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Executive Summary

BetweenJanuary 12012 andDecember 312013, the Housing Discrimination Law Project of Vermont
Legal Aid conductedl7 complaintbased and systemic audésts,163linguistic telephone tests, antD
accessibility audits (measuring compliance with design and construction accessibility standards required
under thefederal Fair Housing Act). Overall testing results indicate thasihgyproviders generally

disfavor African American renters, renters of foreign origin, renters with children, and renters with
disabilities. In 44 percent of the tests, housing providers demonstrate either preferential treatment

toward the control testersn comparison to the subject testers, or the housing providers evince
unambiguous discrimination against the subject testers.

2012-13 Complaint, Systemic, & Linguistic Telephone Tests:
All Prohibited Bases Combined

M Discrimination (23%)

i Control Tester Favored (21%)
M Inconclusive (33%)

M Subject Tester Favored (10%)

i No Discrimination (13%)

Fair housing tests are simulated housing transactions where two or more testers with similar
characteristics (subjects and controls) portray prospective renters or homebuyers to determine whether
or not discrimination is occurring during the horaeeking pocess.

The 20122013 testing results demonstrate preferential treatment toward White testers of U.S. origin
without children and without an apparent disability. The combined results reflect preferential
treatment toward (1)White American renters id6 percent of the national origin tests argb percent

of the racebased tests(2) renters without children im5 percent of the familial status testand (3)
renters without apparent disabilities @2 percent of disability tests. In addition, & percent of the

ten accessibility audits conducted on newglynstructed multifamily housing units, test results report
some level of noncompliance with FHA design and construction accessibility requirements.
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VermontLegal Aid provides free civil legal services to Vermonters, primarily those with low incomes or
who meet the income and eligibility guidelines for each of our projects: Disability Law, Elder Law, Health
Care Advocate, Housing Discrimination Law, Long Tama Ombudsman, Mental Health Law, and

Poverty Law. Through legal representation, community education, public policy and legislative advocacy,
Vermont Legal Aid works on behalf of the social and economic interests of our clients and seeks to
address the cases of poverty, discrimination, and inequality. Established in 1968, VLA serves all of
Vermont through five offices located in Burlington, Montpelier, Rutland, Springfield, and St. Johnsbury.

The Housing Discrimination Law Project (HDL#&prigject of Vermont Legal Aid. The HDLP educates
landlords, tenants, and the community about fair housing law. It also investigates allegations of housing
discrimination, counsels individuals and groups about their rights under fair housing laws and helps to
enforcethese laws.In addition, HDLP condudt®th systemicand complaintbasedtesting to measure

the incidence and prevalence of housing discrimination in Vermont. HDLP is funded by a grant from the
U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development (HUD).

From January 1, 2012, through December 31, 2ah& HDLP conducted fair housing testing audits

measuring the instances and types of housing discrimination that renters encounter when seeking rental
housing in Vermont. Througiairedsystemicjinguistictelephone,and complaintbasedrental inquiry

G6Sadas GKS 15[t YSIFadiaNBR (KS RAFFSNByOSa Ay NByidS
throughout the state.The HDLP also conducted accessibility auditeewly constructed mukiamily

housing units measuring their compliance with design and construatioassibilitystandards required

under thefederal Fair Housing AGFHA) TRS T2t f 26Ay 3 Aa | adzavd NB 2F (KS
illustratesthat unlawful housing discrimination is occurring in Vermont and that housing providers are
demonstrating a general preference against African American remtariers of foreign origin, and

renters wth children or disabilities

Fair Housing Law

Both federal andstate laws prohibit certain types of housg discrimination. Under thefleral Fair

Housing Act, it is unlawful for a housing provider to discriminate in the sale or rental of housing on the
basis of race, color, religion, national origin, sex, disaloilifiamily status (i.e., presence of minor
children). The Vermont Fair Housiaugd Public Accommodatio#sct also prohibits discrimination on
these bases and additionally prohibits discrimination in housing on the basis of marital status, age,
gender idenity, sexual orientationgr receipt of public assistance (including rental subsidiégjmont

fair housing lavwprecludes discrimination in land use decisions and permitting of hossnwyelt this
includes discriminatioon all of the prohibited basesdted aboveas well as income (e.g., denying
permitting approval for a housing project becauke housings intended for lowincome residents).

Forms of unlawful housing discrimination that housing providers are precluded from engaging in include
lyingabout the availability of housingteering homeseekers to specific neighborhoods or locations
blockbusting (inducing people to sell or rent based on peopfgadtectedclasses moving into the
neighborhood)refusing to rent or sellapplying differentrules or conditionsrefusing reasonable
accommodations or reasonable modifications for people with disabilpeslishing discriminatory
advertisemens; or engaging in threats, intimidation, or harassment. It is unlawful for housing providers
to engage in these actions becauseaafone of the statutorilyprohibited bases listed above.
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Testing Methodology

Fair housing testing is a technique used to melly and objectively measure whether individuals who

are trying to obtain or maintain housing have been unlawfully discriminated against. It is a well
accepted and effective means of measuring the scope of housing discrimination in a given market. Due
to the often subtle nature of discrimination, testing is frequently a necessary tool for accurately
assessing the extent and nature of housing discrimination. The legitimacy of testing has been upheld by
the U.S. Supreme Court, and federal agencies asetuDandthe United StateDepartmentof Justice
approve of, sponsor, and conduct such testing.

Fair housing tests are simulated housing transactions where two or more testers with similar

characteristics portray prospective renters or homebuyers ttedaine whether or not discrimination is

occurring duringthehom@ SS{1 Ay 3 LINR OS&aad ¢KS I5[tQa NByGlrft I dz
treatment of prospective renters during the preliminary stages of a rental search prior to the actual

application proces. In other wordghe audits examine the initial contact between housing provider

and prospective renter or testefsxperiences during site visits; however, the auditshot examine

K2dzaAy3a LINRPOARSNEQ GNBFGYSYyd s F NBYGISNAR (KNRdIZAK i

In each test, testerare paired based on similarly perceived or matching characteristics such as gender,

age, perceived education and social class, overall appearance (e.g., clothing), household size, and

income. Other than a slight differenceyn®2 YS FI @2NAy 3 (GKS aadzwoeSOué¢ GSa
difference between the testerisi K SA NJ NBLINSaSy Gl GA @Sy Sasubjeetf || aLISOA T
0 S a (af Ndividuals representative of the prohibited basis being tested (e.g., a persoitoof @o

LISNBR2Y 6AGK OKAf RNSBeginifidudlsyhi repredenthtiveNd dny piioBilditéd dass. ¢

For example, in a test based on physical disabilitysthgecttester is a person with a physical disabijlity

and the control tester is a pavs with no apparent disabilities. In all other ways, the two testers are

similar. Testers pose as renters seeking housing, andigaskigned employment and income

characteristics that reasonably qugliHim/her for the rental unit being tested.

Eachpaired testis designed to measure only one prohibited basis. For example, a single pairésl test
not designed to test for both racand familial status; rather, iis structured to test for one or the other
prohibited basis. In some cases, multipkdred testsare conducted of the sambousing provider or
unit. When evidence warrantsnultiple paired test®n one specified uninay beconducted orvarious
prohibited bases (e.g., one pair testing disab#gityd another pair testing national origin) onene
particular basis (e.gmultiple pairs testinglisability)

The size and priceinge of the test units vargreatly: small studio apartments to muliedroom units;
lower-income housing to higkend rentds. Housing providers inclugeoperty managers, real estate

agences, landlords who own or operateveral rental comigxes as well as those who own or maintain
2yte | FS¢ NByuGlf dzyAdaT GKSNBF2NBI GKS 15[tQa i
available in the ¥rmont market duringhe reported testing period

(s}

Before conducting any tests, each tester compsetéester training course whiatovers testing
practices and reporting procedures aathphasizes fair and impartial fafithding and accurate,
detailed, aml objective reporting.

After completing his or her test, each tester subsnit the Testing Coordinataxritten reports and
provides oral accounts of each test conducted. Trained staff from the HDLP then atfayizéormation
to determine if a differace in treatment occurred between thgubjectand control testers. If unequal
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treatmentisfound, HDLP stafhembersi KSy S @I f dzZt S GKS Ol dzaS | yR ot
experiences and whether or not the inequalities substantiate an allegatianlafvful housing
discrimination.

QX
>
(e} V4

Types of Tests Conducted

The HDLP conducted complalrdsed tests, systemic audit tests, and linguistic telephone testtseen
January 12012 andDecember 312013.

dLinguistic Telephorle (i @®@sistdl of two speific series of universal telephone audits where
designated groups afubjecttesters withperceivedforeign accents and control testers wiperceived
White American accents catl all rental advertisements posted on a selected morrand made
inquiriesinto the availability of each advertised renfat KS K2 dzaAy 3 LINEPJARSNEQ NBa
control andsubjecttesterswere then measured and compared for conrphle or disparate tratment.
Response rates measut¢he timeliness with which the housinproviders cadid back the respective
testers as well as the number of times the housing providersedbHckeach tester In instances where
the testershadactual phone conversations with the housing providers, the housing pro¥igesmonses
were measured by comparingriteria such as (ithe types and number ofjuestions the housg
providers as&d each tester(2)the information the housing providergaveto the testersregardingthe
availability of theunit(s);and(3) the willingness of housingrovidersto schedule viewings with the
testers.

éSystemic audit (i &eaididsin whichthe test unitsare chosenat random or becausgreviously
obtained evidence indicasthat the selectedhousing providers possibly engaging in discriminatory
behavior. This evidence typically consist discriminatory or suspicious advertisements posted by the
housing provider or previous testing resuslicatingpossible discriminatory conduct on the part of the
housingprovider. Unlike complaintbased tests, test unitis systemicests arenot targeted becausef

an allegation made by a specific complainant.

oComplaintbased testsaretailored tospecific allegations of discrimination made to the HDLP by actual
home-seekerdooking forrental housing in Vermont. These tests primarily involve complainants

contacting the HDLP alleging that thegvebeen turned down or otherwise discouraged from renting a

specific unit because of thainembership in one or morprotected categories HDLP staff then

structuresa testbasedorii KS O2 YLI F Ayl yiQa OKledditoicistaNding, anllOa 6 S P33 «
prohibited basis)assigningestersto contact the housing provideand inquireabout the unit. The

G5aiSNEQ abthdrdndiz&dfcstérmine whether or not disparate treatment occurred

between the control andsubjecttestersand, if so, whether the differences in treatmeate based on

the subjectli S & G S NX) @ne & indrepromibitedl Yass.

Gomplaint andsystemic tests primarily involve testers clutting actual site visitsf the test units;
however, some of theetests involve paired telephone inquiri@gthout site visits

! Linguistic telephone tests may be used to measure rates and instances of housing discrimination on various

prohibited bases (e.qg., race/color, sex, or disability). The 2013 linguistic telephone audits discussed in this report

were structured to examinehdza Ay 3 LINBGARSNARQ GNBFGYSyid 2F LINRPaALISOGABS
NEIAZ2Y 2F 2NRAIAY | 83420AF 0SR o¢SediCOiiKE yld & ®NE Q Ay dAA dedi & O
l'dzZRAGae 2y LI 3AS y F2N FdzZNIKSNJ RSGFAf ao
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Test Result Findings

For each of the three types of test€omplaint, systemicand linguistidelephoner the test resultsare
separated intdive categories of finding: 1) discrimination; 2) control tester favored; 3) inconclusive; 4)
no apparent discriminatiorand 5)subjecttester favored

Discrimination ! ¥ A Y RA y 3y | 2iFAs2igBReAnvacd tdraird significant demonstrable
differences in how the housing provider tradhe subjecttester in comparison to how thkousing
provider treasthe control tester, unambiguously demonstrating that the housing proviger
actively trying to deter or dissuade th&ubjecttester from renting the test unit or trying to steer the
subjecttester intoother rental unitsthat the housing provideperceives asore suitable for that
tester. Behavior in this category includéne following actions the housing providemakingovertly
discriminatory statements to one or more testetBe housing providerespondingmmediately to
the control tester and never respondirtg the subjecttester despite multiple attempts by the
subjecttester; or the housing provider stressirige negative attributes of the apartment tde
subjecttester but stressingts positive attributes to the control tester.

Controltesterfavored! FAYRAY 3 2 F & OdnfadeNubhdre resStsisiigydsl umlaweiz NB R ¢
RAAONAYAYIlIGA2Y Ay GKIG RAFFSNBYyOSa Ay GKS GSaidSNm
yet reasons for the differing treatmeratre not definitive. Examples includests in which both

testerscontactthe housing provider and schedule rental visits, but shbjecttester hasto be more

proactive or aggressive in order to receive a response from the housing provittesaredule a

site visit (e.g.subjecttester hasto place two or more calls befomeceiving a response, but the

housing provider resporeimmediately to the control testd first voicemail message

Inconclusive! FTAYRAY 3 2 iEmaildwhédergsaits daficngdrate differential treatment

that is not clearly conneted to udawful discrimination, for exampleyhere unexpected factors

unrelated to the prohibited basis being testace unintentionally introduced into the tedeading to

ambiguous result€EExamples of this category include testisere 1)the housing provider

haphazardly responds to some testers but not to others regardless of the order in which the testers

O2y il OG GKS K2dzaAy3d LINRPDARSNI I YR ANNB@RAIISOGADTS 27
tester; or 2) one tester arriva significantly late for hisroher site visior hasto reschedule his or her

a site visit with little advance notice to the housing provider.

No discrimination! FAYRAY 3 2F syidle iharéresN® ivdicgtd tiiahtiee Yicusing
provider treastesters equally, or, ifhere are differences in treatment, thegreinconsequential.

A

Subjecttester favored!  F A Y RubjcH] S2aF0 SINJistlF RENBRKSNE GKS GSaiSNBQ
indicatel K 2 dz& A y Favdriiéi © thesGoeddester. Results matching this categame only

found in thelinguistic telephone testsAlthough this category of finding was available for¢benplaint

based and systemic audésts, no complaint or systemic test resulted idsaibjecttester favored

finding, therefore, thiscategoryis onlydiscussedn the results for the linguistic telephone tests

The section immediately below details the results for &3 linguistic telephone tests conducted in

June and July of 201Following the summary dindings for the linguistic testdindings for thed7
complaintbased and systemic audit tests conducted between January 1, 2012, and December 31, 2013,
are discussed. Lastlg,synopsis athe 10 accessibility audits conduadeduring this same time peril is
provided

[7]



2013 Linguistic Telephone Audits

Two universal linguistic telephone audits were conducted in June and July of 2013 measuring housing
LINE GARSNEQ GNBFGYSyd 2F FLILX AOFyda 6AGK tAy3Idziada
accents. In total, 163 paired telephone tests epnducted on these bases.

Standardandacceptedinguistic profiling testingnethodology was used for the linguistic telephone

tests Voice samples of each tester were recorded and played to volunteer survey participants to assess

0KS ISy SANILOS NIRISLOMACRY & 2F (GKS (SaGSNEQ tAy3IdAaaidAo
nation of origin. Throughout this report, the control and subject testers are referred to in accordance
gAOK K2g GKS adzZNBSe LI NI A GdcharagtaristicsdpieificdaigwhetteR G KS
GKS SatSNBRQ FOOSyia ¢6SNB NBLINBaSylulrdAagS 2F Ly A
U.S. or foreign origin, and (3) of a particular nation or region of origin.

< v

The 2013 linguistic telephoriedzRA 1 & 6 SNB & G NUzOG dzNBR (2 SEFYAYS K2 d
LINPALISOGADPS NBYGSNBR o6FaSR 2y (GKS LISNOSAGSR ylLiAzy
linguistic characteristics. We acknowledge and respect the diversity of the United &tdtésat there

FNB  6ARS @GFNRARSGe 2F ftAyIdzZAalGA 0 OKIANGricadm SRINER G A O
U.S. origil éWhite¢  DfNdlodd € C2NJ SEFYLX ST | LISNE2Y 6K2asS O
Hispanic/Latino could be a man of U.S. origin, a naturalized U.S. citizen, or a person of foreign
citizenry YR Yl & ARSY(OGATFe (KSYaStgSa 2NBBBONRSYli&FTRABRA.
ay 2 yb {acbént.Similarly, a person who is perceived by the general publiesg Hispanic/Latino

may identify as being a person of color, White, American, Hispanic, or Latittus report, the subject
G§SaGdSNBR I NB NBFTSNNBR (G2 Fa KFE@Ay3a aF2NBA3IAYy | OOSyi
G2 KAGS | YS tdJoasedystiictlyro®tBeSpgrception of those surveyed.

a
0S

Following standaréindaccepted linguistic profiling testing protoca0 percentof those surveyed
identified the controltestersas having U.S. accents and the subject testers as hfmrigignaccens.
Ninety-six percent of those surveyed identified the control testers as being White Americaarsy M
participants in the linguistic recognition surveguldnot linguisticallyidentify thesubjecti S & G S NA Q
F OOSyida I a oSAy 3venhdionbriegiondf SrigiabdtE iGentidha subjddticsters
Fa KFGgAyYy3 & F@nBukdiey gercénCit& uividyed group identified the Hispanic/Latino
GSaGdSNI Ia GF2NBAIY DS ¢ KS | OOdzNI O& hiteindtica KA OK (G KS
control testers, and the inabilitgf listeners to identify the distinct national or regional origin of each
subjecttester, may reflect the predominantly Wite population of Vermontand therefore of the survey
participants,and the factthat many Vermonters do not have much exposure to the various linguistic
characteristics or accents of other countrigdgable 1 on the following page illustrates the averaged rates
of linguistic recognition among the testers used.
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Table 1LlinguistidRe®gnition Survey Results

Tester White / U.S./ % surveyed who correctly identifig
Person of Color Foreign Accent G6SadSNRa yrdaAaz
5 .
White, U.STesters | 2076 White 100% U.S. 100%U.S.
4% Ursure
11% White; 0 , :
KenyariWoman 89% Person of Colo 100% Foreign 22% African
. 44% White; 0 , 0
RomaniartWoman 44% Person of Colo 100% Foreign 44% Eastern European
. : 33% White; 0 , . :
Hispanic Man 56% Person of Colo 100% Foreign 56% Hispanic
22% White; 0 , 0 .
Bhutanese Ma 67% Person of Colo 100% Foreign 22% Asian

¢tKS (SaGSNBRQ yI YSa

g SNB vy Buiveyl INPhE feReBsRlid dsy ethiniafly idendifiak]
names during the linguistic telephone tedtgerefore, it § likely thatthere wereincreasedates ofrecognitionof

the subjecttester)  y' I (i A 2 y & k Ndiihg tReAciual SeEphéndliesisA Y

Fa each series of telephone audits, the paired testers called every residential rental unit advertised on
the morning of therespective testing date. Each tester placed one phone caligo¢al advertisement

(i.e.,each tester called each advertisement opcéhe scope of testing was limited to rental

advertisements posted on popular wdiased regional advertising forunssch as Craigsliand area
newspaper websitesSixtythree percert of the rental ads testedvere for units located in Chittenden
County; however, rental units located throughout the state were advertised on these forumsexred

tested as well.The
remaining37 percent
werelocated inthe
counties ofAddison,
CaledoniaFranklin,
Lamoille Rutland, and
Windsor.Of those units
tested within Chittenden
County,73 percentwere
located in the City of
Burlington. The
remaining Chittenden
County units were
located inColchester,
Essex Junction, Milton,
South Burlingpn, and
Winooski

City/Town

2013 Linguistic Telephone Tests:
Chittenden County Tests by City/Town

Winooski

South Burlington
Milton

Essex Junction
Colchester

Burlington

3%
3%

6%
8%

7%

|
0%

I I
20% 40% 60%

Percent of Tests Conducted

80%
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Fourteenpercent of thel63 linguistic tests conductedompared housing provider response rates
betweena White Americamrmanand a Bhutanesman AWhite Romanianwomanwas compared t@
White Americanwomanin 30 percentof the telephone tests, and BlackKenyanvomanwas compared
to aWhite Americanwomanin 25 percentof the tests. Thirty-one percentof the linguistic tests
measureda White Americarmanagainsta Hispanic Man

2013 Linguistic Telephone Tests:
Prohibited Bases Tested

35%

30%
550, 31% 30% .

20% 25% |

15% =
10% 14% —_—

5% ——

0%
Hispanic Man Bhutanese Man Romanian Woman Kenyan Woman

In the majority of paired phone tests, testers left voicemail messages for the housing providers

expressing interest in the rental units and requesting return calls; however, on some occasions the

testers engaged in actual phone conversations with the hauproviders. Where both testers left
@2A0SYFAf YSaalr3asSazr GKS 15[t YSI&ad2NBR (GKS K2dzaAy3
whether or not the housing provider responded to both testers, the date and time of the return calls,

and the number 6follow-up messages left by the housing provider). When both testers engaged in

F OGdzZl £ LIK2yS O2y@SNAEIFA2ya 6A0GK GKS K2dzZAaAy3d LINE JA
overall treatment of both testers (e.g., questions asked of the testers,rirdton provided to the

testers, whether testers were invited to see the unit or were denied a viewing, whether any directly
discriminatory remarks were made by the housing providdn.a minority of tests, one tester left a

voicemail message while theher actually had a phone conversation with the housing providbese
situationsweref | NHSf & RSSYSR aAyO2y Of dzaA @S¢ SEOSLI 6KSy
discriminatory behavior (e.g., discriminatory statementhen openly discriminatorigehavior was

F2dzyR Ay G(GKA& O2y(SEiwasrdportd8dA Y RAY 3 2F GRAAONAYAYIl GA
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Linguistic Telephone Audit,

June 2013

National Origin: Kenyan

Out of thefive categoriedestedin the 2013 linguistic testshe Blacktester of Kenyan orig
encountered the highest rate 56 percentr of discrimination. In this series of testsBack female
tester of Kenyan origih O i A y Asubjekti 8§ K & Faired witha White female testenf U.S. origin

2013 Linguistic Telephone Tests:
Kenyan Woman

3%

M Discrimination (39%)

i Inconclusive (34%)

B No Discrimination (7%)

i Control Tester Favored (17%)

i Subject Tester Favored (3%)

FOdGAy3
here were particularly starkFifty-six
percent of the tests indicated
discrimination against thevoman of
Kenyan origiror preferential treatment

of the White woman of U.S. originin

three percent of the tests, results
demonstrated preferential treatmenb

the subjecttester. Results from the
Linguistic Recognition Sur‘égdicated
that 89 percent of thesurveyparticipants
perceived the Kenyan woman as being a

person of color, an@2 percent

perceivedher as being offrican origin These results denmstratedthat the Kenyan tester hathe

highestrates of identification abeingBlack ora person of coloout of all the testers patrticipating in the
2013 linguistic telephone test$herefore the tester of Kenyan origin experienced the highest rates of
discriminatory treatmentandshe was the tester most commonly perceived by survey participants as

beingBlack or a person of color.

National Origin: Romanian

A series blinguistic tests on the basis Bastern Europeaariginwasconductedconcurrently withthe
Kenyanorigin tests using the same rental advertisements posted on the samekdiane, awhite

female tester of Romanian origin
was paired with &Vhite female
tester of U.S. origin. Nearly half
49 percentr of all testson this
basisindicated discrimination -
against thesubjecttester or
preferential treatment to the
control tester.The Romanian
tester encountered slightly more
favorable treatment than the
Kenyan tester in tha4 percent of
test results indicated preferential
treatmenttowards the Romanian
female.

2013 Linguistic Telephone Tests:

Romanian Woman

H Discrimination (27%)

i Control Tester Favored (22%)
i Inconclusive (27%)

B No Discrimination (20%}

i Subject Tester Favored (4%)

>SeeTable 1: Liguistic Recognition Survey Results, page 9.

[11]
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The Romanian and Kenyan linguistic testers conducted their respective tests on the same day, calling the
same advertised units and being compasgghinstthe sameéWhite American control testers. Both

subjecttesters encountered high rates of discriminatory treatnmentith the Kenyan tester

experiencing/ percent moreoveralldiscriminationthan the Romanian testeand the Romanian tester

seeingl LIS NO S y SubjecliNg® G6S NI FI @2 NBR¢  TFtasieRAlthiodgh bathkhey G KS Y S
Kenyan and Romanian woméadsignificant rates of overall discriminatiorb6 percent and49

percent, respectively the breakdown of disparate treatment was measurably different. Test results

indicate that the Kenyan woman encdiirfS§ NS R FAY RA Yy 3a 3Opercénfokthe@MNAsyel y I (A 2y
placed andindings ofda O 2 y (i N2 f

tester favored in 17 percent of
her callsln contrast, the
Romanian womahadfindings of 60%
G RA&ONR YA7gdrcénkat y ¢ AlY

KSNJ OFfta yR aOFYAiNRE 1698al SNJ
fad 2 NB Bpercent of her calls. | a4 . L
In summarythe Kenyan woman =
experiencedl2 percent more 30% -
GRAAONRYAY Il GA2Y &, 0T ] (
Romanian woman, indicating that
K2dza Ay 3 LINE JA RS NBEQ
conduct against the Kenyan 0%
woman was mordalirectthan that Kenyan Romanian
displayed against the Romanian
woman.

Findings of Discrimination & Control Tester Favored:
Kenyan Woman v. Romanian Woman

L1 Control Tester Favored
M Discrimination

Ly aS@SNrft 2F (KS (Saita oKSNB FTAYRAYy3IEA 2F GRA&AONA
the same housing providers who demonstrated discriminatory behavior against the Kenyan and

Romanian testers. In other words, if the housing providas @iscriminating against orseibjecttester,

he or she was likely to discriminate against the other as Wwdlhoking at bothsubjecttesters together,

the overall discrimination rate was 52.5%he Kenyan and Romanian womearticipating in the June

2013 linguistic testencountered higher rates of discriminatias compared tahe Bhutanese and

Hispanic men who patrticipated in the July 2013 lingutst@phonetests, which are reportedext.

Linguistic Telephone Audit, July 2013

The Bhutanese andikpanic linguistitelephonetests used male tests instead of female testeend

were conducted on a separate day from the Kenyan and Romanian linguistic telephoneAtistaigh

the rates of discrimination were high for the Bhutanese and Hispanic theyp encountered

measurably less discrimination than the Kenyan and Romanian womismuntiear whethetthe

0 S & s& NlEy€d a role in the differing rates of discrimination between the first and second rounds of
linguistic tests.The Bhutanese an#lispanic linguistic tests were conducteahcurrently using the
samerental advertisements

[12]



National Origin: Bhutanese

Aman of Bhutanese origin with a Bhutanese accent was paired againshat&S. origin with &vhite
Americanaccent. In 43 percentof the tests conducted, the Bhutanese mencountered clear
discrimination or the housing provider actetbre favorably to the control testerWhile high, his isa

i Inconclusive (26%)

13 percentlower rate of

2013 Linguistic Telephone Tests: discrimination than the Kenyan tester
Bhutanese Man and6 percentlower than the
Romanian testerTheBhutaneseman
® Discrimination (26%) also received more findings of L 5
Gsubjectt SAUSNJ FIF g2NBRE O2Y
i Control Tester Favored (17%) the Kenyan and Romanian women. In

9 percentof the tests, he was favored
over his control tester counterpart.

® No Discrimination (22%) This is & percent ands percent
increase in favorable treatment
M Subject Tester Favored (9%) compared to the Romanian and

Kenyan testers, respectively

Although the Bhutanese man encountered lower rates of didogtory treatment in comparison to the
Kenyan and Romanian women, the Bhutanese man encountagier rates of discrimination and
f 25 SNJ NibjecHiaS 320TS NI T I @2 NB R érison teBhe Hispahig tésteh y 02 Y LI

National Origin: Hispanic

The Hispanic maencountereddiscriminationin 38 percentof the tests includinginstances where there
was clear discrimination and those where the housing provider favored the control tdsberteen

2013 Linguistic Telephone Tests:
Hispanic Man

M Discrimination (18%)
i Control Tester Favored (20%)
M Inconclusive (30%)

M No Discrimination (18%)

M Subject Tester Favored (14%)

[13]

percent of the tests indicated
preferentialtreatment towards
the subjecttester in comparison
to the control tester.In
comparison b the Bhutanese
man,the Hispanic man
encountereds percentless
overalldiscriminatory treatment
and5 percentY 2 N&ubjait
0§SaGSN) FI g2NBR¢ FAYR
Therefore, out of the four
subjecttesters,the Hispanic
manexperienced the lowest
rates of discrimingon and the
highest rates of favorable
treatment.



As withthe first round of tests conducted in June 20113 July 2Q3 tests indicated thaif a housing
providerwas discriminatory oone prohibited basis, he or she was likelylbe discriminatory orthe
other prohibited basess well If discrimination was shown against the Bhutanese man, it was likely
that the same housing provider demonstrated discriminatory behavior agtiadtlispanic man

Summary of 2013 Linguistic Telephone Tests

Overall,each of the fourforeign accentsested in the 2013 linguistic tests demonstrated significant
levels of discrimination against tiseibjecttesters, withthe Hispanidests indicatinghe lowest rates of
discriminationand the highest rates of favable treatmentout of the fouraccentstested. Asillustrated

in the charts below, the testers who encountered the highest rates of discrimination were also least
likely toreceivedsubjecti S& G SNJ T g2 NBRE GNBFGYSydo

Findings of Discrimination & Control Tester Favored Findings of Subject Tester Favored
80% . Control Tester Favored 16%
50% M Discrimination 14%

12% 14%

10%

8%

9%

—_—

6%

4%
2%

0%

Kenyan Romanian Bhutanese Hispanic

Kenyan Romanian Bhutanese Hispanic

Out of the foursubjecttesters, tie Hispanienan had the most subtle accengncountered the lowest
rate of discriminatory treatment, and experienced the highest rate of preferential treatment. This
dynamic suggesthat housing providersnay bemore likely to discriminate wheréhey readly
recognize the presence afore pronouncedoreign accergin callerstspeech patters.

Furthermore, &hough theLinguistic Recognition Surveshowed thatsurvey participantsvere typically
unable toconsciouslyink a specit foreign accent to its nation eegion of origin, the differences in
discrimination rates among th&ubjecttesters in the linguistitelephone tests suggest thdipusing
providersor the general publicnay have innate assumptions or prejudices agaiestainforeign
accentsoverothers regardless of whethéhey, as listenersgan readily identify thepecificorigin of the
foreign accent.

National origin testers also experienced significant rates of discrimination in the comipéesatl and
systeme audit tests conducted between January 1, 2012 and December 31, 2013, which are
summarized below. In comparison to the other prohibited bases tested in the complaint and systemic
tests, the national origin tests indicated the highest levels of oversdridhination. The other

prohibited bases familial status, race/color, and disabilitydemonstrated concerning rates of
discrimination as well.

% SeeTable 1: Linguistic Recognition Survey, page 9
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Complaint & Systemic Tests: 2012-2013

In addition to the linguistic telephone tests conducted in 20b&, HDLP conductedi7 paired complaint
and systemic rental testand ten accessibility auditeetweenJanuary 12012 andDecember 312013

The results othese testconsistently demonstrated that Vermont housing providers préférite

renters of U.S. igin who do not have minor children or apparent disabilitiddnlike the linguistic
telephone tests, the majority of complaint and systemic tests involved testers conducting actual site
visits of the advertised unitsThe testers here would contact th®using provider and try to schedule a
time to view the unit. For the most part, each tester would attend a private showing, but occasionally

testers would attend group showings. Testers would

not be told what prohibited basis was being

tested, and they would not know the other testers against whom they were paired. Upon completion of
their respective site visits, testers would submit reports and meet with the HDLP Test Coordinator to

summarize their homeaeeking experience. Trained H

DLP sia®fdzf R GKSy lylftelsS (GKS

respective rental experiences determine whether disparate treatment occurred against Hubject
tester, and if so, whether the difference in treatment was because of unlawful discrimination.

2012-13 Complaint, Systemic, & Accessibility Tests:
Tests in Chittenden County

Winooski
Williston
South Burlington

10%

L 3%

_rl 13%
L 3%

Shelburne

The complaint and systemitests
were conducted throughout
Vermont; however83 percentof
the test units were located within
Chittenden County Theremaining
17 percent wereconducted in the
counties of Addison, Franklin,

Essex Junction

City/Town

Colchester
Charlotte
Burlington

|

W 1%

L 6%

18%

| 45%

Orleans, Rutland, Washington,
Windham, and Windsofut ofthe
tests conducted in Chittenden

County 45 percentof the test units
were located in the City of
Burlington.Of the complaint and
systemic testperformedbetween
2012 and 201372 percent were systemic audit tests, a8 percent were complainbased ests.

10% 20% 30% 40%
Percent of Chittenden County Tests Conducted

0% 50%

The primary prohibited bases tested in the complaint and systemic tests were disability, familial status,
national origin, and race/color

(African American). A small
minority of tests, categorized as
GhiKSNE¢ ¢l a Oz

2012-13 Complaint, Systemic, & Accessibility Tests:

Prohibited Basis Tested
2 ¥

YLINK & SR

additionalracebasedtests(e.g.,
Asian)as well as tests conducted
on otherstate-prohibited or
federallyprohibitedbases (e.g.,
sex and receipt of public
assistance); however, theumber
of tests conducted on these
miscellaneoudases was
insufficient toanalyze
meaningfuly.

T
[

Percent of Tests Conduct

30%
25%
20%
15%
10%

5%

0%

31%

18%

21%

23%

Disability &
Accessibility

|\7—%t

Familial Status

National Origin

Race/Color — Other

African American
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Of the97 complaint and systemic tests conductei) percentdemonstrated discrimination against the
subjecttester or generally displayed preferential treatment toward @emntrol tester. The remaining0
percentillustrated no discrimination or were inconclusivResultof preferential treatment towards
the subjecttesterswere not found in any of the complakfitased or systemic audit tests

2012-13 Complaint & Systemic Tests:
All Prohibited Bases Combined

H Discrimination (17%)
H Control Tester Favored (23%)

M Inconclusive (38%)

H No Discrimination (22%)

Tests examining treatment on the bases of national origin andliidretatus encountered the highest

NI §Sa& 2F GRAAONAYAYLl (GA2Yy¢é AlhoRgh tesisghdubti®dion tieDasésS NI T | &
of race/color and disability also encountered substantial rates of discrimination, they were measurably

lower thanthe national origin and familial status tests. The results for each individualfbbsyg.

National Origin

The complaint and systemitestsconducted on the basis of national origndicated the highest rates of
discrimination and $paratetreatment as compared to the otbr prohibited bases tested. Rg-eight
percent of the results on this basis indicated either discrimination against the tester of foreign origin or
favorable treatmentowards the White tester of U.S. origifi.Several national origins were tested;
therefore, the results represent an overall
comparison in treatment between the two 2012-13 Complaint & Systemic Tests:
groups of testers rather than specific National Origin

outcomes for ag particular national

origin. Generally speakindyd national
origin testerdn this set of testsvere
individuals of African, Asian,
Hispanic/Latino, Middle Eastern, or
Eastern European origins. The linguistic
identity and the data pool were not large
enough to accurately report each national
origin subcategory.

M Discrimination (12%)

i Control Tester Favored (36%)

i Inconclusive (40%)

H No Discrimination (12%)

‘WSTSNI (12 aSO00GA2Y dHnmo [Ay3IdZAEaGAO ¢St SLIK2YyS ! dZRAG&E&ES L
! d{ ® 2NRAIAYSE G! YSNAOIysé aF2NBAIY 2NRAIAYIZE a2 KAGSZE
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Inthe natonal origintests where disparate treatment was found favoring the control tester, the

discrimination tended to be very subtland thesubjecttesters very rarely knew or suspected that the

housing provider had discriminated against them. For examplgsihg providers tended to be polite

and courteous to both testers; howevawjthin the same paired teshe housing providersiformedthe

control tester of other @+ A f | 6t S dzy A G & { K Ipiice rarfgddBile gheyliwisuldyiot G KS G S & i
inform the sulject tester of other available units, or if the housing provider did informghbjecttester

of other available units, the units mentionedere well outside of thesubjecti Sa G SNBR Q LINA OS NI vy

Another example of this less discernible discriminatiorsarinsituations where the housing provider
had already shown the test unit tctualrental applicantsbefore the testers made contact. Under
these circumstances, the housing providers $aisome instancethat they would contact the testers if
noneof the preceding applicants decided to take the uritequently in tests falling under this
category the housing providers called back the control testers to schedule a viewing but never called
back thesubjecttesters. This happened regardless of thet that the control testers never made
follow-up calls to the housing providetsut the subjecttesters left additional voicemailafter the
housing providers had placed their follayp calls tahe control testes) expressing that they were still
interested in the apartments the units were still availableThesubjecttesters in these tests concluded
their test assignment$elievingthat the units had been rentednd that no discrimination occurred
when, in factevidenceto the contrarydemonstratel that the unis were still availablébecause they
were offered to the control testers

Familial Status

Familial status (presence of minor children) testing also demonstrated high rates of discrimination and
differential treatment. In this series of tes®bjecttesters portraying prospective renters with young
children were paired against testers
2012-13 Complaint & Systemic Tests: portraying renters whchad no

Familial Status children. Fortyfive percent of the
testsindicated discrimination
against the tester with children or
treatment favorable to the testers
without children. Out of all the
prohibited bases tested, the familial
status testers most équently
encountered housing providers
making overtly discriminatory
remarks This is why this basis has
the largest percentage of tests 36
percentt with findingsdenotingunambiguousdiscrimination. B OF dz& S (G KS K2 dzaAy 3 LINR O
treatment was more overthoth the control andsubjecttesters were more likely to know or suspect
that discrimination was occurring in the familial status tests than in the national origin or race/color
tests.

M Discrimination (36%)

i Control Tester Favored (9%)

d Inconclusive (41%)

M No Discrimination {14%)
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Race and Color: African American

Complaint and systemictestsy G KS o6 aA a
' FNAOFY ' YSNRAOIY NBY(dSNEH
2T GKSasS GSadazx GKS

2T NI OS L
{ AVhite KnSerickngeotsish VidB petci? A R S NA
G§SEaGSNBRQ NByGl A

FYR O2f 2NJ 02 YLJ N
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tester or preferential treatment toward
the White testers. No overtly
discriminatory statements were made
in any of the race based test&imilar
to the national origin tests, the
discrimination occurring in the race
based tests tended to be subtle, and
the African American testensere
frequently unaware that disparate
treatment had occurredgainst them
Thesubjecttestershere were more
likely to ke asked about household

2012-13 Complaint & Systemic Tests:
Race/Color—African American

H Discrimination (8%)

i Control Tester Favored (28%)

i Inconclusive (28%)

M No Discrimination (36%)

composition and employment status in comparison to theirtoolrtester counterparts. Additionally,
like thesubijecttesters in thenational origin tests, the African Americtasterswere less likely to be

told about other availale units within their price range.

Disability

Testswere also conducted on the basis of disabilifhese tests either involved standard paired tests
checking whether discrimination was occurring against the tester with a disability, or the tedigeithvo
subjecttesters requestingeasonablemodifications oreasonableaccommodations (e.g., request to
installanaccessible ramp, requesi be allowed to have service or support animal)Twentytwo
percent of the rental visit tests conducted ¢ris basisindicated discrimination against the tester with a

disability.

2012-13 Complaint & Systemic Tests:
Disability

H Discrimination (22%)

L Inconclusive (56%)

B No Discrimination (22%)

56%

Similar to the familial status tests,
discrimination in the disability tests
tended to be more blatant in
comparison to the discriminatiofound
in the national origin and radeolor
tests.In the tests receiving a finding of
GRAAONARAYAYIGA2YSE
unambiguouslyefused to rent to the
subjecti SAGSNJ 6 S0OFdzaS 2F (K
disability, or the housing provider
unmistakabhyR Sy A SR G K S
request for areasonablemodification or
reasonableaccommodation For

iKS K:

0SadSNT

example, one tester wadenied an available rental utiecause he used an assistive device for walking
The reason provided to the tester was that the housing provider was concerned that the tester might
fall down the stairs in the unit and then sue the housing provider for injuries sustained in thie fall.
another test, a tester was denied a reasonable modification to install an accessible ramp at th@ tester
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disabilitytestsreported in this sectionl0 accessibility audits were also conducted are reported
separatelybelow.

Accessibility Audits on Newly Constructed Multi  -Family Dwellings

The Federal Fair Hang Act (FHA) establishes accessibility requirements for newly designed and
constructed multifamily dwellings. Most muklfiamily units built for occupancy after March 31, 1991
must comply with these requirements. HDLP accessibility audits were liroitadliti-family units
constructed within two years of the date on which HDLP testers examined the units. The HDLP
conducted ten accessibility audits betwegsnuary 12012 and December 312013. Unlike the
complaint, systemic and linguistic telephonetgsaccessibility audits only require one tester specially
trained in FHA accessibility requirements to view the selected test property. While conducting their
audits, accessibility testers examined the apartment complexes as a whole, as well as incbvital
units, to measure overall compliance with FHA accessibility requirements.

FHA requirements include: 1) accessible entrances on an accessible route (including accessible parking);

2) accessible public and commage areas, such as lobbies and ldiyrrooms; 3) accessible and usable

doors; 4) accessible route into and through the housing unit; 5) accessible light switches, outlets, and

environmental controls; 6) reinforced walls in bathrooftssaccommodate grab bars near toilets or in
showers/tubs) and 7) accessible and usable kitchens and bathrooms. Hhb&sccessibility
requirements are separate from those mandated under the Americans with Disabilities ActaidDA)
Section 504 of the Rehabilitation Act of 1973DLP testing only examined qaiance with FHA
standards.

As illustrated in the chatbelow, a very large percentage of newdgnstructed, multifamily buildings
failed to meet FHA accessibility requirements. Issues of noncompliance typically involved lack of
requisite clear floorgace in kitchens and bathrooms, inaccessible entry thresholds into buildings or
individual units, noncompliant parking areas, and inaccessible positioning of interior controls (e.g.,
outlets and thermostats)rindings of

AGYAY2N) y2yO2YLX Al yOS¢

where a few, minor issues of
noncompliance were founduch as (1) a
few noncompliant interior controls; (2) an
entry-threshold having a raised lip that was
a little too high; or (3) some of the
accessibleiales in the parking ardacking
sufficient width.These inaccessible

TSI GdzZNBa +FNB NBLR2NISR

Ay
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remedied relatively inexpensivellfindings

2F GAATYATAOLYG y2yO2YLE Al yOSE Adpeemuidigeror diffiui i &

to fix (e.g., unit lacked requisite clear floor space in bathroom, kitchen, or common laundry room
complex lacked accessible route from parking lot into building or cojyethere were numerous
minor issues of noncompliant¢e an extent that it would pose significant expense or effort to fix
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