














































































































counseling for the mortgage seeker. Co-insurance programs are
necessary to assist marginal applicants with payments when they are
having trouble. These types of insurance programs allow the banks
to make '"riskier" conventional 1loans. Co-insurance can be
structured so lenders service mortgages with a view toward helping
borrowers Kkeep current with payments, rather than turning
delinquent FHA and VA mortgaged property over for foreclosure.

State regulatory agencies which toughen appraisal standards will
reduce the lending gap between whites, blacks and low income
applicants. The State of California has one of the strictest anti-
redlining appraisal guidelines in the country. Only two locational
situations can be considered in avoiding an unsound loan approval.
They include natural or other hazardous conditions, and factors
relating to the property which will cause the fair market value to
decrease in the first three to five years of the mortgage.'
Appraisal guidelines must be more specific and show a casual
relationship between the applicant's property and surrounding
geographical areas.

Strengthening communication between the City of Atlanta and
community development corporations will assist in bridging the
lending gaps. Public-private ventures are necessary to counter the
risks involved when lending in marginal neighborhoods or to high
ratio loan applicants. City or county infrastructure improvements
in declining neighborhoods makes an area more attractive in the
appraisal process. In addition, the City of Atlanta needs to
increase the percentage of CDBG money it apportions to housing
programs. In keeping with other southeastern cities, allocating at
least forty-five percent is appropriate.

Forming innovative public/private partnerships is important. Non-
profit consumer credit counseling services within the communities

lowers the risk of low income lending. Banks participating in
joint ventures with these types of agencies create a sense of good
will. If a loan applicant is turned down because of real credit

problems, they should be given a place to turn to for help. 1In
addition, when consumer credit counseling services temporarily
intervene to pay off debt, banks alleviating or deferring interest
will lower default risks.

There are several ways in which individual lending institutions
within the Atlanta metropolitan community can reduce lending
disparities between comparable black and white neighborhoods.
Pressuring lending institutions regqulated by the OTS (federally
chartered savings and loan associations) to join and contribute to
the Atlanta Mortgage Consortium will increase the number of loans
made to low income and minority households. At present, the
largest contributors to the Consortium are national banks.
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National banks loan only a small proportion of all mortgages in the
study area. OTS institutions are responsible for most mortgage
lending within the metropolitan area, and should be as active
within the mortgage consortium.

Individual banks hiring more minority loan officers who identify
with minority customers will help bridge the lending gap. There is
a grey area in any loan approval process where an application can
be approved or denied based on a loan officer's judgement. The
minority customer seldom receives the benefit of the doubt because
of lack of identification. Also, a mortgage review process for
minority and low income applicants will place greater emphasis on
fair lending criterion. When a minority applicant is denied a
mortgage, an automatic review process is necessary. Restructuring
bonus pay incentives based on a proportion of low and moderate
income loans will also increase minority lending activity within
traditional savings and loan institutions.

For many persons, subtle discrimination is human nature stemming
from stereotypes, and miscommunication. Lending institutions need
to place as a condition of employment attendance at a seminar in
racial awareness and legislation surrounding equal housing access.
All bank employees need to be knowledgeable about CRA and HMDA
guidelines. All too often bank operators and customer service
representatives have to ask two or three persons who is
responsible, or what information the lending institution has on
CRA.

Federal and state regulatory agencies, as well as individual
lending institutions will close 1lending disparities if they
increase the sophistication of the mortgage seeker. Education is
one long term solution to affordable housing, but it is not a quick
fix to the problem. Seminars in home ownership and the importance
of good credit are vital in lowering lending risk. Lending
institutions should also be required to provide potential borrowers
with a written set of weighted evaluation criterion that will be
used to evaluate their application. This will increase competition
among lending institutions, as well as provide a better informed
applicant if discrimination is suspected.

Requiring banks to verbally inform denied mortgage applicants of
their rights under the Equal Credit Opportunity Notice will
increase legitimate complaints of discrimination. At present, a
telephone number of the appropriate regulatory agency to complain
to is printed on the denial paperwork. A spokesperson from the
regulatory agency Federal Reserve says they receive very few
complaints pertaining to mortgage denials. Minorities and low
income applicants must first know their rights, in order to suspect
they are victims of illegal action.
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Conclusion

In the past month, racial tensions and violence have been spilling
into the streets of Atlanta and the country. Frustrations within
minority and low income neighborhoods are reaching an explosive
point. The illegal practice of redlining is one of the underlying
reasons contributing to frustration and hopelessness. The 1990
HMDA research indicates that regardless of the median income of a
neighborhood, race is a contributing factor to home mortgage
lending activity.

Redlining is pervasive in American society. Within banking,
insurance, commercial and service industries, low income and
minority neighborhoods are continually side stepped. Racism, and
stereotypes become ingrained in the decision making processes of
where to locate a business, offer services or grant economic
opportunities. Low income and minority home loan applicants do not
want special treatment. Low income and minority home 1loan
applicants want fair treatment, applicable 1loan evaluation
criterion, and equal opportunity to become homeowners.
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CODING CLASSIFICATION

NDS NDS ARC ARC ARC KingFile ARC Option King File King File King File
HH 91 B 7 County Income as 1987 1990 Single/ 1990 1990 Paper HMDA HMDA
Income HH 91 BY a%of7 Single/ Single/ Duplex 00 % Black Cat. Loans Loans All Apps
Median Income County Duplex Duplex % Chg. Units & Other Class. Approved Denied Activity
Median
TRACT/MCD
4/24/92 Data for Census Categories
File: OPTION2
Fulton 7602 27863 42120 66.2% 747 750 0.4% 627 93.5 1 9 3 12
Fulton 7701 27272 42120 64.7% 1789 1846 3.1% 1359 94.7 1 55 23 78
Fulton 7702 26127 42120 62.0% 1376 1453 5.3% 1158 929 1 21 14 35
Fulton 7802 26282 42120 62.4% 1339 1427 6.2% 1070 92.7 1 44 17 61
Dekalb 23403 29356 42120 69.7% 1443 1540 6.3% 1340 93.2 1 52 26 78
Dekalb 23501 26591 42120 63.1% 1070 1074 0.4% 831 86.2 1 e 10 14
Dekalb 23502 30947 42120 73.5% 1943 1943 0.0% - 1590 93.6 1 15 8 23
Dekalb 23600 25319 42120 60.1% 3016 3015 0.0% 2290 95.4 1 20 8 28
Dekalb 23801 28281 42120 67.1% 1169 1213 3.6% 972 88.7 1 11 15 26
Dekalb 23803 26593 42120 63.1% 1767 1868 5.4% 1586 921 1 13 2 15
12823 10 244 126 370
Fulton 7900 37300 42120 88.6% 1462 1493 2.1% 1418 97.1 2 32 10 42
Fulton 8201 36649 42120 87.0% 1920 1907 0.0% 1788 98.6 2 14 9 23
3206 2 46 19 65
Fulton 500 35441 42120 84.1% 831 834 0.4% 730 11.5 4 45 4 49
Fulton 1600 28380 42120 67.4% 268 281 4.6% 163 19.4 4 5 2 7
Fulton 9100 32595 42120 77.4% 821 825 0.5% 1166 12.1 4 47 9 56
Fulton 9200 28135 42120 66.8% 902 903 0.1% 686 13 4 22 4 26
Dekalb 21303 33750 42120 80.1% 924 929 0.5% 796 11.8 4 22 5 27
Dekalb 21500 33101 42120 78.6% 2418 2487 2.8% 2281 9 4 66 6 72
Dekalb 22200 29633 42120 70.4% 1483 1489 0.4% 1127 8.3 4 28 6 34
Dekalb 22301 32191 42120 76.4% 1685 1696 0.6% 1620 6.3 4 46 3 49
Dekalb 22600 27939 42120 66.3% 1403 1412 0.6% 1085 9.6 4 30 4 34
Cobb 30900 35095 42120 83.3% 4977 5084 21% 4936 12.03 4 180 a7 207
Cobb 31101 26685 42120 63.4% 1195 1199 0.3% 790 6.4 4 24 6 30
Cobb 31102 33575 42120 79.7% 1254 1251 0.0% 1543 15.7 “ 37 11 48
Cobb 31105 32735 42120 77.7% 1724 1811 4.8% 1748 5.4 4 47 5 52
Cobb 31302 31855 42120 75.6% 2139 2264 5.5% 1873 6.4 4 61 9 70
Cobb 31304 35648 42120 84.6% 2962 3249 8.8% 2726 55 4 41 18 59
Cobb 31402 32568 42120 77.3% 2205 2355 6.4% 1846 8.1 4 42 11 53
Clayton 40303 27718 42120 65.8% 1723 1721 0.0% 1279 17.9 4 26 10 36
Clayton 40403 34681 42120 82.3% 2372 2545 6.8% 2261 57 4 72 11 83
Clayton 40406 31288 42120 74.3% 1613 1619 0.4% 1258 6.3 4 26 6 32
Gwinnett 50100 30959 42120 73.5% 4832 5340 9.5% 4273 8.4 4 318 51 369



CODING CLASSIFICATION

NDS NDS ARC ARC ARC KingFile ARC Option King File King File King File
HH 91 B 7 County Income as 1987 1990 Single/ 1990 1990 Paper HMDA HMDA
Income HH 91BY a%of7 Single/ Single/ Duplex 00 % Black Cat. Loans Loans All Apps
Median Income County = Duplex Duplex % Chg. Units & Other Class. Approved Denied Activity
Median

Rockdale 60200 31421 42120 74.6% 2309 2492 7.3% 2412 14.5 4 50 7 57
Rockdale 60301 32287 42120 76.7% 3220 3472 7.3% 2412 19 4 55 12 67
Douglas 80200 33561 42120 79.7% 3091 3360 8.0% 3238 25 4 214 43 257
Douglas 80400 34794 42120 82.6% 2259 2482 9.0% 2392 9.8 4 44 11 55
44641 24 1548 281 1829

Dekalb 21302 43121 42120 102.4% 2097 2137 1.9% 1556 12.3 5 32 10 42
Dekalb 21402 38314 42120 91.0% 1695 1718 1.3% 1143 17.6 5 32 9 41
Dekalb 21403 38046 42120 90.3% 2279 2286 0.3% 1439 14.1 5 31 5 36
Dekalb 21404 39060 42120 92.7% 1017 1019 0.2% 800 14.2 5 18 2 20
Dekalb 21603 38958 42120 92.5% 960 962 0.2% 830 8.8 5 18 1 19
Dekalb 22401 39468 42120 93.7% 944 956 1.3% 1078 6.7 5 29 5 34
Cobb 30403 42313 42120 100.5% 2087 2097 0.5% 1827 10.3 5 51 13 64
Cobb 31003 38001 42120 90.2% 2493 2600 4.1% 2253 3.2 5 51 11 62
Clayton 40401 40885 42120 97.1% 3299 3468 4.9% 2864 10.2 5 55 11 66
Clayton 40503 39703 42120 94.3% 1763 1798 1.9% 1405 6.2 5 17 5 22
Gwinnett 50201 43077 42120 102.3% 4880 5357 8.9% 4879 10.1 5 208 32 240
Gwinnett 50401 39197 42120 93.1% 3250 3405 4.6% 3076 11.9 5 114 16 130
Gwinnett 50402 39268 42120 93.2% 7172 7616 5.8% 6312 T2 5 199 34 233
29462 13 855 154 1009

Fulton 100 51109 42120 121.3% 1636 1668 1.9% 1409 9.5 6 63 6 69
Fulton 200 46836 42120 111.2% 1742 1778 2.0% 1415 9.9 6 43 9 52
Fulton 9300 46705 42120 110.9% 1323 1337 1.0% 1296 7.9 6 41 7 48
Fulton 9500 46315 42120 110.0% 1366 1381 1.1% 1873 8.8 6 77 10 87
Fulton 10101 46519 42120 110.4% 1751 1863 6.0% 1721 8.6 6 59 6 65
Fulton 10103 48164 42120 114.3% 2087 2098 0.5% 2517 9.1 6 69 6 75
Fulton 11401 48727 42120 115.7% 7257 7698 5.7% 7213 8.1 6 319 66 385
Dekalb 21203 44590 42120 105.9% 2063 2114 2.4% 1522 13.5 6 58 7 65
Dekalb 21304 48255 42120 114.6% 1191 1230 3.2% 942 18.2 6 32 7 39
Dekalb 21601 48830 42120 115.9% 2145 2313 7.3% 2164 8.5 6 47 7 54
Dekalb 21602 45861 42120 108.9% 965 999 3.4% 1128 7.7 6 18 2 20
Dekalb 21702 50279 42120 119.4% 1918 1991 3.7% 2049 8.2 6 54 3 57
Dekalb 21902 47706 42120 113.3% 1297 1382 6.2% 1279 17.9 6 44 8 52
Dekalb 21903 43538 42120 103.4% 2970 3114 4.6% 2622 11.6 6 76 16 92
Dekalb 22001 44657 42120 106.0% 1542 1547 0.3% 1301 6.9 6 24 5 29
Dekalb 22002 43812 42120 104.0% 1485 1563 5.0% 1286 15.1 6 42 7 49
Dekalb 22403 46771 42120 111.0% 1403 1410 0.5% 1133 5.5 6 32 3 35
Dekalb 23000 48723 42120 115.7% 495 496 0.2% 652 10.4 6 9 2 11



CODING CLASSIFICATION

NDS NDS ARC ARC ARC KingFile ARC Option King File King File King File
HH 91 B 7 County Income as 1987 1990 Single/ 1990 1990 Paper HMDA HMDA
Income HH 91BY a%of7 Single/ Single/ Duplex (o]0} % Black Cat. Loans Loans All Apps
Median Income County Duplex Duplex % Chg. Units & Other Class. Approved Denied Activity
Median
Cobb 30500 43930 42120 104.3% 5497 5783 4.9% 5049 11.8 6 139 22 161
Cobb 31201 46259 42120 109.8% 2198 2346 6.3% 2144 6.1 6 69 3 72
Cobb 31301 44193 42120 104.9% 3074 3210 4.2% 2741 1.6 6 81 17 98
Clayton 40502 44623 42120 105.9% 6405 6611 3.1% 5680 85 6 118 35 153
Clayton 40603 49240 42120 116.9% 2589 2847 9.1% 2657 8.6 6 68 13 81
Gwinnett 50303 46870 42120 111.3% 5633 5881 4.2% 4460 10.7 6 100 31 131
Gwinnett 50403 46625 42120 110.7% 2071 2105 1.6% 1956 6.3 6 56 13 69
Douglas 80501 47409 42120 112.6% 3197 3293 2.9% 2898 2.8 6 65 9 74
61107 26 1803 320 2123
Fulton 11202 25362 42120 60.2% 1774 1764 0.0% 1016 19 7 16 2 18
Fulton 11302 30626 42120 72.7% 2787 2791 0.1% 2143 77.8 7 17 11 28
Fulton 1300 28237 42120 67.0% 642 639 0.0% 508 36.7 7 26 2 28
Fulton 1500 27828 42120 66.1% 809 809 0.0% 590 239 7 35 - 39
Dekalb 20300 36185 42120 85.9% 1227 1245 1.4% 900 30 7 52 5 57
Dekalb 21301 25421 42120 60.4% 306 310 1.3% 232 28.3 7 14 3 17
Dekalb 21401 28513 42120 67.7% 927 987 6.1% 757 21.02 7 a5 3 38
Dekalb 22500 29109 42120 69.1% 1358 1363 0.4% 1189 33.1 7 33 1 34
Dekalb 22800 28484 42120 67.6% 895 914 21% 755 53 7 19 5 23
Dekalb 23101 25600 42120 60.8% 1452 1471 1.3% 1006 77.2 T 10 6 16
Dekalb 23102 30411 42120 72.2% 745 747 0.3% 687 20.4 7 20 4 24
Dekalb 23103 31767 42120 75.4% 3023 3036 0.4% 2179 35.7 g 27 12 39
Dekalb 23104 33421 42120 79.3% 2040 2076 1.7% 1711 31.5 7 46 11 57
Clayton 40100 27336 42120 64.9% 621 644 3.6% 268 35.6 7 48 4 52
Clayton 40304 28830 42120 68.4% 1411 1421 0.7% 948 232 7 19 7 26
14889 15 417 79 496
Fulton 10505 37300 42120 88.6% 1839 1856 0.9% 1811 43.8 8 33 10 43
Fulton 10506 39171 42120 93.0% 3221 3445 6.5% 2585 23 8 60 38 98
Fulton 11301 39444 42120 93.6% 1965 1966 0.1% 1711 41 8 20 7 27
Dekalb 23404 43127 42120 102.4% 1585 1611 1.6% 1536 61.9 8 55 61 116
Dekalb 23503 40735 42120 96.7% 3029 3063 1.1% 2709 72.9 8 31 22 53
Clayton 40504 40984 42120 97.3% 1861 1985 6.2% 1646 30.1 8 35 16 51
11998 6 234 154 388
Fulton 10300 43530 42120 103.3% 3437 3755 8.5% 3261 51.4 9 123 40 163
Fulton 10503 50870 42120 120.8% 2027 2033 0.3% 1838 436 9 36 22 58
5099 2 159 62 221
Fulton 800 10941 42120 26.0% 367 359 -22% 136 97.4 10 3 3 6

Fulton 1700 11166 42120 26.5% 600 601 0.2% 228 93.8 10 2 1 3



CODING CLASSIFICATION

NDS NDS ARC ARC ARC KingFile ARC Option King File King File King File
HH 91 B 7 County Income as 1987 1990 Single/ 1990 1990 Paper HMDA HMDA
Income HH 91 BY a%of7 Single/ Single/ Duplex 00 % Black Cat. Loans Loans All Apps
Median Income County Duplex Duplex % Chg. Units & Other Class. Approved Denied Activity
Median

Fulton 2100 5475 42120 13.0% 89 88 -—-1.1% 8 822 10 0 2 2
Fulton 2200 8676 42120 20.6% 163 149  -94% 47 89.8 10 1 1 2
Fulton 2300 12579 42120 29.9% 1094 1084 -0.9% 330 99.7 10 2 B 6
Fulton 2400 21069 42120 50.0% 950 939 -1.2% 516 999 10 7 3 10
Fulton 2500 9490 42120 22.5% 727 718  -13% 197 99.9 10 0 2 2
Fulton 2600 8137 42120 19.3% 397 389 -21% 53 99.6 10 0 0 0
Fulton 2800 12569 42120 29.8% 105 105 0.0% 91 86.6 10 2 0 2
Fulton 2900 9286 42120 22.0% 364 352 -34% 87 93.4 10 1 1 2
Fulton 3100 11640 42120 27.6% 623 627 0.6% 235 94.9 10 0 1 1
Fulton 3300 10823 42120 25.7% 120 118 -1.7% 40 98.9 10 1 0 1
Fulton 3600 19492 42120 46.3% 75 69 -87% 7 99.2 10 0 0 0
Fulton 3700 6107 42120 14.5% 130 130 0.0% 3 99.9 10 0 0 0
Fulton 3800 10804 42120 25.7% 551 535 -3.0% 110 99.9 10 2 1 3
Fulton 3900 15909 42120 37.8% 871 860 —-1.3% 332 99.1 10 4 5 9
Fulton 4000 19093 42120 45.3% 1086 1089 0.3% 790 99.3 10 10 1 11
Fulton 4100 16373 42120 38.9% 630 633 0.5% 316 94.2 10 3 0 3
Fulton 4295 8130 42120 19.3% 304 326 6.7% 168 93.2 10 40 6 46
Fulton 4300 5625 42120 13.4% 113 112 -0.9% 14 100 10 0 1 1
Fulton 4400 6634 42120 15.8% 253 245 -33% 48 99.9 10 0 0 0
Fulton 4695 7672 42120 18.2% 149 147  -1.4% 29 97.3 10 0 0 0
Fulton 4800 9702 42120 23.0% 186 184 —-1.1% 12 97.3 10 3 0 3
Fulton 5501 12352 42120 29.3% 883 931 5.2% 279 99.1 10 5 2 7
Fulton 5502 8164 42120 19.4% 490 491 0.2% 151 99 10 2 1 3
Fulton 5600 12128 42120 28.8% 257 256 —0.4% 99 95.2 10 3 6 9
Fulton 5700 8082 42120 19.2% 527 518 —-1.7% 135 99.7 10 1 0 1
Fulton 5800 14804 42120 35.1% 532 535 0.6% 237 87.3 10 1 3 4
Fulton 6000 19832 42120 47.1% 1218 1225 0.6% 815 97.4 10 5 2 7
Fulton 6100 21196 42120 50.3% 1518 1518 0.0% 1156 96.6 10 12 10 22
Fulton 6200 17208 42120 40.9% 635 633 -0.3% 275 93.2 10 8 5 13
Fulton 6300 11611 42120 27.6% 1061 1059 -02% 386 90.8 10 3 2 5
Fulton 6602 14600 42120 34.7% 403 398 -1.3% 154 929 10 4 2 6
Fulton 6802 15375 42120 36.5% 232 205 -13.2% 105 99.9 10 1 5 6
Fulton 7100 11717 42120 27.8% 727 726 -0.1% 572 97.5 10 6 1 7
Fulton 7300 24359 42120 57.8% 1179 1177 -0.2% 889 929 10 9 6 15
Fulton 7601 21474 42120 51.0% 760 761 0.1% 345 91.5 10 6 4 10
Fulton 7803 24663 42120 58.6% 1768 1909 7.4% 1559 99 10 29 16 45
Fulton 7804 16911 42120 40.1% 1152 1161 0.8% 801 99.6 10 10 3 13
Fulton 8000 24998 42120 59.3% 1952 1959 0.4% 1602 97.6 10 22 9 31
Fulton 8102 19548 42120 46.4% 1136 1186 4.2% 928 99.9 10 9 5 14
Fulton 8202 18225 42120 43.3% 797 807 1.2% 652 99.9 10 1 4 5
Fulton 8301 17175 42120 40.8% 967 969 0.2% 683 99.8 10 5 B 9



Fulton
Fulton
Fulton
Fulton
Fulton
Fulton
Fulton
Dekalb
Dekalb
Dekalb
Dekalb
Dekalb
Dekalb
Dekalb

Fulton
Dekalb
Cobb
Cobb
Cobb
Cobb
Clayton
Douglas

Fulton
Fulton
Fulton
Fulton
Fulton
Fulton
Fulton
Fulton
Fulton
Fulton
Fulton
Fulton
Fulton
Fulton
Fulton

8302
8400
8500
8601
8602
8701
8702
20500
20600
20700
20800
20900
22700
23700

1095
22402
30800
31001
31002
31202
40604
80300

700
1100
1200
1800
2000
2700
4995
5000
5200
5300
6400
6500
6601
6700
6900

NDS NDS
HH 91 B 7 County
Income HH 91 BY
Median Income
Median
14786 42120
16124 42120
16074 42120
16734 42120
8494 42120
7406 42120
10625 42120
15649 42120
12183 42120
13125 42120
15734 42120
17315 42120
19032 42120
21219 42120
15050 42120
20104 42120
19613 42120
22203 42120
22404 42120
25179 42120
22196 42120
24612 42120
23906 42120
14262 42120
20732 42120
8534 42120
5969 42120
7083 42120
15610 42120
21637 42120
21044 42120
20846 42120
12414 42120
23641 42120
22143 42120
16161 42120
21409 42120

Income as
a%of7
County

35.1%
38.3%
38.2%
39.7%
20.2%
17.6%
25.2%
37.2%
28.9%
31.2%
37.4%
41.1%
45.2%
50.4%

35.7%
47.7%
46.6%
52.7%
53.2%
59.8%
52.7%
58.4%

56.8%
33.9%
49.2%
20.3%
14.2%
16.8%
37.1%
51.4%
50.0%
49.5%
29.5%
56.1%
52.6%
38.4%
50.8%

ARC
1987

ARC
1990

CODING CLASSIFICATION

ARC
Single/

Single/ Single/ Duplex
Duplex Duplex % Chg.

769
978
1401
1254
222
153
654
1090
600
624
2409
2215
1335
1388

171
323
953
1102
1045
1315
2379
3136

208
43
250
87
34
29
651
626
1270
971
390
1737
920
1070
830

770
977
1388
1264
222
153
657
1095
496
632
2411
2208
1348
1388

166
323
959
1075
1010
1357
2355
3229

201
28
253
85
34
29
674
621
1296
1034
392
1731
907
1066
832

0.1%
—0.1%
—0.9%

0.8%

0.0%

0.0%

0.5%

0.5%

—-21.0%

1.3%

0.1%
-0.3%

1.0%

0.0%

—3.0%
0.0%
0.6%

—-2.5%

—-3.5%
3.1%

-1.0%
2.9%

~3.5%
—53.6%
1.2%
—2.4%
0.0%
0.0%
3.4%
-0.8%
2.0%
6.1%
0.5%
-0.3%
—-1.4%
—0.4%
0.2%

KingFile
1990
00
Units

580
583
871
876
167
47
596
602
184
391
1602
1519
969
1006
25613

55
242
397
720
800

1055
1793
2656
7718

139
187
246
348

7

0
345
339
809
674
113

1111

545
548
542

ARC  Option
1990 Paper
% Black Cat.
& Other Class.
99.7 10
99.4 10
98.5 10
98.6 10
98.5 10
99.9 10
98.4 10
98.6 10
99.8 10
99,3 10
96.2 10
89.5 10
87.7 10
96 10
57
11.6 11
9.7 11
17.3 11
8.7 11
9.6 11
9.8 11
125 11
17.9 11
8
729 12
36.1 12
33.4 12
771 12
71.8 12
51.3 12
70.3 12
25 12
45.4 12
65.9 12
71.9 12
68.9 12
47.7 12
78.6 12
61.3 12

King File
HMDA
Loans

Approved

-l

OO NNN O == OO wW

212

King File
HMDA
Loans
Denied

-
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King File

All Apps
Activity

.

12
18
5
0
6
20
2
10
10
21
13
18
495

11
10
30
28
41
38
119
280

13
17
115

43
22
52
25

21
13
15
24



Fulton
Fulton
Fulton
Fulton
Fulton
Fulton
Fulton
Fulton
Dekalb
Dekalb
Dekalb
Cobb

Fulton
Fulton
Fulton
Fulton
Fulton
Fulton
Fulton
Fulton
Fulton
Dekalb
Dekalb
Dekalb
Dekalb
Dekalb
Dekalb
Dekalb
Dekalb
Dekalb
Dekalb
Dekalb
Dekalb
Cobb
Cobb
Cobb
Cobb
Cobb

7000
7400
7500
8800
10601
10900
11000
11201
22100
22900
23303
30700

9000

9700

9800

9900
10000
10104
10201
10202
11402
21202
21205
21206
21207
21701
21802
21803
21804
21901
22003
23301
23407
30202
30203
30301
30303
30304

NDS NDS
HH 91 B 7 County
Income HH 91 BY
Median Income
Median
24147 42120
23056 42120
20950 42120
17133 42120
17078 42120
15417 42120
17584 42120
17056 42120
12568 42120
18526 42120
21500 42120
19312 42120
62075 42120
106154 42120
105171 42120
71633 42120
69045 42120
55081 42120
52810 42120
64725 42120
59869 42120
67625 42120
100979 42120
61906 42120
73244 42120
60312 42120
56409 42120
53014 42120
63353 42120
52083 42120
54648 42120
54953 42120
59399 42120
53737 42120
54463 42120
66916 42120
58577 42120
86088 42120

Income as
a%of7
County

57.3%
54.7%
49.7%
40.7%
40.5%
36.6%
41.7%
40.5%
29.8%
44.0%
51.0%
45.8%

147.4%
252.0%
249.7%
170.1%
163.9%
130.8%
125.4%
153.7%
142.1%
160.6%
239.7%
147.0%
173.9%
143.2%
133.9%
125.9%
150.4%
123.7%
129.7%
130.5%
141.0%
127.6%
129.3%
158.9%
139.1%
204.4%

ARC
1987

ARC
1990

CODING CLASSIFICATION

ARC
Single/

Single/ Single/ Duplex
Duplex Duplex % Chg.

2318
489
912

1007

1067
291

1081

1365
809

1366

1190

1369

1263
1150
2216
1261
2460
2451
2858
4853
7885
1948
2862
4196

965
3362
3130
1912
4000
2788
1834
1913
2708
6162
3123
9848
4692
9749

2249
464
865

1000

1044
285

1075

1362
846

1441

1199

1379

1283
1197
2297
1276
2504
2763
3055
4963
9253
1940
2884
4368
918
3444
3167
1970
4069
2871
1849
2727
3104
8150
4287
11217
4756
10663

-3.1%
~5.4%
-5.4%
—0.7%
~-2.2%
-2.1%
—-0.6%
-0.2%
4.4%
5.2%
0.8%
0.7%

1.6%
3.9%
3.5%
1.2%
1.8%
11.3%
6.4%
2.2%
14.8%
-0.4%
0.8%
3.9%
-5.1%
2.4%
1.2%
2.9%
1.7%
2.9%
0.8%
29.8%
12.8%
24.4%
27.2%
12.2%
1.3%
8.6%

KingFile
1990
00
Units

1564
332
649
589
641
103
469
725
462

1117
931
728

14263

1078
1141
2177
1343
2402
3151
3066
4992
8846
1777
2740
4328

837
3095
2660
2490
3751
2701
1822
2487
2795
7284
3923
9922
4139
9652

ARC
1990
% Black
& Other

76.7
62.1
47.3
27.2
51.5
215
68.9
54.9
73.8
53.5

45
50.2

7.8
8.8

8.1
9.1

11.4
10.4

6.2
9.2

7.1
7.7
7.3
7.9
6.5
14.5
15.8
9.8
171
2.1
5.5
23
1.9
4.6

Option

Paper
Cat.

Class.

12
12
12
12
12
12
12
12
12
12
12
12
27

14
14
14
14
14
14
14
14
14
14
14
14
14
14
14
14
14
14
14
14
14
14
14
14
14
14

King File
HMDA
Loans

Approved

19
5
13
10
14
:
14
11
20
16
56
15
486

40
41
74
67
76
175
98
124
551
59
81
117
15
76
55
60
73
75
55
171
103
454
199
561
143
419

King File King File

HMDA
Loans
Denied

n
(s

FEYE

NNWWwWWw—=-~N- O
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8

All Apps
Activity

47
5
19
11
31
2
17
14
23
18
93
19
678

44
45
84
71
89

188

111

142

604
61
85

126
17
83
65
67
76

100
68

215

128

514

214

609

161

464




Cobb
Cobb
Cobb
Cobb
Cobb
Clayton
Clayton
Gwinnett
Gwinnett
Gwinnett
Gwinnett
Gwinnett
Rockdale

Dekalb
Dekalb
Dekalb
Dekalb

Fulton
Fulton
Fulton
Fulton
Fulton
Fulton
Fulton
Fulton
Fulton
Dekalb
Dekalb
Dekalb
Dekalb _
Dekalb
Clayton
Clayton
Clayton

30305
30306
30401
30402
31107
40505
40605
50302
50404
50405
50701
50703
60400

23202
23201
23203
23406

400
600
1400
1900
3000
3200
6801
8101
10700
20100
20200
20400
21204
23802
40301
40606
40608

NDS NDS
HH 91 B 7 County
Income HH 91 BY
Median Income
Median
81243 42120
62385 42120
58633 42120
57973 42120
52692 42120
54463 42120
54477 42120
65080 42120
62003 42120
58824 42120
67339 42120
58177 42120
54834 42120
52646 42120
64480 42120
58206 42120
52259 42120
49231 42120
25234 42120
29253 42120
33077 42120
31447 42120
10804 42120
59375 42120
42809 42120
30633 42120
57005 42120
32926 42120
28404 42120
33664 42120
28795 42120
30909 42120
37794 42120
45326 42120

Income as
a%of7
County

192.9%
148.1%
139.2%
137.6%
125.1%
129.3%
129.3%
154.5%
147.2%
139.7%
159.9%
138.1%
130.2%

125.0%
153.1%
138.2%
124.1%

116.9%
59.9%
69.5%
78.5%
74.7%
25.7%

141.0%
101.6%
72.7%
135.3%
78.2%
67.4%
79.9%
68.4%
73.4%
89.7%
107.6%

ARC
1987

ARC
1990

CODING CLASSIFICATION

ARC
Single/

Single/ Single/ Duplex
Duplex Duplex % Chg.

2680
1055
2068
2499
2282
2435
2625
4323
6400
5355
5012
5242
4976

4997
5283

966
6049

288
523
314

483
566

21
411
709
547
314
690
590
584
330
215
389

2956
1082
2129
2531
2343
2548
3213
4742
6685
5544
5773
6348
6088

5385
5802
1190
7250

290
527
308

495
560

21
412
567
550
315
696
593
593
137
294
561

9.3%
2.5%
2.9%
1.3%
2.6%
4.4%
18.3%
8.8%
4.3%
3.4%
13.2%
17.4%
18.3%

7.2%
8.9%
18.8%
16.6%

0.7%
0.8%
-1.9%
0.0%
2.4%
-1.1%
0.0%
0.2%
—25.0%
0.5%
0.3%
0.9%
0.5%
1.5%
—=140.9%
26.9%
30.7%

KingFile
1990
00
Units

2962
1522
1922
2198
2239
2155
2832
4789
6135
5459
5205
5415
5183
142615

4551
4984
950
6273
16758

492
116
295

44

365

209

348
330
459
418
432
163
369
31
222
427
4720

ARC
1990
% Black
& Other

3.3
10.8
3.2
27
4.4
12,6
8.7
6.7
4.8
5.7
2.4
1.8
3

30.3
19.7
41.6
53.5

11.9
18.9
18.2
45.7
21.2
44.8
423
98.4
15.6
10.6
11.6
25.3
18.4
73.6
11.8
33.4

Option
Paper
Cat.
Class.

14
14
14
14
14
14
14
14
14
14
14
14
14
39

15
15
15
15

16
16
16
16
16
16
16
16
16
16
16
16
16
16
16
16
16
37

King File
HMDA
Loans

Approved

153
81
64
78
59
45
75

284

183

121

239

261

169

5774

135
178

44
271
628

29
4
16
1
13
2
2
2
6
30
20
17
2

1
5
14
23
187

King File King File

HMDA
Loans
Denied

13
13
4
19
12
15
17
25
14
31
22
29
18
701

54
49
23
96

DNW= WL NEMNMNMMNOMNMMNMNMN N =

[

All Apps
Activity

166
94
68
97
71
60
92

309

197

152

261

290

187

6475

189
227

67
367
850

30
6
18
3
15
4
2
4
8
32
24
19
3
4
6
17
28
223



Fulton
Fulton
Fulton
Fulton
Fulton
Fulton
Fulton
Dekalb
Dekalb
Dekalb
Dekalb
Cobb
Cobb
Cobb
Cobb
Cobb
Cobb
Clayton
Clayton
Clayton
Clayton
Gwinnett
Gwinnett
Gwinnett
Gwinnett
Gwinnett
Gwinnett
Gwinnett
Gwinnett
Gwinnett
Gwinnett
Gwinnett
Rockdale
Rockdale
Douglas
Douglas

3500

7200

9400
10400
10504
11500
11600
21100
23302
23304
23405
30100
30201
30302
31106
31401
31500
40200
40402
40506
40607
50202
50301
50501
50502
50503
50504
50505
50600
50702
50704
50705
60100
60302
80502
80600

NDS NDS
HH 91 B 7 County
Income HH 91 BY
Median Income
Median
8750 42120
15529 42120
48295 42120
29695 42120
47815 42120
50033 42120
45522 42120
38802 42120
47655 42120
44927 42120
34608 42120
36534 42120
41368 42120
48306 42120
44130 42120
44419 42120
47331 42120
35200 42120
43160 42120
34801 42120
43101 42120
49630 42120
37898 42120
44402 42120
39302 42120
43122 42120
33283 42120
47642 42120
40463 42120
50988 42120
43786 42120
46134 42120
35067 42120
48559 42120
49033 42120
38373 42120

Income as
a%of7
County

20.8%
36.9%
114.7%
70.5%
113.5%
118.8%
108.1%
92.1%
113.1%
106.7%
82.2%
86.7%
98.2%
114.7%
104.8%
105.5%
112.4%
83.6%
102.5%
82.6%
102.3%
117.8%
90.0%
105.4%
93.3%
102.4%
79.0%
113.1%
96.1%
121.1%

104.0% -

109.5%
83.3%
115.3%
116.4%
91.1%

ARC
1987

ARC
1990

CODING CLASSIFICATION

ARC
Single/

Single/ Single/ Duplex
Duplex Duplex % Chg.

14
213
585

1578

3029

2405

5472

1827
647

3370

1332

2878

5160

7775

1377

3546

6169

1298

2396

1728

1851
755

1949

5123

2794

3002

4690

3128

3719

4523

1716

1771

2035

2270

3758

3077

17
349
656

1823
3641
4011
9735
2103
1585
4506
1871
3318
6220
8656
1654
4071
7648
1492
2955
1934
2513
1055
2168
6256
4047
4433
5363
3694
4917
6061
2343
2202
2289
2729
4226
3461

17.6%
39.0%
10.8%
13.4%
16.8%
40.0%
43.8%
13.1%
59.2%
25.2%
28.8%
13.3%
17.0%
10.2%
16.7%
12.9%
19.3%
13.0%
18.9%
10.7%
26.3%
28.4%
10.1%
18.1%
31.0%
32.3%
12.5%
15.3%
24.4%
25.4%
26.8%
19.6%
11.1%
16.8%
11.1%
1.1%

KingFile
1990
00
Units

1
453
791

1446
3398
3394
7737
1644
1248
3959
1473
2888
5491
7150
1313
3452
6324
1115
2484
1692
2162
890
1678
4927
3483
3639
3602
3101
4228
5281
2132
1830
1971
1808
3514
2659
104418

ARC
1990
% Black
& Other

79.2
923
14.6
26.2
57.9
8.5
11.1
247
12.3
25.7
76.7
4.7
4.4
1.6
7.2
3.2
11.7
47.8
13.8
6.9
4.3
6.9
8.8
5.5
6.1
2.8
5.6
0.6
5.1
9.1
2.8
3.3
3
115
3.6
1.5

Option
Paper
Cat.
Class.

17
17
17
17
17
17
17
17
17
17
17
17
17
17
17
17
17
17
17
17
17
17
17
17
17
17
17
17
17
17
17
17
17
17
17
17
36

King File
HMDA
Loans

Approved

2
11
21
24
92

220
846
65
145
113
128
233
322
324
77
113
331
22
99
23
223
93
85
354
245
313
163
153
164
248
144
84
44
80
102
134
5840

King File King File

HMDA
Loans
Denied

11
25
25
21
202

All Apps
Activity

3
15
27
32

172
245
914
69
172
168
170
266
366
371
86
128
376
27
114
29
242
104
102
396
267
342
219
166
196
278
148
90
55
105
127
155
6742



Fulton
Fulton
Fulton
Fulton
Fulton
Dekalb
Cobb
Cobb
Cobb
Clayton
Clayton
Clayton
Douglas

Total

8900

9600
10602
10800
11100
22302
30600
311083
31305
40302
40305
40405
80100

NDS NDS
HH 91 B 7 County Income as
Income HH91BY a%of7
Median Income County
Median
42757 42120 101.5%
29552 42120 70.2%
37506 42120 89.0%
25187 42120 59.8%
32115 42120 76.2%
41211 42120 97.8%
33439 42120 79.4%
38969 42120 92.5%
34138 42120 81.0%
28101 42120 66.7%
31788 42120 75.5%
31305 42120 74.3%
33486 42120 79.5%

ARC
1987

Single/ Single/ Duplex oo
Duplex Duplex % Chg.

2263
1555
1214
2033
1181
1335
2138
2561
1591
1457
1511
1232
1717

ARC
1990

2229
1540

881
2000
1152
1212
2047
2526
1555
1293
1487
1155
1570

CODING CLASSIFICATION

ARC KingFile ARC Option
Single/ 1990 1990  Paper
% Black Cat.

Units & Other Class.
-1.5% 2164 15.9 18
-1.0% 1406 12.6 18
-37.8% 661 81.5 18
-1.7% 1197 13.6 18
-2.5% 750 15.2 18
-10.1% 1053 11.5 18
-4.4% 1606 11.7 18
-1.4% 2394 7.6 18
-23% 1171 23.7 18
-12.7% 983 9.8 18
-1.6% 1241 132 18
-6.7% 1098 9.3 18
-9.4% 1523 7.6 18
17247 13
516577 299

King File
HMDA
Loans

Approved

83
42
10
9
13
31
58
57
37
14
23
18
31
426

19139

King File King File

HMDA
Loans

All Apps

Denied Activity

17
106

3606

98
52
15
15
18
31
69
69
45
16
32
24
48
532

22776

OWN OCC UNITS TRACTS APPROVALS DENIALS TOTAL




Appendix 2 - 1990 HMDA Data Analyses
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File:Totds
04/24/92

Description

Income as a % of
7 County Med. HH

Race

<60
<60
<60
>122
>122
>122
n/a
n/a
n/a

35 -Sv-Sw---SSSoow

Totds:

Totds:

60-86
87—-102
103-122

60-86
87-102
103-122

60-86
87-102
103-122

Type

Moderate
Midde
Higher

Moderate
Midde
Higher

Moderate
Midde
Higher

Low

Low

Low
Highest
Highest
Highest

<500 Units
> 10% Growth

Dedine

#
Loans

Census Tract Categories

20

80 Owner Occupied Owner Occupied Approved

Category Applied Tracts Tracts

1
2
3
4
5
6
7
8

9
10
11
12
13
14
15
16
17
18

370
65

0
1829
1009
2123
496
388
221
495
280
678
0
6475
850
223
6742
532

22776

10

299

.
1
1

5

0
2
2
9
9
9
4
4
3
5
8
13
9
50

3
20
69

6

Structures

12823
3206

0
44641
29462
61107
14889
11998
5099
25613
7718
14263
0
142615
16758
4720
104418
17247

516577

Per 100

128.23
32.06
0
446.41

1426.15
167.58
47.2
1044.18
172.47

Per 100

1.9
1.4
35

29
3.0

Totd Totad %
Approved Denied Approved
244 126 66%
46 19 71%

0 0 n/a
1548 281 85%
855 154 85%
1803 320 85%
417 79 84%
234 154 60%
159 62 72%
311 184 63%
212 68 76%
486 192 72%

0 0 n/a
5774 701 89%
628 222 74%
187 36 84%
5840 902 87%
426 106 80%

19170 3606



File: Aggregate
04/11/92

AGGREGATE ANALYSES AGGREGATE ANALYSES

Analysis 1 Number of mortgage loans per 100 owner occupied units granted Analysis 3 Number of mortgage loans per 100 owner occupled units granted

in categories 1,2, and 3 (middle income blacks) vs the number in categories 1,2, and 3 (middle income blacks) vs the number
of mortgage loans per 100 owner occupied units granted in categories of mortgage loans per 100 owner occupled units granted in category
4,5 and 6 (middle income white). 11 (low income white fracts).
Approved Approved
Category Approved Own. Occ. Per 100 Category Approved Own. Occ. Per 100
1 244 128.23 1.9 1 244 128.23 1.9
2 46 32.06 1.4 2 46 32.06 1.4
3 n/a n/a 3 n/a na
Total 290 160.29 1.8 Total 290 160.29 1.8
Approved Approved
Calegory Approved Own. Occ. Per 100 Category Approved Own. Occ. Per 100
4 1548 446.41 3.5 11 212 77.18 27
5 855 294.62 29 Total 2:7
6 1803 611.07 3.0
Tolal 4206 1352.1 3.1
Analysis 4 Number of mortgage loans per 100 owner occupied units granted
Analysis 2 Number of mortgage loans per 100 owner occupied units granted In categories 7,8, and 9 (middle income Integrated) vs the number
in categories 1,2, 3 and 10 (middle and low income black) vs the number of mortgage loans per 100 owner occupied units granted in categories
of mortgage loans per 100 owner occupied units granted in categaries 4, 6, and 6 (middle income white tracts).

4,6 6and 11 (middle and low income white).
Category Approved Own. Occ. Per 100

Approved
Category Approved Own. Occ. Per 100 7 417 148.89 2.8
8 234 119.98 2.0
1 244 128.3 18 9 159 50.99 3.1
2 46 32.06 1.4 Total 810 319.86 2.5

3 na na na

10 31 256.13 1.2

Total 601 416.49 1.44
Approved
Category Approved Own. Occ. Per 100

Approved
Category Approved Own. Occ. Per 100 4 1548 446.41 3.5
5 855 294,62 29
B 1548 446.41 3.5 6 1803 611.07 3.0
5 855 294.62 29 Total 4206 1352.1 3.1

6 1803 611.07 3.0

11 212 77.18 2

Total 4418 1429.28 3.1



File:Totall

04/20/92
AGGREGATE ANALYSIS
NATIONAL BANKS
AGENCY CODE = 1
Description #

Income as a % of Loans Owner Occupied Approved Total %
Race 7 County Med. HH Type Category  Applied Per 100 Per 100 Approved Approved
B 60—-86 Moderate 1 23 128.23 0.15 19 83%
B 87-102 Middle 2 3 32.06 0.06 2 67%

B 103-122 Higher 3 0 0 0 n/a
w 60—86 Moderate 4 85 446.41 0.16 72 85%
W 87-102 Middle 5 50 294.62 0.15 43 86%
w 103-122 Higher 6 108 611.07 0.16 98 91%
| 60—86 Moderate 7 29 148.89 0.15 23 79%
| 87—102 Middle 8 25 119.98 0.19 23 92%
| 103—-122 Higher 9 28 50.99 0.49 25 89%
B <60 Low 10 14 256.13 0.03 8 57%
w <60 Low 11 14 77.18 0.13 10 71%
| <60 Low 12 23 142.63 0.14 20 87%

B >122 Highest 13 0 0 0.00 0 n/a
w >122 Highest 14 361 1426.15 0.23 330 91%
I >122 Highest 15 28 167.58 0.16 26 93%
n/a n/a <500 Units 16 9 47.2 0.17 8 89%
n/a n/a >10% Growth 17 266 1044.18 0.23 243 91%
n/a n/a Decline 18 38 172.47 0.16 28 74%

Totals: 1104 978



File: Aggl

04/20/92
AGENCY CODE =1 AGENCY CODE =1
AGGREGATE ANALYSES AGGREGATE ANALYSES

Analysis 1 Number of mortgage loans per 100 owner occupled units granted Analysis 3 Number of mortgage loans per 100 owner occupied units granted
In categories 1,2, and 3 (middle income blacks) vs the number in categories 1,2, and 38 (middle Income blacks) vs the number
of mortgage loans per 100 owner occupied units granted in categories of mortgage loans per 100 owner occupied units granted In category

4,6 and 6 (middle income white).

11 (low Income white fracts).

Approved Approved
Category Approved Own. Occ. Per 100 Category Approved Own. Occ. Per 100
1 19 128.23 0.15 1 19 128.23 0.15
2 2 32.06 0.06 2 2 32.06 0.06
3 n/a n/a 3 n/a na
Total 21 160.29 0.13 Total 21 160.29 0.13
Approved Approved
Category Approved Own. Occ. Per 100 Category Approved Own. Occ. Per 100
4 72 446.41 0.16 11 10 77.18 0.13
5 43 294.62 0.15 Total 0.13
6 98 611.07 0.16
Tolal 213 1352.1 0.16
Analysis 4 Number of mortgage loans per 100 owner occupled units granted
Analysis 2 Number of mortgage loans per 100 owner occupied units granted in categories 7,8, and 9 (middle income integrated) vs the number
in categaories 1,2, 3 and 10 (middle and low income black) vs the number of mortgage loans per 100 owner occupied units granted in categories
of mortgage loans per 100 owner occupied units granted in categories 4, 5, and 6 (middle income white fracts).
4,6 6and 11 (middle and low income white). Approved
Category Approved Own. Occ. Per 100
Approved
Category Approved Own. Occ. Per 100 7 23 148.89 0.15
8 23 119.98 0.19
1 19 128.3 0.15 9 25 50.99 0.49
2 2 32.06 0.06 Total 71 319.86 0.22
3 n/a n/a n‘a
10 8 256.13 0.03
Total 29 416.49 0.07
Approved
Category Approved Own. Occ. Per 100
Approved
Category Approved Own. Occ. Per 100 4 72 446.41 0.16
5 43 294.62 0.15
B 72 446.41 0.16 6 98 611.07 0.16
5 43 294.62 0.15 Total 213 1352.1 0.16
6 89 611.07 0.15
11 10 77.18 0.13

Totlal 214 1429.28 0.15




File:Total2

04/20/92
AGGREGATE ANALYSIS
AGENCY CODE =2
Description #

Income as a % of Loans Owner Occupied Approved Total %
Race 7 County Med. HH Type Category  Applied Per 100 Per 100 Approved Approved
B 60—86 Moderate 1 151 128.23 0.63 81 54%
B 87-102 Middle 2 23 32.06 0.37 12 52%

B 103-122 Higher 3 0 0 0 n/a
w 60—86 Moderate 4 473 446.41 0.79 353 75%
W 87-102 Middle 5 289 294.62 0.72 211 73%
W 103-122 Higher 6 565 611.07 0.69 424 75%
| 60—86 Moderate 7 141 148.89 0.72 107 76%
| 87-102 Middle 8 129 119.98 0.69 83 64%
| 103-122 Higher 9 73 50.99 1.04 53 73%
B <60 Low 10 229 256.13 0.50 127 55%
W <60 Low 11 85 77.18 0.65 50 59%
| <60 Low 12 21 142.63 0.95 136 64%

B >122 Highest 13 0 0 0.00 0 n/a
w >122 Highest 14 1486 1426.15 0.85 1215 82%
I >122 Highest 15 266 167.58 1.07 180 68%
n/a n/a <500 Units 16 62 47.2 0.91 43 69%
n/a n/a >10% Growth 17 1682 1044.18 1.25 1309 78%
n/a n/a Decline 18 190 172.47 0.77 133 70%

Totals: 6055 4517



File: Agg2

04/20/92
AGENCY CODE = 2 AGENCY CODE = 2
AGGREGATE ANALYSES AGGREGATE ANALYSES

Analysis 1 Number of mortgage loans per 100 owner occupied units granted Analysis 3 Number of martgage loans per 100 owner occupled units granted

in categories 1,2, and 3 (middle income blacks) vs the number in categories 1,2, and 3 (middle income blacks) vs the number
of mortgage loans per 100 owner occupied units granted in categories of mortgage loans per 100 owner occupied units granted in category
4,6 and 6 (middle income white). 11 (low Income white fracts).
Approved Approved
Category Approved Own. Occ. Per 100 Category Approved Own. Occ. Per 100
1 81 128.23 0.63 1 81 128.23 0.63
2 12 32.06 0.37 2 12 32.06 0.37
3 na na 3 na na
Total 93 160.29 0.58 Total 93 160.29 0.58
Approved Approved
Category Approved Own. Occ. Per 100 Category Approved Own. Occ. Per 100
4 353 446.41 0.79 11 50 77.18 0.65
5 21 294.62 0.72 Total 0.65
6 424 611.07 0.69
Total 988 1352.1 0.73
Analysis 4 Number of mortgage loans per 100 owner occupled units granted
Analysis 2 Number of mortgage loans per 100 owner occupied units granted in categories 7,8, and 9 (middle income integrated) vs the number
in categories 1,2, 3 and 10 (middle and low income black) vs the number of mortgage loans per 100 owner occupied units granted In categories
of mortgage loans per 100 owner occupied units granted in categories 4, 5, and 6 (middle income white fracts).
4,6 6and 11 (middle and low income white). Approved
Calegory Approved Own. Occ. Per 100
Approved
Category Approved Own. Occ. Per 100 7 107 148.89 0.72
8 83 119.98 0.69
1 81 128.3 0.63 9 53 50.99 1.04
2 12 32.06 0.37 Total 243 319.86 0.76
3 na na na
10 127 256.13 0.50
Total 220 416.49 0.53
Approved
Category Approved Own. Occ. Per 100
Approved
Category Approved Own. Occ. Per 100 4 353 446.41 0.79
5 211 294.62 0.72
4 353 446.41 0.79 6 424 611.07 0.69
5 211 294.62 0.72 Total 988 1352.1 0.73
6 424 611.07 0.69
11 50 77.18 0.65

Total 1038 1429.28 0.73



File:Total3

04/20/92
AGGREGATE ANALYSIS
AGENCY CODE = 3
Description #

Income as a % of Loans Owner Occupied Approved Total %
Race 7 County Med. HH Type Category  Applied Per 100 Per 100 Approved Approved
B 60—-86 Moderate 1 10 128.23 0.04 5 50%
B 87-102 Middle 2 1 32.06 0.00 0 0%

B 103-122 Higher 3 0 0 0 n/a
W 60—-86 Moderate 4 144 446.41 0.26 116 81%
w 87-102 Middle 5 23 294.62 0.06 19 83%
W 103-122 Higher 6 105 611.07 0.15 94 90%
| 6086 Moderate 7 16 148.89 0.11 16 100%
| 87-102 Middle 8 6 119.98 0.03 4 67%
I 103-122 Higher 9 1 50.99 0.02 1 100%
B <60 Low 10 V4 256.13 0.02 6 86%
w <60 Low 11 56 77.18 0.53 41 73%
| <60 Low 12 19 142.63 0.10 14 74%

B >122 Highest 13 0 0 0.00 0 n/a
w >122 Highest 14 291 1426.15 0.19 269 92%
| >122 Highest 15 16 167.58 0.08 13 81%
n/a n/a <500 Units 16 9 47.2 0.15 i 78%
n/a n/a >10% Growth 17 237 1044.18 0.19 201 85%
n/a n/a Decline 18 33 172.47 0.15 26 79%

Totals: 974 832



Flle: Agga

04/20/92
AGENCY CODE = 3 AGENCY CODE = 3
AGGREGATE ANALYSES AGGREGATE ANALYSES

Analysis 1 Number of mortgage loans per 100 owner occupied units granted Analysis 3 Number of mortgage loans per 100 owner occupied units granted

in categaries 1,2, and 3 (middle income blacks) vs the number In categories 1,2, and 38 (middle income blacks) vs the number
of mortgage loans per 100 owner occupied units granted in categories of martgage loans per 100 owner occupied units granted in category
4,5 and 6 (middle income white). 11 (low Income white tracts).
Approved Approved
Category Approved Own. Occ. Per 100 Category Approved Own. Occ. Per 100
1 5 128.23 0.04 1 5 128.23 0.04
2 0 32.06 0.00 2 0 32.06 0.00
3 na na 3 na na
Total 5 160.29 0.03 Total 5 160.29 0.03
Approved Approved
Category Approved Own. Occ. Per 100 Category Approved Own. Occ. Per 100
4 116 446.41 0.26 11 41 77.18 0.53
5 19 294,62 0.06 Total 0.53
6 94 611.07 0.15
Total 229 1352.1 017
Analysis 4 Number of mortgage loans per 100 owner occupied units granted
Analysis 2 Number of mortgage loans per 100 owner occupled units granted in categaries 7,8, and 9 (middle income Integrated) vs the number
in categories 1,2, 3 and 10 (middle and low income black) vs the number of mortgage loans per 100 owner occupled units granted In categories
of mortgage loans per 100 owner occupied units granted in categaries 4, 5, and 6 (middle income white tracts).
4,6 6and 11 (middle and low income white). Approved
Category Approved Own. Occ. Per 100
Approved
Category Approved Own. Occ. Per 100 7 16 148.89 0.11
8 4 119.98 0.03
1 5 128.3 0.04 9 1 50.99 0.02
2 0 32.06 0.00 Total 21 319.86 0.07
3 na n/a n/a
10 6 256.13 0.02
Total 11 416.49 0.03
Approved
Category Approved Own. Occ. Per 100
Approved
Category Approved Own. Occ. Per 100 4 116 446.41 0.26
5 19 294.62 0.06
4 116 446.41 0.26 6 94 611.07 0.15
5 19 294.62 0.06 Total 229 1352.1 0.17
6 94 611.07 0.15
11 41 77.18 0.53

Total 270 1429.28 0.19



File:Total4

04/20/92
Description
Income as a % of
Race 7 County Med. HH Type

B 60—86 Moderate
B 87—-102 Middle
B 103—-122 Higher
w 60—86 Moderate
w 87—-102 Middle
w 103-122 Higher

| 60—-86 Moderate

| 87-102 Middle

| 103-122 Higher
B <60 Low
w <60 Low

| <60 Low

B >122 Highest
w >122 Highest

| >122 Highest
n/a n/a <500 Units
n/a n/a >10% Growth
n/a n/a Decline

Totals:

Category

—
CLOUO~NOOO A WN =

P T G G T e WPty G
O~NOU A WN =

AGGREGATE ANALYSIS

AGENCY CODE = 4

#

Loans Owner Occupied Approved

Applied

75
13

0
760
431
1030
220
67
47
114
93
155
0
3276
337
121
3060
194

9993

Per 100

128.23
32.06

0
446.41
294.62
611.07
148.89
119.98
50.99
256.13
77.18
142.63
0
1426.15
167.58
47.2
1044.18
172.47

Per 100

0.51
0.34

1.54
1.34
1.51
1.32
0.42
0.63
0.29
1.09
0.85
0.00
201
1.59
2.29
2.65
1.02

Total

Total

%

Approved Denied Approved

65

11

0
686
395
921
196
50
32
73
84
121
0
3016
266
108
2771
176

8971

260
71
13

289
18

1022

87%
85%
n/a
90%
92%
89%
89%
75%
68%
64%
90%
78%
n/a
92%
79%
89%
91%
91%



File: Agg4

04/20/92
AGENCY CODE = 4
AGGREGATE ANALYSES

AGENCY CODE = 4
AGGREGATE ANALYSES

Analysis 1 Number of mortgage loans per 100 owner occupied units granted Analysis 3 Number of mortgage loans per 100 owner occupled units granted
in categories 1,2, and 3 (middle income blacks) vs the number in categories 1,2, and 3 (middle income blacks) vs the number
of mortgage loans per 100 owner occupied units granted in categories of mortgage loans per 100 owner occupled units granted In category

4,5 and 6 (middle income white).

11 (low Income white fracts).

Approved Approved
Category Approved Own. Occ. Per 100 Category Approved Own. Occ. Per 100
1 65 128.23 0.51 1 65 128.23 0.51
2 11 32.06 0.34 2 1 32.06 0.34
3 n/a v/a 3 na n/a
Total 76 160.29 0.47 Total 76 160.29 0.47
Approved Approved
Category Approved Own. Occ. Per 100 Category Approved Own. Occ. Per 100
4 686 446.41 1.54 11 84 77.18 1.09
5 395 294 .62 1.34 Total 1.09
6 921 611.07 1.51
Total 2002 1352.1 1.48

Analysis 4 Number of mortgage loans per 100 owner occupled units granted
Analysis 2 Number of mortgage loans per 100 owner occupied units granted in categories 7,8, and 9 (middle income integrated) vs the number
in categories 1,2, 3 and 10 (middle and low income black) vs the number of mortgage loans per 100 owner occupied units granted In categories
of mortgage loans per 100 owner occupied units granted in categories 4, 5, and & (middle income white fracts).
4,6 6and 11 (middle and low Income white). Approved

Category Approved Own. Occ. Per 100

Approved
Calegory Approved Own. Occ. Per 100 7 196 148.89 1.32
8 50 119.98 0.42
1 65 128.3 0.51 9 32 50.99 0.63
2 11 32.06 0.34 Total 278 319.86 0.87

3 na n/a na

10 73 256.13 0.29

Total 149 416.49 0.36
Approved

Category Approved Own. Occ. Per 100

Approved
Calegory Approved Own. Occ. Per 100 4 686 446.41 1.54
5 395 294.62 1.34
4 686 446.41 1.54 6 921 611.07 1.51
5 395 294.62 1.34 Total 2002 1352.1 1.48

6 921 611.07 1.51

11 84 77.18 1.09

Tolal 2086 1429.28 1.46



File:Total7
04/20/92

Race

~S0-SP---SSSDOw

Description
Income as a % of
7 County Med. HH

60—-86
87-102
103-122
60—86
87-102
103-122
60—86
87—-102
103-122
<60
<60
<60
>122
>122
>122
n/a
n/a
n/a

Type

Moderate
Middle
Higher

Moderate
Middle
Higher

Moderate
Middle
Higher

Low
Low
Low
Highest
Highest
Highest
<500 Units

>10% Growth

Decline

Category

LN A WN =

ks el
W =0

14
15
16
17
18

AGGREGATE ANALYSIS
MORTGAGE COMPANIES
AGENCY CODE =7

#

Loans Owner Occupied

Applied

111
25

0
360
216
313
89
161
72
131
32
270
0
1042
203
21
1491
77

4614

Per 100

128.23
32.06

0
446.41
294.62
611.07
148.89
119.98
50.99
256.13
77.18
142.63
0
1426.15
167.58
47.2
1044.18
172.47

Approved
Per 100

0.58
0.66

0.70
0.63
0.43
0.50
0.62
0.94
0.38
0.35
1.37

0.65
0.85
0.42
1.25
0.37

Total

%

Approved Approved

74
21
0
314
187
264
74
74
48
97
27
195
0
925
143
20
1310
63

3836

67%
84%
n/a
87%
87%
84%
83%
46%
67%
74%
84%
72%
n/a
89%
70%
95%
88%
82%



File: Agg7 File: Agg7

04/20/92 04/20/92
MORTGAGE COMPANIES MORTGAGE COMPANIES
AGGREGATE ANALYSES AGGREGATE ANALYSES

Analysis 1 Number of mortgage loans per 100 owner occupied units granted Analysis 3 Number of mortgage loans per 100 owner occupled units granted

in categories 1,2, and 3 (middle income blacks) vs the number In categories 1,2, and 2 (middle income blacks) vs the number
of mortgage loans per 100 owner occupied units granted in categories of mortgage loans per 100 owner occupled units granted in category
4,6 and 6 (middle income white). 11 (low income white tracts).
Approved Approved
Category Approved Own. Occ. Per 100 Calegory Approved Own. Occ. Per 100
1 74 128.23 0.58 1 74 128.23 0.58
2 21 32.06 0.66 2 21 32.06 0.66
3 nva n/a 3 na na
Total 95 160.29 0.59 Total 95 160.29 0.59
Approved Approved
Category Approved Own. Occ. Per 100 Category Approved Own. Occ. Per 100
4 314 446.41 0.70 11 27 77.18 0.35
5 187 294.62 0.63 Total 0.30
6 264 611.07 0.43
Total 765 1352.1 0.57
Analysis 4 Number of mortgage loans per 100 owner occupied units granted
Analysis 2 Number of mortgage loans per 100 owner occupied units granted in categaries 7,8, and ¢ (middle income integrated) vs the number
in categaries 1,2, 3 and 10 (middle and low income black) vs the number of mortgage loans per 100 owner occupled units granted in categories
of mortgage loans per 100 owner occupied units granted In categories 4, 6, and 6 (middle income white tracts).

4,6 6and 11 (middle and low income white).

Approved

Category Approved Own. Occ. Per 100
1 74 128.3 0.58
2 21 32.06 0.66

3 na na na

10 97 256.13 0.38
Total 192 416.49 0.46
Approved

Calegory Approved Own. Occ. Per 100
4 314 446.41 0.70

5 187 294.62 0.63

6 264 611.07 0.43

11 27 77.18 0.35

Total 792 1429.28 0.55

Category Approved Own. Occ. Per 100

7 74 148.89 0.50
8 74 119.98 0.62
9 48 50.99 0.94
Total 196 319.86 0.61
Approved
Category Approved Own. Occ. Per 100
4 314 446.41 0.70
5 187 294,62 0.63
6 264 611.07 0.43
Total 765 1352.1 0.57



Appendix 3 - 1982-1988 HMDA Data Analyses
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File: Agghist
05/20/92
1982 1982
AGGREGATE ANALYSES AGGREGATE ANALYSES

Analysis 1 Number of mortgage loans per 100 owner occupied units granted Analysis 3 Number of mortgage loans per 100 owner occupled units granted

in categoaries 1,2, and 3 (middle income blacks) vs the number in categaries 1,2, and 3 (middle income blacks) vs the number
of mortgage loans per 100 owner occupied units granted In categories of mortgage loans per 100 owner occupled units granted in category
4,6 and 6 (middle income white). 11 (low income white tracts).
Approved Approved
Category Approved Own. Occ. Per 100 Category Approved Own. Occ. Per 100
1 73 13549 0.54 1 73 13549 0.54
2 9 2770 0.32 2 9 2770 0.32
3 23 3207 0.72 3 23 3207 0.72
Total 105 19526 0.54 Total 105 19526 0.54
Approved Approved
Category Approved Own. Occ. Per 100 Calegory Approved Own. Occ. Per 100
4 158 10511 1.50 11 52 3920 1.33
5 246 23880 1.03 Total 1.33
6 205 16682 1.23
Total 609 51073 1.19

Analysis 2 Number of mortgage loans per 100 owner occupied units granted
in categaries 1,2, 3 and 10 (middle and low income black) vs the number
of mortgage loans per 100 owner occupled units granted in categories
4,5 6and 11 (middle and low income white).

Approved
Calegory Approved Own. Occ. Per 100
1 73 13549 0.54
2 9 2770 0.32
3 23 3207 0.72
10 185 26705 0.69
Total 290 46231 0.63
Approved
Category Approved Own. Occ. Per 100
4 158 10511 1.50
5 246 23880 1.03
6 205 16682 1.23
11 52 3920 1.33

Total 661 54993 1.20

E———



File: Agghist
05/20/92
1983 1983
AGGREGATE ANALYSES AGGREGATE ANALYSES

Analysis 1 Number of mortgage loans per 100 owner occupied units granted Analysis 3 Number of mortgage loans per 100 owner occupied units granted

In categories 1,2, and 3 (middle Income blacks) vs the number in categories 1,2, and 3 (middle income blacks) vs the number
of mortgage loans per 100 owner occupled units granted in categories of mortgage loans per 100 owner occupled units granted in category
4,6 and 6 (middle income white). 11 (low Income white tracts).
Approved Approved
Category Approved Own. Occ. Per 100 Category Approved Own. Occ. Per 100
1 60 13549 0.44 1 60 13549 0.44
2 11 2770 0.40 2 11 2770 0.40
3 11 3207 0.34 3 11 3207 0.34
Total 82 19526 0.42 Total 82 19526 0.42
Approved Approved
Calegory Approved Own. Occ. Per 100 Category Approved Own. Occ. Per 100
4 251 10511 2.39 11 98  3920.00 2.50
5 630 23880 2.64 Total 2.50
6 379 16682 227
Total 1260 51073 2.47

Analysis 2 Number of mortgage loans per 100 owner occupied units granted
in categories 1,2, 3 and 10 (middle and low income black) vs the number
of mortgage loans per 100 owner occupied units granted in categories
4,6 6and 11 (middle and low income white).

Approved
Category Approved Own. Occ. Per 100
1 60 13549 0.44
2 11 2770 0.40
3 11 3207 0.34
10 397 26705 1.49
Total 479 46231 1.04
Approved
Category Approved Own. Occ. Per 100
4 251 10511 2.39
5 630 23880 2.64
6 379 16682 227
11 98 3920 2.50

Total 1358 54993 2.47



File: Agghist
05/20/92
1984
AGGREGATE ANALYSES

Analysis 1 Number of mortgage loans per 100 owner occupied units granted Anal

in categories 1,2, and 38 (middle income blacks) vs the number
of mortgage loans per 100 owner occupled units granted in categories
4,6 and 6 (middle income white).

Approved
Category Approved Own. Occ. Per 100
1 65 13549 0.48
2 15 2770 0.54
3 19 3207 0.59
Total 99 19526 0.51
Approved
Calegory Approved Own. Occ. Per 100
4 228 10511 217
5 487 23880 2.04
6 504 16682 3.02
Total 1219 51073 2.39

Analysis 2 Number of morlgage loans per 100 owner occupied units granted
In categories 1,2, 3 and 10 (middle and low income black) vs the number
of mortgage loans per 100 owner occupied units granted in categories
4,6 6and 11 (middle and low income white).

Approved
Category Approved Own. Occ. Per 100
1 65 13549 0.48
2 15 2770 0.54
3 19 3207 0.59
10 226 26705 0.85
Total 325 46231 0.70
Approved
Calegory Approved Own. Occ. Per 100
4 228 10511 217
8 487 23880 2.04
6 504 16682 3.02
11 229 3920 5.84

Tolal 1448 54993 2,63

1984
AGGREGATE ANALYSES

ysis 3 Number of mortgage loans per 100 owner occupied units granted

in categories 1,2, and 3 (middle income blacks) vs the number

of martgage loans per 100 owner occupied units granted in category
11 (low iIncome white tracts),

Approved

Category Approved Own. Occ. Per 100
1 65 13549 0.48
2 15 2770 0.54
3 19 3207 0.59

Total 99 19526 0.51
Approved

Category Approved Own. Occ. Per 100

11 229  3920.00 5.84
Tolal



File: Agghist
05/20/92

19856 1985
AGGREGATE ANALYSES AGGREGATE ANALYSES

Analysis 1 Number of mortgage loans per 100 owner occupied units granted Analysis 3 Number of mortgage loans per 100 owner occupied units granted

in categories 1,2, and 3 (middle income blacks) vs the number In categories 1,2, and 3 (middle income blacks) vs the number
of mortgage loans per 100 owner occupied units granted in categories of mortgage loans per 100 owner occupled units granted in category
4,5 and 6 (middle income white). 11 (low income white fracts).
Approved Approved
Calegory Approved Own. Occ. Per 100 Calegory Approved Own. Occ. Per 100
1 88 13549 0.65 1 88 13549 0.65
2 9 2770 0.32 2 9 2770 0.32
3 21 3207 0.65 3 21 3207 0.65
Total 118 19526 0.60 Total 118 19526 0.60
Approved Approved
Category Approved Own. Occ. Per 100 Category Approved Own. Occ. Per 100
4 254 10511 2.42 11 98  3920.00 2.50
5 645 23880 270 Total
6 560 16682 3.36
Total 1459 51073 2.86

Analysis 2 Number of mortgage loans per 100 owner occupied units granted
in categories 1,2, 3and 10 (middle and low Income black) vs the number
of mortgage loans per 100 owner occupied units granted in categories
4,5 6and 11 (middle and low income white).

Approved
Category Approved Own. Occ. Per 100
1 88 13549 0.65
2 9 2770 0.32
3 21 3207 0.65
10 286 26705 1.07
Total 404 46231 0.87
Approved
Category Approved Own. Occ. Per 100
4 254 10511 242
5 645 23880 2.70
6 560 16682 3.36
11 98 3920 2.50

Total 1557 54993 2.83



Flle: Agghist

1986
AGGREGATE ANALYSES

4,6 and 6 (middle income white).

Approved
Category Approved Own. Occ. Per 100
1 91 13549 0.67
2 15 2770 0.54
3 25 3207 0.78
Total 131 19526 0.67
Approved
Category Approved Own. Occ. Per 100
4 300 10511 2.85
5 942 23880 3.94
6 804 16682 4.82
Tolal 2046 51073 4,01

Analysls 2 Number of mortgage loans per 100 owner occupled units granted
In categories 1,2, 3 and 10 (middle and low income black) vs the number
of mortgage loans per 100 owner occupied units granted In categories

4,6 6and 11 (middle and low income white).

Category Approved Own. Occ. Per 100

1 91
2 15
3 25
0 229
Total 360

Category Approved Own. Occ. Per 100

4 300

5 942

6 804

11 188

Total 2234

Approved

13549 0.67
2770 0.54
3207 0.78
26705 0.86
46231 0.78
Approved

10511 2.85
23880 3.94
16682 4.82
3920 4.80
54993 4.06

1986
AGGREGATE ANALYSES

Analysis 1 Number of mortgage loans per 100 owner occupied units granted Analysis 3 Number of mortgage loans per 100 owner occupled units granted
in categaries 1,2, and 3 (middle income blacks) vs the number

in categories 1,2, and 3 (middle income blacks) vs the number
of mortgage loans per 100 owner occupied units granted In categories

of mortgage loans per 100 owner occupled units granted In category

11 (low income white fracts).

Approved

Category Approved Own. Occ. Per 100
1 91 13549 0.67
2 15 2770 0.54
3 25 3207 0.78

Total 131 19526 0.67
Approved

Category Approved Own. Occ. Per 100

11 188  3920.00 4.80
Total



File: Agghist

1988
AGGREGATE ANALYSES

4,6 and 6 (middle income white).

Approved
Category Approved Own. Occ. Per 100
1 140 13549 1.03
2 62 2770 224
3 29 3207 0.90
Total 231 19526 1.18
Approved
Category Approved Own. Occ. Per 100
4 274 10511 2.61
5 596 23880 2.50
6 585 16682 3.51
Tolal 1455 51073 2.85

Analysis 2 Number of mortgage loans per 100 owner occupied units granted
in categaries 1,2, 3 and 10 (middle and low income black) vs the number
of mortgage loans per 100 owner occupled units granted in categories

4,6 6and 11 (middle and low income white).

Approved
Category Approved Own. Occ. Per 100
1 140 13549 1.03
2 62 2770 224
3 29 3207 0.90
10 396 26705 1.48
Total 627 46231 1.36
Approved
Category Approved Own. Occ. Per 100
4 274 10511 2.61
5 596 23880 2.50
6 585 16682 3.51
11 118 3920 3.01
Total 1573 54993 2.86

1988
AGGREGATE ANALYSES

Analysis 1 Number of mortgage loans per 100 owner occupied units granted Analysis 3 Number of martgage loans per 100 owner occupied units granted
in categories 1,2, and 3 (middle income blacks) vs the number
of mortgage loans per 100 owner occupled units granted In categories

in categories 1,2, and 3 (middle income blacks) vs the number
of mortgage loans per 100 owner occupied units granted In category

11 (low income white tracts).

Approved

“ Category Approved Own. Occ. Per 100
1 140 13549 1.03

2 62 2770 2.24
3 29 3207 0.90
Total 231 19526 1.18
Approved

Category Approved Own. Occ. Per 100

11 118 3920.00 3.01
Total

e ———
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