








Chart 3: Percentage of Cost-Burdened Renters and Homeowners in CFE Cities

Oy
O [
5000 S pm B O m B = B
0% .. BN Om R EE . B
30%; - T -
20% - - .
10%; - - .-

0 ? & N

9‘?9& Q& %'zﬁé@ & & & s \ko‘\l' @4\&0 Q‘?‘\\OQ
N 6&(\ é@\ < P
Renters . Homeowners

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

is defined as spending 30% or more of household income on housing costs.

Despite the recent foreclosure crisis and erosions in home equity, homeownership continues
to be the primary means by which families build and transfer wealth. Home equity is by far
the largest component of net worth, especially for low- and moderate-income households
and minority populations (CFED 2008). However, households in urban centers tend to
become homeowners at much lower rates than the rest of the nation as a whole, in part

due to the housing stock and the high cost of housing in dense, urban areas. Across the ten
cities, the homeownership rate ranged from a low of 25% in Newark to a high of 61% in San
Antonio, compared to 67% nationally. Even for those households that are able to achieve
homeownership, it may be unsustainable. In 2007, an average of 18% of mortgages in the CFE
counties were high-cost or subprime mortgages (on par with the national rate of 17.5%), which
bring with them a significantly higher risk of delinquency and foreclosure. In fact, in March
2009, the foreclosure rate in the cities was an average of 5%, 66% higher than the national rate
of 3% at that time.
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Chapter 3

Strategies

BEFORE DESCRIBING THE RANGE of municipal asset-building and financial empowerment
strategies that are focus of this report, it is helpful to consider — from a household’s

perspective — what it really takes to build financial security over time. CFED has created the
Household Financial Security Framework to describe this cycle of asset building and financial
empowerment, which, in the abstract, is relatively straightforward. Individuals must first learn
the knowledge and skills that enable them to earn an income. They then use that income to take
care of basic living expenses and debt payments, and then — if income has exceeded expenses —
they can save some for future purposes. When they have accumulated enough liquid savings,
they can leverage those savings and invest in assets that will appreciate over time and generate
increasing levels of income, equity and net worth. Throughout the cycle, access to insurance

and consumer protections help households protect the gains they make.

‘ ‘ In reality, there is nothing particularly straightforward

The stra tegies that are documented in the about getting a household balance sheet to balance, much
) ) ) less tip toward asset accumulation. As the data in the last
remainder of this chapter are designed to be , : o .

chapter make clear, financial security is the exception

responsive to both individual agency and the rather than the rule for the majority of Americans. Part

conditions of the financial marketplace as of the explanation lies with the individual; they may
they work to increase the financial stability of lack the knowledge and skills that would enable them to
low-income households by boosting income, get a good job and advance, or may not understand the
decreasing debt, and increasing access to long-term implications of using costly credit or failing to

saving and asset-building opportunities. save for retirement. But another part of the explanation

has very little to do with individual knowledge and skills

, , and instead has to do with the systems, structures and
protections that exist — or don’t — in the marketplace. It

is often the institutional arrangements — provided through government policies, employers,

financial products and institutions, and education — that determine who accumulates assets and

who does not (Sherraden 1991).
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Household Financial Security Framework

LEARN

Knowledge and skills that enable navigation of and success in markets (labor; financial) have a direct bearing on financial security

m K-12 & Postsecondary Education: Basic literacy and math skills, plus commitment to lifelong learning are critical for employment
and advancement

m Financial Education & Counseling: Timely, relevant, accurate information on basic budgeting, taxes, financial products and services,
and use of credit

m Asset-specific Education: Preparation for homeownership, business ownership, postsecondary education, and financial investments

Assets can increase income and earning capacity

EARN
(Maximize Income)

SAVE

INVEST
(Build Assets)

Wage Income
+ Business Income
+ Public & Employee Benefits
+ Tax Credits
+ Investment Income

= Income

Income
- Current Consumption
- Debt Payments

= Savings

Savings
+ Borrowing
+ Public Incentives

= Assets

Ability to Maximize Income
Depends On:

m Access to reliable basic goods and
services (housing, transportation,
medical care, child care, food)

m Available quality job and business
opportunities

m Access to public benefits and tax
credits
(e.g., EITC, Child Care)

m Asset ownership (higher educa-
tion, home, business, financial
investments)

m Knowledge and skills related to
work, taxes and benefits

Ability to Save Depends On:

m Access to dffordable basic goods and
services (housing, transportation,
medical care, child care, food)

m Debt reduction

m Convenient, low-cost financial
products (transaction and savings
vehicles, credit and insurance
products)

m Convenient, affordable financial
structures (e.g., direct deposit,
automatic enrollment, online banking,
bank location)

m Knowledge and skills related to
money management, financial products,
and credit building and repair

PROTECT

Ability to Build Assets
Depends On:

m Price and appreciation of assets
(higher education, home, business,
financial investments)

m Affordable financing

m Access to public incentives (e.g,
downpayment assistance, gov't loan
guarantees, tax incentives, Pell
Grants, IDA/CSA match)

m Knowledge and skills related to
asset purchase and management

Gains must be protected against loss of income or assets, extraordinary costs,and harmful or predatory external forces

m Insurance (public or private): Protects against loss of income or assets as well as against extraordinary costs (e.g., unemployment,
disability, life, health/medical, property)

m Consumer Protections: Protect consumers from discriminatory, deceptive and/or predatory practices (e.g., redlining, predatory
mortgage lending, payday lending, banking practices)

m Asset preservation: Depends on government policies (e.g., community investments, blight ordinances, foreclosure prevention) and
market conditions
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The city leaders we spoke with are keenly aware of the roles that both individual agency and
the conditions of the financial marketplace play in determining the economic realities of a
household. The strategies that are documented in the remainder of this chapter are designed to
be responsive to both as they work to increase the financial stability of low-income households
by boosting income, decreasing debt, and increasing access to saving and asset-building

opportunities. We group the strategies under five main goals:

B Improve access to high quality financial information, education and counseling

B Increase access to income-boosting supports and tax credits

B Connect residents to safe, affordable financial products and services that reduce costs and
facilitate savings

B Create opportunities to leverage savings into appreciable assets

B Protect consumers in the financial marketplace

Strategies to Improve Access to High Quality Financial Information,
Education and Counseling

TO BUILD FINANCIAL CAPABILITY to manage money and choose sound financial and credit
products, households need access to timely, useful financial information and advice. Cities are
working with private sector and community partners to help households build their financial
knowledge and improve their financial behavior through quality financial education and

counseling.

To help improve the quantity and quality of the financial education and counseling services
available to residents, cities typically engage in three activities: increasing their understanding
of current providers of financial education and counseling, increasing access to these providers
— either by creating referral networks or connecting education and counseling to existing

programs — and working to improve the quality of programs.

INCREASING ACCESS TO FINANCIAL EDUCATION AND COUNSELING

A number of cities led the way in identifying and documenting all of the disparate financial
education providers working in community-based organizations, social service programs and
other programs throughout their city and then developing systems to increase access to those
services. The systems to increase access include both financial education networks and referral
structures. In some cases, the referral structures are specifically for financial education, in other

cases they leverage existing citywide infrastructure, such as 2-1-1 and 3-1-1 lines.

B New York’s Office of Financial Empowerment (OFE) manages the Financial Education
Network, which includes a searchable online database connecting residents with financial
education classes, workshops, hotlines and 3-1-1 referrals, and one-on-one counseling

services throughout the city.

28
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B The City of Seattle, the Seattle-King County
Asset Building Collaborative (SKCABC)
and Bank on Seattle-King County led
the creation of a Financial Education
Providers Network, which includes a
searchable Financial Education Locator on
the Bank on Seattle-King County website.
Similar information can be accessed
through Seattle’s Your Money Helpline,
an online resource tool, and through the
2-1-1 Community Information Line call-
in number which refers target groups to
resources and agencies that can answer their
financial questions and be of assistance.

B San Francisco’s nonprofit service
providers, philanthropic funders and
local public-sector representatives are
working together to streamline access to
financial education services and products,
to increase quality of service and to

encourage collaboration among providers.

Creating Physical Access Points

in High-Need Communities

Some cities use actual brick-and-mortar
centers located in high-need communities to
consolidate and deliver financial education

services more effectively.

B The City of Newark operates a number of
comprehensive Financial Empowerment
Centers, which use SingleStop USA’s
“One-Stop-Shop” model to provide
comprehensive services to Newark
residents, including free tax assistance,
financial education and FAFSA form
assistance. Residents can meet with
counselors who screen them for eligibility
for health care and public assistance

programs aligned with their goals.

Public-Private Partnerships for Asset Building and

Financial Empowerment

As cities assess how to become involved in asset-building

work, they often look for ways to collaborate with partners
from nonprofits, business and philanthropic sectors. Below are
descriptions of the key roles that various sectors are playing and
can play.

Nonprofit and community-based partners — Many cities
already partner with nonprofit organizations, civic organizations
and faith-based institutions on other anti-poverty efforts, or at
least have a general sense of the relevant groups with whom

they should be partnering. In a survey administered by the
National League of Cities, city mayors and managers reported
that nonprofit organizations, foundations or civic organizations
and churches were the most important partners in local poverty
efforts.When asked about current collaborators in local poverty-
reduction efforts, city officials responded that they were currently
collaborating with nonprofit organizations 84% of the time, with
civic organizations 61% of the time, and with churches 55% of the
time (Furdell, Perry, and Undem 2008).

Private sector partners — As cities have begun focusing on
asset building for low-income residents, they have found ways

to partner effectively with private employers and financial
institutions. For example, these private sector partners can often
more easily reach many city residents who do not typically have
direct contact with government agencies. Cities have also sought
assistance from financial institutions and from private companies
to disseminate information, provide monetary or in-kind
donations, or improve services to low-income residents.

Philanthropy — Philanthropic partners can help cities test pilot
programs and experiment with new approaches, steps that are
difficult to take with taxpayer dollars. Privately funded innovation
and demonstration allows cities to uncover new strategies and
to pinpoint which approaches work best before implementing
them on a large scale. In an era of tightening public budgets, many
funders have become more strategic and sought to leverage the
impact of limited dollars. Philanthropic partners identify ways

in which a particular grant or activity can stimulate or catalyze
other resources.
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B New York City’s Financial Empowerment Centers offer free one-on-one financial
counseling in collaboration with community-based organizations. Clients can receive
assistance with money management, budgeting, credit counseling, negotiating with
creditors, connecting to affordable banking services, debt management, government benefit
screenings and referrals to other services and organizations.

B [n Savannah, Providence and San Antonio, city officials are supporting neighborhood-
based Centers for Working Families and Family Success Centers where city residents can
receive financial education, coaching, counseling, and other services that help them access
financial services, income supports and employment training to achieve greater economic
self-sufficiency.

B With Operation Hope and private partners, the City of Miami provides ongoing counseling

and financial education using the city’s park system as a focal point within the community.

Incorporating Financial Education and Social Service and Workforce Programs

In addition to creating new financial empowerment centers, many cities are incorporating
financial education, counseling and savings opportunities into government social services. The
City of Seattle and the SKCABC, for example, are working closely with the United Way of King
County to incorporate financial education, access to financial services, and products and benefit
access into free tax preparation services. A similar effort is taking place in Providence through
the Family Stability Partnership.

The cities of Savannah, Seattle and New York provide examples of different approaches to

pairing financial empowerment with workforce development.

B Step Up Savannah is a community-based organization that pairs workforce development
with asset building to move people toward self-sufficiency. Step Up Savannah and the City
of Savannah integrate financial education classes, access to appropriate financial products,
free tax preparation and other services with existing workforce development and GED
classes offered throughout the community.

B In Seattle, SkillUp Washington/College for Working Adults is a collaborative effort
involving community and technical colleges and employers that creates training
opportunities for low-skill, low-wage workers to help them move into living-wage
jobs. The Seattle Human Services Department (HSD), which is the home base for City’s
financial empowerment work, along with the SKCABC is working with the initiative to
connect participants to a full range of financial empowerment services including financial
education, credit counseling, access to benefits, access to financial services and asset
building. HSD and SKCABC are training SkillUp staff and leadership to help their students
utilize financial empowerment resources including PeoplePoint — the City’s one-stop
online benefits access platform. In addition to SkillUp Washington, SKCABC and HSD are
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working with Homelessness Prevention and Rapid Rehousing providers, the Workforce
Development Council, among others, to embed financial empowerment services into their
service delivery systems.

B New York City’s Workforcel Career Centers operated by the Department of Small Business
Services provide employment services as well as access to financial empowerment

counselors with information on public benefits, financial education and financial products.

IMPROVING THE QUALITY OF FINANCIAL EDUCATION AND COUNSELING
Many city efforts to increase access to financial education and counseling are tied to efforts to
also improve the quality of these services. Cities have taken approaches ranging from sharing

of industry best practices to standardization and credentialing of services and providers.

B Seattle’s Financial Education Providers Network adopted quality standards and sponsors
ongoing train-the-trainer opportunities. Its “Your Money Helpline” includes an electronic
manual used to train professionals and volunteers on multiple financial empowerment topics.

B San Francisco’s financial education collaboration includes sharing of industry best practices
through quarterly learning circles and the development of financial education standards so
grantmakers (including City agencies) and consumers have a benchmark for quality.

B In New York City, OFE runs the Education Evaluation Improvement Initiative, which
supports the collection of dozens of uniform metrics across providers. OFE will use the data
to help determine which services have the greatest impact on segments of the low-income
population.

B OFE also developed a financial counseling certification program for financial educators,
counselors, trainers, coaches and others, allowing them to receive a standardized, rigorous
and City-endorsed certificate in financial education and counseling. OFE submitted the
curriculum to the Academic Review Panel at the City University of New York and is
awaiting approval for the program to be eligible for course credit.

B  New York City’s Department of Consumer Affairs is also working with its CFE Coalition
partners, funders and the U.S. Department of Treasury to explore expanding New York’s

approach to certification nationally.

Strategies to Increase Access to Income-Boosting Supports
and Tax Credits

STABILIZING AND MAXIMIZING INCOME IS A CRITICAL STEP toward financial security and
economic opportunity. Without sufficient income, families do not have the wherewithal to meet
basic needs, let alone save for the future. For many low-wage workers, however, employment
can be unstable and earnings unpredictable. In addition, the wages for jobs that are available

to those without post-secondary education have stagnated over the past several decades. As a

result, many are forced to incur debt just to finance basic needs.

cfed

expanding economic of pportunity

31



One strategy to boost income is to increase earning potential through skill building and
education. Many cities offer skill-building services through their workforce development
systems and community colleges. Depending on the city, these services may or may not be

included under the “financial empowerment” umbrella.

Cities also try to maximize individual income by increasing the take-up of public benefits
(in-kind and cash) and tax credits. Cities have traditionally provided or administered a range
of services and benefits to help people in times of need; however, recently cities have begun
to devise new ways to leverage existing services and benefits to reach the largest number of
residents possible.

technology, creating new and leveraging

Champions of asset building and

financial empowerment are utilizing

‘ ‘ Champions of asset building and financial empowerment
are utilizing technology, creating new and leveraging
existing physical access points, and launching public
awareness campaigns to connect residents to the full

range of benefits, work supports and tax credits for which

existing physical access points, and launching they are eligible. In addition, some cities are offering
public awareness campaigns new benefits, such as a local EITC, to help low-income
to connect residents to the full range residents maximize their income.

of benefits, work supports and tax credits for

which they are eligible.

IMPROVING ACCESS TO AND UPTAKE OF
PUBLIC BENEFITS AND WORK SUPPORTS
, , One of the most promising strategies for boosting income

is to use technology to efficiently connect low-income
residents to public benefits. Cities are using a range of technology platforms to link residents
to city- and state-administered benefits. The Benefit Bank® (TBB™), EarnBenefits, PeoplePoint
and La RED are examples of online platforms that have been developed to help streamline
eligibility determination and facilitate access to a wide range of public benefits, tax credits and
financial services.

B The City of Miami is using TBB™ at each of the city’s Neighborhood Enhancement Team
locations and with community- and faith-based organizations across the city. The system
allows a trained counselor to prepare a city resident’s tax return and simultaneously
complete application forms for state and federal benefits, including Medicaid, KidCare
(CHIP), food stamps (SNAP), cash assistance (TANF) and energy assistance (LIHEAP), as
well as voter registration.

B EarnBenefits was initially launched in New York City in 2003 and has expanded to
Memphis, Atlanta, Baltimore and Louisville. The platform was developed by the nonprofit
Seedco and is implemented through partnerships with government agencies, employers,

faith- and community-based organizations, and foundations. It connects low-wage workers
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to a range of public benefits, including tax credits, food stamps, health insurance, as well as
to financial services.

B The City of Seattle developed PeoplePoint to help low-income residents apply for a
range of federal, state and local public benefits. The City is now working with the state
government to launch a joint online portal that will streamline the application process for
city and state benefits and create access points at community organizations, libraries and
community centers.

B Bank on San Francisco’s Financial Education Network is using the online screening and
referral system La RED to connect people to public benefits, appropriate financial services
and community-based services. La RED was developed by the Mission Asset Fund
originally to serve diverse populations in San Francisco’s Mission District and is now

serving multiple Bay Area counties.

In addition to using technology to increase benefits coordination and uptake, some cities are
also using the community-based offices and centers mentioned in the previous section not only
to deliver financial education and counseling but also to connect residents to resources and
benefits. In San Antonio, there is a concentrated effort to integrate financial empowerment and
asset building opportunities into various departments and to ensure they are part and parcel
of existing programs, not overlaid on them. This integration helps assure sustainability for the

program across administrations and in all economic environments.

MAXIMIZING UPTAKE OF TAX-RELATED BENEFITS
The federal EITC is one of the largest and most effective programs to boost incomes for low-
and moderate-income families. Each year the credit lifts more than 5.1 million Americans out of

poverty (Sherman 2009) and can also reduce asset poverty (Holt 2006).

Unfortunately, many who are eligible do not take advantage of the credit. National estimates of
EITC-eligible taxpayers who fail to claim their EITC range from 13% to 25% (Holt 2006). In any
given city, unclaimed tax credits result in the loss of significant sums of money that could be

refunded to residents and either saved or spent in the local economy.

Cities have employed two main strategies to help residents claim the EITC and other tax credits:
funding free tax preparation services and public awareness campaigns. In addition, a small

number of cities have also created local credits that piggy-back on federal and/or state EITCs.

Free and Low-Cost Tax Preparation Services

Free tax preparation is one of the most well-established strategies cities use to help residents
claim the EITC and boost their incomes. Some cities directly support free tax preparation by
funding equipment and paid staff positions at VITA sites, which are primarily run by nonprofit

organizations and volunteers. San Antonio and Miami, for example, have a line item in their
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city budgets to fund a Campaign Coordinator or Site Manager position and paid on-site
Volunteer Coordinator positions at each VITA site in the city. San Antonio’s city budget also
includes a line item to support a year-round tax assistance office housed at the Department of
Community Initiatives.

Other cities partner with, and sometimes fund, a single nonprofit to manage and coordinate
tax assistance efforts. In Chicago, the Mayor’s Office of Budget and Management partnered
with the nonprofit Center for Economic Progress to create the Chicago Tax Assistance Center,
which helps residents file income and property taxes and take advantage of all tax credits
and exemptions for which they are eligible. In Seattle, the City works closely with the United
Way of King County to support their network of VITA sites and provides funding to support
the work of the free tax preparation campaign. Newark funds the nonprofit Newark Now to

provide free income tax preparation to families earning up to $50,000.

‘ ‘ Public Awareness Campaigns

N . In addition to direct engagement in tax preparation
Beyond that, savings “structures . o . .
assistance, many municipalities are actively involved

such as direct deposit of wages or public in local public awareness campaigns that encourage

benefits and automatic enrollment into residents to file taxes and access federal and state benefits
savings and retirement plans can such as the EITC and child tax credit. These campaigns
also facilitate saving. We know from are a low-cost, high-benefit way of boosting incomes for
behavioral economics research that intentions low-income workers.

to save are rarely carried out absent an

. . . New York City’s OFE runs a large-scale public education
enabling environment that makes saving easy , )
and outreach campaign every year to raise awareness

and automatic. - : :
d automatic about the availability of tax preparation assistance and to

’ ’ help low-income workers understand that they may be

eligible for an income-enhancing tax credit even if they
have no tax liability. As a result of their efforts, between 2004 and 2009, the number of people
reached increased by 31%. In addition to disseminating palm cards and posters, OFE also
used e-mail blasts and newsletters to promote the use of free or low-cost tax prep assistance
with partners such as the New York City Housing Authority, the New York City Commission
on Women'’s Issues, and Con Edison, reaching more than 500,000 New Yorkers in 2009 (OFE,
“Progress Report” 2009).

Many other cities including Boston, Chicago, Durham, Indianapolis, Lewiston ME, Los
Angeles, Miami, Newark, Phoenix, Savannah, San Francisco, Tampa and Yonkers use similar

public awareness campaigns to increase uptake of tax benefits.
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Local EITC

In addition to encouraging the uptake of state and /federal tax credits, a small but growing
number of cities have also begun funding local tax credits. Ranging from 1-5% of the
federal credit, municipalities including, San Francisco, New York City, Washington, DC and
Montgomery County, MD, now offer credits that build off the federal and/or state EITC.2

These local credits not only boost residents” incomes, they also provide another advantage to
the municipalities administering them. Because officials are able to maintain current addresses,
they can more easily target additional benefits and services that can help those households

become more connected to mainstream financial products and services.

Strategies to Connect Residents to Safe, Affordable Financial
Products and Services

A HOUSEHOLD’S ABILITY TO SAVE DEPENDS ON SEVERAL FACTORS: minimizing costs for basic
goods and services, access to convenient, low-cost financial products and structures (transaction,
saving, credit and insurance products as well as direct deposit, automatic enrollment, etc.), and

financial capability related to money management, financial products and credit.

The reality for many low-income households is that their incomes are insufficient to reliably
cover basic costs — let alone unexpected emergencies — and so they must rely on credit to
bridge the gaps. Use of high-cost credit products creates a cycle of debt that increases monthly
expenses and further limits the ability to save. There is no quick fix to break the debt cycle or
put household balance sheets back in the black. However, there is increasing awareness among
government and community leaders about the gravity of the problem, as well as commitment

to improving the affordability, accessibility and quality of financial products and services.

Checking and savings accounts are the basic building blocks for participating in the financial
mainstream. But in addition to access to convenient and affordable forms of these products,
people also need access to lower-cost forms of short-term credit. Beyond that, savings
“structures” such as direct deposit of wages or public benefits and automatic enrollment into
savings and retirement plans can also facilitate savings. We know from behavioral economics
research that intentions to save are rarely carried out absent an enabling environment that makes

saving easy and automatic.

LOW-COST TRANSACTION AND SAVINGS PRODUCTS

The reasons individuals cannot or do not access traditional banking products are varied. Some
individuals seek to avoid the fees banks charge for overdrafts or failing to maintain a minimum
balance. Individuals with prior bank account problems whose names have been entered into
ChexSystems are denied when they apply for a new account (Tufano and Schneider 2005).

Undocumented individuals may be unable to open an account if the financial institution
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does not accept foreign identification (such as the Mexican Matricula Consular Card) or an
Individual Taxpayer Identification Number (ITIN) in lieu of Social Security Numbers. Still

others are unfamiliar or uncomfortable with mainstream financial institutions.

Regardless of the reason why people are “unbanked” or “underbanked,” not having access to a
mainstream transaction account comes at a high price. Fringe financial service providers, such
as check cashers or payday lenders, charge high fees for their services; check cashers charge an
estimated $40 to cash each payroll check from an unbanked household with full-time workers
(Fellowes and Mabanta 2008).

City leaders have increasingly begun working with financial institutions to develop, market
and promote utilization of low-cost transaction/checking accounts among low-income and
unbanked populations. The most common approach is in the context of a Bank On initiative

— referring to the innovative program first developed in San Francisco in 2006 (see box for a
description of the complete Bank On model). The Bank On approach to expanding availability
of low-cost accounts has garnered significant attention and is being replicated in cities across
the country. In this approach, a city develops a set of baseline access and product features for
a basic transaction account then invites local financial institutions to create or modify their

product(s) to meet those requirements. Product requirements typically include:

B Free/low-cost check cashing and direct deposit

B Low minimum monthly balance thresholds and low monthly maintenance fees

B Acceptance of a foreign identification such as the Mexican Matricula Consular Card as valid
identification to open an account

B Waiver of at least one overdraft

A different approach was taken in New York City, where the OFE led negotiations with five
banks and five credit unions to develop the NYC SafeStart Account. The NYC SafeStart
Account has a number of features designed to help accountholders avoid costly fees and access
financial accounts, similar to the Bank On approach. However, the NYC SafeStart Account is
not offered as a set of guidelines that banks can use to develop their own product; instead, it is
a branded product with a fixed set of features that participating financial institutions agree to
offer. Features include a prohibition against overdraft fees and monthly fees. The account also
provides an ATM card rather than a debit card, reducing the ability to overdraw the account
and the likelihood of incurring related fees.

Recently, the FDIC proposed guidelines for safe, low-cost transactional and basic savings
accounts for low- and moderate-income consumers; CFE cities have provided a good deal of
input into the design specifications of those accounts based on their experience. The FDIC plans

to run a pilot with financial institutions to evaluate the roll out of such a product.
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AFFORDABLE CREDIT PRODUCTS

As discussed above, many low-income families
with insufficient income need short-term credit
to help cover costs on a month-to-month basis,

as well as to cover any unexpected or emergency
expenses. When credit is expensive, it ultimately
reduces the amount of income that is available for
basic needs or savings. Cities are working with
financial institutions and employers to reduce the
cost of borrowing through the creation of more
affordable short-term credit products.

Affordable Small-Dollar Loans

Similar to the role that Bank On initiatives

have played in setting requirements for low-
cost transaction products, Bank on Seattle-

King County and Bank on San Francisco have
developed a set of product features for affordable
loan products that are responsible alternatives to
payday loans. The City of Seattle, SKCABC and
Bank on Seattle-King County are in the process
of negotiating with financial institutions to offer
loans with those features. The San Francisco
initiative began offering Payday Plus SF loans
through five credit unions in 2009; these loans
carry an 18% or lower APR and are repayable

over 6 to 12 months.

Affordable Refund Anticipation Loans

Several cities have developed strategies for
making refund anticipation loans (RALs) more
affordable. Miami’s asset-building initiative,
ACCESS Miami, reduced the high fees charged
for tax preparation and RALs by negotiating with
H&R Block on fees and aggressive marketing of
RALSs. San Antonio and Savannah both developed
lower-cost, alternative RALs (ARALS) with local
credit unions. Interest and fees for these ARALs
total $25-$45 per loan compared to the $250-$500
that paid preparers charge.

Integrated Approaches:

Bank on San Francisco

Bank on San Francisco is the first integrated program in
the United States to serve the “unbanked,’ those who live
without access to mainstream financial institutions and
are forced to rely on expensive check-cashing services.

In December 2005, Mayor Gavin Newsom and Treasurer
José Cisneros challenged every local financial institution
to partner with the City and help remove barriers that
have historically kept the unbanked out of the financial
mainstream. A steering committee (comprising the
Treasurer’s Office, the New America Foundation, the Federal
Reserve Bank of San Francisco and the nonprofit EARN)
worked with local community organizations, banks and
credit unions to develop a program that would:

B Change bank products and policies to increase the
supply of starter account options for this market

B Raise awareness among consumers about the benefits
of account ownership

B Provide qualified San Franciscans with the opportunity
to open low-cost, starter bank accounts

B Provide quality financial education to San Franciscans, to
help them start saving for the future

Since launching, the program has opened almost 50,000
accounts at participating financial institutions. The Bank
On program is now being replicated in approximately 70
cities and states across the country and has been adopted
as a model program by the National League of Cities, the
U.S. Conference of Mayors and the U.S. Department of the
Treasury.

The next phase in Bank on San Francisco is to expand

the number of residents with access to direct deposit, an
important part of the infrastructure that needs to be in
place to help residents save time and money. Direct deposit
helps people avoid check cashing fees and trips to a bank; it
is fast and safe and eliminates the risk of stolen checks;and
it saves money by avoiding the cost of printing and mailing
checks.

Source: Office of the Treasurer, City of San Francisco
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Innovative ldea:

Banking Development Districts

In some cities across the country, the physical location

of mainstream financial institutions is highly correlated
with neighborhood income level; fewer banks had branch
locations in low-income communities. One approach

to increasing access to appropriate financial products

is to create banking development districts (BDDs) in
underserved neighborhoods. BDDs provide financial
institutions with publicly provided incentives to locate

in areas with a demonstrated need for banking services.
These incentives include: access to below-market public
funds, government deposits, property tax breaks, favorable
Community Reinvestment Act consideration and assistance
with workforce development (Farr 2008). Once a state
institutes a BDD program, financial institutions and local
jurisdictions jointly apply to designate local underserved
areas as BDDs, qualifying the banks for these benefits.

New York State has had a BDD program since 1997, and

the program has had considerable success in encouraging
banks to open brick-and-mortar branches in underserved
communities with 25 BDD branches opened in New

York City since the program began. In 2009, the New

York State Banking Department (NYSBD) held a series of
hearings to examine the strengths and weaknesses of the
program. The New York City Department of Consumer
Affairs presented testimony, recommending the program
focus on the products and services actually provided, that
branches be better targeted to communities in need and
that credit unions be made eligible for inclusion. In May
2010, the NYSBD released a report summarizing its findings,
concluding that, among other things,“the BDD program
could be dramatically improved by mandating that BDD
branches provide financial education, encouraging the
development of more affordable products and services and
encouraging more collaboration between the BDD branches
and local community groups.”

Building on the experience in New York State, Los Angeles is
exploring the use of BDDs to expand access to mainstream
financial products and services in low-income communities.

Auto Refinance Loans

High-interest rate auto loans are another form

of expensive credit that strips income from
households. The City of San Antonio helps low-
income consumers refinance their high-cost car
loans through their free tax preparation structure.
In addition to making refinancing easier by
allowing taxpayers to initiate the refinance process
at the tax prep site, this pilot program provides

an additional incentive of a $100 reward from

a credit union (an enticement provided by the
credit unions to build business). The program also
provides incentives for the tax preparation sites to
encourage refinances; each week the site with the

highest number of refinances earns a gift card.

To qualify for the program, participants must
have a car loan with an APR above 9%; however,
the average original APR is 18-25%. In 2008, 110
program participants refinanced their car loans,
resulting in an average monthly savings of $125,
providing significant assistance to low- and
moderate-income families. The program also acts
as a broader awareness campaign — even those
who are not directly helped with a refinanced
loan leave the tax prep site with heightened
awareness about the problems associated with

high-cost car loans.

ACCESSIBLE FINANCIAL STRUCTURES
Financial structures refers to the “plumbing” or
the infrastructure that can help individuals safely
and easily conduct financial transactions, save and
transfer funds, and keep tabs on their financial
situation. Some financial structures that many
middle- and upper-income individuals take for
granted — such as direct deposit, online banking
and even conveniently located bricks-and-mortar
financial institutions — are often inaccessible

to lower-income individuals. Some cities are
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beginning to look for new ways to ensure that all residents have access to financial structures

like these that can increase financial security.

Direct Deposit

Direct deposit services can increase financial security for individuals in several important
ways. New research from the Pew Health Group also shows that employees who receive their
pay through direct deposit are nearly twice as likely to save some portion of their income as
individuals who are paid in cash (36% vs. 16%) (Pew 2010). Direct deposit can decrease the
need to use often expensive check cashers and is also thought to increase personal safety by

reducing rates of crime and loss.

Recognizing the wide range of positive impacts that direct deposit can have, city leaders are
beginning look for ways to encourage and facilitate expanded use of direct deposit in their
communities. Building on the success of its original Bank On campaign, the San Francisco
Treasurer’s Office is currently in the process of developing SafePay SF — an ambitious effort to
migrate all city employees into electronic payment options, either direct deposit into a bank
account or via a reloadable pay card that has all of the functionality of a paper paycheck but
with enhanced protections. Once that initial phase is underway, the City also plans to encourage
all private sector employers in the city to convert to electronic payment methods. San Francisco
has the goal of becoming the first city in the country to have an entirely paperless payday.

Strategies to Create Opportunities to Build Savings and Assets

EMERGENCY SAVINGS ARE ESSENTIAL FOR FAMILIES to weather crises in the short term. In
the longer term, however, families really begin to get ahead when they have mastered savings
behavior and are able to leverage their savings (together with affordable financing and public

subsidies) into appreciable assets such as an education credential, home or business.

Local governments have begun to expand their efforts to help families — particularly those

of modest means — to build a range of liquid savings and tangible assets. While cities have
continued their traditional efforts to spur homeownership and small business development,
they have begun to do so in innovative ways. In addition, they have also begun to support the
attainment of post-secondary education credentials and have recognized that cars are critical

assets that facilitate one’s ability to maximize income.

SHORT-TERM AND EMERGENCY SAVINGS - ON-RAMPS TO ASSET BUILDING

Some low-income families understandably feel that the “big ticket” assets — a home, a business,
a college education — are unattainable, and the idea of saving for such items is unrealistic. It

is not the case that these individuals cannot save or do not want to save; it is that many of
them have a hard time even seeing how they will pay off outstanding debt, let alone begin to

accumulate emergency savings or tangible assets. Cities are initiating a number of programs
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that are structured to create onramps for low- and moderate-income households to begin

saving and to help families establish savings behaviors that can build gradually over time.

Families really begin to get ahead when they

‘ ‘ The EasySave Account in New York City is being offered

to city employees to help them become regular savers

and build short-term emergency savings.? It is designed

have mastered savings behavior and are to apply lessons from behavioral economics research: that
able to leverage their savings (together with it is easier to make the decision to save one time when

affordable financing and public subsidies) opting for direct deposit rather than when one receives
into appreciable assets such as an education each paycheck. The program is initially being piloted

credential, home or business.

with seven city agencies employing thousands of city

employees to test feasibility. Then, pending evaluation, it

’ ’ will be rolled out to additional agencies.

The $aveNYC Account, developed by New York City and negotiated with participating
financial institutions, is another savings product being piloted by the OFE. $aveNYC is tied to
the structure of the tax filing process. As part of the free tax preparation process, participants
are offered the opportunity to open a $aveNYC Account, which is a certificate of deposit
(CD). If participants direct deposit a portion of their tax refund into the CD and maintain

the initial deposit for one year, they receive a 50% match up to $500. The product design

and process incorporate lessons from behavioral economics research, including keeping the
account opening process simple, limiting the number of choices and including disincentives
to withdraw funds. New Yorkers quickly exhausted the private match funds available during
each tax season, attracting more than 2,200 savers in the first three years. At the end the 2008
tax year, participants in the small initial pilot had saved over $58,000 — roughly $400 per
participant. The same participants had a yearly annual income of $15,500. In all, participants
in some of New York’s poorest communities accumulated more than half a million dollars in
savings in 2008 and 2009 (OFE, “$aveNYC” 2009). Based on its initial success in New York,
the $aveNYC pilot has been selected for replication by the federal Corporation for National
and Community Service Social Innovation Fund. In July 2010, New York was awarded a grant
through the Social Innovation Fund to create a $aveUSA pilot, replicating the initiative in at
least three other cities.

A similar approach to using tax time to help facilitate savings is being employed in some of the
cities that sponsor free tax preparation sites. They are encouraging tax filers to take advantage
of the new feature on the federal income tax form that allows individuals to use a portion of

their refund to purchase a U.S. savings bond.

SAVINGS FOR POSTSECONDARY EDUCATION
Education is an asset that benefits not only the educated individual, but also his or her family

and community. Skills and knowledge are central determinants of the ability to maximize
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income and are important drivers of the economy. Education also promotes civic responsibility,
advances economic competitiveness and expands economic opportunity. Post-secondary
education is one of the best investments an individual can make in his or her economic future.
Yet escalating costs discourage many from pursing higher education. One way to make the
cost of post-secondary education more affordable and increase participation by lower-income

individuals is to create incentives for families to save for college.

Some cities are exploring ways to help families save for their children’s college expenses
through matched education savings accounts. These accounts are established for children as
early as birth and allowed to grow throughout childhood. Accounts are seeded with an initial
deposit and built by contributions from family, friends and the children themselves. Accounts
are augmented by savings matches and/or other incentives and gain meaning as young
accountholders and their families engage in age-appropriate financial education. Research
shows that children in families that have even a modest level of assets, regardless of income,

tend to do better academically and stay in school longer.

In 2009, the City of San Antonio — in partnership with the ‘ ‘
local United Way, the San Antonio Children’s Museum
and Citibank — launched Cribs to College. The pilot

project allowed parents of several hundred children

Education is an asset that benefits not only
the educated individual, but also his or her

under age one to open college savings accounts that family and community. Skills and knowledge
were seeded with an initial deposit of $500. Families can are central determinants of the ability to
continue to make deposits into these escrow accounts maximize income and are important drivers
over time. Although these additional deposits are not of the economy.

currently matched, the city is exploring options for how

to create a match component to help incentivize and grow , ,

these accounts in the future.

In 2010, the City of San Francisco launched the first universal matched college saving program
in a public school system in the country. The Kindergarten to College Initiative will provide

all kindergarteners who enroll with a $50 initial deposit into newly-opened account; those
students who qualify for free or reduced-price lunch will receive an additional $50 initial
deposit. In addition, private-sector funding will match the first $100 each family saves in the
account. The program will enroll roughly 25% of the city’s kindergarteners in its first year, with
full participation planned by the third year of the program. To make the effort possible, four
city agencies — the Mayor’s Office, the Treasurer’s Office, the Department of Children, Youth

& Their Families, and the San Francisco Unified School District —joined forces with CFED,
which created the design and implementation plan with input from EARN, the New America

Foundation and other stakeholders.
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SMALL BUSINESS

Business equity is second only to homeownership as a source of wealth for Americans. Very
small businesses, or microenterprises, are a proving ground for new entrepreneurs and a key
income-generation and economic-revitalization strategy. Microenterprises increase income for
the poor, help people move out of poverty and off of public assistance, and help low-income
households build both business and personal assets. Of the estimated 20 million Americans
who operate microenterprises, at least half are women, minorities, low-income individuals and

people with disabilities.

For cities, small businesses are an economic engine; the current economic recession only
elevates the need to help them grow and prosper. Business development assistance is not a
new strategy for municipal government; however, some cities are now beginning to explicitly
connect business development assistance to financial empowerment and poverty alleviation

efforts.

City-led business development efforts generally address two important business needs:
capital and expertise in how to run a business. In addition, cities are also working to remove
barriers, for example, by streamlining the business licensing process for new entrepreneurs,
or by making it easier for businesses to file taxes for the first time. Often cities efforts take a
comprehensive approach to addressing business needs through funding of small business
incubators and nonprofits that provide technical assistance, training and grants, or forgivable
loans for small business start up or expansion. In doing so, they are increasing the number of
access points for low-income populations to receive the products and services they need to

succeed.

Access to Small Business Capital and Training

A number of cities have formed strategic partnerships with not-for-profit microenterprise
finance organizations to provide micro-loans to low- and moderate-income entrepreneurs who
can have difficulty securing financing through traditional financial institutions. Miami, Chicago
and Savannah all work with ACCION to provide loans from as small as $500 (in Miami) to as
large at $150,000 (in Chicago).

To expand available funds for small business lending, the City of Chicago Treasurer’s Office
deposits funds into approved Municipal Depository banks, and the banks are required to use
50% of the funds to issue loans and lines of credit of up to $250,000 for qualifying businesses.

The City does not underwrite or collateralize these loans.

Cities also run small business assistance centers where entrepreneurs and small business
owners can access training and technical assistance. In Miami, the business assistance center
is funded in partnership with the U.S. Department of Commerce and has a clear focus on

local entrepreneurs, providing hands-on assistance with topics like marketing, accounting,
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procurement, and financial and human resource
management. Savannah’s Entrepreneurial Center
provides training, mentoring, technical assistance and

business incubation services.

The City of Miami also runs a matched saving
program to help small business owners save for and
invest in computers and technology to support and

grow their businesses.

The Treasurer’s Office in Chicago holds an annual
Small Business Expo that attracts over 2,000 attendees
and 100 vendors. The Expo includes workshops on
small business issues and a “One Hour Mentor”
program where entrepreneurs can receive one-on-one

targeted assistance.

HOMEOWNERSHIP

There are many opportunities for municipalities to
support housing as a means of promoting economic
security. Historically, homeownership has been a
key strategy that cities support and sustain. Cities
can provide downpayment assistance or educational
classes for first-time homebuyers, fund community
land trusts or other shared equity programs, or
provide reduced property assessments for developers
that rehabilitate buildings and keep rents affordable
for low- and middle-income households. In addition
to all of the traditional ways that cities have been
involved, several cities where home prices are
affordable and homeownership is a viable option are
looking at new ways to ways to help people become

homeowners.

Individual Development Accounts

Innovative Strategy:

Self Employment Tax Assistance

For the country’s 20 plus million unincorporated self-
employed businesses, the tax code serves as a vehicle
not only for revenue collection, but also for the critical
act of enrolling and paying into the Social Security and
Medicare system as well as other tax-code delivered
asset-building opportunities. Every self-employed
business must file a Schedule C income tax form, and
because this form is complicated, many entrepreneurs
seek outside help with their taxes.The universality of
the “tax time moment” means that the annual act of
preparing business taxes provides a timely opportunity
to educate startups and move business owners — and
their households — up the ladder of success.

Cities that see entrepreneurship and small business
as critical engines in building a strong local economy
are using the tax time and their engagement in EITC
campaigns and free tax prep services to connect
self-employed individuals to an array of enterprise
development resources. For example, the San Antonio
Community Tax Center provides Schedule C business
return preparation and serves as an IRS agent for
immigrant Individual Taxpayer Identification Number
(ITIN) applications.

In Seattle, a new “Start Your Business Right Campaign”
was recently launched to support self-employment tax
preparation as a way to reach low-income business
owners and connect them to business-building
resources and programs.

Individual Development Accounts (IDAs) are special savings accounts that match the deposits

of low- and moderate-income savers provided that they participate in financial education

and use the savings for targeted purposes — most commonly postsecondary education,

homeownership or capitalizing a small business. Recent research suggests that participation

in an IDA program, with its related services and restrictions, can improve homeownership

outcomes for low-income households (Rademacher et al. 2010).
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Whether or not the use of IDAs for homeownership is a strategy that makes sense for cities
depends a great deal on the housing affordability context for the region. In some cities such as
New York or San Francisco where median housing prices are many times greater than median
incomes, homeownership is not a primary target for asset building. But in many cities where
housing prices are less inflated, homeownership is a viable strategy and IDAs are a useful tool

in attaining it.

For example, San Antonio, Savannah, Miami and Newark all offer homeownership IDAs for
low-income families. The City of San Antonio offers an IDA program for low- and moderate-

income residents that provides a $4 match incentive for every $1 saved by participants.

Family Self-Sufficiency Programs

Municipal housing authorities across the country offer public housing residents the
opportunity to participate in the national Family Self-Sufficiency Program (FSS), sponsored by
the U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development (HUD). FSS is designed to provide
public housing residents with a range of support and services that help them move along a
path to self-sufficiency and eventually move out of public housing. A key piece of the FSS
model is a special escrow account where, when the family’s income increases as the result of an
increase in salary, the money that would normally go towards higher rent goes into the escrow
account. Upon successful completion of the program the money in the escrow account is theirs
to use. Some participants use this money to move into unsubsidized housing; others may use it
as a down payment on a home. The City of Seattle and SKCABC are working closely with the
Seattle and King County Housing Authorities to offer a broad range of financial empowerment

services such as FSS for their tenants.

Shared Equity Homeownership

Shared equity homeownership is a rapidly growing housing strategy in which a government
or nonprofit agency acts as a co-investor with a new homebuyer, investing substantial public
funds to reduce homeownership costs. These programs restrict the extent to which a family can
profit from housing price increases, but they offer significant wealth creation opportunities for
families otherwise priced out of homeownership and a stepping-stone between rental housing
and homeownership (Jacobus 2009). Municipal leadership and local government sponsorship
of shared equity housing program can help to facilitate direct access to both federal and local

subsidies to acquire land and build housing (Jacobus 2008).

In Providence local leaders used private and public funds to convert large numbers of
foreclosed properties into permanently affordable shared equity housing that they hope will

help to create mixed-income neighborhoods for generations into the future (PolicyLink 2009).
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VEHICLES

In many cities, vehicles are important assets for individuals and families; they are critical for
transportation to work, school and child care. Although vehicles traditionally depreciate over
time and thus are not permanent assets, in many parts of the country — including many cities —

a vehicle is essential to a household’s economic well-being.

In San Antonio, where only 2.9% of the workforce uses public transportation to get to work,
the city identified car ownership as a useful tool for increasing resident income opportunities.
In 2006, the city partnered with Ford Motor Company to create a pilot program that allows
residents to put IDA savings toward a vehicle purchase. The program — which paired vehicle
ownership with financial literacy classes on budgeting, savings, credit and insurance — was a
step toward improving access to transportation for lower-income San Antonio residents. San
Antonio also operates a second IDA program that helps individuals save toward the purchase

of a reliable used car.

Strategies to Protect Consumers in the Financial Marketplace
A FINAL ELEMENT OF HOUSEHOLD FINANCIAL SECURITY and empowerment is protection

against loss of income or assets, extraordinary costs, and harmful or predatory external forces.
Financial setbacks due to loss of income can be significantly cushioned or even avoided if
households have access to adequate, affordable and fairly-priced health, unemployment,
disability, and life insurance. Similarly, assets and wealth gains can be protected through access
to adequate, affordable and fairly-priced property insurance, as well as consumer protections
from deceptive or predatory financial products and practices, and foreclosure prevention

programs and counseling.

ZONING AND LICENSING “

Over the past decade, businesses that specialize in Assets and wealth gains can be protected

roviding alternative financial products and services
P ) & o P o through access to adequate, affordable and
to low-income individuals who have limited access to vobriced i I
mainstream financial institutions have proliferated. fairly-priced property insurance, as well as

These companies include payday lenders, check consumer protections from deceptive or

cashing establishments, pawn shops, rent-to-own predatory financial products and practices,
businesses, debt collectors, tax preparers, used-auto and foreclosure prevention programs and
dealers, employment agencies and loan servicers. counseling.

Cities can be creative in their use of licensing and

zoning powers to limit or manage the proliferation of , ,

such businesses.
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Pay Day Lending and Check Cashing
For example, some municipalities have restricted the opening of new payday lender and/or
check casher businesses by using their land use and business licensing powers. The land use

restrictions can take different forms, but often entail a city’s doing one of the following;:

B [ssuing a temporary zoning moratorium on payday lending outlets

B Establishing a permanent zoning restriction on payday lending outlets

The moratorium temporarily restricts or regulates the locating of payday lenders or check
cashers in certain areas of the city, or within specified distances of similar outlets, while

it explores potential changes to its official controls.* Permanent zoning restrictions could
entail the establishment of a restricted use district, as was the case for San Francisco, where
these businesses are now unable to locate in certain neighborhoods that already have a high
concentration of payday lenders or check cashers.® Other cities have adopted zoning measures
that prohibit new payday lenders from opening within a specified distance from other payday

lender locations.

Rent-to-Own Stores and Car Title Lending

The rent-to-own industry (RTO) includes businesses that rent furniture, appliances, home
electronics and other household items. According to a Federal Trade Commission survey of
RTO customers, the majority of customers do purchase the items they rent from an RTO, but
they pay a hefty price for the opportunity. Customers who rent products long enough to own
them have typically paid a 70% annual percentage rate over the listed “cash price” (OFE,
“Progress Report” 2009).

Cities do not have licensing authority over RTOs, which inhibits their ability to analyze the
market or protect consumers, but several cities are pursuing avenues to gain this power.

The New York City Department of Consumer Affairs has pursued licensing capability over
RTO businesses, which would enable them to analyze the size and scope of the market,

create a consumer bill of rights, and enforce the use of a model contract to ensure consumers
understand the terms of the transaction. Licensing power would also enable the City to require
books and records inspections and hold RTO businesses accountable for using cash prices that
are based on the market (OFE, “Progress Report” 2009).

ENFORCEMENT AND COMPLIANCE

Some of the most effective, lowest-cost opportunities to protect low-income residents from
predatory products and services come from enforcing consumer protection laws that prevent
deceptive advertising. These broad consumer protection laws give local government a way to

intervene in industries that they cannot directly regulate.
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Tax Preparers/Refund Anticipation Loans

Refund anticipation loans (RALs) are loans received by taxpayers in anticipation of a refund
from the IRS. These loans usually carry high interest rates or fees and are disproportionately
utilized by lower-income households. A recent study estimates that EITC recipient tax filers
paid an average of $130 for this loan product, in exchange for a two week advance on their tax
refund.® RAL usage among EITC recipients in large cities approximates 40% but can range from
a low of 11.2% in San Francisco to a high of 65% in Memphis (Berube and Kornblatt 2005).

To combat these high-cost lending practices by tax preparation companies, cities such as Seattle,
New York and San Antonio have enacted RAL ordinances. New York City legislation mandates
that before a taxpayer can enter into a loan agreement with a tax filer, certain disclosures must
be made to the borrower. In 2008, inspectors with the Department of Consumer Affairs targeted
their enforcement efforts in neighborhoods with high concentration of EITC uptake. In 2008
and 2009, inspectors visited 1,100 tax preparation businesses and issued 547 violations related
to RALs (OFE, “Progress Report”2009). The aggressive enforcement efforts resulted in a steep
decrease in the number of RAL violations.

In San Antonio and New York, in addition to similar disclosures, the ordinances disallow
certain other actions by the tax preparer, such as requiring tax filers to use RALs when filing
taxes. Given the limited scope of municipal power over private financing tools (state and
federal legislation pre-empts certain municipal regulation of local banking and payday
lender transactions) improving RAL interest rate transparency is a legally feasible, low-cost

mechanism for helping consumers make prudent borrowing decisions.

State- and federal-level policymaking and administration can and are having a significant effect
on the need and impact of local legislation surrounding RALs and other alternative lending
products. In states already regulating the disclosure requirements or maximum interest rates

or fees for RALs, municipal legislation requiring RAL disclosures might be pre-empted and/

or unnecessary.” At the federal level, the recent decision by the IRS to stop providing a key
piece of information that tax preparers use as an underwriting tool for RALs will be sure to
dampen their usage.® While the rule change will make it harder for tax preparers to assess risk
and issue RALs, advocates believe it will not end the targeting of low-income individuals in
the tax preparation field. As such, there continues to be an important oversight and consumer

protection role for local government to play in this area.

LITIGATION

The New York City Department of Consumer Affairs has been on the forefront of prosecuting
tax preparers for deceptive advertising and promotions concerning RALs. In December 2002,
the City announced a record settlement of over $4 million in its lawsuit against H&R Block for
allegedly engaging in misleading and deceptive trade practices. H&R Block mailed $35 rebate
coupons to 61,700 City residents who used the company’s RAL services and filed for the EITC
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in tax years 2000 and 2001. A portion of this settlement was also used to fund the City’s EITC

public awareness campaign, which quickly became a national model.

FORECLOSURE PREVENTION STRATEGIES

Home foreclosures take a huge toll on everyone involved — most of all the homeowners, but
also mortgage lenders, local communities and municipal governments. A homeowner risks
losing a portion or all of the equity accrued in the foreclosed home, lenders may not recoup

the full value of the home upon resale, local properties may decline in value, neighborhoods
may experience increased crime and municipalities lose tax revenues. (Apgar, Duda and Gorey
2005).

Many city governments are attempting to mitigate the accelerating rate of local foreclosures by
educating their citizens about foreclosure counseling resources, providing small forgivable loans
to households facing foreclosure due to job loss or other unforeseen emergencies, minimizing
future foreclosures through preventative measures (e.g., financial literacy), and encouraging

banks to work with borrowers in default.

The city of San Antonio has developed a task force of 24 agencies and organizations that
provides counseling services on fair housing issues and to those facing foreclosure. In Seattle-
King County, the City and SKCABC have formed an action team that has sponsored large
events connecting people directly to their lenders, certified housing counselors and attorneys to

help them negotiate new loan terms and forestall foreclosure.

The City of Providence has enacted two ordinances to help stem the foreclosure crisis and
mitigate its related challenges for owners and renters. The first ordinance is designed to protect
renters from eviction when their apartments are subject to foreclosure proceedings. It requires
financial institutions or lenders to provide tenants written notice (in English and Spanish)

of who is taking over a foreclosed property, and it also requires the new owner to provide
essential services, including heat, running water, hot water, electric and gas. The Foreclosure
Mediation Ordinance requires financial institutions and property owners to engage in

mediation with a HUD-approved counselor before moving ahead with foreclosure.
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Chapter 4

Toward an Integrated Policy Infrastructure:
Removing Barriers and Leveraging Opportunities

CITIES’ ABILITY TO DELIVER SERVICES that help individuals boost income, reduce debt, save,
build and protect assets is partially dictated by state and federal policy permissions and
prohibitions. These policies can either pave the way or stand in the way of local financial
empowerment efforts. Across the five key strategies of municipal-level interventions, there

are examples of policy synergy among levels of government — where funding, rules, and

local, state, and federal structures align to maximize government investment. There are also,
however, numerous instances where policies at different levels of government are out of step or
even working at cross purposes. Several of these policy areas are explored below. In addition,
Appendix 1 of this report provides a comprehensive table of local, state and federal policy

alignment opportunities.

Aligning Policies to Improve Access to High Quality Financial
Information, Education and Counseling

AS DISCUSSED IN THE PREVIOUS CHAPTER, cities have implemented a range of interventions
to improve access to high quality financial education and counseling — from increasing access
to incorporating financial education into existing programs. While municipalities can, in most
cases, implement similar strategies without legislative or regulatory changes at the state or
federal level, several key policy reforms would increase the impact of cities” efforts.

For example, efforts being undertaken by cities such as Seattle, Savannah and New York to
incorporate financial education into social service and welfare programs would be bolstered by
specifically including financial education in the numerous federally-funded programs affecting
households with low incomes. Further, providing dedicated funding streams for financial
education, credit repair and asset-specific financial counseling would facilitate the expansion of
these highly successful local initiatives. At the state-level, allowing financial education to count
as a Temporary Assistance for Needy Families (TANF) work activity is a simple way to increase
the number of residents receiving valuable financial education and could also allow provide

greater resources for such programs.

Cities’ efforts to improve the quality of financial education through certification of providers
would be made simpler if a national certification program existed. Such a program would make it
easier for cities to set standards for providers, and New York City has been exploring the creation
of a national program with the U.S. Department of Treasury. Congressional authorization of and

funding for a national financial education provider certification program is critical.
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A number of states have also implemented policies to incorporate financial education into
schools. State efforts in this area may include developing K-12 financial education curriculum
standards and establishing requirements to be implemented statewide. Requirements could
range from mandating a financial education course be completed before a student can
graduate high school or more comprehensively testing students on their knowledge of
personal finance. Thirty-eight states have legislation on the books that requires high schools to
include personal finance in their curriculum standards. However, only nine require testing of
knowledge on the personal finance curriculum, and seven make it a graduation requirement
(CFED 2009). Federal guidelines and standards, as well as funding streams, could increase

cities” progress in this area.

The U.S. Department of Treasury, in its capacity as Chairperson of the Financial Literacy
Education Commission (FLEC), has recently released a revised national strategy for financial
literacy and a set of financial education core competencies for comment and review. These
efforts can and should be strengthened (in particular with clearer mandates for FLEC agency
implementation) and could help drive broad agreement on the basic content for financial

literacy and education programs.

Aligning Policies to Increase Access to Income-Boosting Supports
and Tax Credits

A POLICY WHERE THERE IS ALREADY A FAIR AMOUNT OF ALIGNMENT among levels of
government is the EITC. The federal EITC is one of the largest and most effective wage support
programs for low- and moderate-income families. The federal credit was first enacted in 1975
and has been dramatically expanded from $1.3 billion to $48.7 billion in 2007 (IRS 2009). Since
the federal credit was enacted, 23 states and the District of Columbia have enacted state-level
EITCs (CFED 2009), and several local jurisdictions — San Francisco, New York and Montgomery
County, MD — have enacted local credits that piggy-back on the federal credit.

Federal, state and local governments align efforts in several important ways. For example,
whether or not a state or locality has its own piggy-back credit, some states and localities are
maximizing take-up of the federal credit by funding outreach efforts. States and localities that
do have piggy-back EITCs leverage the federal and/or state mechanisms and structures for
delivering the credit. The federal government, for its part, supports the local delivery of free
tax preparation services by providing technical assistance to train local volunteers and — at least

recently — by providing some funding to free tax prep sites.

Yet, even with this example, more could be done to increase alignment and maximize public
investment. For example, the federal government could increase and make permanent the

funding available to community-based free tax preparation services. Doing so would increase
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the capacity of local efforts in many more communities across the country and thus increase

the take-up of federal, state and local EITCs. The federal government could also improve and

expand the current EITC.

State governments can also help to ensure residents have adequate income by enacting a state-

level EITC, where such a credit does not already exist. States could also fund outreach and

public awareness campaigns to increase take-up of the state and/or federal credit.

Another area to improve alignment is around increasing access to and uptake of public benefit

programs. A number of cities — including Miami, New York, Seattle, Newark, San Francisco,

San Antonio and Providence — are active in this area. States and the federal government can

support these efforts by aligning eligibility criteria across programs and enabling data sharing

across programs. Such streamlining would make application simpler and make enrollment

more efficient, reducing administrative costs and making the most of fixed resources.

Aligning Policies to Connect Residents to Safe, Affordable Financial

Products and Services

CITIES ACROSS THE COUNTRY ARE DESIGNING AND IMPLEMENTING innovative policy

solutions to help people who are disconnected from the mainstream banking system gain

access to safe, affordable financial services through both specialized account-based bank access

programs and Bank On campaigns. In addition, a number of cities — including Miami, San

Antonio, Seattle and San Francisco — have developed affordable consumer credit products. Both

of these kinds of initiatives can and should be supported by the federal government.

(14

Cities across the country are designing and
implementing innovative policy solutions to
help people who are disconnected from the
mainstream banking system gain access to
sdfe, affordable financial services through
both specialized account-based bank access
programs and Bank On campaigns.

b/

The Obama Administration’s budget request for

FY 2011 included funding for a $50 million Bank on

USA initiative. Responding to this request, Congress
appropriated funding for both the Bank on USA initiative
and for grants to create small-dollar lending alternatives
to higher-cost and often predatory loans. If appropriately
planned and executed, both initiatives will expand

access to mainstream financial products and services for

individuals with low and moderate incomes.

In addition, the federal government should expand its

existing regulatory structures to encourage financial

institutions to provide safe, affordable products. The Community Reinvestment Act (CRA)

should be amended to more comprehensively evaluate financial institutions on the products

they actually offer and to give greater weight to such assessments in their CRA ratings. Further,
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federal agencies can support work being done at the local level by improving and expanding

data available on net worth, banked status, foreclosure and consumer debt.

States can support access to appropriate financial products and services by creating banking

development districts (BDDs) as described in the previous chapter. The model was first enacted

Powers, Roles and Opportunity for Synergy for Local, State and Federal Governments

In a federal system, state and federal governments each have certain powers and responsibilities. Article

| of the Constitution enumerates the federal government’s powers, which include authority over issues
such as interstate commerce, immigration, bankruptcy and currency,among others. Powers reserved

for states or traditionally state in scope include education, police protection, licensing, public health and
control of local governments. Federal and state governments concurrently share power over issues such
as transportation, taxation, making and enforcing laws, borrowing and spending for the general welfare, and

chartering banks.

Local governments, in contrast, are chartered by states and can only act within powers that are delegated
to them. Generally, in states with constitutional or legislative provisions allowing municipal home rule, local
municipalities can make decisions on local matters without specific authorization by the state and can limit
the intervention of the state on local matters (Stenberg and Austin 2006). In these states, home rule can
be granted automatically, such as when cities exceed a pre-defined population, or communities enact home
rule though legislation or voter referendum. In municipalities not enacting home rule, or in municipalities
whose states do not allow it, local governments may need to obtain explicit authority from the state for
“virtually everything they do” (Stenberg and Austin 2006).A:s it relates specifically to their asset building
opportunities, municipalities operating under home rule would likely have more flexibility in undertaking
local asset-building work through enacting local legislation.

In many policy areas, the distinction between the roles for each level of government is muddled and
evolves over time.A policy that may start with straightforward and “appropriate” roles for each level
of government can become layered with new rules, mandates and complexities as successive legislative

sessions leave their imprint on the policy.

Despite the complexities, there are advantages to this multi-layered system.VWhether in the federal-state
relationship, the state-local relationship or federal-local relationship, “upstream” governments have the
potential to equalize resources and opportunities available to “downstream” jurisdictions — essentially
setting a floor that can be built upon. Upstream governments can also provide incentives to downstream
governments to spread innovations that emerge from one state or locality. On the flip side, however,
there are also disadvantages. One is that upstream governments will create unfunded mandates for
states or localities to carry out. Another is that they will preempt the innovative policies of downstream

jurisdictions.

In the best case relationship, upstream governments will provide adequate resources to carry out policy
mandates, and, at the same time, they will eliminate barriers to innovation for downstream governments.
Downstream governments, for their part, will take advantage of incentives to improve policy and use the

flexibility they have to devise innovative ways to address local needs.
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in New York State in 1997, and the city of Los Angeles is currently considering an ordinance
that would create BDDs at the local level. The New York program has had considerable success
in opening brick-and-mortar branches. However, it could be strengthened by increasing the

focus on products and services available.

In some states, cities are unable to leverage municipal deposits to encourage financial
institutions to participate in safe banking programs. For example, in New York, state law
prohibits municipalities from placing deposits in credit unions and savings banks. Where
applicable, removing such state prohibitions would increase cities” ability to encourage

institutions to offer appropriate financial services and products.

Aligning Policies to Create Opportunities to Build Savings and Assets

AS DETAILED IN THE PREVIOUS CHAPTER, a number of cities are encouraging families to save
for emergencies and for appreciable assets through matched savings programs. However, better
coordination of local, state and federal funding for these programs would increase their reach

and impact.

States should provide funding for IDA programs that is sufficient to meet demand, stable over
time, flexible enough to cover program administration costs, and that is stewarded by a state
agency champion. States should also encourage college savings by automatically opening 529
plans for all children; removing barriers — such as minimum deposits, social security number
requirements and complicated application procedures; and matching deposits at a level that

will provide a meaningful account balance by age 18.

The federal government should adequately fund and improve the IDA programs currently
authorized. For example, the Assets for Independence program should allow Community
Service Block Grant and TANF funds to be used as non-federal match for the program.

It should also create new matching mechanisms, such as an IDA tax credit to financial
institutions, a universal, progressive system of matched children’s savings accounts, and an

expanded Saver’s Credit.

In addition to better leveraging state and federal funding to encourage savings, policies at the
state and federal level that discourage savings must be addressed. Asset limits in public benefit
programs, which are set at the state and federal levels, undermine efforts to facilitate savings.
Across programs, inconsistencies in the treatment of assets for the purposes of determining
eligibility mean confusion and ultimately sending the signal that the poor should not save.
Often applicants or recipients of public programs are required to “spend down” long-term

resources in order to receive what is often short-term help.
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Looking across public benefit programs for the poor, the federal government has exclusive
authority to set asset limits in the Supplemental Security Income (SSI) Program. However,
with other programs — TANF, Medicaid and Children’s Health Insurance Program (CHIP) —
the federal government has given complete authority to states to set asset limits, and with the
Supplemental Nutrition Assistance Program (SNAP) given partial authority to states. As a
result, there is a patchwork of complex rules with no overarching logic. To address this issue,
the federal government should follow the precedent set by the recently enacted health care
reform legislation (P.L. 111-148). One provision of this bill will require states to drop asset tests
for Medicaid and CHIP by 2014. As TANF, SNAP and SSI are up for reauthorization, Congress
should lift asset tests in these programs for all states. Until that happens, states should use the
flexibility they do have to remove asset tests to eliminate the disincentive to save and allow

families to build a personal safety net.

Asset Tests: A Game of Rock, Paper, Scissors Where Nobody Wins

To illustrate the illogical “system” of asset tests for public benefits, consider how the rules vary by
program in three states and how the result thwarts families’ ability to gain financial security and
opportunity.

Louisiana: Imagine a poor family in Louisiana seeking three kinds of supports: cash assistance through
TANF health care coverage through Family Medicaid and food assistance through SNAP. Louisiana is one of
only four states that has eliminated the TANF asset test.The state also eliminated the asset test in Family
Medicaid. However, neither of those policy advances would matter if this family were also seeking SNAP,
which has an asset cap of $2,000 ($3,000 if the household included an elderly or disabled member).The
SNAP asset test would essentially negate the other two policies.

Colorado: Now consider an individual in Colorado seeking both SSI and Medicaid. Although Colorado
has eliminated the asset test for Medicaid, he or she would still face a SSI asset test of $2,000, which is set
at the federal level, thus effectively imposing that cap for both programs.

New Hampshire: Finally, imagine a family in New Hampshire seeking both SNAP and TANFE Although the
state has eliminated its SNAP asset test, it has set a punitive $1,000 limit on its cash assistance program,
trumping the progress made on SNAP.

Aligning Policies to Protect Consumers in the Financial Marketplace
MUNICIPALITIES HAVE IMPLEMENTED PROGRAMS AND POLICIES to protect consumers in the

financial services marketplace, enforcing laws covering predatory refund anticipation loans
(RALs) and developing policies to prevent foreclosure of current homeowners and protect
future homeowners from predatory mortgage loans. However, consumer protections regarding

many financial services providers are limited to state or federal laws.
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In some cases, state laws support local efforts by curbing a number of abusive practices. For
example, 16 states and the District of Columbia protect their citizens from high-cost payday
loans by either explicitly prohibiting payday lending or lending by check cashers or by
effectively banning the practice by mandating an APR of 36% or lower (Brooks and Comer
2010). While states are preempted by the federal government from applying similar caps to
RALs, some states, including New York, prohibit third-party, or “add on,” fees charged by tax
preparers facilitating RALs and mandate a number of consumer disclosures. States where such

protections do not exist should adopt these state protections.

States can also enact policies to prevent foreclosures and protect future homeowners from
predatory mortgage loans. Forty states have enacted laws to protect homeowners against
foreclosure (CFED 2009). These policies include requirements for a judicial review, loss
mitigation, pre-foreclosure and pre-sale protections, or protection against rescue scams. To
protect future homeowners states can restrict the terms or provisions of mortgage loans,
strengthen regulation of mortgage lenders and brokers, require lenders and brokers to engage
in sound underwriting practices, and ensure that laws on the books can be enforced to protect
consumers. Thirty-seven states and the District of Columbia have taken some action to curb
predatory mortgage lending (Brooks and Comer 2010). States where such protections do not

exist should adopt these state policy protections.

The new federal Consumer Financial Protection Bureau, created through the recently enacted
financial reform legislation (P.L. 111-203), represents significant progress toward federal
protection of consumers in the financial services marketplace. Once implemented, a single
federal regulator will have broad authority over consumer issues related to financial services
providers. However, the full impact of the new agency will not truly be known for at least
several years. In the interim, further consumer protections should be adopted, including

improving transparency and curbing practices such as high fees for overdraft protection.

The federal government should also reverse its preemption of state regulations of the interest
rates and fees charged by national banks. Doing so would empower more robust, local

consumer protections against usurious lending.
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Chapter 5

From Innovation to Systems Change: The Road Ahead

THE PRECEDING CHAPTERS OF THIS REPORT DOCUMENT an unprecedented level of
innovation, experimentation and commitment by city leaders — all focused on developing a
new set of strategies that address the needs of financially vulnerable families. The fast pace of
growth and adoption of these strategies is an indicator that the work is filling important gaps in
the set of services that cities provide to their residents to help them fully and fairly participate
in the economic mainstream of their communities. And while the proliferation of financial
empowerment strategies is exciting, in order for this work to be sustainable and to continue to

grow, we offer three recommendations for ways to strengthen this work going forward.

Invest in Evaluation

EXPERIMENTATION AT THE MUNICIPAL LEVEL can spur innovation in cities nationwide
and lead to adoption of innovative strategies through state and federal policy. However, to
accelerate this process, more research and evaluation needs to be done to demonstrate the

effectiveness and impact of the strategies described in this report.

Cities have certain advantages as pilot
testers for innovative programs: they have
access to large quantities of personal data;

‘ ‘ Cities have certain advantages as pilot testers for
innovative programs: they have access to large quantities
of personal data; they are trusted sources of independent
information; and they have a vested interest in rigor

because they would likely incur costs of any new

they are trusted sources of independent programming. In addition, they have better access to
information; and they have a vested interest community-based organizations and research institutions
in rigor because they would likely incur costs than a single nonprofit implementing a pilot program
of any new programming. would; and, although smaller scale than a large federal

pilot, they can provide the basis for investment in a

’ ’ federal pilot or policy change.

As state and federal leaders and private foundations increase their investment in municipal
pilot programs, it is critical that they do so at a level that enables — and even requires —
evaluation to occur so that we can know whether the strategy is effective or simply inspired.
There is a danger that the proliferation of pilots and innovation will remain simply good ideas
if there is not commitment to evaluate and consequently to integrate and scale up strategies

with promise.

Relatively few cities are now actively engaged in rigorous evaluation of financial empowerment

pilot programs, but there are exceptions. For example in New York City, the $aveNYC pilot
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program that provides financial incentives to tax filers to encourage them to save a portion of
their refund is currently being subjected to a third party evaluation. The evaluation is designed
to test key triggers for getting people banked and committed to medium-term savings. At

the end of the pilot phase, the evaluation will have amassed data that enables the Office of
Financial Empowerment to build policy arguments for incentivized savings programs directly

linked to tax returns.

Further Integrate Financial Empowerment Strategies across City
Government

EACH OF THE CITIES INCLUDED IN THIS REPORT has already made significant strides to
integrate financial empowerment work into the myriad of agencies that serve residents —
working to ensure that no matter what door a person walks through, they can access the

financial supports, products and services they need. Yet, there is a great deal more to be done.

In any given city, the agency that houses the financial empowerment work imparts a distinctive
stamp on the kinds of issues, partners and strategies that become priorities. However, in the
long run, to increase efficacy and efficiency, city leaders must look more broadly across public
agencies and encourage all of those with a stake in the game to see the relevance of financial
empowerment work to their own agendas. Municipal leaders should actively encourage

the incorporation of financial empowerment services into other systems such as workforce
development/job training, housing, economic development, education, public utilities, human

services and other core city functions.

Plan for Political Transition
WHILE POLITICAL LEADERSHIP AND CHAMPIONS ARE EFFECTIVE WAYS to get

financial empowerment initiatives off the ground, that same affiliation has the potential to limit
the longevity of the initiative during times of political transition. Without careful planning and
institutionalization of the work, political and financial support may dry up under new city

leadership.

Embedding financial empowerment work in the ongoing operations and functions of a city
agency may increase staying power and potential for true systems change. Similarly, securing

permanent city funding for privately-funded pilots is essential to the sustainability of the work.
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Endnotes

Defined as a TransUnion TransRisk score lower than 700 on a scale from 150-934.TransUnion data from
Q1 2009.

Denver approved a local EITC and funded it in the past, but currently the program is not funded (Berube
et al. 2008).

The EasySave Program is part of the national Auto-Save project in partnership with the New America
Foundation and MDRC.As with most pilots coming out of the Office of Financial Empowerment, the
program is being evaluated to determine if it helps to increase post-tax workplace savings.

The maximum allowed duration of moratorium ordinances will vary by state. For the issuance of a local
moratorium, municipalities may require state enabling legislation to enact such an ordinance. Other
municipalities could enact a moratorium based on their authority to adopt local laws under state
municipal home rule laws (See Chapter 4 for further discussion on home rule laws).

The creation of this district was justified by San Francisco’s Board of Supervisors in that “the unchecked
proliferation of these businesses has the potential to displace other financial service providers ... which
offer a much broader range of financial services, as well as other desired commercial development in the
City” (San Francisco Planning Code. Sec 249.35).

Given that the IRS usually processes refunds for e-filers in one to two weeks time, the average
annualized interest rate on RALs exceeds 200% (Berube and Kornblatt 2005).The processing period is
approximately one week longer for those receiving mailed checks.

As of 2005, the four states with such legislation were Connecticut, North Carolina, lllinois, Minneapolis
and Wisconsin (Wu and Fox 2005).

The “debt indicator;” as it is known, was the acknowledgement that a tax preparer received from the IRS
when they electronically filed a client’s taxes. That indicator would disclose whether any portion of the
refund will be held to cover delinquent tax or other debts, including child support arrears or federally
student loans — information that enabled the tax preparer to assess the risk of the loan.
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Appendix I:
Local, State and Federal Policy Alignment for Asset Building

Laying the Groundwork for Asset Building

MUNICIPALITIES HAVE IMPLEMENTED PROGRAMS AND POLICIES that ensure families have adequate income to both
cover their basic costs and also to save some. They have also worked to remove the disincentives to save; offered
and promoted opportunities for financial education; and increased access to appropriate financial products and
services. The table below recommends the municipal, state and federal policies that should be adopted across the

country.

Ensuring Families Have Adequate Income to Save Some

Federal policies

Municipal policies State policies

B Enact local EITC that builds off of B Enact state EITC that is at least B Improve and expand federal EITC

state and/or federal credit

B Fund outreach and public
awareness campaigns to increase
take-up of federal, state and/or local
EITC and use of free community
tax prep services

B Develop/implement systems to
increase take-up a range of local,
state and federal public benefits

15% of the federal credit; is
refundable; and provides incentives
for saving a portion of the credit
Fund outreach and public
awareness campaigns to increase
take-up of federal and/or state
credit

Align eligibility criteria for public
benefit programs and enable
data sharing across programs to
streamline application and make
system more efficient

B Enact permanent and increased

funding for free community-based
tax preparation services

B Fund outreach and public

awareness campaigns to increase
take-up of federal EITC

B Allow VITA volunteers to prepare
returns of those with self-
employment income

B Align eligibility criteria for public
benefit programs and enable
data sharing across programs to
streamline application and make
system more efficient

Removing Disincentives to Save by Lifting Asset Limits in Public Benefit Programs

Municipal policies

State policies

Federal policies

B Ensure caseworkers and recipients
of/applicants for aid have accurate
information about amounts they
can save

B |n states where eligibility decisions
are devolved to the local level, lift
asset limits

B Lift asset limits in public benefit

programs over which the state has
control: Medicaid, TANF and SNAP

B Lift asset limits in public benefit
programs over which the federal
government has control: SSI and
TANF (through reauthorization of
Personal Responsibility and Work
Opportunity Reconciliation Act)
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Offering and Promoting Opportunities for Financial Education

Municipal policies

B Embed financial counseling and
services into citywide efforts to
help residents access public benefits
Embed financial counseling

and services into workforce
development and skills training
programs

Embed financial education in K-12
system

Expand access to asset-specific
counseling

Create standards for quality control
and networks to streamline service
to the public

State policies

Include financial education in K-12
curriculum standards; require those
standards to be implemented;
require completion of a personal
finance course as a high school
graduation requirement; and require
testing of student knowledge in
personal finance

Allow financial education to count
as a TANF work activity and as

a service available in Workforce
Investment Act (WIA) One Stops

Federal policies

Provide additional funding for
financial education, credit repair,
asset-specific financial counseling
Ensure that financial education
becomes part of the basic set of

services offered and supported in
WIA and TANF

Municipal policies

Increasing Access to Appropriate Financial Products and Services

State policies

Federal policies

B Encourage financial institutions to
offer low-cost, convenient savings
and transaction products

Fund public awareness campaigns
on availability of appropriate
financial products and services

Encourage employers to connect
workers to appropriate financial
products and services, e.g., adopting
automatic direct deposit of
paychecks and offering “opt-out”
401 (k)s

Use direct deposit as the primary
means to receive local benefits,
local EITC, etc.

Remove prohibition against using
credit unions as depository
institutions for municipal funds to
provide municipalities with more
leverage to encourage institutions
to offer appropriate financial
services and products

Require banks to offer “lifeline”/
basic banking accounts

Create banking development
districts

Remove prohibition against
employers automatically paying
workers via direct deposit

Strengthen CRA service and
community investment tests

Improve/expand data availability
(net worth, banked status,
foreclosure, debt)

Require employers that do not
sponsor a retirement plan to direct
deposit payroll deductions into a
IRA; simplify process for loans
Fund and monitor local efforts to
encourage financial institutions to
offer low-cost, convenient savings
and transaction products
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Creating the Incentives to Save

MUNICIPALITIES HAVE IMPLEMENTED PROGRAMS AND POLICIES that match residents” savings; encourage

homeownership and affordable housing; and support microenterprise development. The table below recommends

the municipal, state and federal policies that should be adopted across the country.

Matching Residents’ Savings

Municipal policies State policies

Federal policies

B Provide funding for IDA programs ]
to leverage state, federal and/or
private funding streams

B Encourage college savings by
matching the deposits of savers into
education savings accounts

B Add incentives to save to existing
municipal programs

Provide funding for IDA programs
that is sufficient to meet demand,
stable over time, flexible enough to
cover program administration costs,
and is stewarded by a state agency
champion

Encourage college savings by
automatically opening 529 plans
for all children; removing barriers
— such as minimum deposits; and
matching deposits at a level that
will provide a meaningful account
balance by age 18

B Reauthorize and improve the Assets
for Independence program

B Adequately fund Office of Refugee
Resettlement IDA program

B Fund the Beginning Farmer and
Rancher IDA program

B Authorize an IDA tax credit to
provide financial institutions a tax
credit for providing match funding
for IDAs

B Authorize a universal, progressive
system of matched children’s
savings accounts

B Simplify and expand the Saver’s
Credit to provide a match for more
low-income families

B Allow states and localities to
use CSBG and TANF as non-
federal match for the Assets for
Independence Program
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Encouraging Homeownership and Affordable Housing

Municipal policies

State policies Federal policies

B Create a local housing trust fund B Create a state housing trust fund B Fund the national housing trust

to provide support to a range
of housing and homeownership
programs

Fund home purchase subsidies and
|*-time homebuyer education

Provide reduced property
assessments for developers that
rehabilitate buildings and keep rents
affordable to low- and moderate-
income households

Preserve long-term affordability for
future homebuyers by supporting
community land trusts or other
shared equity programs

with stable, sufficient funding from a
dedicated source that is stewarded
by a state agency champion

Fund a comprehensive package of
products and services for |*-time
homebuyers,

Preserve long-term affordability

of homes through shared equity
policies

fund

Fund and expand a range of
federal programs that encourage
homeownership and provide
affordable rental housing

Stabilize and expand the Family Self-
Sufficiency Program to encourage
Section 8 participants to save

while maintaining affordable rental
housing

Preserve long-term affordability of
homes through a range of shared-
equity provisions that recapture
some of the subsidy to help current
and future low-income homebuyers

Municipal policies

B Ease business licensing process for

new entrepreneurs

Fund business incubators

Provide grants and forgivable loans
to businesses for expansion

Fund organizations that

provide technical assistance to
entrepreneurs

Integrate self-employment tax
preparation help into existing free/
low-cost tax prep services

Supporting Microenterprise Development

State policies

B Provide stable and sufficient funding

for microenterprise programs for
training and technical assistance as
well as loan capital

Fund CDFls and recognize them as
eligible delivery mechanisms for all
community economic development
programs

Enact a new entrepreneur tax
credit to encourage new businesses
to file taxes

Federal policies

B Expand existing infrastructure of

community-based programs that
provide technical assistance and
financing to microentrpreneurs
Allow VITA volunteers to prepare
returns of those with self-
employment income
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Protecting the Assets Families Already Have
MUNICIPALITIES HAVE IMPLEMENTED PROGRAMS AND POLICIES that curb predatory short-term lending; and

prevent foreclosure of current homeowners and protect future homeowners form predatory mortgage loans. The

table below recommends the municipal, state and federal policies that should be adopted across the country.

Curbing Predatory Short-term Lending

Municipal policies

State policies

Federal policies

B Curb predatory payday lending
through land use and business
licensing powers

B Curb refund anticipation lending
through disclosure and other
requirements of tax preparers

B Negotiate with financial institutions
and tax preparers to improve terms
of financial products

B Enforce state and federal consumer
protections

B Carryout public awareness
campaigns about deceptive

consumer practices

B Explicitly prohibit payday lending

or effectively ban the practice by
mandating an APR of 36% or lower
Accelerate disbursement of state
tax refunds by adopting options for
electronic filing and direct deposit

B Extend 36% rate cap that military
personnel may be charged to all
consumers

B Effectively implement Consumer
Financial Protection Bureau

B |mprove the IRS Advance EITC
program

Preventing Foreclosures and Protecting Future Homeowners from Predatory Mortgage Loans

Municipal policies

State policies

Federal policies

B Provide funding for foreclosure
prevention counseling and
forgivable loans for at-risk
homeowners

B Encourage banks to pursue work-
outs with homeowners at risk of
foreclosure

B Enforce building code ordinances
for blighted abandoned properties
to maintain neighborhood property
values

B Provide funding for |*-time
homebuyer counseling

Restrict the terms or provisions
of mortgage loans; strengthen
regulation of mortgage lenders
and brokers; require lenders

and brokers to engage in sound
underwriting practices; and ensure
that laws on the books can be
enforced to protect consumers

Enact legislation that protects
homeowners at-risk of foreclosure
from losing their homes without
due process and regulate lenders
and mortgage brokers to ensure
fair practices

B Amend CRA to provide point to
banks to pursue work-outs

B Fund community-based foreclosure
prevention initiatives
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Appendix 2:
Municipal Data Profiles for CFE Cities

CFED worked with the cities in the CFE Coalition to map a range of indicators that the cities could use to measure
performance against their financial empowerment goals. Appendix 2 contains the complete set of indicators for each
of the cities. The set of over 60 data indicators includes demographic snapshots for each city and outcomes in five
categories essential to building assets and long-term financial security in today’s economy: Household Finances &
Use of Services, Employment & Business Ownership, Housing & Homeownership, Educational Attainment, and
Health Insurance. Taken together, these five categories provide a comprehensive look at the financial stability and

economic resiliency of families in the CFE cities.

The data was also used to create Assets & Opportunity Profiles for each of the cities - communication tools designed
to fuel a local conversation about wealth, poverty and opportunity as well as to enhance the cities” ability to make
the case for their work. In addition to the data, the Profiles document the range of financial empowerment and
asset-building programs and services strategies being implemented by the cities. To view the complete profile for

each city, visit CFED’s website at http://cfed.org/policy/local_policy_advocacy/local_profile/.
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Chicago

POPULATION DEMOGRAPHICS

MEASURE............ e Cityof ........
Chicago
Total Population ...........ccooeiiiiiiiiiiiiiieinnn. 2,740,224 ........
WHItE 30.9%........
Black or African American ..........cooiiiiiiiiiiiiiinnnn. 347% ........
American Indian and Alaska Native ....................... 0.1% ........
Asian, Native Hawaiian and Other Pacific Islander ....... 49% ........
Hispanic or Latino ... 28.1% ........
US.CiItiZen ...ooviii e 87.0% ........
Speak English Less Than “VeryWell” ...................... 178% ........

HOUSEHOLD FINANCES & USE OF SERVICES

MEASURE. ... Cityof ........
Chicago
Median Household Income ...............coooiiiiatt. $44,473 ........
Income Poverty Rate .............ccoviiiiiiiiiiinnn 172% ........
Asset Poverty Rate ............coooiiiiiiiiiiiiiiinn 384% ........
Extreme Asset Poverty Rate ......................... 257% ........
Hseholds w/ Interest, Dividend or Net Rental Income  19.6% ........
Tax Filers Receiving EITC .........ccoociiiiiiiiiii 238%........
Average EITCRefund ..., $2,166 ........
Unbanked Households ..................oocin. 14% ........
Median Credit Score .........c.cooviiiiiiiiiiiiiiin. nfa........
Consumers with Subprime Credit Scores ............. nfa........
Average Revolving Debt ..............ccoviiiiiii... nfa........
Average Revolving Credit Utilization .................. nfa........
Average Installment Debt .......................o nfa........
Borrowers 90+ Days Overdue .............c.....o..... nfa........

eeo. Cook ............. Chicago,

County IL MSA
5,288,161 ............. 9,463,477
..... 45.1% ....oooooein.... 56.8%
..... 255% coiiiiiiiine o 177%
..... 0.1% ..coovvvviiinn. 0.1%
..... 56% ...c...eeeveee. 5.0%
..... 225% ioiiiiiiiii 1900%
..... 883% .......iiivi. 90.2%
..... 158% .ooovvvviiiin o 12.7%
vee. Cook ...l Chicago,

County IL MSA
... $52,358 ...l $58,946
v TES% 8.7%
coo 0 30.0% .iiiiiiininnn 24.9%
cee 20.0% oiiiiiiiiinn 16.6%
v 249% oo 26.8%
v 182% Lol 14.7%
.. $2,082 L.l $2,021
12% ..o, 9%
657 ... 674
s 582% ..ol 55.1%
... $13,384 Ll $14,254
v 312% o 30.8%
... $24608 ............... $23,784
B XY 4.2%

8.9%

29.4%

3.9%

United
States

$50,007
9.8%

$11,863
29.9%
$23,717
4.3%

bt White $59,653 o White
:: 3
2 Black or African American $30,451 -4 Black or African American
>
e 9 American Indian 20 American Indian
1] o0
g 8 and Alaska Native A ER) g s and Alaska Native
g =< g =
=0 Asian $52,184 o0 Asian
3 ¢ e
_g = Native Hawaiian and Q= Native Hawaiian and
Q Other Pacific Islander g Other Pacific Islander
] "]
:I°: Hispanic or Latino $40,526 £ Hispanic or Latino
0 $I10k $20k $30k $40k $50k $60k 0 5% 10% 15% 20% 25% 30%
EMPLOYMENT & BUSINESS OWNERSHIP
MEASURE................ Cityof ............ Cook ............. Chicago, ......... Illinois .......... United
Chicago County IL MSA States
Annual Unemployment Rate ........................... 109 ........... 103% .........oel 10.0%........ 10.1% .......... 9.3%
Average Annual Pay ... nfa........... $54,053 ............... na........ $47,685 .......... $44,458
Self-Employment ........coooiiiiiiiiiiii 89% ..ccuen... 94% oot 97% ........ 10.5% .......... 12.1%
Microenterprise Ownership Rate ..................... nfa........... 178 ..o 164........ 156 .......... 16.4
Vehicle Non-Availability by Working Household ...... 17.5% ..ccoounn 10.5% «.ccvveinnit. 6.6%........ 56% ........ 4.9%
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HOUSING & HOMEOWNERSHIP

MEASURE...............o Cityof ............ Cook ............. Chicago, ......... linois .......... United

Chicago County IL MSA States
Homeownership Rate ..ot 49.3% .ooonnnn. 62.0% ............. 69.0%...... 70.1% ......... 67.3%
Cost Burdened Renters ............coovviviiiiiinn... 50.3% .......... 49.0% ooiiiiienn. 47.9% ...... 46.2% ......... 45.7%
Cost Burdened Owners .........ccccvvviiiiiiiinnnne. 50.5% .......... 46.5% ..ol 42.7%...... 381% ......... 36.3%
Affordability of Homes ...t 6.1 i 5.0 42...... 37 3.6
Average Mortgage Debt ....................ooo na.......... $226,395 ............. $211,807 ...... $181,649 ......... $195,500
High-Cost Mortgage Loans ....................oee nfa.......... 209% ...ooiiinnnn. 18.4% ...... 187% ......... 17.5%
Foreclosure Rate .............ccoooiiiiiiiiini 49% ... 42% oot 34%...... 33% coinnll 3.0%

White

Black or African American

American Indian
and Alaska Native

Asian

Native Hawaiian and
Other Pacific Islander

Homeownership by Race
in Chicago

Hispanic or Latino

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

EDUCATIONAL ATTAINMENT

MEASURE..........ccooi Cityof ............ Cook ............. Chicago, ......... linois .......... United

Chicago County IL MSA States
Less than High School ..., 225% ..ol 18.0% ..o, 152% ......... 14.8% ............ 16.0%
High School Degree ..., 77.5% ..cooon.n. 82.0% .......oeoiiiinn 84.8% ......... 852% ...oennnn. 84.0%
Associate’s Degree .........oooiiiiiiiiii i 350% ..oiinnnn 375% oo 385% ......... 362% ...oonn..... 34.4%
Bachelor’s Degree ...........ccooviiiiiiiiiiiiiiiinnn.n. 294% ..ooeennnn. 31.2% i 31.8% ......... 29.0% oeiiinnnnn 27.0%
Graduate or Professional Degree ........................ 11.7% .ooooiil 123% oo 12.0% ......... 10.8% ............ 9.9%

White White

Black or African American Black or African American

American Indian
and Alaska Native

American Indian
and Alaska Native

Asian Asian

in Chicago

Native Hawaiian and
Other Pacific Islander

Native Hawaiian and
Other Pacific Islander

Bachelor’s Degree by Race
in Chicago

Hispanic or Latino Hispanic or Latino |11137)

High School Degree by Race

0 20% 40% 60% 80% 100% 0 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60%

HEALTH INSURANCE
MEASURE..........ccoiiii i Cityof ............ Cook ............. Chicago, ......... linois .......... United
Chicago County IL MSA States
Uninsured Rate ...t nfa........... 169% covvvveiin... nfa........ 154% .......... 17.2%
Uninsured Low-Income ................................ nfa........... 109% .o nla........ 99% .......... 29.4%
Uninsured Low-Income Children ...................... nfa........... 6.6% ...oiiiiiinnnn. nfa........ 62% .......... 18.3%
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Los Angeles

POPULATION DEMOGRAPHICS

MEASURE..... ... City of ..... Los Angeles ...... Los Angeles, ...... California .......... United
Los Angeles County CA MSA States
Total Population .............oooiiiiiiiii 3,770,590 ......... 9,883,649 .......... 12,872,056 ....... 36,264,467 ...... 298,757,310
WhHItE .o 29.3% ..ou... 29.1% couoennnl. 333%....... 43.0% ..ooeennnn. 66.3%
Black or African American .................. 97% ccuun.... 87% ..ccuu.... 71% ....... 6.1% .coooenn.. 12.2%
American Indian and Alaska Native ................... 0.2% ......... 02% .......... 03%....... 05% ............ 0.7%
Asian, Native Hawaiian and Other Pacific Islander ... 10.6% ......... 13.0% .......... 13.7% ....... 124% ............ 4.4%
Hispanic or Latino ... 48.5% ......... 47.1% .......... 43.9% ....... 357% ..ol 14.7%
US.Citizen ....oooviiiiiiiiiiiiii 75.10% .ooo... 795% .......... 80.3% ....... 84.5% ............ 92.8%
Speak English Less Than “VeryWell” .................. 306% ......... 274% ...oo..... 26.1% ....... 20.0% ....ooonnnnt 8.6%
HOUSEHOLD FINANCES & USE OF SERVICES
MEASURE...........coooiic Cityof ..... Los Angeles ...... Los Angeles, ...... California .......... United
Los Angeles County CA MSA States
Median Household Income ...............coooiiiiatt. $46,292 ........... $52,628 ............. $56,680 .......... $58,361 .......... $50,007
Income Poverty Rate .............ccoiiiiiiiiiiiiinnn 158% ........... 124% ... 10.9% .......... 97% e 9.8%
Asset Poverty Rate ... 40.0% ........... 341% cooiiiiin.. 31.7% coonnn o 282% .een.... 25.9%
Extreme Asset Poverty Rate .......................o. 25.0% ........... 20.2% .oooinnnnnl. 19.7% .......... 17.7% .......... 16.9%
Hseholds w/ Interest, Dividend or Net Rental Income  19.7% ........... 201% coooiininnn. 22.9% .......... 252% ...l 25.1%
Tax Filers Receiving EITC ..., 21.0% ..oonnnnn.. 194% ..ccoeenins 17.5% ..., 15.7% .......... 16.6%
Average EITCRefund ..........coooiiiiiiiiiionn.. $1,937 ... $1,946 ............. $I1917 ... $1,905 .......... $1,932
Unbanked Households .................coociiinn. 24.0% ........... 22.0% ..c.oonnnnnn. 21.0% .......... nfa .......... 8%
Median Credit Score ..........cocoviiiiiiiiiiiiiiniinn. nfa ........... 656 ............. 656 .......... 674 .......... 672
Consumers with Subprime Credit Scores ............. nfa ........... 586% ... 584% .......... 549% .......... 55.2%
Average Revolving Debt ... nfa ........... $16437 ............. $17,346 .......... $17323 .......... $11,863
Average Revolving Credit Utilization .................. nfa ........... 353% cooiiiiienn. 363% ..c....... 354% .......... 29.9%
Average Installment Debt ... nfa........... $21,958 ............. $23,006 .......... $23,480 .......... $23,717
Borrowers 90+ Days Overdue ...............cooeeenn nfa........... TA% coeiiinin... 72% .oovueen.. 6.0% .......... 4.3%
§ White $54,550 o White
(%]
; " Black or African American $32,230 é " Black or African American
) >0
9 9 American Indian 42.862 ) American Indian
g g’ and Alaska Native $42, g 5" and Alaska Native
v} 1}
R Asian $50,872 3w Asian
=z 3 e 3
_g c Native Hawaiian and 9 < Native Hawaiian and
Q - Other Pacific Islander it g = Other Pacific Islander
(%]
E Hispanic or Latino $35,981 £ Hispanic or Latino
0 $I10k $20k $30k $40k $50k $60k 0 5% 10% I5% 20% 5%
EMPLOYMENT & BUSINESS OWNERSHIP
MEASURE................ City of ..... Los Angeles ...... Los Angeles, ...... California .......... United
Los Angeles County CA MSA States
Annual Unemployment Rate ........................... 12.8% ........... 11.6% ....c.ocooeet. 10.9% .......... 11.4% .......... 9.3%
Average Annual Pay ... nfa........... $50,361 ...l nfa.......... $50,538 .......... $44,458
Self-Employment ..........coiiiiiiiiiiiii 18.0% ...ccnet 158% ..covviiiniil. 15.7% .......... 14.9% .......... 12.1%
Microenterprise Ownership Rate ..................... nfa........... 196 ...l 193 .......... 176 .......... 16.4
Vehicle Non-Availability by Working Household ...... 83% ..ccun... 55% .ol 4.7% .......... 4.0% ........ 4.9%
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HOUSING & HOMEOWNERSHIP

MEASURE................o City of ..... Los Angeles ...... Los Angeles, ...... California .......... United

Los Angeles County CA MSA States
Homeownership Rate ... 39.9% ... 49.3% .ooueenn.. 523% ........ 584% ......... 67.3%
Cost Burdened Renters ...........ccoovvviiiiiniin... 54.6% .......... 53.0% ooeinin. 53.0% ........ 50.5% ......... 45.7%
Cost Burdened Owners ........ccccoviiiiiiiiiinnnnnes 56.9% .......... 53.0% ........... 52.0% ........ 50.8% ......... 36.3%
Affordability of Homes ... 129 .......... 10.5 ........... 10.3 ........ 88 ......... 3.6
Average Mortgage Debt ... nfa.......... $377,179 ........... $365642 ........ $365,192 ......... $195,500
High-Cost Mortgage Loans ...................cooi na.......... 17.5% ........... 16.0% ........ 151% ......... 17.5%
Foreclosure Rate .............ccooiiiiiiiiiii, 39% ..ooonl 36% ..ol 33% ........ 4.0% ......... 3.0%

White

Black or African American

American Indian
and Alaska Native

Asian

Native Hawaiian and
Other Pacific Islander

Homeownership by Race
in Los Angeles

Hispanic or Latino

0 10%  20% 30% 40%  50%
EDUCATIONAL ATTAINMENT
MEASURE..........cooiii i City of ..... Los Angeles ...... Los Angeles, ...... California .......... United
Los Angeles County CA MSA States
Less than High School ..., 275% ..ol 252% oiiiiiinnn.. 234% .ooonnnn... 20.0% ....ooinnnnn 16.0%
High School Degree .............coooiiiiin, 72.5% ...l 748% ...oooninnnl. 76.6% ............ 80.0% ............ 84.0%
Associate’s Degree ... 345% ...l 343% oiiiiiin... 363% ooounnnnnn. 367% ..ooeun.... 34.4%
Bachelor’s Degree ..........ccooviiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiine.n. 288% ..c.eeinnnn. 27.6% i 293% eiinnnn.. 290% cooiiiinnnn 27.0%
Graduate or Professional Degree ........................ 97% ..ooviini... 9.4% .ooiiiiiinl. 10.0% ............ 104% ............ 9.9%
§ White ) White
(Y]
-4 ) ) 5]
2 g Black or African American ; ,, Black or African American
g ?o American Indi.an o % American Indian
%0 é and Alaska Native go 2 and Alaska Native
. <
% 2 Asian 8 “ Asian
- . . £
2T Native Hawaiian and 5 _=| Native Hawaiian and
o Other Pacific Islander o T Other Pacific Islander
< - : <
%o Hispanic or Latino I : , . . g Hispanic or Latino [\:/}/4 | | | | |
0 20% 40%  60% 80% 100% 0 10% 20% 30% 40% 50%
HEALTH INSURANCE
MEASURE..........ccooii City of ..... Los Angeles ...... Los Angeles, ...... California .......... United
Los Angeles County CA MSA States
Uninsured Rate ... na........... 234% ioiiiiiinnn.. nfa.......... 20.5% .......... 17.2%
Uninsured Low-Income ..........ccooiiiiiiiiiiiiiae nfa........... 134% ..o nfa.......... 11.4% .......... 29.4%
Uninsured Low-Income Children ...................... na........... 83% .cooiiiiiinil. nfa.......... 86% .......... 18.3%
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Miami
POPULATION DEMOGRAPHICS

MEASURE ... Cityof ..... Miami-Dade ................ Miami, Florida .......... United
Miami County FL MSA States
Total Population ............ccoooiiiiiiii 352,064 ......... 2,373,297 ...oonnnn... 5,404,990 .... 18,014,927 ...... 298,757,310
WhHItE Lot 104% ............. 180% ...cvvvvinnnnn. 38.8% 61.2% ............ 66.3%
Black or African American ... 19.3% ............ 18.1% ..ot 19.3% 148% ............ 12.2%
American Indian and Alaska Native ....................... 0.0% ..cc.ovennnnt 0.0% «ovvvvvviiiinnn. 0.2% 03% ..ooennnnnn. 0.7%
Asian, Native Hawaiian and Other Pacific Islander ....... 0.8% ..cccvvnnnnn. 14% .ooooiviiiii. 2.1% 22% ioiiiinn 4.4%
Hispanic or Latino ... 68.8% ............. 61.4% ...l 38.3% 20.1% ............ 14.7%
US . CItIZEN .ot 66.6% ...cvennnn.. 73.9% ciiiiiiiiiins 80.3% 89.7% .evivnnn.. 92.8%
Speak English Less Than “VeryWell” ...................... 46.6% ...oouven.. 3500% oviiiiiii 23.2% 11.7% oot 8.6%
HOUSEHOLD FINANCES & USE OF SERVICES
MEASURE ... ... City of ..... Miami-Dade ................ Miami, Florida .......... United
Miami County FL MSA States
Median Household Income ..............ccooiiiiiintt. $28,009 ........... $41943 ............... $47,527 $46,602 .......... $50,007
Income Poverty Rate .............ccooiiiiiiiiiiiinnn 22.5% oocunn. .. 13.2% ..ol 10.2% 9.0% .......... 9.8%
Asset Poverty Rate ... 42.0% ..coonn.... 295% .oooiiiiiil. 25.1% 24.0% ....o..... 25.9%
Extreme Asset Poverty Rate ....................... ... 257% eouenn... 183% .ooovvvnnennnn. 15.9% 153% .......... 16.9%
Hseholds w/ Interest, Dividend or Net Rental Income  10.9% ........... 144% ............... 21.9% 245% .......... 25.1%
Tax Filers Receiving EITC ..o, 33.0% .c.eeennnn 285% iiiiiiiiinn. 22.2% 19.3% .......... 16.6%
Average EITCRefund ..., $2,018........... $2,005 ...l $1,971 $1,951 .......... $1,932
Unbanked Households ..., 12% ..ccooen. 1% oo, 9% nfa .......... 8%
Median Credit Score ...........coviiiiiiiiiiiiiiin. nfa........... 615 ... 626 652 .......... 672
Consumers with Subprime Credit Scores ............. nfa........... 67.7% v, 65.0% 58.6% .......... 55.2%
Average Revolving Debt ...l nfa........... $14646 ............... $15,106 $14,041 .......... $11,863
Average Revolving Credit Utilization .................. na........... K 37.6% 329% ... 29.9%
Average Installment Debt .......................o nfa........... $23,500 ......oinneln $23,703 $23,423 .......... $23,717
Borrowers 90+ Days Overdue ........................ nfa........... 89% ..ol 8.6% 6.7% .onnn... 4.3%
9 White $30,312 . N
] "]
o . .
2 Black or African American | <1 [ 1] é Black or African American
0 . American Indian 'E = American Indian
g g and Alaska Native 'q;; g and Alaska Native
E E Asian $44,440 05_ E Asian
° Native Hawaiian and o ) -
£ ‘ $63,740 Native Hawaiian and
¢ Other Pacific Islander g Other Pacific Islander
5 - .
f Hispanic or Latino $26,465 £ Hispanic or Latino
0 $I0k  $30k  $50k  $70k 0 0% 30%  40%
EMPLOYMENT & BUSINESS OWNERSHIP
MEASURE ... Cityof ..... Miami-Dade ................ Miami, Florida .......... United
Miami County FL MSA States
Annual Unemployment Rate .................cooeeene. 11.2% ..oooeen 10.7% «ooovvvnennnn. 10.2% 105% .......... 9.3%
Average Annual Pay ... nfa........... $44,228 ............... n/a $39,746 .......... $44,458
Self-Employment ... 14.3% .......... 12.6% «.ccvvveann... 11.6% 10.3% .......... 12.1%
Microenterprise Ownership Rate ..................... nfa........... 310 oo, 264...... 207 ...l 16.4
Vehicle Non-Availability by Working Household ...... 10.9% ........... 53% oooiiiiiin. 4.0% 3% ........ 4.9%
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HOUSING & HOMEOWNERSHIP

MEASURE ... City of ..... Miami-Dade ................ Miami, ....... Florida .......... United
Miami County FL MSA States
Homeownership Rate ... 364% .......... 59.7% ool 67.4%...... 70.3% ......... 67.3%
Cost Burdened Renters .............coocvviiiiiinnen. 612% .......... 60.7% ...oovunnn... 57.8%...... 519% ......... 45.7%
Cost Burdened Owners ...........cocvviiiiinnnn... 61.6%.......... 57.7% .ccoooinnn. 54.1%...... 448% ......... 36.3%
Affordability of Homes ..., 107 ..o.een. 70 ool 62...... 47 ... 3.6
Average Mortgage Debt ...l na.......... $246,752 ............. $242,220...... $198,694 ......... $195,500
High-Cost Mortgage Loans ................cooeiee na.......... 307% eiiinnnnn.. 27.1%...... 22.3% couen... 17.5%
Foreclosure Rate ... 11.3% .......... 121% ..o 102%...... 83% ......... 3.0%
° White
3
(-4 Black or African American
P
'g_ - American Indian
= g and Alaska Native
2 o
2 E Asian
% - Native Hawaiian and
g Other Pacific Islander
£ Hispanic or Latino
0 10%  20%  30%  40%
EDUCATIONAL ATTAINMENT
MEASURE ... Cityof ..... Miami-Dade ................ Miami, ....... Florida .......... United
Miami County FL MSA States
Less than High School ..., 353% ..ooiininnn 23.9% tiiiiiiiiiin 18.1% ......... 15.6% ... 16.0%
High School Degree .........coooiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiinin. 64.7% oceiinnn. T61% weveeiiiina.. 81.9% ......... 84.4% ............ 84.0%
Associate’s Degree ... 27.0% eiiiinnnns 338% iiiiiiiiiiis 359% ......... 337% ool 34.4%
Bachelor’s Degree .............oooiiiiiiiiiiii 209% ...ooonln. 257% cooiiiiiiiiiin 27.8% ......... 252% ..ooiin. 27.0%
Graduate or Professional Degree ........................ 76% coevvinnnn. 93% i 9.9% ..., 88% ...oovvnnnt 9.9%

White

Black or African American

American Indian
and Alaska Native

Asian

Native Hawaiian and
Other Pacific Islander

Hispanic or Latino

High School Degree by Race
in Miami

Bachelor’s Degree by Race

in Miami

White

Black or African American

American Indian
and Alaska Native

Asian

Native Hawaiian and
Other Pacific Islander

Hispanic or Latino

0 20% 40% 60% 80% 0 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60%

HEALTH INSURANCE
MEASURE ..... ... City of ..... Miami-Dade ................ Miami, ....... Florida .......... United
Miami County FL MSA States
Uninsured Rate ..........oooiiiiiiiiii i nfa........... 29.6% .iiiiiiiinn.. nfa........ 24.0% .......... 17.2%
Uninsured Low-Income ..........cooviiiiiiiiiiinnn... nfa........... 153% covvveeeena.n. na........ 128% .......... 29.4%
Uninsured Low-Income Children ...................... nfa........... 11.8% covvvvveen... nfa........ 109% .......... 18.3%
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Newark

POPULATION DEMOGRAPHICS

MEASURE.............ciiiiiiiiii Cityof ............. Essex ............ NY-NJ-PA, ........... New .......... United
Newark County MSA Jersey States
Total Population ............ccooiiiiiiiii 265,375 ......... 779203 ............. 18,785,319 .... 8,6698I5 ...... 298,757,310
WHItE Lot 124% ............. 354% ool 51.3% ......... 62.5% ............ 66.3%
Black or African American .............coiiiiiiiiiiiin. 5012% cccenninnn. 40.2% i 16.8% ......... 132% ..oooinnnns 12.2%
American Indian and Alaska Native ....................... 02% .cccvvvennnn 02% covvveiiieenn 02% ......... 0.1% ..oooonnnt. 0.7%
Asian, Native Hawaiian and Other Pacific Islander ....... 1.6% .cccocvennt. 42% i 9.0% ......... 73% oovinnnn.. 4.4%
Hispanic or Latino ... 31.7% cooeneinn . 180% ......ccevinnnns 20.0% ......... 15.6% ............ 14.7%
US.Citizen ....oooviiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiii 814% ... 87.10% wovviiiii 86.2% ......... 90.0% ......o..... 92.8%
Speak English Less Than “VeryWell” ...................... 243% oo 14.3% oo 168% ......... 11.6% ..ot 8.6%
HOUSEHOLD FINANCES & USE OF SERVICES
MEASURE.......... e Cityof ............. Essex ............ NY-NJ-PA, ........... New .......... United
Newark County MSA Jersey States
Median Household Income ...............coooiiiiatt. $33,991 ........... $53,351 ...l $60,964 ........ $66,509 .......... $50,007
Income Poverty Rate .............ccoviiiiiiiiiiinnn 205% ...t A% 98%........ 65% .......... 9.8%
Asset Poverty Rate ... 584% ........... 399% iiiiiiiiin. 31.7% ... 245% .......... 25.9%
Extreme Asset Poverty Rate ......................... 382% ........... 27.5% ..ol 224%........ 17.6% .......... 16.9%
Hseholds w/ Interest, Dividend or Net Rental Income 77% ccovvnn... 23.0% coeiiiiien 27.0%........ 29.9% ... 25.1%
Tax Filers Receiving EITC ... 340% ........... 20.1% .oeiiiiiiien. 16.1% ........ 11.8% .......... 16.6%
Average EITCRefund ..........ccooiiiiiiiiiiinn.. $2,120 ........... $2001 coooiiiiii, $1913........ $1,853 .......... $1,932
Unbanked Households ..., 17% «cccveenn.. nfa ......oooe.e. 8% ........ nfa .......... 8%
Median Credit Score .........c.cooviiiiiiiiiiiiiiin. na........... 637 i 6% ........ 702 .......... 672
Consumers with Subprime Credit Scores ............. nfa........... 614% ............... 509%........ 49.7% .......... 55.2%
Average Revolving Debt ..............ccoviiiiiii... na........... $14417 ............... $14785........ $14591 .......... $11,863
Average Revolving Credit Utilization .................. na........... 297% eviiiiiiiinnn. 297% ........ 283% ..uenn... 29.9%
Average Installment Debt .....................oo nfa........... $24,180 ............... $24943........ $25,747 .......... $23,717
Borrowers 90+ Days Overdue .............c.....o..... na........... 48% i, 33% ...t 34% ..o....... 4.3%
White $38,747 White
“E’ fé Black or African American $31,517 o fé Black or African American
§ 5 American Ind'!an $33,170 E) % American Indi'an
-Z and Alaska Native o0 Z and Alaska Native
T . t = .
% e Asian $64,242 :c_’ e Asian
g g Native Hawaiian and 8 é Native Hawaiian and
O > Other Pacific Islander £ - Other Pacific Islander
I a
Hispanic or Latino $34,249 Hispanic or Latino
0 520k $40k  $60k  $80k 0 5% 10% 15% 20% 25%
EMPLOYMENT & BUSINESS OWNERSHIP
MEASURE..........c.ooiiiiiiiii e Cityof ............. Essex ............ NY-NJ-PA, ........... New .......... United
Newark County MSA Jersey States
Annual Unemployment Rate ........................... 143% ........... 10.5% ..ol 88%........ 92% ..ooo..... 9.3%
Average Annual Pay ... nfa........... $57,229 ...l na........ $53,853 .......... $44,458
Self-Employment ..........coiiiiiiiiiiiii 55% ... 9.6% eiiiiiiiiin 10.8%........ 9.9% een.. 12.1%
Microenterprise Ownership Rate ..................... nfa........... 169 ...l 200........ 159 .......... 16.4
Vehicle Non-Availability by Working Household ...... 294% ... 152% ...l 244%........ 71% ........ 4.9%
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HOUSING & HOMEOWNERSHIP

MEASURE.......................

Homeownership Rate ............
Cost Burdened Renters ..........
Cost Burdened Owners .........
Affordability of Homes ...........
Average Mortgage Debt .........
High-Cost Mortgage Loans ......
Foreclosure Rate .................

White

Black or African American

American Indian
and Alaska Native

Asian

Native Hawaiian and
Other Pacific Islander

Homeownership
by Race in Newark

Hispanic or Latino

...................... Cityof .............Essex ............NY-NJ-PA, ........... New .......... United

Newark County MSA Jersey States
...................... 254% ..........  47T7% ............. 53.7%...... 674% ......... 67.3%
...................... 502% .......... 478% ............. 48.6%...... 478% ......... 457%
...................... 65.2% ..........  495% ............. 474%...... 438% ......... 36.3%
...................... 84.......... 75 74...... 54 ... 3.6
...................... nfa..........$285290 ............. $275,866...... $240,825 ......... $195,500
...................... na.......... 241% ............. 15.6%...... 163% .........  17.5%
...................... 163% .......... 59% oiiiiil. 26%...... 3.0% ......... 3.0%

1 J
5% 10% 15% 20% 25% 30% 35%

EDUCATIONAL ATTAINMENT

MEASURE.......................

Less than High School ............
High School Degree .............
Associate’s Degree ...............
Bachelor’s Degree ................
Graduate or Professional Degree

White

Black or African American

American Indian
and Alaska Native

Asian

Native Hawaiian and
Other Pacific Islander

High School Degree
by Race in Newark

Hispanic or Latino

...................... Cityof .............Essex ............NY-NJ-PA, ........... New .......... United

Newark County MSA Jersey States
......................... 355% ceeeiiiie i 197% i 164% ool 137% il 16.0%
......................... 645% ............803% ................. 83.6% ......... 86.3% ............ 84.0%
......................... 157% ocoooeiee. 357% coiiiiiiiii. . 409% ool 39.8% el 344%
......................... 118% ..cocoee. 308% covvvnnvvninenn. 346% oooeieo 337% oo 27.0%
........................ 36% eeevveee  125% oo N4 i 124% L. 9.9%

White

Black or African American

American Indian
and Alaska Native

Asian

Native Hawaiian and
Other Pacific Islander

Bachelor’s Degree
by Race in Newark

Hispanic or Latino |/ /-2

20% 40% 60% 80% 100% 0 | 6% 26% 36% 46% 56%

HEALTH INSURANCE
MEASURE...... ... Cityof ............. Essex ............ NY-NJ-PA, ........... New .......... United
Newark County MSA Jersey States
Uninsured Rate ............oooiiiiiiiiiiiii i, nfa........... 195% oovveiiiiiil. nfa........ 16.6% .......... 17.2%
Uninsured Low-Income .............................. nfa........... 93% veiiiiiii nfa........ 93% ..ooon.... 29.4%
Uninsured Low-Income Children ...................... nfa........... 50% coviiiiii. nfa........ 55% .......... 18.3%
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New York City

POPULATION DEMOGRAPHICS

MEASURE. ... . NewYork ............... NY-NJ-PA,......... NewYork ........... United
City MSA State States
Total Population ...........coiiiiiiiii i 8,246,310 ................ 18,785,319 .......... 19,280,753........ 298,757,310
WILE . 3510% cvvvviiiiiinnnn. 513%.......... 60.3%....... 66.3%
Black or African American ..........ccoiiiieeiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiaaeaas 23.7% i, 16.8%.......... 148%....... 12.2%
American Indian and Alaska Native ...............iiiiiiiiii 02% .oovvvvvvninnnnn. 02%.......... 03%....... 0.7%
Asian, Native Hawaiian and Other Pacific Islander ................ 11.5% oo, 9.0% ..cc.u.... 67%....... 4.4%
Hispanic or Latino ..o 27.4% .oiiiiiiin . 200% coueen.... 162%....... 14.7%
US. CItIZEN oo 81.9% v, 86.2%.......... 89.5%....... 92.8%
Speak English Less Than “VeryWell” ..., 232% i 168%.......... 13.0%....... 8.6%
HOUSEHOLD FINANCES & USE OF SERVICES
MEASURE...... ... NewYork ............... NY-NJ-PA,......... NewYork ........... United
City MSA State States
Median Household Income ..ot $47581 ..o $60,964 ............ $52944........... $50,007
Income Poverty Rate ... 16.2% ..o, 98% ..o 10.7% ........... 9.8%
Asset Poverty Rate ... 42.6% ..o 31.7% cooonnennnn. 309%........... 25.9%
Extreme Asset Poverty Rate ..............ccoooiiii 294% .iiiiiiiiiiiiin 224% ...oiuinnn 21.8%...ccc.nn. 16.9%
Households w/ Interest, Dividend or Net Rental Income ......... 21.0% cevviiiiiiienie 27.0% ..coevnnnnn. 261% . .cccou.... 25.1%
Tax Filers Receiving EITC ... 237% o 16.1% ............ 1710% . oo 16.6%
Average EITCRefund ..., $1,970 i $1913............ $1,897 ........... $1,932
Unbanked Households .............oooiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiii e 10% cvvveeeiinennnnn 8% . coviiiiinn. nfa........... 8%
Median Credit SCOre .......oviiiiiiiiiiiie it 660% ... 69 ............ 690........... 672
Consumers with Subprime Credit Scores ....................o.o.e. 58.19%* i 50.9% ............ 51.8%........... 55.2%
Average Revolving Debt ... $9,660% .................. $14,785............ $12,499........... $11,863
Average Revolving Credit Utilization ............................... 28.8%F .iiiiiiiiinn 297% c.oooinnnn.. 290% ..o 29.9%
Average Installment Debt ................. $24276* ...l $24,943 ............ $23,555........... $23,717
Borrowers 90+ Days Overdue ............cccovvviiiiiiiiiiinnnn 3.5%F Lo 33% oo 32% . cciinin 4.3%
g White $59,765 White
g 9
; .*? Black or African American $38,328 E:: ﬂ? Black or African American
0 U American Indian 20 American Indian
g % and Alaska Native $38,018 E" < and Alaska Native
o 2 . g2 A
; % Asian $50,765 l:|°. 5 . ) sian
E z Native Hawaiian and g z Native Hflwanan and
g £ Other Pacific Islander 8 £ Other Pacific Islander
é Hispanic or Latino $33,240 = Hispanic or Latino
0 $II0k $2I0k $3I0k $4I0k $5(I)k $6(I) 0 5% 10% 15% 20% 25% 30%
EMPLOYMENT & BUSINESS OWNERSHIP
MEASURE...... ... NewYork ............... NY-NJ-PA,......... NewYork ........... United
City MSA State States
Annual Unemployment Rate ............ccooiiiiiiiiiiiiiinen. 95% i, 88%....ccunn... 84%........... 9.3%
Average Annual Pay ... $52,996*% ...l nfa............ $59,439........... $44,458
Self-EMPIoyment ......oiiiiii i 10.6% «oovveeeanenn. 10.8% ... 11.0%........... 12.1%
Microenterprise Ownership Rate ..............ccooiiiiiiiiien. 20.8% Lo 200............ 187 ........... 16.4
Vehicle Non-Availability by Working Household ................... 47.5% oo 244% ....oon..... 22.7% .cueeennn. 4.9%
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HOUSING & HOMEOWNERSHIP

MEASURE. ... .. New York
City

Homeownership Rate ... 33.9%

Cost Burdened Renters ...........coooviiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiine.n, 48.6%

Cost Burdened Owners ...........ocooiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiii . 49.5%

Affordability of Homes Ratio ..................ccoiiiiii.. 10.4

Average Mortgage Debt ... $321,576*

High-Cost Mortgage Loans ...........coooiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiinnn, 16.4*

Foreclosure Rate ............ccoiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiii i 2.4%

0 White

3

&£ 5. Black or African American

x B

':_ O American Indian

] = and Alaska Native

£ 3

g 3 Asian

% 2 Native Hawaiian and

g £ Other Pacific Islander

£ Hispanic or Latino

0 |6% 26% 3(;% 4(I)% 5(;%

EDUCATIONAL ATTAINMENT

MEASURE. ... ... New York
City

Less than High School ... 21.3%

High School Degree ... 78.7%

Associate’s Degree .........ooiiiiiiiiii i 38.3%

Bachelor’s Degree .........ccooiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiii i 32.1%

Graduate or Professional Degree .....................oooii 13.0%

White

Black or African American

American Indian
and Alaska Native

Asian

Native Hawaiian and
Other Pacific Islander

in New York City

Hispanic or Latino

High School Degree by Race
Bachelor’s Degree by Race

............... NY-NJ-PA,......... NewYork ........... United

MSA State States
................. 53.7% ccoooeiin. 55.6% ......... 67.3%
................. 48.6% ....ouuu.. 48.0% ......... 45.7%
................. 47.4% ..ol 404% ......... 36.3%
................. 74 ........... 55 ... 3.6
................. $275,866 ........... $215368 ......... $195,500
................. 15.6% ........... 168% ......... 17.5%
................. 2.6% e 2.0% .oouunnn. 3.0%
............... NY-NJ-PA,......... NewYork ........... United

MSA State States
.................... 164% «.oovvevveeens 160% ool 16.0%
.................... 83.6% ..oovvevennn. 839% ... 84.0%
.................... 409% ....oovviiinen 392% ooo....llll. 344%
.................... 346% .oooeeiiiiens 31.2% ool 27.0%
.................... 14.1% oovveeeeeeens 133% el 9.9%

White

Black or African American

American Indian
and Alaska Native

Asian

Native Hawaiian and
Other Pacific Islander

in New York City

Hispanic or Latino

0 20%  40% 60%  80% 100% 0 | ol% 2(;% 3(;% 4(;% 50I%
HEALTH INSURANCE
MEASURE. ... s NewYork ............... NY-NJ-PA,......... NewYork ........... United
City MSA State States
Uninsured Rate ........ooviuiiiiiiii i 154%* .. ...l na .............. 15.0% ........... 17.2%
Uninsured Low-Income .......coooiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiee e 9.0% nfa ... 95% ciiiiiiinn. 29.4%
Uninsured Low-Income Children ..o, 42% nfa ... 50% ........... 18.3%
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Providence
POPULATION DEMOGRAPHICS

MEASURE.............ooiiiii i, City of ...... Providence ......... Providence, ......... Rhode .......... United
Providence County RI MSA Island States
Total Population ...........cooiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiinn.. 170,220 ......... 631,933 ............. 1,605211 .... 1,062,065 ...... 298,757,310
WHITE Lttt 40.9% ...coueennn.. 70.0% .ooeiiiiiiiiinn 82.0% ......... 79.0% ..oooniinn 66.3%
Black or African American .............ooociiiiiiiiiii 132% ..covennenn. 6.9% ..oiiiiiiiiiin. 41% ...l 47% oooeiinn... 12.2%
American Indian and Alaska Native ....................... 05% ..ccconin. 03% «ovviiiiiinnn. 0.3% ......... 04% ............ 0.7%
Asian, Native Hawaiian and Other Pacific Islander ....... 58% cciiiiiiin... 32% i 24% ..o...... 27% coiiiiiiin.. 4.4%
Hispanic or Latino ...........cooiiiiiiiiiiiiiii i 360% ..cceeennnn 168% ..ocvvvvvnnnn.. 88% ......... 10.9% ............ 14.7%
US.Citizen ..ooviiiiiiiiiiiiiiiii i 79.9% .coviin... 90.0% ...oiiiiiininn 93.7% .oco.... 932% .eooiinn.. 92.8%
Speak English Less Than “VeryWell” ...................... 234% ...ooinn. 129% ..o 87% ......... 88% ............ 8.6%
HOUSEHOLD FINANCES & USE OF SERVICES
MEASURE..........o e Cityof ...... Providence ......... Providence,......... Rhode .......... United
Providence County RI MSA Island States
Median Household Income ......................... $35264........... $47976 ............... $54,064........ $54,060 .......... $50,007
Income Poverty Rate ... 23.10% eounaenn. 11.8% oo, 83%........ 83% .cooennnn. 9.8%
Asset Poverty Rate .............oooooiiii 44.8% ........... 305% ..ol 257% ........ 254% .......... 25.9%
Extreme Asset Poverty Rate ................cooceiiun 27.6% ..cc....... 18.7% oo, 15.7% ........ 15.7% .......... 16.9%
Hseholds w/ Interest, Dividend or Net Rental Income ~ 19.5% ........... 255% oiiiiiiinnnn. 27.7% ........ 27.9% .......... 25.1%
Tax Filers Receiving EITC ... 264% ........... 16.9% ............... 128%........ 134% .......... 16.6%
Average EITCRefund ..., $2,124 ........... $1,935 ...l $1,802........ $1,836 .......... $1,932
Unbanked Households .....................ooo 1% . ooviiinn. 7% eviiiiiinninn. 5% ........ nfa .......... 8%
Median Credit Score .......ccooviiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiee... nfa........... 663 ... 694 ........ 693 .......... 672
Consumers with Subprime Credit Scores ............. na........... 564% ... 51.0%........ 51.3% ..oo...... 55.2%
Average Revolving Debt ....................oooo na........... $ILIS7 oo $12,487........ $12926 .......... $11,863
Average Revolving Credit Utilization .................. nfa........... 28.1% ..ooiiiiinnnl. 28.6%........ 289% .......... 29.9%
Average Installment Debt ...............c..ooll. na........... $24348 ............... $25423 ........ $26474 .......... $23,717
Borrowers 90+ Days Overdue ........................ na........... 44% oo, 3.7% ... 37% oonn.... 4.3%

White

§ White $41,400 8
(-4 . .
P Black or African American $32,348 é Black or African American
Q o > 0
2 g American Indian 2 g American Indian
g S and Alaska Native $27,695 *E 3 and Alaska Native
23 93 )
; ng_ Asian $34,671 no- ng. Asian
;° c Native Hawaiian and g £ Native H?waiian and
2 Other Pacific Islander 8 Other Pacific Islander
3 - )
Io Hispanic or Latino $27,617 £ Hispanic or Latino
1 1 1 1 ) L L L !

0  $I0k $20k $30k $40k  $50k 0 5% 15% 25% 35%
EMPLOYMENT & BUSINESS OWNERSHIP
MEASURE...................ocii Cityof ...... Providence ......... Providence, ......... Rhode .......... United

Providence County RI MSA Island States
Annual Unemployment Rate .............c.c.oooeinn 13.3% ........... 121% ooviiiiins 11.4%........ 11.2% ..ot 9.3%
Average Annual Pay ... nfa........... $43,036 ...l nla........ $41,646 .......... $44,458
Self-Employment ........cccoviiiiiiiiiiiiii 84% ..o 95% iiiiiiiii 104%........ 10.9% .......... 12.1%
Microenterprise Ownership Rate ..................... nfa........... 4.0 174 ........ I5.1 ... 16.4
Vehicle Non-Availability by Working Household ...... 80% ........... 43% i 32% ........ 32% ... 4.9%
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HOUSING & HOMEOWNERSHIP

MEASURE. ... ... City of ...... Providence ......... Providence, ......... Rhode .......... United

Providence County RI MSA Island States
Homeownership Rate ..................oo 378% .......... 56.7% ..o 63.5%...... 63.3% ......... 67.3%
Cost Burdened Renters ............ccooiiiiiiiio.. 543% .......... 47.6% «.oceeenn... 45.7% ...... 45.6% ......... 45.7%
Cost Burdened Owners ...........cooevviiiiiiiinn... 524% .......... 44.0% ...ooeennnn. 40.4% ...... 40.9% ......... 36.3%
Affordability of Homes ..., 73 ... 57 (ol 56...... 54 ......... 3.6
Average Mortgage Debt ... nfa.......... $191,834 ............. $202,482 ...... $200,799 ......... $195,500
High-Cost Mortgage Loans ...............ccooeiiian nfa.......... 178% «.ocveenn. 144% ...... 150% ......... 17.5%
Foreclosure Rate .................oooiiii 63% .......... 36% ooeiiinn... 26%...... 28% ......... 3.0%

White

Black or African American

American Indian
and Alaska Native

Asian

Native Hawaiian and
Otbher Pacific Islander

in Providence

Homeownership by Race

Hispanic or Latino

0 10% 20% 30% 40%  50%
EDUCATIONAL ATTAINMENT
MEASURE..........c e Cityof ...... Providence ......... Providence,......... Rhode .......... United
Providence County RI MSA Island States
Less than High School ..., 27.6% ...ooo.n.... 201.9% o 18.7% ......... 173% «.occeeenn. 16.0%
High School Degree ..........c..ccoiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiinn. 724% ocoeennn. 781% ooviviiiiinnn. 813% ......... 82.7% .covvinnnnn 84.0%
Associate’s Degree ... 344% ............ 320% coiiiiiiiiinnn. 35.1% ......... 369% ............ 34.4%
Bachelor’s Degree ........cceviiiiiiiiiiiiii i, 294% ..oooeen... 24.6% o.iiiiiiinennn. 274% ......... 294% ..ooiinnnn 27.0%
Graduate or Professional Degree ........................ 127% .ccoooniie.. 9.6% i 10.3% ......... 11.5% ooooea. 9.9%
2 White ) White
5] v
-4 5]
ES) Black or African American o Black or African American
° 9 o
g e American Indian o g American Indian
g 3 and Alaska Native go 9 and Alaska Native
2 T
% o Asian 8 § Asian
o
_g £ Native Hawaiian and 'g n:- Native Hawaiian and
3 Other Pacific Islander ° Other Pacific Islander
< - . S
= Hispanic or Latino 5] Hispanic or Latino
I 1 1 1 1 J -] ! 1 ! L J
0 20% 40% 60%  80% 100% 0 10% 20% 30% 40% 50%
HEALTH INSURANCE
MEASURE.......... e Cityof ...... Providence ......... Providence,......... Rhode .......... United
Providence County RI MSA Island States
Uninsured Rate ............coooiiiiiiiiiininn. nfa........... 12.5% ..ol nfa........ 12.0% .......... 17.2%
Uninsured Low-Income ................ooooo na........... 75% coooiiiiiiil. nfa........ 74% .......... 29.4%
Uninsured Low-Income Children ...................... nfa........... 4.6% .oiiiiii... nfa........ 43% ooennn.. 18.3%
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San Antonio

POPULATION DEMOGRAPHICS

MEASURE............coo Cityof ............. Bexar ........ San Antonio, .......... Texas .......... United
San Antonio County TX MSA States
Total Population .............oooiiiiiiiii 1,267,984 ......... 1,555,168 ............. 1,936,735 .... 23,385,340 ...... 298,757,310
WHItE Lot 29.3% ciiiiinnn. 32,6% coiiiiiiiiiinnn. 382% ......... 483% ..ooiinnnn. 66.3%
Black or African American .............coiiiiiiiiiiiin. 63% .vvieenn... 6.8% ittt 6.0% ......... 11.3% .oooiienans 12.2%
American Indian and Alaska Native ....................... 03% .ccvveennnn. 03% covveeiiiieenn 03% ......... 03% .coovnnnnnn. 0.7%
Asian, Native Hawaiian and Other Pacific Islander ....... 20% ..cciiinnnn. 210% coiiiiiiiiii 1.8% ......... 33% coiiiiinil. 4.4%
Hispanic or Latino ... 61.0% ............. 57.0% ..oiiiiiiiiinn 52.6% ......... 355% ...l 14.7%
US.Citizen ....ooiiiiiiiiiiiiii 2% cvennennn.. 92.1% i 92.9% ......... 89.0% ............ 92.8%
Speak English Less Than “VeryWell” ...................... 148% ...ocveeenn. 134% «oooeiii 122% ......... 14.6% ............ 8.6%
HOUSEHOLD FINANCES & USE OF SERVICES
MEASURE.......... e Cityof ............. Bexar ........ San Antonio, .......... Texas .......... United
San Antonio County TX MSA States
Median Household Income .........cooviiiiiniin.... $42217 ........... $44664 ............... $46,203 ........ $46,248 .......... $50,007
Income Poverty Rate .............ccoviiiiiiiiiiinnn 14.7% .......... 13.3% oo, 124% ........ 13.3% .......... 9.8%
Asset Poverty Rate ... 336% .c.eenn... 308% ..eiiiiiiinnn. 28.6%........ 293% soeeenn.. 25.9%
Extreme Asset Poverty Rate ......................... 20.0% ........... 183% .......ooil. 169%........ 175% .......... 16.9%
Hseholds w/ Interest, Dividend or Net Rental Income  17.1% ........... 184% ...ccevviil. 19.9% ........ 20.1% .......... 25.1%
Tax Filers Receiving EITC ... 26.9% ..oouun.... 255% oooiiiiiiii. 24.0%........ 22.9% oeeen.. 16.6%
Average EITCRefund ..........ccooiiiiiiiiiiinn.. $2,175 ........... $2,163 ...l $2,144........ $2,186 .......... $1,932
Unbanked Households ..., 12% .cccoeen. % oo, 10%........ nfa .......... 8%
Median Credit Score .........c.cooviiiiiiiiiiiiiiin. na........... 604 ............... 6l11........ 619 .......... 672
Consumers with Subprime Credit Scores ............. nfa........... 685% ...l 67.0%........ 65.7% .......... 55.2%
Average Revolving Debt ..............ccoviiiiiii... na........... $6972 ... $7,071 ........ $6,958 .......... $11,863
Average Revolving Credit Utilization .................. na........... 263% .iiiiiiiinnn 26.0%........ 253% .ooeeen.. 29.9%
Average Installment Debt .....................oo nfa........... $23,648 ............... $24,130........ $24,442 .......... $23,717
Borrowers 90+ Days Overdue .............c.....o..... na........... 56% oiiiiiiiinn. 54%........ 44% .......... 4.3%
§ White $45,923 o White
4 8 . .
2o Black or African American $33,259 < ° Black or African American
2 .2
0o € - " o c American Indian
° American Indian ° :
g £ and Alaska Native $44,729 E‘ £ and Alaska Native
¢ < < i
s 5 Asian $53,900 Sg Asian
= U 7] . ..
© < Native Hawaiian and Q< Native H?wauan and
'Fg = Other Pacific Islander $49,126 g = Other Pacific Islander
3 v B .
:|°: Hispanic or Latino $35,419 £ Hispanic or Latino
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EMPLOYMENT & BUSINESS OWNERSHIP
MEASURE.........c Cityof ............. Bexar ........ San Antonio, .......... Texas .......... United
San Antonio County TX MSA States
Annual Unemployment Rate ..................ocooun 64% ..ccoon.n. 6.8% .oiiiiiiiiinnn 67% ........ 7.6% ..oooun.. 9.3%
Average Annual Pay ... nfa........... $39,164 ............... na........ $44,695 .......... $44,458
Self-Employment ..........coooiiiiiiiii 10.3% ..coonnnntt 10.9% «.covviinnnn. 12.1%........ 13.1% ...t 12.1%
Microenterprise Ownership Rate ..................... nfa........... 6.1 ..ooooiiiiil. 167 ........ 176 .......... 16.4
Vehicle Non-Availability by Working Household ...... 45% ...l 40% ...l 3.6%........ 32% ........ 4.9%
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HOUSING & HOMEOWNERSHIP

MEASURE.......... e Cityof ............. Bexar ........ San Antonio, .......... Texas .......... United

San Antonio County TX MSA States
Homeownership Rate ... 60.6% .......... 63.6% ..ceiiinnn. 664%...... 652% ......... 67.3%
Cost Burdened Renters ............cooevviiiiiiiin... 43.6% .......... 43.5% .oiiiiiiinnn. 42.6% ...... 44.3% ......... 45.7%
Cost Burdened Owners .........cccoeviiiiiiiiinnnne. 302% ..eeennnn 29.8% ..iiiiiiinnn 29.1%...... 325% ......... 36.3%
Affordability of Homes ... 23 23 . 23...... 25 . 3.6
Average Mortgage Debt .....................ool nfa.......... $122957 ............. $126,253 ...... $135418 ......... $195,500
High-Cost Mortgage Loans ...................coei nfa.......... 175% ..o 168%...... 20.3% ......... 17.5%
Foreclosure Rate .............ccooiiiiiiiiiiiiiin 1.5% .......... 1.5% oot 1.4%...... 1.3% ......... 3.0%
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Homeownership by Race
in San Antonio

Hispanic or Latino

0 20%  40%  60%  80%

EDUCATIONAL ATTAINMENT
MEASURE.... ... Cityof ............. Bexar ........ San Antonio, .......... Texas .......... United

San Antonio County TX MSA States
Less than High School ... 21.3% oooeinnl. 19.6% ...l 192% ......... 214% ............ 16.0%
High School Degree ............ccooiiiiiiiiiiiiiinn... 787% .ooennn... 80.4% ...oooiiiiiiiin. 80.8% ......... 78.6% ............ 84.0%
Associate’s Degree ... 298% eeiiiinnnn. 309% ..iiiiiiiiiiannn 307% ......... 309% ...oonnn... 34.4%
Bachelor’s Degree .............ccoiiiiiiiiiiii 23.1% ooiinnll. 24.0% ooiiiiii 239% ......... 247% «.coennn. 27.0%
Graduate or Professional Degree ........................ 85% ....oei.l. 88% .viiiiiiinn 85% ......... 81% .cooeviniint 9.9%

White White

Black or African American Black or African American

American Indian
and Alaska Native

American Indian
and Alaska Native

Asian Asian

Native Hawaiian and
Other Pacific Islander

Native Hawaiian and
Other Pacific Islander

Hispanic or Latino

High School Degree by Race
in San Antonio
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in San Antonio
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HEALTH INSURANCE
MEASURE..........o e Cityof ............. Bexar ........ San Antonio, .......... Texas .......... United
San Antonio County TX MSA States
Uninsured Rate ..........coooiiiiiiiiiiiiin i, nfa........... 24.6% ..iiiiiinnnn.. nfa........ 26.3% .......... 17.2%
Uninsured Low-Income ......................o nfa........... 156% ccooveeeiii... nfa........ 16.1% .......... 29.4%
Uninsured Low-Income Children ...................... nfa........... 13.0% .cooevvnnn..... nfa........ 13.7% .......... 18.3%
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San Francisco

POPULATION DEMOGRAPHICS

MEASURE...........coooii City and County of ......... San Francisco, ......... California ............. United

San Francisco CA MSA States
Total Population ..........cooouiiiiiiiiiiiiiii i 757,604 ................. 4,171,627 .......... 36,264,467 ......... 298,757,310
MV It e e 447% oo 46.0% .......... 43.0% ......... 66.3%
Black or African American ..........coiiiieeiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiaaaean 67% v, 8.6%.......... 6.1% ......... 12.2%
American Indian and Alaska Native ...............ooiiiiiiiii 02% .ovvvvvinnnnnnn. 03%.......... 05% ......... 0.7%
Asian, Native Hawaiian and Other Pacific Islander ................ 319% cvvvveiiiinnn. 22.3% ..c...... 124% ......... 4.4%
Hispanic or Latino ..o 14.0% ..ccoveniennnn.. 19.8% .......... 35.7% ......... 14.7%
US. CItIZEN oo 86.3% e 862%.......... 84.5% ......... 92.8%
Speak English Less Than “VeryWell” ..., 24.0% ..oiiiiiiiiannn 18.0% .......... 20.0% ......... 8.6%

HOUSEHOLD FINANCES & USE OF SERVICES

MEASURE...........coiii City and Countyof ......... San Francisco, ......... California ............. United
San Francisco CA MSA States
Median Household Income .........cccooiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiii $65,519 ..o $72,059 ............ $58,361 ............. $50,007
Income Poverty Rate ... TA% ooviiiiiiiinn... 6.6% ............ 97% «ooovvinnnn. 9.8%
Asset Poverty Rate .............oooiiiiiii 307% coiiiiiii 244% ............ 282% ..oiiiinnnn. 25.9%
Extreme Asset Poverty Rate ..., 21.9% coiiiiiie 16.6% ............ 17.7% «coveennenn.. 16.9%
Households w/ Interest, Dividend or Net Rental Income ......... 319% oo 3410% ..ol 252% .ooiiiiiiiinl 25.1%
Tax Filers Receiving EITC ... 9.6% i 9.0% ....co.nn.. 157% ool 16.6%
Average EITCRefund ....... ..., $1,376 e $1,589............ $1,905 ............. $1,932
Unbanked Households ..., 1% oo 13% ... nfa ............. 8%
Median Credit SCore .......cooiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiii e nfa ... 727 ... (Y2 672
Consumers with Subprime Credit Scores .......................... nfa ..o, 45.1% . ccoinnnn. 549% ............. 55.2%
Average Revolving Debt ............ccoooiiiiiiiiiiiii nfa ..o $20,284............ $17323 ............. $11,863
Average Revolving Credit Utilization .........................o nfa ..o 340% ............ 354% ...l 29.9%
Average Installment Debt ... Nfa cooeeviiiniiiin.. $24,772 ............ $23,480 ............. $23,717
Borrowers 90+ Days Overdue ...........ccoooiiiiiiiieiininnnenn. nfa ..o 3.9% oo 6.0% ..oovunnnn.. 4.3%
] White $77,495 White
g 3
i ° Black or African American $27,455 é o Black or African American
2 v > U
0 .2 American Indian a .2 American Indian
g é and Alaska Native $39,844 %‘ % and Alaska Native
vV = o =
£ Asian $54,758 s L Asian
T § o g
o wn Native Hawaiian and $34,041 o0 Native Hawaiian and
G .S Other Pacific Islander : g £ Other Pacific Islander
(%]
Ig Hispanic or Latino $50,335 E Hispanic or Latino
0 $20k  $40k  $60k  $80k 0 5% 10% 15% 20% 25%
EMPLOYMENT & BUSINESS OWNERSHIP
MEASURE...........cooii City and County of ......... San Francisco, ......... California ............. United
San Francisco CA MSA States
Annual Unemployment Rate ................ccooooiiiii, 9.0% ..viiiiiiiias 97% «covvnnenn.. 11.4% coooooeee. 9.3%
Average Annual Pay ... $75,125 ... nfa............ $50,538 ............. $44,458
Self-Employment ........cooiiiiiiiii 16.0% «ocevvvevnnnnennn. 16.3% .cccoenn.n. 14.9% ... 12.1%
Microenterprise Ownership Rate ................ocoociiiiian, 223 i 19.0 ool 176 .cocoooiin. 16.4
Vehicle Non-Availability by Working Household ................... 20.7% cooiiiiiii TA% oo, 40% ..ol 4.9%
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HOUSING & HOMEOWNERSHIP

MEASURE...........cooiii City and Countyof ......... San Francisco, ......... California ............. United

San Francisco CA MSA States
Homeownership Rate ... 384% ..iiiiiiiiiiii 58.10% «oounennnn. 584% ............. 67.3%
Cost Burdened Renters ............cooiviiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiienn... 41.3% oo 46.9% ... 51.5% ..ot 45.7%
Cost Burdened OWNEers ..........ccoiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiieennn.. Y N 51.8% .cooen... 50.8% ......ouuntn. 36.3%
Affordability of Homes ... 120 96 .ooeiinin. 88 ...l 3.6
Average Mortgage Debt ... $511,226 ...oceeennnn.t. $451,790 ........... $365,192 ............. $195,500
High-Cost Mortgage Loans ..., 72% cooiiiiiiiiinn. 10.3% ........... 150% ...t 17.5%
Foreclosure Rate ............ccoiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiii i 0.9% wovviiiien 27% cooevinnnn 4.0% .oooeunnennn. 3.0%
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Homeownership by Race
in San Francisco
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EDUCATIONAL ATTAINMENT
MEASURE...........coiiiii City and Countyof ......... San Francisco, ......... California ............. United

San Francisco CA MSA States
Less than High School ... 154% ..o 132% ..o 20.0% ...ooiiiininnn 16.0%
High School Degree ..........coooiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiii 84.6% v 868% ..covivnnnnnt 80.0% ..oouviiiinnnnnt 84.0%
Associate’s Degree ... 55.2% oo 49.6% ...l 367% oo, 34.4%
Bachelor’s Degree ........cuviiiiiiiiii i 49.8% oo 42.5% ooiiiiiinn. 29.0% «ooiiiiin 27.0%
Graduate or Professional Degree ...........c.ccociiiiiiiiiiine.. 18.7% oo, 16.3% ..oovvveennn. 104% ..oovvneeenn. 9.9%

White White

Black or African American Black or African American
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American Indian
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in San Francisco

Bachelor’s Degree by Race
in San Francisco
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HEALTH INSURANCE
MEASURE..... ... City and County of ......... San Francisco, ......... California ............. United
San Francisco CA MSA States
Uninsured Rate .......vvvviiiiii i 183% oo nfa ..o 20.5% .iiiiiiiin 17.2%
Uninsured Low-Income .........cooiiiiiiii i 9.0% oot nfa .............. 11.4% ................ 29.4%
Uninsured Low-Income Children ................ccoiiiiiiiiiniii... 53% i nfa ..ol 86% .o, 18.3%
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Savannah
POPULATION DEMOGRAPHICS

MEASURE. ..., Cityof ........ Chatham ........... Savannah, ....... Georgia .......... United
Savannah County GA MSA States
Total Population ...........ccooiiiiiiiiiii.. 127,526 ......... 244296 ............. 321,738 .... 9,331,515 ...... 298,757,310
WHITE Lottt 367% ceveuiinnnn.. 532% coiiiiiiiiiiin. 59.9% ......... 59.0% ............ 66.3%
Black or African American ..., 574% ............. 40.3% .ooiiiiiine. 340% ......... 294% ..oooennnn. 12.2%
American Indian and Alaska Native ....................... 0.1% .oovinnnn. 0.1% «ooovviiiiiininn. 0.1% ......... 02% ............ 0.7%
Asian, Native Hawaiian and Other Pacific Islander ....... 1.6% ..o 23% i 1.9% ......... 27% coiiiinnnnn. 4.4%
Hispanic or Latino ...........ccoooiiiiiiiinnn 28% ..cciininn. 29% oiiiiiiiiiin 27% cooo..... TA4% cooooinn. 14.7%
US.Citizen ...oovviiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiii 97.6% ...couvnn... 97.5% ooiiiiiiiiiiil 97.8% ......... 93.8% ..ooevnnnnn. 92.8%
Speak English Less Than “VeryWell” .................. ... nfa............. 25% oo 22% .ooo..... 57% .ccoooinil. 8.6%
HOUSEHOLD FINANCES & USE OF SERVICES
MEASURE.......... e Cityof ........ Chatham ........... Savannah, ....... Georgia .......... United
Savannah County GA MSA States
Median Household Income ..................ooo $32,616........... $43,443 ...l $46,084........ $48,540 .......... $50,007
Income Poverty Rate ... 16.5% ........... A% oo 10.3%........ 0% . 9.8%
Asset Poverty Rate ... 40.7% ...co...... 30.8% .eiiiiiinnnn. 297% ........ 255% .......... 25.9%
Extreme Asset Poverty Rate ...................cooul 2710% «oounnn. .. 20.6% .oeiiiinnnnn. 19.5% ........ 16.6% .......... 16.9%
Hseholds w/ Interest, Dividend or Net Rental Income ~ 144% ........... 19.6% ..ccevvnnn.. 18.9%........ 19.3% .......... 25.1%
Tax Filers Receiving EITC ..., 30.6% ........... 24.5% ...ooiiiiinn. 23.0%........ 22.9% .......... 16.6%
Average EITCRefund ..........ccooiiiiiiiiiinnn.. $2,236 ........... $2,162 ...l $2,132........ $2,172 .......... $1,932
Unbanked Households .....................ooo 10% ....c.o.ens 9% i 9% ... nfa .......... 8%
Median Credit Score ... nfa........... 622 ...l 626........ 626 .......... 672
Consumers with Subprime Credit Scores ............. na........... 63.9% ..oiiiiiiin... 63.7% ........ 632% .......... 55.2%
Average Revolving Debt ....................ooool na........... $IL719 oo $11,589........ $11,301 .......... $11,863
Average Revolving Credit Utilization .................. nfa........... 29.7% coiiiiiiinn. 304%........ 309% .......... 29.9%
Average Installment Debt .....................ool nfa........... $24612 ...l $24911 ........ $24,598 .......... $23,717
Borrowers 90+ Days Overdue ........................ na........... 45% cooiiiiiiiii... 44%........ 50% ool 4.3%
] White $41,993 o White [ 174
] "]
-4
> Black or African American $27,120 & Black or African American 23.2%
v g American Indian 2z 5 American Indian
g g and Alaska Native *E E and Alaska Native | /2
e > g > .
E B Asian $40,964 é ks Asian | /.
° £ Native Hawaiian and o £ Native Hawaiian and
S Other Pacific Islander g Other Pacific Islander | /2
(%]
3 g R )
:|°: Hispanic or Latino $44,667 £ Hispanic or Latino |,/
I I I I | 1 1 1 1 J
0  $I0k $20k $30k $40k $50k 0 5% 10% IS% 20% 25%
EMPLOYMENT & BUSINESS OWNERSHIP
MEASURE..... ... Cityof ........ Chatham ........... Savannah, ....... Georgia .......... United
Savannah County GA MSA States
Annual Unemployment Rate ........................... 9.5% ...l 83% ..ooiiiiinnn. 82%........ 9.6% ... 9.3%
Average Annual Pay ... nfa........... $37,269 ...l na........ $42,178 .......... $44,458
Self-Employment .........ccoviiiiiiiiiiii 86% ..ccuvn.... 104% ....cooveennt. 10.9%........ 1% ool 12.1%
Microenterprise Ownership Rate ..................... nfa........... 153 ... 148........ 172 .......... 16.4
Vehicle Non-Availability by Working Household ...... 83% ..ccuun... 53% ooiiiiiiii. 4.5% ........ 3.6% ........ 4.9%
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HOUSING & HOMEOWNERSHIP

MEASURE. ...

Homeownership Rate ...

Cost Burdened Renters ............covvvviiiiinnnnnn..

Cost Burdened Owners

Affordability of Homes ...

Average Mortgage Debt
High-Cost Mortgage Loans
Foreclosure Rate
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Homeownership by Race
in Savannah

Hispanic or Latino

EDUCATIONAL ATTAINMENT
MEASURE...............oo

Less than High School ................ i

High School Degree
Associate’s Degree

Bachelor’s Degree ...........ccooiiiiiiiiiiiiiiii
Graduate or Professional Degree

City of
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City of

Chatham ........... Savannah, ....... Georgia .......... United
County GA MSA States
59.5% ..oooiiinnnt. 63.5% ...... 67.9% ......... 67.3%
50.5% ... 50.1%...... 44.6% ......... 45.7%
37.6% .oovunnnnn.. 349%...... 333% ......... 36.3%

36 i 33...... 32 . 3.6
$171,787 ............. $169,515...... $171,530 ......... $195,500
156% ............. 15.1%...... 185% ......... 17.5%

14% ooooenien. 1.4%...... 25% ......... 3.0%
Chatham ........... Savannah, ....... Georgia .......... United
County GA MSA States
13.7% oo, 144% ......... 178% ..cceenet. 16.0%
863% ...oiiiiiiiiins 85.6% ......... 822% ............ 84.0%
36.8% ..oiiiiiiiinnnn. 337% ......... 329% .oiiiiiinn 34.4%
287% i 262% ......... 26.6% ...oonn.... 27.0%
10.6% ......cevvnnn. 92% ......... 9.3% .ooiiiiin. 9.9%

b White 0 White
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3 Black or African American i Black or African American
2
g 5 American Indian 0 5 American Indian
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HEALTH INSURANCE
MEASURE...........coii Cityof ........ Chatham ........... Savannah, ....... Georgia .......... United
Savannah County GA MSA States
Uninsured Rate .........ooiiiiiiniii i nfa........... 17.3% oo na........ 18.8% .......... 17.2%
Uninsured Low-Income ..........cooviiiiiiiiiiiinnn... nfa........... 97% v nfa........ 10.2% .......... 29.4%
Uninsured Low-Income Children ...................... nfa.....ooo... 65% .oiiiiiiiii. na........ 78% ..oc...... 18.3%
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Seattle

POPULATION DEMOGRAPHICS

MEASURE...... ... Cityof ............. King ........ Seattle, WA .. Washington .......... United
Seattle County MSA States
Total Population .............oooiiiiiiiii 565,809 ......... 1,832,835 ............. 3,259,078 .... 6,371,390 ...... 298,757,310
WHItE Lot 67.9% ...covnnn... 69.6% ...iiiiiiiiiiin. 72.7% ......... 76.3% ... 66.3%
Black or African American .............coiiiiiiiiiiiin. 75% oot 57% «oviiiiiiiiit 52% ......... 33% ciiiiinnns 12.2%
American Indian and Alaska Native ....................... 0.6% .cccvvvennnn. 0.6% vvvevninennn. 08% ......... 12% ..ol 0.7%
Asian, Native Hawaiian and Other Pacific Islander ....... 13.8% .coovvnnnn. 135% oooeiiiiiin, 10.8% ......... 6.9% ..ooovuin. 4.4%
Hispanic or Latino ... 62% ............. 72% cooiiiiiiiiinn. 70% ......... 9.10% ool 14.7%
US.Citizen ....ooiiiiiiiiiiiiii 90.6% ...t 89.4% ....oooiiiiiiiil NT% ... 93.0% .ooviinnnn 92.8%
Speak English Less Than “VeryWell” ...................... [ 10.8% ..o, 89% ......... 76% evvnnnnn. 8.6%
HOUSEHOLD FINANCES & USE OF SERVICES
MEASURE.......... e Cityof ............. King ........ Seattle, WA .. Washington .......... United
Seattle County MSA States
Median Household Income ...............coooiiiiatt. $56,319 ........... $64915 ............... $61,470........ $53,940 .......... $50,007
Income Poverty Rate .............ccoviiiiiiiiiiinnn 73% covennn. 6.0% ..oooiiiiinnn. 64%........ 80% .......... 9.8%
Asset Poverty Rate ... 28.0% ........... 227% i 23.10%........ 235% ..oeen.. 25.9%
Extreme Asset Poverty Rate ......................... 19.8% ........... 155% ...l 154%........ 152% .......... 16.9%
Hseholds w/ Interest, Dividend or Net Rental Income  36.0% ........... 352% coiiiiiiiin. 31.2%........ 2910% cooenn... 25.1%
Tax Filers Receiving EITC ... 81% .cccvnnnn. 86% .ovviiiiiinn. 99% ........ 121% ... 16.6%
Average EITCRefund ..........ccooiiiiiiiiiiinn.. $I130 ..t $1,563 ...l $1,654........ $1,749 .......... $1,932
Unbanked Households ..................oocin. 7% ovvnnn. 6% .oiiiiiiiiiii 7% .oo..... nfa .......... 8%
Median Credit Score .........c.cooviiiiiiiiiiiiiiin. nfa........... 734 .ol 716 ........ 712 ...l 672
Consumers with Subprime Credit Scores ............. nfa........... 43.10% oo 47.3% ........ 48.0% .......... 55.2%
Average Revolving Debt ..............ccoviiiiiii... na........... $19333 ...l $17274........ $14770 .......... $11,863
Average Revolving Credit Utilization .................. na........... 338% ciiiiiinnn 341%........ 328% .......... 29.9%
Average Installment Debt .....................oo nfa........... $25,897 ...l $25,371 ........ $24,931 .......... $23,717
Borrowers 90+ Days Overdue .............c.....o..... na........... 27% eviiiiiinnn 32% ........ 3% ool 4.3%
bt White $62,132 © White [£537
g 3
5 Black or African American $28,561 -4 Black or African American
>
9 0 American Indian ) American Indian
g % and Alaska Native LA g g and Alaska Native
v} 7}
= 8 Asian $49,957 B g Asian
D £ =
o Native Hawaiian and 9 Native Hawaiian and
-Fg Other Pacific Islander $53,199 g Other Pacific Islander
3 g - i
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EMPLOYMENT & BUSINESS OWNERSHIP
MEASURE................ Cityof ............. King ........ Seattle, WA .. Washington .......... United
Seattle County MSA States
Annual Unemployment Rate ........................... 75% .......... 81% ..ol 87% ........ 89% .......... 9.3%
Average Annual Pay ... nfa........... $56,203 ............... na........ $45,021 .......... $44,458
Self-Employment ........coooiiiiiiiiiiii 153% .ccoonnntt 13.6% oo, 12.8%........ 12.8% .......... 12.1%
Microenterprise Ownership Rate ..................... nfa........... 164 ............... 152........ 149 .......... 16.4
Vehicle Non-Availability by Working Household ...... 10.3% ..coonnnnnt 50% oiiiiiiiiii. 38%........ 3% ... 4.9%
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HOUSING & HOMEOWNERSHIP

MEASURE...............oo Cityof ............. King ........ Seattle, WA .. Washington .......... United

Seattle County MSA States
Homeownership Rate ..., 500% .oen.... 61.9% ..cooovinninl 63.6%...... 65.6% ......... 67.3%
Cost Burdened Renters ............cooevviiiiiiiinn... 440% ... 438% .oooiininn. 44.6% ...... 45.1% ......... 45.7%
Cost Burdened Owners .........cccviiiiiiiiininnnne. 41.9% .......... 40.0% ..ooeiiinnnt 41.0%...... 388% ......... 36.3%
Affordability of Homes ... 78 . ..co..... 60 ............. 55...... 48 ......... 3.6
Average Mortgage Debt ...l nfa.......... $309,585 ............. $272,793 ...... $236,054 ......... $195,500
High-Cost Mortgage Loans ...................coeil nfa.......... 103% ....ooonnn. 12.5% ...... 13.0% ......... 17.5%
Foreclosure Rate ..............cooiiiiiiiiiiin 08%.......... 09% ...oeevntn. 1.2%...... 1.3% ......... 3.0%
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Homeownership by Race
in Seattle
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EDUCATIONAL ATTAINMENT

MEASURE............... Cityof ............. King ........ Seattle, WA .. Washington .......... United

Seattle County MSA States
Less than High School .................coo, 88% .....ou..n. 85% .ioiiiiiiiiil 92% ......... 1% oo 16.0%
High School Degree ..........c.ccoiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiin.n. 91.2% .ooeeennn NS5% v 90.8% ......... 88.9% ....coonnnn 84.0%
Associate’s Degree ... 594% ............ 50.7% oo, 44.8% ......... 393% ..ol 34.4%
Bachelor’s Degree ........coviiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiins 525% ...l 43.7% «ooiiiiiin 358% ......... 30.0% ............ 27.0%
Graduate or Professional Degree ........................ 20.9% ..oeiennnn. 158% oo 12.5% ......... 10.6% ............ 9.9%
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HEALTH INSURANCE
MEASURE..........cooiiii i Cityof ............. King ........ Seattle, WA .. Washington .......... United
Seattle County MSA States
Uninsured Rate .........coiiiiiiiiii i nfa........... 13.2% oo nfa........ 143% .......... 17.2%
Uninsured Low-Income ............................... nfa........... 81% ool nfa........ 89% .......... 29.4%
Uninsured Low-Income Children ...................... nfa........... 38% ciiiiiiiiiin.. nfa........ 48% ..uu..... 18.3%
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Data Measures and Sources

Population Demographics

Data Measure

Total Population

Measure Description

Total population

Source

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

White

Percentage of population that is White, non-
Hispanic

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

Black or African American

Percentage of population that is Black or African
American, non-Hispanic

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

American Indian and Alaska
Native

Percentage of population that is American Indian
or Alaska Native, non-Hispanic

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

Asian, Native Hawaiian and
Other Pacific Islander

Percentage of population that is Asian, Native
Hawaiian or Other Pacific Islander, non-Hispanic

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

Hispanic or Latino

Percentage of population that is Hispanic or
Latino

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

U.S. Citizen

Percentage of population that are U.S. citizens

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

Speak English Less Than
"Very Well"

Percentage of population that speaks English less
than "very well"

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

Household Finances and Use of Services

Median Household Income

Median household income in the past |2 months

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

Income Poverty Rate

Percentage of all families with income in the past
12 months below the federal poverty threshold

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

Asset Poverty Rate

Percentage of households without sufficient net
worth to subsist at the poverty level for three
months in the absence of income

Estimates calculated by Beacon Economics, based
on U.S. Census Bureau's 2004 Survey of Income
and Program Participation,Wave 6 (2006) and
2005-2007 American Community Survey

Extreme Asset Poverty
Rate

Percentage of households that have zero or
negative net worth

Estimates calculated by Beacon Economics, based
on U.S. Census Bureau’s 2004 Survey of Income
and Program Participation,Wave 6 (2006) and
2005-2007 American Community Survey

Households with Interest,
Dividend, or Net Rental
Income

Percentage of households reporting any interest,
dividend, or net rental income in the past 12
months

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

Tax Filers Receiving EITC

Percentage of tax filers receiving the federal
Earned Income Tax Credit

Brookings Institution (2006)

Average EITC Refund

Average EITC refund amount per EITC filer

Brookings Institution (2006)

Unbanked Households

Percentage of households lacking both a checking
and savings account.

Estimates calculated by Mia Mabanta, Pew Safe
Banking Opportunities Project, based on data from
the Federal Reserve Board's Survey of Consumer
Finances (2007); U.S. Census Bureau, 2005-2007
American Community Survey; and data on the
location of retail financial services locations

Median Credit Score

Median TransUnion TransRisk Score

TransUnion (QI 2009)

Consumers with Subprime
Credit Scores

Percentage of consumers with a TransRisk Score
<=700 [on a scale of 150-934]

TransUnion (Q1 2009)

Average Revolving Debt

Average amount of revolving debt per revolving
borrower

TransUnion (QI 2009)

Average Revolving Credit
Utilization

Average utilization of available revolving credit

TransUnion (Q1 2009)

Average Installment Debt

Average amount of installment debt per
installment borrower

TransUnion (QI 2009)

Borrowers 90+ Days
Overdue

Percentage of borrowers who are 90 days or
more past due on any debt payments

TransUnion (QI 2009)
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Data Measure

Measure Description

Source

2 | Annual Unemployment Ann.ual average unemplgyment rate of the civilian U.S. Bureau of Labor Statistics, Local Area
< noninstitutional population 16 years of age and .
¢ | Rate Unemployment Statistics (2009)
@ older
3 -
O [P Average annual pay for all workers covered by U.S. Bureau of Labor Statistics, Quarterly Census of
@ unemployment insurance Employment and Wages (2007)
Q
£ Percentage of households reporting any self- U.S. Census Bureau, 2005-2007 American
4 | Self-Employment . . .
@ employment income in the past 12 months Community Survey
g Microenterprise Number of firms with 0-4 employees (non- CFED calculation based on U.S. Census Bureau,
b= °'P employer firms plus establishments with |-4 Non-Employer Statistics, 2006; and 2006 County
@ | Ownership Rate . -
e employees), per 100 people in the labor force Business Patterns.
>
o
& | Vehicle Non-Availability by | Percentage of households (with at least one U.S. Census Bureau, 2005-2007 American
£ . . . .
w | Working Household worker) lacking access to a vehicle Community Survey
. Percentage of non-elderly population without U.S. Census Bureau, Small Area Health Insurance
Uninsured Rate . .
9 health insurance Estimates (2005)
g Percentage of non-elderly population at or below
2 | Uninsured Low-Income 200% or 250% (depending on the state) of the US Census Bureau, Small Area Health Insurance
£ . . . Estimates (2005)
= federal poverty line without health insurance
=)
= -
€ | Uninsured Low-Income Percentage of cholldren under |9 years of age U.S. Census Bureau, Small Area Health Insurance
. at or below 200% of the federal poverty line A
Children . . Estimates (2005)
without health insurance
. Percentage of occupied housing units that are U.S. Census Bureau, 2005-2007 American
Homeownership Rate . .
owner occupied Community Survey
Pe:centage of renter—occup|.ed units spending U.S. Census Bureau, 2005-2007 American
Cost Burdened Renters 30% or more of household income on rent and .
i Community Survey
o utilities
;E .
& Pe:centage of mortgaged owners spending U.S. Census Bureau, 2005-2007 American
@ | Cost Burdened Owners 30% or more of household income on selected .
§ Community Survey
3 monthly owner costs
£ Affordability of Homes Median housing value divided by median CFED calculation based on U.S. Census Bureau,
3? y household income 2005 - 2007 American Community Survey data
°§o Average Mortgage Debt Average mortgage debt per mortgage borrower | TransUnion (QI 2009)
a Percentage of all conventional first lien home
:E purchase loans (1-4 family, owner occupied Calculation by Center for Responsible Lending
High-Cost Mortgage Loans | dwelling) with interest rates three percentage based on Home Mortage Disclosure Act (HMDA)
points or more above the yield on a comparable | data (2007)
term treasury security
Foreclosure Rate Percentage of all mortgage loans that are in pre- NeighborWorks America (March 2009)
or postsale foreclosure
. Percentage of population 25 and older who have | U.S. Census Bureau, 2005-2007 American
Less than High School . .
- not completed high school Community Survey
c
g . Percentage of population 25 and older who have | U.S. Census Bureau, 2005-2007 American
£ | High School Degree ; .
£ at least a high school degree Community Survey
< ot Percentage of population 25 and older who have | U.S. Census Bureau, 2005-2007 American
— | Associate's Degree o .
s at least an associate's (2 year college) degree Community Survey
o
8 , Percentage of population 25 and older who have | U.S. Census Bureau, 2005-2007 American
G | Bachelor's Degree | bachelor's (4 I d C ity S
é at least a bachelor's (4 year college) degree ommunity Survey
Graduate or Professional Percentage of population 25 and older who have | U.S. Census Bureau, 2005-2007 American
Degree a graduate or professional degree Community Survey

* New York City level data is a weighted average of borough-level data as the city-level data was unavailable for these measures.
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