www.equality-of-opportunity.org/assets/documents/movers_paper2.pdf.  
28 Brookings Institute, The Re-Emergence of Concentrated Poverty: Metropolitan Trends in the 2000s, November 

2011, https://www.brookings.edu/research/the-re-emergence-of-concentrated-poverty-metropolitan-trends-in-the-

2000s/.  
29 Center for the Study of Immigrant Integration, Root Races: Latino Engagement, Place Identities, and Shared 
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https://dornsife.usc.edu/assets/sites/731/docs/RootsRaices_Full_Report_CSII_USC_Final2016_Web_Small.pdf.  
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Map 1 for R/ECAPs and Map 3 for Wards31). Most neighborhoods in Ward 8 are R/ECAPs, 

especially those lying to the east of Bolling Air Force Base and to the west of Good Hope Road 

SE. Similarly, many neighborhoods in Ward 7 are also R/ECAPs, especially in neighborhoods 

bordering East Capitol Street SE to the immediate north and south. Elsewhere, several 

neighborhoods to the west of the National Arboretum also are R/ECAPs, including Carver 

Langston, Trinidad, and Ivy City. Several neighborhoods to the north of Columbia Rd NW and 

east of 16th Street NW are also R/ECAPs, including what looks to be part of Sixteenth Street 

Heights. Regionally, there are 56 total R/ECAPs of which 46 are in D.C. Most of the 10 regional 

R/ECAPs outside of D.C. are within the Capital Beltway and in close proximity to the city. The 

most distant R/ECAPs include several in Gaithersburg MD and Reston Virginia. Overall, of the 

10 R/ECAPs, 3 are in Montgomery County MD, 3 are in Prince Georgeôs County MD, 1 is in 

Arlington County VA, and 3 are in Fairfax County VA. While there is some evidence of the 

suburbanization of racialized poverty, R/ECAPs are primarily located in specific neighborhoods 

within the D.C., and as such their harmful effects are also acutely concentrated in those same 

neighborhoods. Reasons for this overconcentration of R/ECAPs in the District of Columbia are 

explored below (see ñContributing Factorsò).  

 

 

  

                                                           
31 Map of District of Columbia Wards is available from the DC Office of Planning: 

https://planning.dc.gov/page/neighborhood-planning-01.  

https://planning.dc.gov/page/neighborhood-planning-01
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Map 1: R/ECAPs in the District of Columbia 
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Map 2: R/ECAPs in the Region 
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Map 3: DC Wards 

 
 

 

Describe and identify the predominant protected classes residing in R/ECAPs in the jurisdiction 

and region. How do these demographics of the R/ECAPs compare with the demographics of the 

jurisdiction and region?  

 

Non-Hispanic Black residents make up a disproportionately large share of the population living 

in R/ECAPs in D.C. as compared to the population of Blacks in D.C. and the region as a whole, 

as well as to Blacks in R/ECAPs regionally. Non-Hispanic Blacks comprise 88.8% of all 

individuals living in R/ECAPs in D.C. (see Table 1) while making up only 50.03% of D.C.ôs 

overall population (see Table 1, Demographic Summary). Around 40 percent of the total Black 

population in D.C. ï over 120,000 individuals ï live in R/ECAPs. Map 4 clearly shows the 

extreme nature of this over-representation of Blacks in R/ECAPs, with Black populations heavily 

concentrated in those sections of D.C. ï e.g. southeast and northeast ï that coincide spatially 

with the presence of R/ECAPs, while white residents concentrate in the central and northwest 

quadrants. No other race/ethnicity comprises even 5 percent of D.C.ôs population in R/ECAPs. 

Non-Hispanic Whites and Hispanics account for the two next largest shares, at 4.91% and 3.53% 

respectively, below their overall shares in the population (34.81% for whites and 9.10% for 

Hispanics). 

 

Regionally, non-Hispanic Blacks account for about 76% of all population in R/ECAPs and only 

25% of the general population. Hispanics make up 10.77% of the regionôs R/ECAP population 
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(vs. about 14% of the overall population), while whites make up 8.16% of the R/ECAP 

population and about 49% of the overall population. 

 

Table 1 ï R/ECAP Demographics, District of Columbia and 

Washington-Arlington -Alexandria, DC-VA-MD-WV Metro Area  

  District Of Columbia  Region 

R/ECAP Race/Ethnicity  # %  # % 

Total Population in R/ECAPs   140,047 -  180,426 - 

White, Non-Hispanic  6,873 4.91%  14,722 8.16% 

Black, Non-Hispanic   124,356 88.80%  136,830 75.84% 

Hispanic  4,937 3.53%  19,440 10.77% 

Asian/Pacific Island, Non-Hisp.  1,309 0.93%  5,721 3.17% 

Native American, Non-Hisp.  323 0.23%  427 0.24% 

Other, Non-Hispanic  169 0.12%  317 0.18% 

R/ECAP Family Type 

Total Families in R/ECAPs  29,699 -  38,301 - 

Families with children  15,360 51.72%  19,980 52.17% 

R/ECAP National Origin  

Total Population in R/ECAPs  140,047 -  180,426 - 

#1 country of origin  Ethiopia 1,040 0.74% El Salvador 4,829 2.68% 

#2 country of origin El Salvador 984 0.70% Ethiopia 2,613 1.45% 

#3 country of origin Nigeria 500 0.36% Guatemala 1,247 0.69% 

#4 country of origin Trinidad & Tobago 488 0.35% Mexico 1,135 0.63% 

#5 country of origin Jamaica 291 0.21% Vietnam 1,052 0.58% 

#6 country of origin Honduras 290 0.21% Honduras 1,007 0.56% 

#7 country of origin Mexico 252 0.18% Nigeria 860 0.48% 

#8 country of origin China  208 0.15% Bolivia 798 0.44% 

#9 country of origin Guatemala 206 0.15% Peru 737 0.41% 

#10 country of origin Cameroon 185 0.13% China  612 0.34% 

Note 1: 10 most populous groups at the jurisdiction level may not be the same as the 10 most populous at the Region level, 

and are thus labeled separately. Note 2: Data Sources: Decennial Census; ACS. Note 3: China does not include 

Hong Kong and Taiwan. Note 4: Refer to the Data Documentation for details 

www.hudexchange.info/resource/4848/affh-data-documentation. 

 

Foreign born residents make up a small share of the total population in R/ECAPs. In the D.C., 

taken together individuals from the top 10 countries of origin make up only 3.18% of the total 

population in R/ECAPs and no country comprises even 1 percent (see Table 1). Ethiopia has the 

highest share, at 0.74%. While higher shares of foreign-born persons live in R/ECAPs at the 

regional level, these shares are still disproportionately small relative to the region as a whole. 

Map 5 makes evident the sparse presence of foreign born residents in R/ECAPs in D.C.  

  

file:///C:/Users/mhaberle/Downloads/www.hudexchange.info/resource/4848/affh-data-documentation
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Map 4: R/ECAPs in the District of Columbia with Race/Ethnicity 
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Map 5: R/ECAPs in the District of Columbia with National Origin  

 
 

Families with children make up 51.72% of families living in R/ECAPs in D.C., as compared to 

comprising only 40.74% of all families overall in the city. This over-representation is important 

because the higher rate of dependent children living in R/ECAPs translates to an even greater 

strain on the resources of the people living there who, statistically, are already living in poverty. 

There is also over-representation at the regional level, but to a lesser degree: 52.17% of total 

families in R/ECAPs are families with children versus 48.08% of all families regionally. 

 

Describe how R/ECAPs have changed over time in the jurisdiction and region (since 1990).  

 

There have been changes in the number and location of R/ECAPs in both D.C. and the region, 

most noticeably between 2000 and 2010. In 1990, there were 39 R/ECAPs in the region, of 

which 37 were in D.C. Not much had changed by 2000: there were 40 R/ECAPs in the region, of 

which all but 1 were in D.C. Furthermore, maps 6 and 7 point to quite a bit of continuity as to the 

location of R/ECAPs over that 10 year span. As of 2000, most neighborhoods in southeast D.C. 

were R/ECAPs as were many centrally located tracts north of the national mall including some in 

Ward 1 and the eastern sections of Ward 2. By 2010, the patterns had changed. First, the number 

of R/ECAPs in the region had increased substantially, to 65. Of these, 53 were in D.C., also a 

higher number. R/ECAPs in the District had increased by 10 between 2000 and 2010, as had 

those in parts of the region outside of D.C. Map 8 illustrates some spatial changes as well. 

R/ECAPs remain considerably concentrated in southeastern neighborhoods, a consistent trend 
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stretching back to at least 1990. Fewer neighborhoods in Wards 1 and 2 now appear as 

R/ECAPs, and several outlying Maryland and Virginia census tracts have become R/ECAPs, 

pointing to greater suburbanization of poverty by 2010. 

 

Map 6: R/ECAPs in 1990, District of Columbia  
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Map 7: R/ECAPs in 2000, District of Columbia 
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Map 8: R/ECAPs in 2010, District of Columbia 
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Map 9: R/ECAPs in 1990, Region 
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Map 10: R/ECAPs in 2000, Region 
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Map 11: R/ECAPs in 2010, Region 
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iii. Disparities in Access to Opportunity 

This analysis of Disparities in Access to Opportunity evaluates the gaps, broken down by race 

and ethnicity, that people throughout D.C. and the greater Region experience in attempting to 

access services and opportunities. The analysis is broken down into the categories of Education, 

Transportation, Employment, Poverty, and Environmental Health. The data breaking down 

transportation and environmental health access do not indicate large disparities. This is because 

all residents experience very good access to transportation (through both the Metrorail and 

comprehensive bus system), while all residents also experience neighborhoods with very poor 

environmental health. On the other hand, there are large disparities in education, employment, 

and poverty throughout D.C., often breaking down along the same lines as residential 

segregation.  

Education 

For the protected class groups HUD has provided data, describe any disparities in access to 

proficient schools in the jurisdiction and Region. 

 

Table 1: Opportunity Indicators by Race/Ethnicity, Washington, D.C. and Washington-

Arlington -Alexandria, DC-VA-MD-WV Region 

 

Washington, D.C. 

School Proficiency 

Index 

Total Population    

White, Non-Hispanic 68.43 

Black, Non-Hispanic 34.41 

Hispanic 51.22 

Asian or Pacific Islander, Non-Hispanic 63.38 

Native American, Non-Hispanic 46.48 

Population below federal poverty line   

White, Non-Hispanic 64.55 

Black, Non-Hispanic 30.27 

Hispanic 49.41 

Asian or Pacific Islander, Non-Hispanic 62.73 

Native American, Non-Hispanic 52.69 

(Washington-Arlington -Alexandria, DC-VA-

MD-WV) Region   

Total Population   

White, Non-Hispanic 41.08 

Black, Non-Hispanic 39.11 

Hispanic 39.67 

Asian or Pacific Islander, Non-Hispanic 38.83 

Native American, Non-Hispanic 39.58 
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Population below federal poverty line   

White, Non-Hispanic 42.18 

Black, Non-Hispanic 38.25 

Hispanic 38.97 

Asian or Pacific Islander, Non-Hispanic 41.58 

Native American, Non-Hispanic 43.65 

 

In D.C., Black and Hispanic residents have lower access to proficient schools than other racial 

and ethnic groups. D.C. has a large range of School Proficiency Index scores with wide levels of 

access across racial and ethnic groups. This trend continues for racial and ethnic groups residing 

immediately outside the city as well, mimicking racial and ethnic residential patterns within D.C. 

For example, West D.C. has a high population of White residents, and this continues beyond the 

western border of the state into Bethesda, with consistently high access to proficient schools. On 

the other hand, the Northeast area of D.C. contains higher populations of Black and Hispanic 

residents with low access to proficient schools, and this continues along the Northeast border of 

the District into Maryland. Hispanic residents in the middle of D.C., including a large Salvadoran 

community, have middling access to proficient schools when compared with the Northwest 

region of D.C. Black residents in East and Southeast D.C., especially the region south of the 

Anacostia River, have drastically lower access to proficient schools than the rest of D.C. 

Meanwhile, Asian residents have consistent access to proficient schools throughout D.C. 

Differences are negligible for those below the poverty line. On the regional level, school 

proficiency for every group except White residents rises, while it falls by more than 20 points for 

White residents. Once again, differences for those below the poverty line are negligible. The 

increase in scores for Black residents in the Region is likely influenced at least in part by the less 

severe segregative patterns in the Region than in D.C., and the lessened economic pressures due 

to more affordable housing markets in some areas outside of the city.  

 

For the protected class groups HUD has provided data, describe how the disparities in access to 

proficient schools relate to residential living patterns in the jurisdiction and Region. 
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Map 1: School Proficiency Index, D.C. 
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Map 2 (1 of 2): Race/Ethnicity and School Proficiency, D.C. 
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Map 2: National Origin and School Proficiency, D.C. 
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Map 3: Family Status and School Proficiency, D.C. 
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Map 4: Demographics and School Proficiency, Region

 

 

In D.C., patterns of access to proficient schools are linked to broader residential patterns. As 

explored previously, D.C. has distinct patterns of segregation, with White residents having more 

presence in much of the Northwest section of D.C., and Black residents being more present in 

the East of the District, and the section southeast of the Anacostia River. This pattern of 

segregation is also strongly linked to access to proficient schools within D.C.ôs borders.  

 

The western section of D.C has consistently high levels of access to proficient schools, with 

ranges of School Proficiency Index scores from 70-100. This region also has higher populations 

of White and Asian residents, especially in the westernmost corner of D.C., as well as larger 

numbers of families with children. 

 

The center of D.C., along the Metroôs Green Line and including the 16th Street Heights and 

Brightwood neighborhoods, has lower levels of access to proficient schools, with School 

Proficiency Index scores ranging from 20-50. This affects the large population of Salvadoran 

residents in the area.  

 

Downtown, access to proficient schools is generally high, with the exception of the Chinatown 

area (though this neighborhood does have a larger number of families with children than most of 
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the surrounding neighborhoods). The Capitol Hill neighborhood also has higher levels of access 

to proficient schools, though this changes to the north of Florida Ave. and south of the Anacostia 

River. These areas, Northeast and Southeast D.C., have the lowest access to proficient schools in 

the District, with some exceptions. 

 

The neighborhoods of University Heights, Brentwood and Edgewood in Northeast D.C. have 

higher levels of access to proficient schools than surrounding areas. This is likely because of the 

number of universities in the region, including Trinity College and the Catholic University of 

America.  

 

On the regional level, the map above indicates that there is a clear pattern of high proficiency 

schools along the Potomac River to the northwest of D.C., as well as in large swaths of Northern 

Virginia and Maryland. At the very edges of the region on both the Virginia and Maryland sides, 

school proficiency levels are noticeably lower. Due to the extreme size of the region and the 

highly localized nature of school districts and school proficiency, it is difficult to draw sweeping 

conclusions about the disparities in educational access displayed by this map.  

 

Informed by community participation, any consultation with other relevant government agencies, 

and the participantôs own local data and local knowledge, discuss programs, policies, or funding 

mechanisms that affect disparities in access to proficient schools. 

 

This process required extensive consultation with community groups and individual residents in 

order to better evaluate policies and forces that exert pressure on the individual facets of this 

analysis. The displacement of low-income families and communities of color has impacts not 

only on residential patterns, but also has ripple effects on areas like education. During the 

community participation process, residents expressed many hardships related to housing, but also 

mentioned that moving would require them to miss out on better schools in D.C. as well as other 

free educational programs offered in D.C. In particular, there was a desire to retain access to 

English learning classes. 

For more discussion of school policy as it relates to disparities in access to opportunity, see the 

contributing factors, particularly ñLocation of proficient schools and school assignment 

policies.ò  
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Employment 

For the protected class groups HUD has provided data, describe any disparities in access to 

jobs and labor markets by protected class groups in the jurisdiction and Region. 

Table 1 Opportunity Indicators by Race/Ethnicity, Washington, D.C. and Washington-

Arlington -Alexandria, DC-VA-MD-WV Region 

 

Washington, D.C. 

Labor Market Index  Jobs Proximity 

Index 

Total Population     

White, Non-Hispanic 89.96 67.46 

Black, Non-Hispanic 38.28 45.11 

Hispanic 73.01 53.70 

Asian or Pacific Islander, Non-Hispanic 85.80 69.70 

Native American, Non-Hispanic 58.09 55.41 

Population below federal poverty line     

White, Non-Hispanic 89.10 69.04 

Black, Non-Hispanic 32.83 45.24 

Hispanic 72.59 53.43 

Asian or Pacific Islander, Non-Hispanic 88.59 75.38 

Native American, Non-Hispanic 55.47 49.84 

(Washington-Arlington -Alexandria, DC-VA-

MD-WV) Region     

Total Population     

White, Non-Hispanic 83.65 51.69 

Black, Non-Hispanic 62.87 43.97 

Hispanic 74.94 46.78 

Asian or Pacific Islander, Non-Hispanic 87.08 51.39 

Native American, Non-Hispanic 73.38 48.98 

Population below federal poverty line     

White, Non-Hispanic 77.34 53.90 

Black, Non-Hispanic 51.07 45.19 

Hispanic 70.24 46.03 

Asian or Pacific Islander, Non-Hispanic 84.19 54.45 

Native American, Non-Hispanic 72.09 49.48 

 

HUD-provided indices supply two data points regarding access to employment in D.C.: Labor 

Market Index and Job Proximity Index. In evaluating these indices, it is clear that job market 

strength is starkly split along racial lines in D.C. Areas with majority White populations almost 

all have strong job markets with an index of 50 or above, while areas with majority Black 
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populations, especially in Southeast D.C., have much weaker job markets. Florida Avenue 

demarcates an especially stark difference in job markets, with the area south of the street having 

much stronger job markets than the area north of the street. More diverse areas in the middle of 

the District, such as Columbia Heights, also have stronger job markets, as does University 

Heights, because of its close proximity to a few universities in the region.  

The Jobs Proximity Index (above) is a HUD calculation based on distances to all job locations, 

distance from any single job location, size of employment at that location, and labor supply to 

that location. The higher the number, the better the access to employment opportunities for 

residents in a neighborhood. In D.C., Job Proximity Index values cluster together, and do not 

change much between the general population and residents who live below the poverty line. 

Asian American and Pacific Islander residents actually outstrip White residents in this Index, 

with scores of 69.70 and 67.46, respectively. Hispanics and Native Americans scored similarly to 

each other, at 53.70 and 55.41, respectively. Meanwhile, Black residents scored about 20 points 

behind their White and Asian American and Pacific Islander counterparts, at 45.11. Below the 

poverty line, very similar levels were maintained, with the notable exception that Asian 

American and Pacific Islander scores actually rose.  

Regionally, there is far less disparity in the scores of different racial groups. White and Asian 

American and Pacific Islander residents both score roughly the same and the highest of all the 

groups, at 51.69 and 51.39, respectively. Native Americans score in third place, at 48.98. 

Hispanics scored 46.78, and Black residents scored 43.97; this less than 10 point disparity is very 

notable compared to the far greater disparities within D.C. For residents below the poverty line, 

each group has a roughly equal or even slightly higher score. White residents scored 53.90, 

Black residents 45.19, Hispanic residents 46.03, Asian American and Pacific Islanders 54.45, 

and Native Americans 49.48. The more equalized values across the region suggests that 

segregative patterns are less common on a regional level, and that those segregative residential 

patterns that do exist have less of an effect on job proximity across racial and ethnic groups. 

A second employment metric, the Labor Market Engagement Index, is a HUD calculation based 

on level of employment, labor force participation, and educational attainment in a census tract. 

The higher the number, the higher the labor force participation and human capital in the 

neighborhood. This Index sees the largest gap of any of the Opportunity Indices. While White 

residents score very high on this index at 89.96, Black residents score more than 50 points below 

that at 38.28. There is also a 10-20 point gap between the Labor Market Engagement Index 

scores and the Job Proximity Index scores. Meanwhile, Native Americans receive a middling 

score at 58.09, and Hispanics and Asian Americans and Pacific Islanders rise toward the high 

end of the spectrum at 73.01 and 85.80, respectively. For those living below the poverty line, 

there is very little change in the index values. White residents still score very high at 89.10. The 

gap with Black residents increases even more at 32.83. Hispanics scored 72.59, Asian Americans 

and Pacific Islanders scored 88.59, and Native Americans scored 55.47. It is difficult to say why 

these disparities exist, and particularly why there is a 10-20 point gap between the Labor Market 

Engagement Index and the Job Proximity Index, as they are measuring related data. One 

possibility is that as the Labor Market Engagement Index measures educational attainment, 
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relative gaps across racial and ethnic groups in educational attainment may influence the lower 

scores in the Labor Market Engagement Index, while the Job Proximity Index accounts merely 

for any employment and does not differentiate across levels or qualifications.  

Regionally, the biggest change is seen in the increase of Labor Market Engagement Index values 

for Black residents to 62.87. White, Hispanic, and Asian American and Pacific Islander residents 

all maintain similar values at 83.65, 74.94, and 87.08, respectively. Native Americans see a 

notable change, rising to 73.38 on the Index. For those below the poverty line, the changes are 

not very pronounced; every value stays above the 50th percentile. White residents fall less than 

10 points to 77.34; Black residents scored 51.07; Hispanics scored 70.24; Asian American and 

Pacific Islanders scored 84.19; Native Americans scored 72.09. The biggest takeaway from this 

regional analysis is that Black residents have greater access to employment opportunity on the 

regional level than in D.C., suggesting that the extreme residential segregation in D.C., which is 

much more pronounced than in the region, is negatively affecting Black residentsô access to 

employment. 

For the protected class groups HUD has provided data, describe how disparities in access to 

employment relate to residential living patterns in the jurisdiction and Region. 

With regard to residential living patterns, in D.C. disparities in job proximity are generally 

modest, with one notable exception. Southeast D.C., across the Anacostia River, contains a large 

population of Black residents and has generally low job proximity. Areas west of Rock Creek 

Park also have areas of lower job proximity, though this is likely due to the fact that these areas 

are more residential and have less urban density. R/ECAPs in D.C. generally have less job 

proximity as well, with a few notable exceptions. Census tracts 002302, 009102, and 008803 are 

surrounded by Howard University, the Catholic University of America, Gallaudet University and 

the Childrenôs National Main Hospital. This helps explain the higher job proximity in these 

areas.  
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Map 1: Demographics and Job Proximity, D.C. 
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Map 2: Demographics and Job Proximity (Race/Ethnicity), D.C.
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Map 3: Demographics and Job Proximity (National Origin), D.C. 
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Map 4: Demographics and Job Proximity (Family Status), D.C. 
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Map 5: Demographics and Job Proximity, Region 
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Map 6: Demographics and Labor Market, D.C. 
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Map 7: Demographics and Labor Market (Race/Ethnicity), D.C.  
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Map 8: Demographics and Labor Market (National Origin), D.C. 
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Map 9: Demographics and Labor Market (Family Status), D.C. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 


