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The National Council of La Raza (NCLR)—the largest national Hispanic civil rights 
and advocacy organization in the United States—works to improve opportunities for 
Hispanic Americans.  Through its network of nearly 300 affiliated community-based 
organizations, NCLR reaches millions of Hispanics each year in 41 states, Puerto Rico, 
and the District of Columbia.  To achieve its mission, NCLR conducts applied research, 
policy analysis, and advocacy, providing a Latino perspective in five key areas—assets/
investments, civil rights/immigration, education, employment and economic status, and 
health. In addition, it provides capacity-building assistance to its Affiliates who work at 
the state and local level to advance opportunities for individuals and families.

Founded in 1968, NCLR is a private, nonprofit, nonpartisan, tax-exempt organization 
headquartered in Washington, DC, serving all Hispanic subgroups in all regions of the 
country. It has state and regional offices in Chicago, Los Angeles, Miami, New York, 
Phoenix, and San Antonio.

 © 2013 by the Equal Rights Center. All rights reserved.

Originally formed in 1983, the Equal Rights Center is a national non-profit civil rights 
organization dedicated to promoting equal opportunity in housing, employment, pub-
lic accommodations, and government services.  Based in Washington, D.C., with more 
than 6,000 members located in all 50 states, Puerto Rico, and the District of Columbia, 
the ERC works to identify, address, and remedy both individual instances of discrimina-
tion, as well as large-scale, systematic discrimination nationwide.  The ERC’s 30 years of 
service as a fair housing advocate has opened housing opportunities for tens of thou-
sands of individuals.

At the core of the ERC’s success in promoting civil rights is its three decades of experi-
ence in civil rights testing.  Through a variety of innovative testing techniques, the ERC 
is a national leader in identifying and documenting differences in the quality, quantity, 
and content of information and services provided to individuals based on individual 
factors and characteristics.  Through this testing process, the nature and extent of illegal 
discrimination can be ascertained.  The ERC conducts hundreds of civil rights tests each 
year to educate the public and government officials about the discrimination still faced 
by many individuals across America.
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In the past few years, the Latino community in the United States has grown dramatically, all 
the while being subjected to ever-increasing hostility.  With the federal government’s con-
tinuing failure to pass comprehensive immigration reform, states and localities have played 
a more prominent role in immigration regulation.  Various state and local lawmakers have 
pursued misguided solutions with piecemeal state-level immigration reform, exploiting the 
public’s ambivalence toward immigrants.1   By purportedly targeting undocumented im-
migrants, states are inviting discrimination against anyone perceived as being from another 
country or appearing different or “other.”  Given that 53% of foreign-born immigrants are 
Hispanic,2  this approach has created a dangerous anti-Latino sentiment which contributes 
to a hostile environment that affects all aspects of community life, particularly the oppor-
tunity for equal housing.

The ability to obtain adequate and safe housing of one’s choosing dramatically shapes an 
individual’s or family’s way of life, affecting all aspects including employment and edu-
cational opportunities, proximity to friends and family, access to public transportation, 
and commercial and government services.  As a result, housing discrimination can have a 
wide-ranging negative and potentially devastating effect on communities that are subject 
to adverse and differential treatment.  Knowing the historic role that institutional racial 
discrimination has played in segregating U.S. housing markets, new waves of national ori-
gin discrimination and intimidation against Hispanic families only serve to perpetuate the 
country’s divisive past.  Addressing the housing needs of Latinos will require attention to 
demographics and the impact that discrimination has on housing choices.

To assess the extent to which Latinos are subject to differential and adverse treatment when 
trying to secure housing in several Southern cities, National Council of La Raza (NCLR) 
and the Equal Rights Center (ERC) initiated a testing investigation in Birmingham, Ala-
bama; Atlanta, Georgia; and San Antonio, Texas.  A “matched paired” methodology was 

Executive Summary

used, in which an Hispanic and a White tester with nearly identical profiles in all mean-
ingful respects, aside from their national origin, inquired about the same housing.  A full 
description of the methodology is provided in the Appendix.  In both San Antonio and 
Atlanta, the ERC conducted 50 phone tests and 25 in-person tests, in which trained ERC 
testers contacted real estate agents about buying a home that had an online listing.  In Bir-
mingham, the ERC conducted 75 in-person tests, in which ERC testers contacted housing 
providers about an apartment listed for rent.  

In total, Latino testers experienced at least one type of adverse, differential treatment 42% of 
the time (95 of the 225 tests conducted), and two or more types of adverse treatment 16% of 
the time (35 tests) when compared to their White counterparts.   Testers in the three cities 
experienced the following types of adverse, differential treatment:

•	 Housing agents were less willing or receptive to schedule an appointment with 
Hispanic testers than they were with their matched White testers.

•	 Agents provided Hispanic testers with fewer options than their matched White 
testers in terms of other homes for sale or number of units available for rent.

•	 In sales tests, agents provided White testers with lender recommendations 
or other advantageous financing information that was not provided to their 
matched Hispanic testers.

•	 In rental tests, agents quoted higher fees, costs, and/or more extensive applica-
tion requirements to Hispanic testers than to their matched White testers.

•	 Agents more frequently provided follow-up contact via phone or email to the 
White testers but not to their matched Hispanic testers.

Percentage of Latino testers who experienced 
at least 1 type of adverse treatment 

42%

16%58%

84%

Percentage of Latino testers who experienced 
2 or more types of adverse treatment 

Adverse Latino tester treatment
Adverse Latino 
tester treatment

No noticeable adverse treatment
No noticeable 
adverse treatment
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Background
The majority of growth in the U.S. population over the last fifteen years is attributable to ra-
cial and ethnic minority groups, including large Latino* migration to “new gateway states,” 
such as those in the South and Midwest, and a significant growth in the native-born Hispan-
ic population.3   The growing presence of Latinos in these states has not only transformed 
them demographically and economically, but has also brought increased anti-immigrant 
sentiment, as reflected by the fact that several of the states with the fastest growing Hispanic 
populations have pursued the harshest anti-immigrant laws—South Carolina, Georgia, and 
Alabama.

As the debate over immigration reform intensifies, hostility toward Latinos in general has 
also increased.  This hostility manifests itself in many ways, such as a dramatic rise in hate 
crimes targeting Latinos4 and sensationalistic campaigns to promulgate anti-immigrant 
state and local legislation purportedly intended to target undocumented immigrants.  Yet 
anti-immigrant laws affect more than just undocumented immigrants—attacks aimed at 
immigrants have been laden with racial overtones, and the consequences are felt well be-
yond those who are foreign-born.  This hostility has led to the scapegoating and intimida-
tion of immigrants, affecting many aspects of life—not just equal housing opportunities—
and results in discrimination or differential treatment disparately affecting Latinos. 

*  The terms “Hispanic” and “Latino” are used interchangeably by the U.S. Census Bureau and throughout this 
document to refer to people of Mexican, Puerto Rican, Cuban, Central American, South American, Dominican, 
Spanish and other Hispanic descent; they may be of any race. Further, unless otherwise noted, estimates in this 
document do not include the 3.7 million residents of Puerto Rico.

With Congress’ inability to enact immigration reform at the federal level, states and locali-
ties have taken matters into their own hands, passing misguided anti-immigrant laws that 
have led to threats and attacks against Latinos, regardless of their immigration status, and 
have undermined Latinos’ trust of law enforcement and government.5  For many Hispanics, 
discrimination based on national origin has become a common and accepted reality, which 
negatively impacts the social, cultural, political, and economic aspects of life in the U.S. 

In 2006, the towns of Hazelton, Pennsylvania, and Riverside, New Jersey, ignited a trend of 
anti-immigrant local ordinances that made it illegal to rent to undocumented immigrants.  
In the five years that followed, more than 100 similar local ordinances sprang up through-
out the country.6   On a state level, Arizona has the unfortunate distinction of being the 
catalyst for the most recent wave of anti-immigrant state legislation.  Arizona’s S.B. 1070 
introduced the policy of “attrition through enforcement,”7  seeking to establish conditions 
where immigrants would feel so unwelcome that they would “self-deport” or otherwise 
leave the state.  While the Supreme Court struck down some of S.B. 1070’s harshest provi-
sions in 2012,8  it upheld the “show me your papers” portion, which authorizes law enforce-
ment to demand papers proving immigration status or citizenship from anyone they stop 
and suspect of being in the U.S. unlawfully.  Although this provision has only recently gone 
into effect, the practice essentially sanctions racial profiling against Latinos presumed to be 
“foreign” based on their physical appearance or accent.9 

Arizona’s S.B. 1070 was “not a grassroots effort but a coordinated campaign involving sev-
eral national organizations and figures in the anti-immigrant movement.”10  After passage 
in 2010, S.B. 1070 changed the dialogue within many state legislatures, where a number of 
other states’ elected officials promised that they would introduce copycat legislation.  Five 
states passed sweeping copycat laws in 2011,* while many others considered or enacted 
specific state/local anti-immigrant provisions.  Alabama, which saw a 145% increase in its 
Hispanic population from 2000 to 2010,11  passed what was arguably a more draconian law 
than S.B. 1070, and Georgia’s state legislation copied Arizona’s “show me your papers” pro-
vision, effectively sanctioning racial profiling.

Counterbalancing the wave of state anti-immigrant measures are the well-established fed-
eral, state, and local civil rights laws that protect against discrimination based on national 
origin.  The federal Fair Housing Act prohibits discrimination in the sale, rental, and fi-
nancing of dwellings based on race, color, national origin, religion, sex, familial status, or 
disabilityity—and these statutory rights are available to all regardless of citizenship status.12  

*  Those states include Alabama, Georgia, Indiana, South Carolina, and Utah.  In addition to the Arizona case 
that went before the Supreme Court, the U.S. Department of Justice has challenged the Alabama, Georgia, 
South Carolina, and Utah laws.

The Rise in Anti-Immigrant Laws

Federal Fair Housing Act Protections 

—and these stautory rights are available to all regardless of citizenship.12 Housing
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als and families to secure housing.  Due to the concern that the language within H.B. 56 
explicitly discourages contracts with people who may be perceived as undocumented and 
would have a negative impact on rental transactions, Birmingham testing focused on rental 
housing rather than on sale properties. 

The fair housing laws for all three states provide the same protections as the federal Fair 
Housing Act, with no additional protected classes aside from a local ordinance in San An-
tonio prohibiting housing discrimination based on age.19   While having some minimal 
contact with NCLR Affiliates to assist with tester recruitment in the three cities, the ERC 
conducted the testing without any preconceived expectations regarding these locations.  
 

Atlanta, Georgia lanta, Georgia).  NCLR selected Birmingham, Alabama to 
The Atlanta-Sandy Springs-Marietta metropolitan statistical area (MSA)*  is the ninth-larg-
est MSA in the U.S.  While the city of Atlanta is a “majority minority” with African Ameri-
cans constituting 54% of the population, the MSA in focus is 55% White.   According to U.S. 
Census data, Hispanics comprised 5% of the city of Atlanta20  and 10% of the MSA popula-
tion in 2010.21  While still a minority, there has been a notable increase in the percentage 
of Latinos in the region.  Between 2005 and 2010, the Hispanic population in the Atlanta 
MSA grew 29%,22 while the total population over the same five year period grew by only 7%.  
By comparison, the African American population grew by 12% and the White population**  
decreased by nearly 7%.23 

Atlanta’s growing Latino population is consistent with statewide demographic changes. The 
Hispanic population in Georgia is the 10th largest in the nation, with 1.7% of all Latinos in 
the U.S. (approximately 856,000 individuals).24  During a 10-year period, the Latino popu-
lation in Georgia almost doubled, from just over 5% in 2000 to 8.8% in 2010.25  

In 2011, Georgia was the first state to follow in Arizona’s footsteps by enacting copycat leg-
islation, H.B. 87.  In addition to adopting similar provisions as found in S.B. 1070, Georgia’s 
H.B. 87 imposed new hiring requirements for employers, increased penalties for workers 
convicted of using false identification to obtain work, and mandated criminal penalties for 
people who transport or harbor immigrants without legal status.26  

San Antonio, Texas 
The San Antonio MSA is the third largest MSA in Texas, with a total population of 2.1 
million according to the 2010 U.S. Census.  San Antonio is also a “majority minority” city, 
with individuals of Latino or Hispanic origin comprising 54% (1.2 million) of the area’s 
residents.27 Between 2005 and 2010, the Hispanic population grew 17%, while the overall 

*  Metropolitan Statistical Area (MSA) is a designation by the U.S. Census Bureau to characterize an urban 
area with adjacent communities having a high degree of social and economic integration with that core.  For 
example, the Atlanta-Sandy Springs-Marietta MSA consists of 28 counties, with Fulton County (where Atlanta 
is located) at its center.
**  In these statistics, the U.S. Census Bureau recognized that people of Hispanic origin may be of any race.  As a 
result, the White population data includes White Hispanics as well as White non-Hispanics.

discrimination can range from denying housing outright, to offering different terms or con-
ditions when renting or buying a home, or to providing information that would amount to 
decreased availability or different terms or conditions.  Adverse and differential treatment 
amounts to national origin discrimination when it is based on someone’s actual or per-
ceived birthplace, ancestry, culture, or linguistic characteristics identified as common to a 
particular group.  In some instances, individuals are subject to discrimination based on a 
combination of categories protected by the Fair Housing Act, such as national origin, race, 
and color.13  

All states, including the three tested in this report, have fair housing laws that provide, at 
a minimum, the same protections as the federal Fair Housing Act.*   Nonetheless, housing 
discrimination persists on both individual and systemic levels.  In 2012 alone, 28,519 hous-
ing discrimination complaints were filed with government agencies or a private fair hous-
ing organization, nearly 1,500 more than the number of complaints filed in 2011.14   This 
number represents just the tip of the iceberg, as housing discrimination is vastly underre-
ported due to a lack of awareness about fair housing rights and/or distrust in the system.  In 
any given year, an estimated four million fair housing violations occur.15  
 
Discrimination against Latinos comprises a significant portion of complaints reported and 
is believed to encompass a large number of unreported incidents.  An investigation initiated 
by the ERC across the Commonwealth of Virginia found that Hispanic applicants seeking 
rental housing received more adverse treatment in at least one respect than their White 
counterparts 55% of the time.16   This adverse treatment included being quoted higher rents 
or higher fees than White testers, offered later availability dates or fewer available units 
than those offered to White testers, told about additional application requirements (such as 
credit checks and/or providing a social security card) which were not told to White testers, 
and not being offered incentives and specials that were offered to White testers seeking the 
same housing, often when working with the same agent.17   A prior ERC investigation in 
Frederick County, Maryland, found similar results, with 79% of Latino testers experiencing 
some type of disparate, adverse treatment when they sought rental housing.18 

Based on this existing evidence of housing discrimination and anecdotal evidence from its 
network of affiliated community-based organizations, NCLR sought to learn more about 
the experience of Latino families when they look for housing in three Southern cities.  With 
respect to the sales testing, NCLR was concerned that real estate agents could be steering 
Latino clients away from certain types of home financing and therefore sought more robust 
data on this issue by exploring the differences between a city with an established Hispanic 
population (San Antonio, Texas) and one with a newer Latino immigrant community 
(Atlanta, Georgia).  NCLR selected Birmingham, Alabama, in part, to explore the impact 
of the state’s notably harsh anti-immigrant law, H.B. 56, on the ability of Latino individu-

*  Some states provide additional protections, such as prohibiting discrimination based on sexual orientation, 
gender identity, or source of income.

 Background on the Testing Locations
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would have a negative impact on rental transactions, Birmingham testing focused on rental 
housing rather than on sale properties. 

The fair housing laws for all three states provide the same protections as the federal Fair 
Housing Act, with no additional protected classes aside from a local ordinance in San An-
tonio prohibiting housing discrimination based on age.19   While having some minimal 
contact with NCLR Affiliates to assist with tester recruitment in the three cities, the ERC 
conducted the testing without any preconceived expectations regarding these locations.  
 

Atlanta, Georgia lanta, Georgia).  NCLR selected Birmingham, Alabama to 
The Atlanta-Sandy Springs-Marietta metropolitan statistical area (MSA)*  is the ninth-larg-
est MSA in the U.S.  While the city of Atlanta is a “majority minority” with African Ameri-
cans constituting 54% of the population, the MSA in focus is 55% White.   According to U.S. 
Census data, Hispanics comprised 5% of the city of Atlanta20  and 10% of the MSA popula-
tion in 2010.21  While still a minority, there has been a notable increase in the percentage 
of Latinos in the region.  Between 2005 and 2010, the Hispanic population in the Atlanta 
MSA grew 29%,22 while the total population over the same five year period grew by only 7%.  
By comparison, the African American population grew by 12% and the White population**  
decreased by nearly 7%.23 

Atlanta’s growing Latino population is consistent with statewide demographic changes. The 
Hispanic population in Georgia is the 10th largest in the nation, with 1.7% of all Latinos in 
the U.S. (approximately 856,000 individuals).24  During a 10-year period, the Latino popu-
lation in Georgia almost doubled, from just over 5% in 2000 to 8.8% in 2010.25  

In 2011, Georgia was the first state to follow in Arizona’s footsteps by enacting copycat leg-
islation, H.B. 87.  In addition to adopting similar provisions as found in S.B. 1070, Georgia’s 
H.B. 87 imposed new hiring requirements for employers, increased penalties for workers 
convicted of using false identification to obtain work, and mandated criminal penalties for 
people who transport or harbor immigrants without legal status.26  

San Antonio, Texas 
The San Antonio MSA is the third largest MSA in Texas, with a total population of 2.1 
million according to the 2010 U.S. Census.  San Antonio is also a “majority minority” city, 
with individuals of Latino or Hispanic origin comprising 54% (1.2 million) of the area’s 
residents.27 Between 2005 and 2010, the Hispanic population grew 17%, while the overall 

*  Metropolitan Statistical Area (MSA) is a designation by the U.S. Census Bureau to characterize an urban 
area with adjacent communities having a high degree of social and economic integration with that core.  For 
example, the Atlanta-Sandy Springs-Marietta MSA consists of 28 counties, with Fulton County (where Atlanta 
is located) at its center.
**  In these statistics, the U.S. Census Bureau recognized that people of Hispanic origin may be of any race.  As a 
result, the White population data includes White Hispanics as well as White non-Hispanics.

discrimination can range from denying housing outright, to offering different terms or con-
ditions when renting or buying a home, or to providing information that would amount to 
decreased availability or different terms or conditions.  Adverse and differential treatment 
amounts to national origin discrimination when it is based on someone’s actual or per-
ceived birthplace, ancestry, culture, or linguistic characteristics identified as common to a 
particular group.  In some instances, individuals are subject to discrimination based on a 
combination of categories protected by the Fair Housing Act, such as national origin, race, 
and color.13  

All states, including the three tested in this report, have fair housing laws that provide, at 
a minimum, the same protections as the federal Fair Housing Act.*   Nonetheless, housing 
discrimination persists on both individual and systemic levels.  In 2012 alone, 28,519 hous-
ing discrimination complaints were filed with government agencies or a private fair hous-
ing organization, nearly 1,500 more than the number of complaints filed in 2011.14   This 
number represents just the tip of the iceberg, as housing discrimination is vastly underre-
ported due to a lack of awareness about fair housing rights and/or distrust in the system.  In 
any given year, an estimated four million fair housing violations occur.15  
 
Discrimination against Latinos comprises a significant portion of complaints reported and 
is believed to encompass a large number of unreported incidents.  An investigation initiated 
by the ERC across the Commonwealth of Virginia found that Hispanic applicants seeking 
rental housing received more adverse treatment in at least one respect than their White 
counterparts 55% of the time.16   This adverse treatment included being quoted higher rents 
or higher fees than White testers, offered later availability dates or fewer available units 
than those offered to White testers, told about additional application requirements (such as 
credit checks and/or providing a social security card) which were not told to White testers, 
and not being offered incentives and specials that were offered to White testers seeking the 
same housing, often when working with the same agent.17   A prior ERC investigation in 
Frederick County, Maryland, found similar results, with 79% of Latino testers experiencing 
some type of disparate, adverse treatment when they sought rental housing.18 

Based on this existing evidence of housing discrimination and anecdotal evidence from its 
network of affiliated community-based organizations, NCLR sought to learn more about 
the experience of Latino families when they look for housing in three Southern cities.  With 
respect to the sales testing, NCLR was concerned that real estate agents could be steering 
Latino clients away from certain types of home financing and therefore sought more robust 
data on this issue by exploring the differences between a city with an established Hispanic 
population (San Antonio, Texas) and one with a newer Latino immigrant community 
(Atlanta, Georgia).  NCLR selected Birmingham, Alabama, in part, to explore the impact 
of the state’s notably harsh anti-immigrant law, H.B. 56, on the ability of Latino individu-

*  Some states provide additional protections, such as prohibiting discrimination based on sexual orientation, 
gender identity, or source of income.
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population grew 13.4% and the White population shrank by 4.4%.*28 

Latinos have deep historic ties not just to San Antonio but to the entire state of Texas.  
While Texas has not passed any broad anti-immigrant legislation, the legislature consid-
ered an S.B. 1070 copycat as well as other anti-immigrant measures that exacerbate harass-
ment, intimidation, and hostility toward Hispanic residents. At the local level, specific cit-
ies have actively pursued anti-immigrant measures, such as Farmers Branch, Texas, where 
a 2008 measure (which is currently being challenged in federal court) would require the 
city’s building inspector to check the immigration status of any noncitizen seeking to rent 
an apartment, bar undocumented immigrants from rental housing, and revoke the rental 
licenses of landlords who knowingly allow undocumented immigrants to rent from them.29  
Hostility toward Latinos, particularly anyone who may be perceived as an undocument-
ed immigrant, also resonates in political and socioeconomic arenas.  This past June, an 
11-year-old U.S. citizen of Mexican descent was invited by the San Antonio Spurs to sing 
the national anthem at a home game during the NBA finals.  The boy, in homage to his 
heritage, dressed in a mariachi suit and immediately became the target of a racist barrage 
on Twitter.30  Various tweets expressed negative opinions toward Latinos in the U.S., includ-
ing comments such as, “How you singing the national anthem looking like an illegal im-
migrant?,” “Why is a foreigner singing the national anthem. I realize that’s San Antonio but 
that still ain’t Mexico,” and, “Who let this illegal alien sing our national anthem?”31  

Birmingham, Alabama
Birmingham is the largest city in Alabama.  In 2012, the Birmingham-Hoover MSA had 1.1 
million residents, 4% (49,000) of whom were of Hispanic or Latino origin.32  While still a 
small percentage of the population, the Hispanic population grew by 75% (from 28,000 to 
49,000) between 2005 and 2010, while the overall population grew by only 3.5%, the Afri-
can American population grew by 3%, and the White population decreased by 1%.33 

In June 2011, Alabama passed what is arguably the strictest anti-immigrant state law, H.B. 
56.34 Alabama’s H.B. 56 includes provisions affecting law enforcement, transportation, em-
ployment, housing, and education.  In addition to requiring police to make a reasonable 
attempt to determine the legal status of anyone they have “reasonable suspicion” to believe 
is unlawfully present in the U.S. during any legal stop, detention, or arrest,   H.B. 56 makes it 
a misdemeanor for undocumented immigrants to fail to carry immigration documents and 
criminalizes business transactions with undocumented immigrants.  The law also prohibits 
undocumented immigrants from receiving state or local public benefits, enrolling in or at-
tending a public college, and seeking or performing work as an employee or independent 
contractor. Going further than Arizona’s S.B. 1070, the law also prohibits landlords from 
renting property to undocumented immigrants; contracts in which one party is an undocu-
mented immigrant and the other party has direct knowledge of this are deemed null and 
void in Alabama state court.35   This last provision is extremely troublesome because it iso-
lates undocumented immigrants from the protection of the state, making them even more 
vulnerable to exploitation, particularly when seeking employment and housing. 

* San Antonio’s small African American population grew 15% this time period, but went from 6.5% to 6% of 
the MSA’s total population.	

Testing Investigaton Results
In matched-pair testing conducted by the ERC in Birmingham, Atlanta, and San Antonio, 
Latino testers experienced at least one type of adverse, differential treatment in 95 of the 
225 tests (42%) that occurred in the three cities.*   In both San Antonio and Atlanta, the 
ERC conducted 50 phone tests and 25 in-person tests, in which trained ERC testers con-
tacted real estate agents about buying a home that had an online listing.  In Birmingham, 
the ERC conducted 75 in-person tests, in which trained ERC testers contacted housing 
providers about an apartment listed for rent.  Testers in the three cities experienced one or 
more of the following types of adverse, differential treatment:

In 30 of the 75 in-person rental tests (40%) conducted in Birmingham, the Latino tester 
was treated less favorably than the matched White tester.  This disparate treatment included 
being informed of higher rents, additional fees, fewer available apartments, later apartment 
availability, and additional application requirements.  In 18 tests (24%), the Latino tester 
experienced two or more forms of less favorable treatment, such as being told of fewer 
available apartments while also being told that the apartments were available at a later date.

*  In matched-pair testing, the testing methodology was designed to portray the Latino (protected) testers as 
slightly more favorable potential buyers or tenants than their White (control) counterparts.  For example, while 
trying to keep both testers in the same general financial position, Latino testers were always provided with 
slightly more favorable financial profiles than their matched White testers.  As a result, there were some tests in 
which the Latino tester did in fact receive more favorable treatment than the matched White tester.  For pur-
poses of this report, instances of more favorable treatment of Latino testers were treated the same as instances 
of equal treatment.

•	 Housing agents were less willing or receptive to schedule an appointment with 
a Latino tester than they were with the matched White tester.

•	 Agents provided Latino testers with fewer options than the matched White 
tester in terms of other homes for sale or number of units available for rent.

•	 In sales tests, agents provided the White tester with lender recommendations 
or other advantageous financing information that was not provided to the La-
tino tester.

•	 In rental tests, agents quoted higher fees, costs, and/or more extensive applica-
tion requirements to the Latino tester than to the matched White tester.

•	 Agents provided follow-up contact via phone or email to the White tester but 
not to the Latino tester.

 Birmingham, AL, Rental Tests Results
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population grew 13.4% and the White population shrank by 4.4%.*28 

Latinos have deep historic ties not just to San Antonio but to the entire state of Texas.  
While Texas has not passed any broad anti-immigrant legislation, the legislature consid-
ered an S.B. 1070 copycat as well as other anti-immigrant measures that exacerbate harass-
ment, intimidation, and hostility toward Hispanic residents. At the local level, specific cit-
ies have actively pursued anti-immigrant measures, such as Farmers Branch, Texas, where 
a 2008 measure (which is currently being challenged in federal court) would require the 
city’s building inspector to check the immigration status of any noncitizen seeking to rent 
an apartment, bar undocumented immigrants from rental housing, and revoke the rental 
licenses of landlords who knowingly allow undocumented immigrants to rent from them.29  
Hostility toward Latinos, particularly anyone who may be perceived as an undocument-
ed immigrant, also resonates in political and socioeconomic arenas.  This past June, an 
11-year-old U.S. citizen of Mexican descent was invited by the San Antonio Spurs to sing 
the national anthem at a home game during the NBA finals.  The boy, in homage to his 
heritage, dressed in a mariachi suit and immediately became the target of a racist barrage 
on Twitter.30  Various tweets expressed negative opinions toward Latinos in the U.S., includ-
ing comments such as, “How you singing the national anthem looking like an illegal im-
migrant?,” “Why is a foreigner singing the national anthem. I realize that’s San Antonio but 
that still ain’t Mexico,” and, “Who let this illegal alien sing our national anthem?”31  

Birmingham, Alabama
Birmingham is the largest city in Alabama.  In 2012, the Birmingham-Hoover MSA had 1.1 
million residents, 4% (49,000) of whom were of Hispanic or Latino origin.32  While still a 
small percentage of the population, the Hispanic population grew by 75% (from 28,000 to 
49,000) between 2005 and 2010, while the overall population grew by only 3.5%, the Afri-
can American population grew by 3%, and the White population decreased by 1%.33 

In June 2011, Alabama passed what is arguably the strictest anti-immigrant state law, H.B. 
56.34 Alabama’s H.B. 56 includes provisions affecting law enforcement, transportation, em-
ployment, housing, and education.  In addition to requiring police to make a reasonable 
attempt to determine the legal status of anyone they have “reasonable suspicion” to believe 
is unlawfully present in the U.S. during any legal stop, detention, or arrest,   H.B. 56 makes it 
a misdemeanor for undocumented immigrants to fail to carry immigration documents and 
criminalizes business transactions with undocumented immigrants.  The law also prohibits 
undocumented immigrants from receiving state or local public benefits, enrolling in or at-
tending a public college, and seeking or performing work as an employee or independent 
contractor. Going further than Arizona’s S.B. 1070, the law also prohibits landlords from 
renting property to undocumented immigrants; contracts in which one party is an undocu-
mented immigrant and the other party has direct knowledge of this are deemed null and 
void in Alabama state court.35   This last provision is extremely troublesome because it iso-
lates undocumented immigrants from the protection of the state, making them even more 
vulnerable to exploitation, particularly when seeking employment and housing. 

* San Antonio’s small African American population grew 15% this time period, but went from 6.5% to 6% of 
the MSA’s total population.	

Testing Investigaton Results
In matched-pair testing conducted by the ERC in Birmingham, Atlanta, and San Antonio, 
Latino testers experienced at least one type of adverse, differential treatment in 95 of the 
225 tests (42%) that occurred in the three cities.*   In both San Antonio and Atlanta, the 
ERC conducted 50 phone tests and 25 in-person tests, in which trained ERC testers con-
tacted real estate agents about buying a home that had an online listing.  In Birmingham, 
the ERC conducted 75 in-person tests, in which trained ERC testers contacted housing 
providers about an apartment listed for rent.  Testers in the three cities experienced one or 
more of the following types of adverse, differential treatment:

In 30 of the 75 in-person rental tests (40%) conducted in Birmingham, the Latino tester 
was treated less favorably than the matched White tester.  This disparate treatment included 
being informed of higher rents, additional fees, fewer available apartments, later apartment 
availability, and additional application requirements.  In 18 tests (24%), the Latino tester 
experienced two or more forms of less favorable treatment, such as being told of fewer 
available apartments while also being told that the apartments were available at a later date.

*  In matched-pair testing, the testing methodology was designed to portray the Latino (protected) testers as 
slightly more favorable potential buyers or tenants than their White (control) counterparts.  For example, while 
trying to keep both testers in the same general financial position, Latino testers were always provided with 
slightly more favorable financial profiles than their matched White testers.  As a result, there were some tests in 
which the Latino tester did in fact receive more favorable treatment than the matched White tester.  For pur-
poses of this report, instances of more favorable treatment of Latino testers were treated the same as instances 
of equal treatment.

•	 Housing agents were less willing or receptive to schedule an appointment with 
a Latino tester than they were with the matched White tester.

•	 Agents provided Latino testers with fewer options than the matched White 
tester in terms of other homes for sale or number of units available for rent.

•	 In sales tests, agents provided the White tester with lender recommendations 
or other advantageous financing information that was not provided to the La-
tino tester.

•	 In rental tests, agents quoted higher fees, costs, and/or more extensive applica-
tion requirements to the Latino tester than to the matched White tester.

•	 Agents provided follow-up contact via phone or email to the White tester but 
not to the Latino tester.

 Birmingham, AL, Rental Tests Results
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A.	 Differences in Rent
For the majority of prospective tenants, cost is the 
most decisive factor in determining whether to rent 
a unit.  In nine tests (12%), rental agents quoted a 
rental amount at least $10 lower to the White tester 
than was provided to the matched Latino tester.*   In 
five of these tests, the lower price was the result of 
an additional unit being offered to the White tester. 
In the other three tests, both testers were informed 
about the same number of units, but at least one was 
less expensive for the White tester.

B.	 Deposits and Fees
Like rent rates, deposits and fees impact the afford-
ability of a unit, and therefore the availability and 
desirability of the unit to a prospective tenant.  In 
eleven tests (15%), the Latino tester was either told 
about a deposit or fee that was not required of the 
matched White tester, or was provided with a higher 
dollar amount for these costs.**   In one of these tests, 
the Latino tester was quoted a higher security depos-
it amount. In two tests, the Latino tester was not pro-
vided with the option of a cheaper security deposit, 
which was an option for the matched White tester.  
In four of these tests, the Latino tester was quoted a 
higher amount for an application or water fee than 
was the matched White tester.  In the remaining four 
tests, the Latino tester was told about an applica-
tion fee or a water fee that was not mentioned to the 
matched White tester. 

C.	 Incentives and Specials
Specials and incentives, such as offering a period of 
free or reduced rent, or waiving otherwise required 
fees, are often used by housing providers to induce 
a potential renter to make an immediate decision to 

*  Rental cost differences of less than $10 were not included as 
they may reflect a practice of daily fluctuating prices, and/or the 
failure of agents to recall each day’s new rental price.
**  This calculation does not include tests where only the Latino 
tester was told about a deposit or fee, but where the matched 
White tester received written materials confirming the same 
price for that fee. 

rent.  In six tests (8%), White testers were informed of rental incentives and special offers 
that were not offered to the matched Latino testers.  These specifically included offers of 
reductions in rent, waivers or discounts on fees, and shorter lease options.

D.	 Apartment Availability Dates
Ensuring that a unit will be available when a prospective tenant needs to move is also a de-
termining factor for applicants.  Housing providers are able to subtly dissuade prospective 
tenants by suggesting that no units will be available in the timeframe requested, thereby 
encouraging the applicant to look elsewhere.  In seven tests (14%), rental agents provided 
Latino testers with later availability dates than were offered to the matched White testers.
  

E.	 Number of Available Apartments
Equal housing opportunity requires providing each similarly situated prospective tenant 
with the same number and range of options available for housing.  However, in some in-
stances, prospective tenants are only told about certain available units, as a means of “steer-
ing” them toward, or away from, certain sections of a building or property or keeping their 
options within a particular price range.  In 15 tests (20%), the White tester was advised of 
more available units than were mentioned to the matched Latino tester.*   In three of these 
tests, the additional available units available were available sooner than the units shown or 
mentioned to the matched Latino tester.  In four tests (including one of the three with a unit 
available earlier), at least one additional available unit mentioned to the White tester had a 
lower rent cost than the units discussed with the matched Latino tester.  In one test, while 
both testers were told that there were no one-bedroom apartments at that property, only the 
matched White tester was informed of an available one-bedroom unit at a sister property.

 F.	 Application Requirements
The imposition of additional application requirements, such as a credit check or payment 
only by money order (rather than personal check), can be a strong deterrent to renting a 
particular unit and can act as a barrier to equal housing opportunity.  In five tests (7%), the 
Latino testers were subject to an additional application requirement not required of the 
matched White tester.  In four of these tests, the agent told the Latino tester, but not the 
matched White tester, that a credit check was required.  In one of these tests, only the Latino 
tester was also told that valid identification was required.  In another test, the Latino tester 
was provided with an additional handout discussing requirements related to citizenship or 
immigration status information, but this handout was not provided to the matched White 
tester.

G.	 Agent Follow-Up with the Tester
While not universal, some rental agents follow up with prospective tenants after the initial 
meeting to further encourage them to rent at their property.  In six tests (8%), the same 

*  Tests conducted with a gap in time of more than one day between the visits by the Latino and White testers 
were excluded from this category in that such a gap could account for the difference in number of units avail-
able.
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A.	 Differences in Rent
For the majority of prospective tenants, cost is the 
most decisive factor in determining whether to rent 
a unit.  In nine tests (12%), rental agents quoted a 
rental amount at least $10 lower to the White tester 
than was provided to the matched Latino tester.*   In 
five of these tests, the lower price was the result of 
an additional unit being offered to the White tester. 
In the other three tests, both testers were informed 
about the same number of units, but at least one was 
less expensive for the White tester.

B.	 Deposits and Fees
Like rent rates, deposits and fees impact the afford-
ability of a unit, and therefore the availability and 
desirability of the unit to a prospective tenant.  In 
eleven tests (15%), the Latino tester was either told 
about a deposit or fee that was not required of the 
matched White tester, or was provided with a higher 
dollar amount for these costs.**   In one of these tests, 
the Latino tester was quoted a higher security depos-
it amount. In two tests, the Latino tester was not pro-
vided with the option of a cheaper security deposit, 
which was an option for the matched White tester.  
In four of these tests, the Latino tester was quoted a 
higher amount for an application or water fee than 
was the matched White tester.  In the remaining four 
tests, the Latino tester was told about an applica-
tion fee or a water fee that was not mentioned to the 
matched White tester. 

C.	 Incentives and Specials
Specials and incentives, such as offering a period of 
free or reduced rent, or waiving otherwise required 
fees, are often used by housing providers to induce 
a potential renter to make an immediate decision to 

*  Rental cost differences of less than $10 were not included as 
they may reflect a practice of daily fluctuating prices, and/or the 
failure of agents to recall each day’s new rental price.
**  This calculation does not include tests where only the Latino 
tester was told about a deposit or fee, but where the matched 
White tester received written materials confirming the same 
price for that fee. 

rent.  In six tests (8%), White testers were informed of rental incentives and special offers 
that were not offered to the matched Latino testers.  These specifically included offers of 
reductions in rent, waivers or discounts on fees, and shorter lease options.

D.	 Apartment Availability Dates
Ensuring that a unit will be available when a prospective tenant needs to move is also a de-
termining factor for applicants.  Housing providers are able to subtly dissuade prospective 
tenants by suggesting that no units will be available in the timeframe requested, thereby 
encouraging the applicant to look elsewhere.  In seven tests (14%), rental agents provided 
Latino testers with later availability dates than were offered to the matched White testers.
  

E.	 Number of Available Apartments
Equal housing opportunity requires providing each similarly situated prospective tenant 
with the same number and range of options available for housing.  However, in some in-
stances, prospective tenants are only told about certain available units, as a means of “steer-
ing” them toward, or away from, certain sections of a building or property or keeping their 
options within a particular price range.  In 15 tests (20%), the White tester was advised of 
more available units than were mentioned to the matched Latino tester.*   In three of these 
tests, the additional available units available were available sooner than the units shown or 
mentioned to the matched Latino tester.  In four tests (including one of the three with a unit 
available earlier), at least one additional available unit mentioned to the White tester had a 
lower rent cost than the units discussed with the matched Latino tester.  In one test, while 
both testers were told that there were no one-bedroom apartments at that property, only the 
matched White tester was informed of an available one-bedroom unit at a sister property.

 F.	 Application Requirements
The imposition of additional application requirements, such as a credit check or payment 
only by money order (rather than personal check), can be a strong deterrent to renting a 
particular unit and can act as a barrier to equal housing opportunity.  In five tests (7%), the 
Latino testers were subject to an additional application requirement not required of the 
matched White tester.  In four of these tests, the agent told the Latino tester, but not the 
matched White tester, that a credit check was required.  In one of these tests, only the Latino 
tester was also told that valid identification was required.  In another test, the Latino tester 
was provided with an additional handout discussing requirements related to citizenship or 
immigration status information, but this handout was not provided to the matched White 
tester.

G.	 Agent Follow-Up with the Tester
While not universal, some rental agents follow up with prospective tenants after the initial 
meeting to further encourage them to rent at their property.  In six tests (8%), the same 

*  Tests conducted with a gap in time of more than one day between the visits by the Latino and White testers 
were excluded from this category in that such a gap could account for the difference in number of units avail-
able.
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agent followed up with the White tester after 
their meeting but did not do the same with the 
matched Latino tester.*    

The ERC conducted 50 phone and 25 in-person 
matched-pair tests in San Antonio.  In 20 of the 
phone tests (40%) and 13 of the in-person tests 
(52%), the Latino tester was treated less favorably 
than their matched White tester in at least one 
aspect.  In three phone tests (6%) and four in-
person tests (16%), the Latino tester experienced 
two or more forms of less favorable treatment 
than the matched White tester, such as being told 
of fewer available homes and being asked to pro-
vide more financial information.

A.	 Agent Willingness to Meet 
	 with the Tester
In three phone tests (6%) and three in-person 
tests (12%), the Latino tester was subject to ad-
verse, disparate treatment from the moment they 
sought connection with the agent.  In two phone 
tests and three in-person tests, the Latino tester 
was referred to a Spanish-speaking agent, who 
seemed less familiar with the property and un-
able to provide the level of detailed information 
(such as the length of time the house had been 
on the market) provided to the matched White 
tester who spoke directly with the agent identi-
fied with the property.  In another phone test, the 
rental agent offered to meet with the White tes-
ter but not the Latino tester, despite being told 
by both testers that they would “be in town the 
following week.”

*  This category excludes any test in which the two matched 
testers met with different rental agents.

B.	 Information about the Property for Sale
Providing more information about a home, particularly its history on the market and pric-
ing trends, can be very helpful for a prospective buyer in evaluating the property and en-
couraging them to make a bid.  In four phone tests (8%) and two in-person tests (8%), the 
same rental agent provided only the White tester with advantageous information for plac-
ing a bid on the home.*   In two of the phone tests and in one in-person test, the White tester 
was told that the price of the home had been reduced to an amount lower than what was 
listed in the ad that both testers reviewed.  This price reduction, however, was not provided 
to the matched Latino tester.  In the remaining three tests, the agent provided the White tes-
ter with much more detailed information—the home was about to go into foreclosure, the 
agent was the owner of the home, and homes a few blocks away were priced substantially 
lower—which was not provided to the matched Latino tester.  

C.	 Financing Information
For many homebuyers, especially first-time homebuyers (the profile used in all testing here), 
financing is a critical factor in determining whether the prospective buyer can afford a spe-
cific home.  In the San Antonio testing, financing was the most common source of adverse, 
differential treatment, occurring in 11 phone tests (22%) and six in-person tests (24%).
Adverse, differential treatment with respect to financing was observed in the San Antonio 
testing in two different ways:  

In five phone tests (10%) and three in-person tests (12%), the agent provided the White 
tester with at least one recommended lender but did not provide any recommendations 
to the matched Latino tester, even when requested.** In two of these phone tests and two 
in-person tests, the agent told the White tester, but not the matched Latino tester, that the 
recommended lender (often someone in-house) could help save on closing costs or fees.  In 
another of these phone tests, in addition to providing only the White tester with a recom-

*  In several additional tests, the White tester was provided with additional advantageous information that 
could be attributable to either the testers meeting with different agents, or the possibility that an intervening 
price reduction took place between the two test parts.  These tests were not included as adverse, disparate treat-
ment, despite being advantageous to the White tester.
**  Instances where matched testers dealt with different agents who provided different recommended lenders 
were not included as adverse treatment here, with two exceptions.  In two instances, matched testers spoke with 
different agents.  While the White tester was told that an in-house lender was available, another agent from the 
same agency did not provide that information to the matched Latino tester even when it was requested.

•	 When both testers requested financing information, the White tester received 
more information and recommendations about the lending process than the 
matched Latino tester; and 

•	 The agent affirmatively asked the Latino tester more questions about his or her 
qualifications to purchase the home than were asked of the matched White 
tester. 
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agent followed up with the White tester after 
their meeting but did not do the same with the 
matched Latino tester.*    
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phone tests (40%) and 13 of the in-person tests 
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than their matched White tester in at least one 
aspect.  In three phone tests (6%) and four in-
person tests (16%), the Latino tester experienced 
two or more forms of less favorable treatment 
than the matched White tester, such as being told 
of fewer available homes and being asked to pro-
vide more financial information.

A.	 Agent Willingness to Meet 
	 with the Tester
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verse, disparate treatment from the moment they 
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tests and three in-person tests, the Latino tester 
was referred to a Spanish-speaking agent, who 
seemed less familiar with the property and un-
able to provide the level of detailed information 
(such as the length of time the house had been 
on the market) provided to the matched White 
tester who spoke directly with the agent identi-
fied with the property.  In another phone test, the 
rental agent offered to meet with the White tes-
ter but not the Latino tester, despite being told 
by both testers that they would “be in town the 
following week.”

*  This category excludes any test in which the two matched 
testers met with different rental agents.

B.	 Information about the Property for Sale
Providing more information about a home, particularly its history on the market and pric-
ing trends, can be very helpful for a prospective buyer in evaluating the property and en-
couraging them to make a bid.  In four phone tests (8%) and two in-person tests (8%), the 
same rental agent provided only the White tester with advantageous information for plac-
ing a bid on the home.*   In two of the phone tests and in one in-person test, the White tester 
was told that the price of the home had been reduced to an amount lower than what was 
listed in the ad that both testers reviewed.  This price reduction, however, was not provided 
to the matched Latino tester.  In the remaining three tests, the agent provided the White tes-
ter with much more detailed information—the home was about to go into foreclosure, the 
agent was the owner of the home, and homes a few blocks away were priced substantially 
lower—which was not provided to the matched Latino tester.  

C.	 Financing Information
For many homebuyers, especially first-time homebuyers (the profile used in all testing here), 
financing is a critical factor in determining whether the prospective buyer can afford a spe-
cific home.  In the San Antonio testing, financing was the most common source of adverse, 
differential treatment, occurring in 11 phone tests (22%) and six in-person tests (24%).
Adverse, differential treatment with respect to financing was observed in the San Antonio 
testing in two different ways:  

In five phone tests (10%) and three in-person tests (12%), the agent provided the White 
tester with at least one recommended lender but did not provide any recommendations 
to the matched Latino tester, even when requested.** In two of these phone tests and two 
in-person tests, the agent told the White tester, but not the matched Latino tester, that the 
recommended lender (often someone in-house) could help save on closing costs or fees.  In 
another of these phone tests, in addition to providing only the White tester with a recom-

*  In several additional tests, the White tester was provided with additional advantageous information that 
could be attributable to either the testers meeting with different agents, or the possibility that an intervening 
price reduction took place between the two test parts.  These tests were not included as adverse, disparate treat-
ment, despite being advantageous to the White tester.
**  Instances where matched testers dealt with different agents who provided different recommended lenders 
were not included as adverse treatment here, with two exceptions.  In two instances, matched testers spoke with 
different agents.  While the White tester was told that an in-house lender was available, another agent from the 
same agency did not provide that information to the matched Latino tester even when it was requested.

•	 When both testers requested financing information, the White tester received 
more information and recommendations about the lending process than the 
matched Latino tester; and 

•	 The agent affirmatively asked the Latino tester more questions about his or her 
qualifications to purchase the home than were asked of the matched White 
tester. 
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mended lender, the same agent insisted that the Latino tester get pre-approved for a loan 
before viewing any homes, something not required of the matched White tester.  In one in-
person test, both testers disclosed that they would make a 20% down payment, but only the 
White tester was told about avoiding mortgage insurance with this level of down payment.

In four phone tests (8%) and two in-person tests (8%), the agent asked the Latino testers, 
but not the matched White testers, if they were “pre-qualified” or “pre-approved” for fi-
nancing.  In two phone tests (4%), the agent asked both testers about pre-approval but 
further questioned the Latino tester about their pre-approval or credit history, without any 
such inquiry or scrutiny of the matched White tester.

D.	 Neighborhood Information and Other Home 
	 Recommendations
Equal housing opportunity requires providing similarly situated prospective buyers with 
the same available options to meet their preferences and finances. However, in some in-
stances, prospective buyers are only told about certain available homes as a means of “steer-
ing” them toward, or away from, certain homes or neighborhoods, or to limit their options 
to a particular price range; as a result, accessibility to services and community resources is 
affected.  

In three phone tests (14%) and four in-person tests (8%), the same agent provided the La-
tino tester with less information about a neighborhood or offered different neighborhood 
recommendations than was provided to the matched White tester, or asked the White tester 
for information about neighborhood preferences without seeking this information from 
the matched Latino tester.*   

In one phone test (2%) and four in-person tests (16%), the same agent followed up with 
both of the matched testers after their initial contact.  However, the agent provided infor-
mation based on different search parameters, resulting in the Latino tester being provided 
with either fewer potential properties to review or alternately located properties compared 
to those provided to the matched White tester.  In one phone test (2%), the agent gave un-
solicited neighborhood recommendations to the White tester without any such suggestions 
for the matched Latino tester.  In one phone test (2%), the same agent asked the White tester 
for their neighborhood preferences but did not seek that information from the matched 
Latino tester.  

E.	 Agent Follow-Up with the Tester
In order to foster a relationship with a potential new client, real estate agents sometimes 
follow-up after an initial meeting by phone or email.  In two phone tests (4%) and two 

*  Because of variances in neighborhood recommendations that may come from different agents, irrespective 
of a potential buyer’s national origin, no tests in which the testers ultimately spoke with different agents were 
included here.

in-person tests (4%), the same agent provided greater follow-up to the White tester than 
the matched Latino tester.*  In one phone test and one in-person test, the White tester re-
ceived email follow-up from the agent, but the matched Latino tester did not.  In one phone 
test, the agent provided the White tester with follow-up that included additional property 
listings while emailing the matched Latino tester advising that it was “important to get 
prequalified” before they met.  In one in-person test, although both testers met with the 
same agent, the Latino tester received follow-up from a different (Spanish-speaking) agent, 
while the matched White tester received follow-up from the agent originally met.

The ERC conducted 50 phone and 25 in-person matched pair tests in Atlanta.  In 21 of the 
phone tests (42%) and 11 of the in-person tests (44%), the Latino tester was treated less fa-
vorably than the matched White tester in at least one respect.  In six phone tests (12%) and 
four in-person tests (16%), the Latino tester experienced two or more forms of less favor-
able treatment, such as being told of fewer available homes and being asked to provide more 
financial information.

A.	 Agent Willingness to Meet with the Tester
Unlike in San Antonio, Latino testers in Atlanta were not typically referred to Spanish 
speaking agents.  However, in three in-person tests (12%), the initial agent referred the 
Latino tester to a different agent for the appointment, despite being available to meet with 
the matched White tester during the same time period.  In two of these tests, the agent who 
subsequently met with the Latino tester only showed the listed property, while the matched 
White tester was shown additional properties, resulting in appointments that lasted two to 
three times longer.

B.	 Information about the Property for Sale
Availability, price, and related costs for a home are arguably the most critical factors weighed 
by a prospective buyer.  In two phone tests (4%) and one in-person test (2%), the White 
tester was given information about the property availability and costs that was not provided 
to the matched Latino tester.  In one phone test, the White tester was told that the price of 
the home had been reduced, while the same agent did not provide this information to the 
matched Latino tester.   In another phone test, the agent told the Latino tester that the home 
was under contract, while a colleague of the first agent confirmed to the matched White 
tester the following day that the home was still available.  In one in-person test, both testers 
met with the same agent who told the White tester about a homeowners association (HOA) 
and associated HOA fees, but did not provide this information to the matched Latino tester.  

*  In addition to excluding all tests where no follow-up was provided to either tester, only tests in which both 
testers saw the same real estate agent were included in this category.

Atlanta, GA, Sales Tests Results 
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mended lender, the same agent insisted that the Latino tester get pre-approved for a loan 
before viewing any homes, something not required of the matched White tester.  In one in-
person test, both testers disclosed that they would make a 20% down payment, but only the 
White tester was told about avoiding mortgage insurance with this level of down payment.

In four phone tests (8%) and two in-person tests (8%), the agent asked the Latino testers, 
but not the matched White testers, if they were “pre-qualified” or “pre-approved” for fi-
nancing.  In two phone tests (4%), the agent asked both testers about pre-approval but 
further questioned the Latino tester about their pre-approval or credit history, without any 
such inquiry or scrutiny of the matched White tester.

D.	 Neighborhood Information and Other Home 
	 Recommendations
Equal housing opportunity requires providing similarly situated prospective buyers with 
the same available options to meet their preferences and finances. However, in some in-
stances, prospective buyers are only told about certain available homes as a means of “steer-
ing” them toward, or away from, certain homes or neighborhoods, or to limit their options 
to a particular price range; as a result, accessibility to services and community resources is 
affected.  

In three phone tests (14%) and four in-person tests (8%), the same agent provided the La-
tino tester with less information about a neighborhood or offered different neighborhood 
recommendations than was provided to the matched White tester, or asked the White tester 
for information about neighborhood preferences without seeking this information from 
the matched Latino tester.*   

In one phone test (2%) and four in-person tests (16%), the same agent followed up with 
both of the matched testers after their initial contact.  However, the agent provided infor-
mation based on different search parameters, resulting in the Latino tester being provided 
with either fewer potential properties to review or alternately located properties compared 
to those provided to the matched White tester.  In one phone test (2%), the agent gave un-
solicited neighborhood recommendations to the White tester without any such suggestions 
for the matched Latino tester.  In one phone test (2%), the same agent asked the White tester 
for their neighborhood preferences but did not seek that information from the matched 
Latino tester.  

E.	 Agent Follow-Up with the Tester
In order to foster a relationship with a potential new client, real estate agents sometimes 
follow-up after an initial meeting by phone or email.  In two phone tests (4%) and two 

*  Because of variances in neighborhood recommendations that may come from different agents, irrespective 
of a potential buyer’s national origin, no tests in which the testers ultimately spoke with different agents were 
included here.

in-person tests (4%), the same agent provided greater follow-up to the White tester than 
the matched Latino tester.*  In one phone test and one in-person test, the White tester re-
ceived email follow-up from the agent, but the matched Latino tester did not.  In one phone 
test, the agent provided the White tester with follow-up that included additional property 
listings while emailing the matched Latino tester advising that it was “important to get 
prequalified” before they met.  In one in-person test, although both testers met with the 
same agent, the Latino tester received follow-up from a different (Spanish-speaking) agent, 
while the matched White tester received follow-up from the agent originally met.

The ERC conducted 50 phone and 25 in-person matched pair tests in Atlanta.  In 21 of the 
phone tests (42%) and 11 of the in-person tests (44%), the Latino tester was treated less fa-
vorably than the matched White tester in at least one respect.  In six phone tests (12%) and 
four in-person tests (16%), the Latino tester experienced two or more forms of less favor-
able treatment, such as being told of fewer available homes and being asked to provide more 
financial information.

A.	 Agent Willingness to Meet with the Tester
Unlike in San Antonio, Latino testers in Atlanta were not typically referred to Spanish 
speaking agents.  However, in three in-person tests (12%), the initial agent referred the 
Latino tester to a different agent for the appointment, despite being available to meet with 
the matched White tester during the same time period.  In two of these tests, the agent who 
subsequently met with the Latino tester only showed the listed property, while the matched 
White tester was shown additional properties, resulting in appointments that lasted two to 
three times longer.

B.	 Information about the Property for Sale
Availability, price, and related costs for a home are arguably the most critical factors weighed 
by a prospective buyer.  In two phone tests (4%) and one in-person test (2%), the White 
tester was given information about the property availability and costs that was not provided 
to the matched Latino tester.  In one phone test, the White tester was told that the price of 
the home had been reduced, while the same agent did not provide this information to the 
matched Latino tester.   In another phone test, the agent told the Latino tester that the home 
was under contract, while a colleague of the first agent confirmed to the matched White 
tester the following day that the home was still available.  In one in-person test, both testers 
met with the same agent who told the White tester about a homeowners association (HOA) 
and associated HOA fees, but did not provide this information to the matched Latino tester.  

*  In addition to excluding all tests where no follow-up was provided to either tester, only tests in which both 
testers saw the same real estate agent were included in this category.
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C.	 Financing Information
In Atlanta, Latino testers were treated with more 
skepticism or were subject to greater inquiry with 
respect to pre-qualification or approval in eight 
phone tests (16%) and three in-person tests (12%).  
In four of these phone tests and one of the in-per-
son tests, the Latino tester, but not the matched 
White tester, was asked if they were “pre-quali-
fied,” “pre-approved,” or had already spoken with a 
lender.  In one phone test, the same agent told the 
Latino tester that pre-approval was required to see 
the home, a restriction not placed on the matched 
White tester.   In three phone tests and two in-per-
son tests, the agent inquired of the Latino tester 
about their credit and/or employment history but 
did not make such inquiries of the matched White 
tester.  In two phone tests and one in-person test, 
the agent asked the Latino tester if he/she intended 
to pay for the home “in cash,” or would be seeking 
financing.  Such inquiries were not made by the 
same agent of the matched White tester.

Separate from any inquiry by the agent about the 
testers’ pre-qualification or pre-approval status, 
the testers did request lending recommendations; 
the agent provided more information of this type 
to the White tester than the matched Latino tes-
ter in seven phone tests (14%) and four in-person 
tests (16%).  In three of these phone tests and two 
of the in-person tests, the same agent provided 
the White tester,but not the matched Latino tester, 
with a recommended lender, even though both 
testers asked about the lending process.  In one 
phone test, the agent referred the Latino tester to a 
lender with a Spanish surname, while the matched 
White tester was given a different lender contact.  
In two phone tests and two in-person tests, the 
agent gave the White tester advice about the lend-
ing process, such as when to have his credit score 
run, what to include with the application, the val-
ue of comparing multiple lenders, and alternative 
financing options.  This information was not pro-
vided to the matched Latino tester.  In one phone 
test, the Latino tester was told “you are going to be 
asked to submit your papers and your income and 
the more honest you are the more chance you will 

have to get a loan, you know because sometimes people [are] not completely honest and 
they do not make what they say the[y] make in terms of money.”  This type of admonition 
was not given to the matched White tester.

D.	 Neighborhood Information and Other Home 
	 Recommendations
In seven phone tests (14%) and seven in-person tests (28%), the same real estate agent pro-
vided more information or otherwise further engaged the White tester on neighborhood 
and home recommendations than the matched Latino tester.  In two of these phone tests 
and three of the in-person tests, the same agent recommended searching other neighbor-
hoods for a home to the White tester, but did not do so with the matched Latino tester.  In 
five phone tests and in one in-person test, the same agent met with both testers, but only 
asked the White tester for any neighborhood and/or school district preferences.  In three 
in-person tests, the agent gave the White tester useful information about the neighborhood, 
information that was not shared with the matched Latino tester.

E.	 Agent Follow-Up with the Tester
In three phone tests (6%) and five in-person tests (20%), both testers met with the same 
agent but only the White tester received email follow-up.*   In two of the phone tests and 
three in-person tests, the White tester received email follow-up with additional home rec-
ommendations, but the matched Hispanic tester was not provided with this information.  
In one phone test and two in-person tests, only the White tester received email follow-up 
that included recommendations for lenders.

*  While both testers initially tried to make appointments with the same agent, this category does not include 
any follow-up from tests where the testers ultimately met with different agents.
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C.	 Financing Information
In Atlanta, Latino testers were treated with more 
skepticism or were subject to greater inquiry with 
respect to pre-qualification or approval in eight 
phone tests (16%) and three in-person tests (12%).  
In four of these phone tests and one of the in-per-
son tests, the Latino tester, but not the matched 
White tester, was asked if they were “pre-quali-
fied,” “pre-approved,” or had already spoken with a 
lender.  In one phone test, the same agent told the 
Latino tester that pre-approval was required to see 
the home, a restriction not placed on the matched 
White tester.   In three phone tests and two in-per-
son tests, the agent inquired of the Latino tester 
about their credit and/or employment history but 
did not make such inquiries of the matched White 
tester.  In two phone tests and one in-person test, 
the agent asked the Latino tester if he/she intended 
to pay for the home “in cash,” or would be seeking 
financing.  Such inquiries were not made by the 
same agent of the matched White tester.

Separate from any inquiry by the agent about the 
testers’ pre-qualification or pre-approval status, 
the testers did request lending recommendations; 
the agent provided more information of this type 
to the White tester than the matched Latino tes-
ter in seven phone tests (14%) and four in-person 
tests (16%).  In three of these phone tests and two 
of the in-person tests, the same agent provided 
the White tester,but not the matched Latino tester, 
with a recommended lender, even though both 
testers asked about the lending process.  In one 
phone test, the agent referred the Latino tester to a 
lender with a Spanish surname, while the matched 
White tester was given a different lender contact.  
In two phone tests and two in-person tests, the 
agent gave the White tester advice about the lend-
ing process, such as when to have his credit score 
run, what to include with the application, the val-
ue of comparing multiple lenders, and alternative 
financing options.  This information was not pro-
vided to the matched Latino tester.  In one phone 
test, the Latino tester was told “you are going to be 
asked to submit your papers and your income and 
the more honest you are the more chance you will 

have to get a loan, you know because sometimes people [are] not completely honest and 
they do not make what they say the[y] make in terms of money.”  This type of admonition 
was not given to the matched White tester.

D.	 Neighborhood Information and Other Home 
	 Recommendations
In seven phone tests (14%) and seven in-person tests (28%), the same real estate agent pro-
vided more information or otherwise further engaged the White tester on neighborhood 
and home recommendations than the matched Latino tester.  In two of these phone tests 
and three of the in-person tests, the same agent recommended searching other neighbor-
hoods for a home to the White tester, but did not do so with the matched Latino tester.  In 
five phone tests and in one in-person test, the same agent met with both testers, but only 
asked the White tester for any neighborhood and/or school district preferences.  In three 
in-person tests, the agent gave the White tester useful information about the neighborhood, 
information that was not shared with the matched Latino tester.

E.	 Agent Follow-Up with the Tester
In three phone tests (6%) and five in-person tests (20%), both testers met with the same 
agent but only the White tester received email follow-up.*   In two of the phone tests and 
three in-person tests, the White tester received email follow-up with additional home rec-
ommendations, but the matched Hispanic tester was not provided with this information.  
In one phone test and two in-person tests, only the White tester received email follow-up 
that included recommendations for lenders.

*  While both testers initially tried to make appointments with the same agent, this category does not include 
any follow-up from tests where the testers ultimately met with different agents.
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Discussion

Whether trying to rent, buy, lease, sell, or finance a home, Hispanics and other ethnic 
groups often face obstacles and roadblocks to equal housing.  The findings from this testing 
investigation reinforce much of the existing research on the disparate treatment of Lati-
nos in the rental and sales markets.  Because discrimination does not always present itself 
so maliciously or obviously as it does in the case of restrictive ordinances and state laws, 
“secret shopper” testing is an important tool to understand if certain protected classes are 
being subjected to disparate treatment.  The ERC’s testing results reveal important trends 
regarding Latinos’ experience when trying to secure housing in Birmingham, Atlanta, and 
San Antonio.  This section reviews key issues found during the investigation.

•	 Potential Hispanic homeowners continue to experience discrimination 
when looking to buy.  Experts predict that by 2020, nearly half of first time 
home-buyers will be Latino.36  According to the U.S. Department of Housing 
and Urban Development (HUD), an estimated one in four Hispanic renters, 
and one in five Hispanic homebuyers, is likely to face some type of discrimina-
tion in the home search.37 Our Atlanta and San Antonio testing confirmed that 
Latino testers were more likely than similarly-situated White testers to expe-
rience disparate treatment when trying to buy a home.  In many of the tests 
Hispanic testers did not receive information that could have made their home 
search easier and more accessible, such as advantageous financing information 
and information about other potential homes. For example, in the San Antonio 
sales tests, the Latino tester experienced differential treatment.  

•	 A tumultuous housing market has led to a destructive rental housing mar-
ket.  Similar to a 2009 investigation by the Southern Poverty Law Center in 
which a survey of 500 Latinos in five southern states indicated that 70% 
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      reported experiencing racism when looking for housing,38 our testing revealed 
a high rate of disparate treatment in the rental tests.  In nearly a quarter (24%) 
of the rental tests conducted in Birmingham, the Hispanic tester experienced 
two or more forms of disparate treatment when attempting to secure rental 
housing.  A June 2013 HUD study found that in 8,000 tests, Latino renters 
learned about 12.5% fewer available properties, and were shown 7.5% fewer 
housing units than White renters.39 Given that Latino families comprise 42% 
of the rental market40—a number than has grown dramatically during the fore-
closure crisis—the rental market needs to adapt to ensure that Hispanics are 
not receiving disparate treatment, particularly around availability and desir-
ability of a unit.

•	 Longstanding Latino presence in a community is not a certain predictor of 
equal treatment.  NCLR hypothesized that in an established Hispanic commu-
nity, disparate treatment by national origin would not be as prevalent.  How-
ever, this was not the case in San Antonio.  Specifically in the in-person tests, 
Hispanic testers experienced discrimination than in the other two cities—dur-
ing 52% of the in-person tests in San Antonio, as compared to 44% in Atlanta 
and 40% in Birmingham.  Although Texas has not experienced the same level 
of statewide anti-immigrant attacks, this disparate treatment suggests that the 
anti-immigrant environment felt elsewhere is affecting Latino families nation-
wide.

•	 Piecemeal state immigration legislation creates conflict with federal immi-
gration law as well as federal Fair Housing laws.  The Supreme Court ruling 
in Arizona v. United States found that much of S.B. 1070 was pre-empted by 
federal immigration law.  The same is likely true of the rental restrictions in 
Alabama’s H.B. 56, which are superseded by the national origin discrimination 
protections in the Fair Housing Act.  Landlords are ill-equipped to determine 
the immigration status of their tenants, and they may simply turn away minor-
ity individuals to avoid renting to anyone they believe to be an immigrant and 
risk being subject to penalties—virtually guaranteeing wholesale discrimina-
tion based on national origin.

•	 As Congress debates immigration reform, the possibility of national origin 
housing discrimination is likely to increase.  With the passage of any type 
of immigration reform, immigrant families will be in transition, and there is 
likely to be widespread confusion about how to best integrate immigrants and 
prevent housing and other types of discrimination.  Particular attention and 
scrutiny should be paid to cities and states that have previously launched 

	 anti-immigrant initiatives, including those with anti-immigrant rental laws 
and those that have been hotbeds of hate crimes.  These places have already 
demonstrated anti-immigrant sentiment and may not be prepared to integrate 
new Americans into their communities, particularly if new federal immigra-
tion law is in conflict with existing state laws or local rental ordinances.

Recommendations
It is critical to protect the rights of all residents under the Fair Housing Act and local fair 
housing laws, particularly in the wake of changing demographics and while Congress 
considers significant changes to our federal immigration laws.  Our nation requires a just 
housing system that acknowledges and supports each individual’s right to live where he or 
she chooses and provides for effective enforcement on behalf of victims of discrimination.  
When Latinos have fair and equitable access to housing choices, they are able to create 
wealth and give back to their communities.  Despite this truth, there has not been a coor-
dinated fair housing response to the attack on immigrant—and by extension Hispanic—
households.  An effective response requires contributions from nonprofit organizations at 
the local, state, and national levels, from the federal government and the various funding 
streams under its control, and from local government agencies.  In particular, the nation’s 
changing demographics pose new challenges that will require HUD to adapt its fair housing 
outreach and enforcement models. To foster this change, NCLR and ERC make the follow-
ing recommendations: 

•	 Increase funding for public awareness campaigns and immigrant-specif-
ic outreach on fair housing issues.  Estimates put the number of fair hous-
ing violations at four million annually, yet in 2012, HUD received only 8,803 
reported housing discrimination grievances.41 Members of NCLR’s affiliated 
community-based network report that many of their clients encounter hous-
ing bias but do not recognize it as discrimination and thus are reluctant to 
report it.  As such, fostering a well-informed community is a critical aspect 
of the broader strategy to defend housing rights.  More funding is needed to 
help Latino-serving organizations develop outreach and awareness campaigns 
to educate the public about the protections afforded by the Fair Housing Act, 
information on how to report fair housing violations, and the impact of hous-
ing discrimination on communities, particularly those that have experienced 
anti-immigrant local ordinances or state legislation.  In addition, more fund-
ing is needed to enable agencies with fair housing expertise to broaden their 
scope and incorporate immigrant-specific outreach efforts with bilingual and 
culturally competent staff. 

•	 Increased partnering with local Latino service-providers that can gather 
real-time evidence for enforcement in specific high-impact localities.  His-
panic community-based organizations are trusted sources of information that 
have the cultural competency to reach their community, and HUD should ad-
just its grant-making approach to be more inclusive of these community-based 
resources.  Based on NCLR’s analysis of fair housing grants made between 
2006 and 2010, only 13% of HUD’s enforcement budget is disbursed to orga-
nizations that clearly state Latinos or immigrants as a target audience under 
their grant.42 In addition, funding directed at Hispanic-serving organizations 
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through HUD’s Fair Housing Initiatives Program remains disproportionately 
small, with most of that funding earmarked for outreach and education.  HUD 
should ensure that funding for, and partnerships with, local Hispanic-serving 
organizations covers not only fair housing outreach but also enforcement 

	 activities. 

•	 Enforce penalties when fair housing discrimination occurs.  Several U.S. gov-
ernment agencies, including HUD and the U.S. Department of Justice (DOJ), 
have a variety of tools in their arsenals to combat restrictive ordinances that 
impact Latino families.  HUD Secretary-initiated actions are a particularly im-
portant tool in this context, especially since effective outreach activities could 
be undermined by a lack of enforcement.  Absent a robust enforcement system, 
those that violate fair housing laws have little incentive to put fair renting and 
sales practices in place.  A stronger enforcement system would ensure support 
for rigorous testing initiatives, as well as a national scorecard on the nation’s 
largest real estate firms, lenders, broker houses, and insurance agencies.  

•	 Proactively promote fair housing choice.  Under its oversight of federally 
funded jurisdictions to “affirmatively further fair housing,” HUD should in-
crease targeted outreach to municipalities that pass discriminatory, anti-immi-
grant ordinances, and assess the extent to which they are in fact “affirmatively 
furthering fair housing,”*  including the extent to which they are meeting their 
obligation to improve language access for Limited English Proficient (LEP) 
individuals.** Further, actually withdrawing Community Development Block 
Grant (CDBG) funds in the appropriate circumstances would highlight the 
importance of the issue and HUD’s commitment to compliance. 

•	 Build coalitions that include both immigration and fair housing advocates.  
The fair housing and immigrant rights movements tended to develop as sepa-
rate forces. Fair housing organizations have not necessarily done enough to 
address the needs of immigrants, and immigration advocates have been simi-
larly slow to incorporate fair housing as a tool to fight back against the anti-
immigrant movement.  By joining forces, we can overcome the discriminatory 
rhetoric that generally creates a hostile environment for immigrants, and in 
particular, constructs roadblocks to equal housing opportunities.  

*  The Fair Housing Act (42 U.S.C. 3608 (d)) requires executive departments and agencies to “ad-
minister their programs and activities relating to housing and urban development (including any 
federal agency having regulatory or supervisory authority over financial institutions) in a manner 
affirmatively to further the purposes of [the Fair Housing Act].”
**  State and localities that receive federal grants are subject to this requirement, according to Ex-
ecutive Order 13166, “Improving Access to Services for Persons with Limited English Proficiency” 
(August 11, 2000).

Appendix—Testing Methodology
In collaboration with NCLR, the ERC designed and conducted two types of civil rights 
testing to examine how housing providers and their agents treated Latino home-seekers as 
compared to their White counterparts.  In Birmingham, Alabama, testing focused on the 
rental housing market; in Atlanta, Georgia, and San Antonio, Texas, testing focused on the 
home sales market.   

In both these types of testing, “matched-pairs” of Latino and White testers were given simi-
lar, but not identical, personal and financial profiles including occupation, income, and 
rental and credit history.  All testers were assigned a telephone number and an email ad-
dress to provide as their contact information to housing providers and real estate agents.  To 
the extent that the testers’ profiles varied (except with respect to national origin), the Latino 
tester was given more attractive attributes than the White tester, such as a slightly higher 
annual income, better credit score, or higher rental price range.  This was done to maximal-
ly reduce the number of potential reasons (actual or perceived), other than national origin, 
why Latino testers might receive more adverse treatment than their White counterparts.  

For all testing, testers were primarily recruited from the tested region, and underwent ex-
tensive training in both the classroom and the field.  Test pairs were either male or female, 
with gender consistent within matched pairs; for example, the Latino tester and White tes-
ter were both male or were both female within a given test.  Each profile was designed to be 
appropriate for the house listed (tester income met sales requirements). 

All testers used in the ERC’s testing—both Latino and White—were lawfully present in 
the United States at the time of testing.  If the immigration status of the Latino tester was 
questioned during a test, the tester was instructed to confirm his status as a documented 
resident and/or U.S. citizen.

Rental Testing Methodology (Birmingham, Alabama)
In order to examine whether housing providers and rental agents in the Birmingham, Ala-
bama, metropolitan area provide equal treatment and information to Latino applicants and 
their White counterparts, the ERC conducted 75 matched-pair, in-person civil rights tests 
of multi-family properties that had at least one unit advertised for rent. 



24 25

Puertas Cerradas: Housing Barriers for Hispanics Puertas Cerradas: Housing Barriers for Hispanics

through HUD’s Fair Housing Initiatives Program remains disproportionately 
small, with most of that funding earmarked for outreach and education.  HUD 
should ensure that funding for, and partnerships with, local Hispanic-serving 
organizations covers not only fair housing outreach but also enforcement 

	 activities. 

•	 Enforce penalties when fair housing discrimination occurs.  Several U.S. gov-
ernment agencies, including HUD and the U.S. Department of Justice (DOJ), 
have a variety of tools in their arsenals to combat restrictive ordinances that 
impact Latino families.  HUD Secretary-initiated actions are a particularly im-
portant tool in this context, especially since effective outreach activities could 
be undermined by a lack of enforcement.  Absent a robust enforcement system, 
those that violate fair housing laws have little incentive to put fair renting and 
sales practices in place.  A stronger enforcement system would ensure support 
for rigorous testing initiatives, as well as a national scorecard on the nation’s 
largest real estate firms, lenders, broker houses, and insurance agencies.  

•	 Proactively promote fair housing choice.  Under its oversight of federally 
funded jurisdictions to “affirmatively further fair housing,” HUD should in-
crease targeted outreach to municipalities that pass discriminatory, anti-immi-
grant ordinances, and assess the extent to which they are in fact “affirmatively 
furthering fair housing,”*  including the extent to which they are meeting their 
obligation to improve language access for Limited English Proficient (LEP) 
individuals.** Further, actually withdrawing Community Development Block 
Grant (CDBG) funds in the appropriate circumstances would highlight the 
importance of the issue and HUD’s commitment to compliance. 

•	 Build coalitions that include both immigration and fair housing advocates.  
The fair housing and immigrant rights movements tended to develop as sepa-
rate forces. Fair housing organizations have not necessarily done enough to 
address the needs of immigrants, and immigration advocates have been simi-
larly slow to incorporate fair housing as a tool to fight back against the anti-
immigrant movement.  By joining forces, we can overcome the discriminatory 
rhetoric that generally creates a hostile environment for immigrants, and in 
particular, constructs roadblocks to equal housing opportunities.  

*  The Fair Housing Act (42 U.S.C. 3608 (d)) requires executive departments and agencies to “ad-
minister their programs and activities relating to housing and urban development (including any 
federal agency having regulatory or supervisory authority over financial institutions) in a manner 
affirmatively to further the purposes of [the Fair Housing Act].”
**  State and localities that receive federal grants are subject to this requirement, according to Ex-
ecutive Order 13166, “Improving Access to Services for Persons with Limited English Proficiency” 
(August 11, 2000).

Appendix—Testing Methodology
In collaboration with NCLR, the ERC designed and conducted two types of civil rights 
testing to examine how housing providers and their agents treated Latino home-seekers as 
compared to their White counterparts.  In Birmingham, Alabama, testing focused on the 
rental housing market; in Atlanta, Georgia, and San Antonio, Texas, testing focused on the 
home sales market.   

In both these types of testing, “matched-pairs” of Latino and White testers were given simi-
lar, but not identical, personal and financial profiles including occupation, income, and 
rental and credit history.  All testers were assigned a telephone number and an email ad-
dress to provide as their contact information to housing providers and real estate agents.  To 
the extent that the testers’ profiles varied (except with respect to national origin), the Latino 
tester was given more attractive attributes than the White tester, such as a slightly higher 
annual income, better credit score, or higher rental price range.  This was done to maximal-
ly reduce the number of potential reasons (actual or perceived), other than national origin, 
why Latino testers might receive more adverse treatment than their White counterparts.  

For all testing, testers were primarily recruited from the tested region, and underwent ex-
tensive training in both the classroom and the field.  Test pairs were either male or female, 
with gender consistent within matched pairs; for example, the Latino tester and White tes-
ter were both male or were both female within a given test.  Each profile was designed to be 
appropriate for the house listed (tester income met sales requirements). 

All testers used in the ERC’s testing—both Latino and White—were lawfully present in 
the United States at the time of testing.  If the immigration status of the Latino tester was 
questioned during a test, the tester was instructed to confirm his status as a documented 
resident and/or U.S. citizen.

Rental Testing Methodology (Birmingham, Alabama)
In order to examine whether housing providers and rental agents in the Birmingham, Ala-
bama, metropolitan area provide equal treatment and information to Latino applicants and 
their White counterparts, the ERC conducted 75 matched-pair, in-person civil rights tests 
of multi-family properties that had at least one unit advertised for rent. 



26 27

Puertas Cerradas: Housing Barriers for Hispanics Puertas Cerradas: Housing Barriers for Hispanics

Shortly before each rental property was tested, an “advance caller” contacted the property 
to inquire about the actual availability of apartments for rent, rental prices, and the applica-
tion process.  Testers were each provided with a unique telephone number and email ad-
dress to provide to agents on their tests.  Once availability was confirmed, testers posed as 
prospective renters using their assigned profiles.  The matched-pair testers visited each test 
site at reasonably spaced intervals to seek information about housing options, cost, terms, 
and conditions.  Testers were instructed to request the agent’s business card and rental ap-
plication and to retain any promotional materials and handouts provided by the agent.

Testers recorded their experiences on individual report forms immediately after the com-
pletion of each test.  These forms elicited information about housing availability, cost, ap-
plication requirements, and specific terms and conditions discussed by the agent and tester.  
Testers also completed a written narrative of their test experience, which captured informa-
tion about the test in a chronological fashion and included qualitative details not captured 
in the test report form.  In addition to the report form and a narrative, all handouts pro-
vided to testers were also submitted and analyzed by the ERC.  The ERC also monitored 
the testers’ assigned email and voicemail accounts for a minimum of two weeks after each 
test was completed in order to compare the amount of follow-up a tester received after the 
initial visit to the property.

Sales Testing Methodology (Atlanta, Georgia and 
San Antonio, Texas)
In both Atlanta, Georgia, and San Antonio, Texas, the ERC conducted 25 in-person matched-
pair sales tests and 50 telephone tests to investigate the treatment of Latino individuals as 
they looked to purchase single-family homes in these metropolitan areas.  In each city, the 
ERC conducted demographic research to identify the dominant real estate companies op-
erating in each market, and selected for-sale properties listed by these companies. 

A.	 In-Person Testing Methodology 
In-person tests relied on a “quasi-relocation” methodology.  Testers posed as current renters 
who had relocated to the area from outside the state within the past year and were looking 
to purchase their first home.*   In all profiles used for sales tests, the tester was married, and 
in any given test pair, both testers had the same number of children of approximately the 
same ages.  

Testers contacted listing agents who had advertised properties for sale, then attempted to 
schedule an appointment to view the listed home.  Testers presented themselves as willing 
to reside in any part of the community, and both testers were instructed to state that they 
worked primarily from home should an agent ask the tester if he or she needed to seek 

*  A quasi-relocation methodology allowed for testers to use their actual neighborhood as the current address 
while still gathering detailed information from real estate agents about the communities in which they seek a 
home, including recommendations for other neighborhoods.

housing close to work. 

During each test, testers sought information about housing availability, cost, terms, and 
conditions.  Testers were instructed to request the agent’s business card and to retain listing 
and promotional materials for each viewed property, as well as any property the agent sug-
gested.  In accordance with the test profile, if asked about loan “prequalification” or “pre-
approval,” testers were instructed to say that they were prequalified by a bank designated 
in their profile, but to ask the agent for other lender recommendations.  Before each test 
concluded, if the agent did not volunteer to show the tester additional houses or to email 
the tester a list of additional houses, testers were instructed to ask if the  agent would email 
a list of homes similar to the advertised property.

At the conclusion of each test, testers recorded their experiences on individual report forms 
that elicited information regarding housing options, cost, financing, and other home or 
neighborhood recommendations.  As in the rental testing, the report form was supple-
mented by a written narrative that documented the test in a chronological fashion and al-
lowed the tester to include qualitative details that may not have been captured in the report 
form.  All promotional materials given to testers were also submitted and analyzed by the 
ERC.  ERC staff monitored testers’ email and voicemail accounts for at least two weeks after 
each test to measure the level of follow-up provided by the real estate agent after the initial 
appointment.

B.	 Telephone Testing Methodology
Telephone testing in Atlanta and San Antonio also relied on a relocation methodology.  Tes-
ters posed as renters from outside the metro area being tested, who were moving into the 
area and looking to purchase their first home.  This relocation methodology allowed testers 
to gather information on the telephone that would generally be provided in person.  It also 
enabled testers to gather more detailed information from real estate agents about the com-
munities where they were seeking a home, allowing the ERC to better assess whether testers 
were being “steered” into or away from certain properties or neighborhoods. 

As in the in-person testing, telephone testers contacted the listing agent for homes adver-
tised for sale through an online site.  In addition to inquiring about the availability of the 
advertised home, telephone testers asked for recommendations of other homes in their 
stated price range and also for possible lenders.  Testers did not express a preference for 
any neighborhood or area.  Testers concluded the call by asking the realtor about next steps 
to be taken; if an appointment was scheduled, the tester canceled the appointment several 
days later.

After each telephone call, testers completed a report form and a narrative that included 
information such as houses suggested by the realtor/listing agent, alternative financing sug-
gested, and a brief account of the tester’s experience.  The ERC monitored testers’ email and 
voicemail accounts for at least two weeks to track follow-up communication from the agent.
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tion about the test in a chronological fashion and included qualitative details not captured 
in the test report form.  In addition to the report form and a narrative, all handouts pro-
vided to testers were also submitted and analyzed by the ERC.  The ERC also monitored 
the testers’ assigned email and voicemail accounts for a minimum of two weeks after each 
test was completed in order to compare the amount of follow-up a tester received after the 
initial visit to the property.

Sales Testing Methodology (Atlanta, Georgia and 
San Antonio, Texas)
In both Atlanta, Georgia, and San Antonio, Texas, the ERC conducted 25 in-person matched-
pair sales tests and 50 telephone tests to investigate the treatment of Latino individuals as 
they looked to purchase single-family homes in these metropolitan areas.  In each city, the 
ERC conducted demographic research to identify the dominant real estate companies op-
erating in each market, and selected for-sale properties listed by these companies. 

A.	 In-Person Testing Methodology 
In-person tests relied on a “quasi-relocation” methodology.  Testers posed as current renters 
who had relocated to the area from outside the state within the past year and were looking 
to purchase their first home.*   In all profiles used for sales tests, the tester was married, and 
in any given test pair, both testers had the same number of children of approximately the 
same ages.  

Testers contacted listing agents who had advertised properties for sale, then attempted to 
schedule an appointment to view the listed home.  Testers presented themselves as willing 
to reside in any part of the community, and both testers were instructed to state that they 
worked primarily from home should an agent ask the tester if he or she needed to seek 

*  A quasi-relocation methodology allowed for testers to use their actual neighborhood as the current address 
while still gathering detailed information from real estate agents about the communities in which they seek a 
home, including recommendations for other neighborhoods.

housing close to work. 

During each test, testers sought information about housing availability, cost, terms, and 
conditions.  Testers were instructed to request the agent’s business card and to retain listing 
and promotional materials for each viewed property, as well as any property the agent sug-
gested.  In accordance with the test profile, if asked about loan “prequalification” or “pre-
approval,” testers were instructed to say that they were prequalified by a bank designated 
in their profile, but to ask the agent for other lender recommendations.  Before each test 
concluded, if the agent did not volunteer to show the tester additional houses or to email 
the tester a list of additional houses, testers were instructed to ask if the  agent would email 
a list of homes similar to the advertised property.

At the conclusion of each test, testers recorded their experiences on individual report forms 
that elicited information regarding housing options, cost, financing, and other home or 
neighborhood recommendations.  As in the rental testing, the report form was supple-
mented by a written narrative that documented the test in a chronological fashion and al-
lowed the tester to include qualitative details that may not have been captured in the report 
form.  All promotional materials given to testers were also submitted and analyzed by the 
ERC.  ERC staff monitored testers’ email and voicemail accounts for at least two weeks after 
each test to measure the level of follow-up provided by the real estate agent after the initial 
appointment.

B.	 Telephone Testing Methodology
Telephone testing in Atlanta and San Antonio also relied on a relocation methodology.  Tes-
ters posed as renters from outside the metro area being tested, who were moving into the 
area and looking to purchase their first home.  This relocation methodology allowed testers 
to gather information on the telephone that would generally be provided in person.  It also 
enabled testers to gather more detailed information from real estate agents about the com-
munities where they were seeking a home, allowing the ERC to better assess whether testers 
were being “steered” into or away from certain properties or neighborhoods. 

As in the in-person testing, telephone testers contacted the listing agent for homes adver-
tised for sale through an online site.  In addition to inquiring about the availability of the 
advertised home, telephone testers asked for recommendations of other homes in their 
stated price range and also for possible lenders.  Testers did not express a preference for 
any neighborhood or area.  Testers concluded the call by asking the realtor about next steps 
to be taken; if an appointment was scheduled, the tester canceled the appointment several 
days later.

After each telephone call, testers completed a report form and a narrative that included 
information such as houses suggested by the realtor/listing agent, alternative financing sug-
gested, and a brief account of the tester’s experience.  The ERC monitored testers’ email and 
voicemail accounts for at least two weeks to track follow-up communication from the agent.



28 29

Puertas Cerradas: Housing Barriers for Hispanics Puertas Cerradas: Housing Barriers for Hispanics

1 Sarah Treuhaft, Angela Glover Blackwell, and Manuel Pastor America’s Tomorrow: Equity is the Superior Growth Model (Los 
Angeles:  PolicyLink, 2011), http://www.policylink.org/atf/cf/%7B97c6d565-bb43-406d-a6d5-eca3bbf35af0%7D/SUMMIT_FRAM-
ING_WEB.PDF (accessed June 24, 2013); and America’s Voice, “Public Opinion and the Arizona Immigration Law: What Do Voters 
Support and Why?” (presentation, July 7, 2010), http://americasvoiceonline.org/index.php/polling/entry/public_opinion_and_the_ari-
zona_immigration_law (accessed June 24, 2013).

2 U.S. Census Bureau, “The Foreign-Born Population in the United States:  2010,” Current Population Survey, Washington, DC, 2012, 
Table 2.

3  Patricia Foxen and Sara Benitez, “Latinos and the 2010 Census:  Let’s Put Those Numbers to Use,” (presentation, 2011), http://
www.nclr.org/images/uploads/pages/2010CensusPowerPoint.pdf (accessed June 25, 2013).

4 Leah Nelson, Evelyn Schlatter, and Heidi Beirich, When Mr. Kobach Comes to Town:  Nativist Laws & the Communities They 
Damage (Montgomery, AL:  Southern Poverty Law Center, 2011), http://cdna.splcenter.org/sites/default/files/downloads/publication/
Kobach_Comes_to_Town.pdf; and Jessica Agarwal et al., Confronting the New Faces of Hate: Hate Crimes in America (Washington, 
DC:  Leadership Conference on Civil and Human Rights Education Fund, 2009), http://www.protectcivilrights.org/pdf/reports/hate-
crimes/lccref_hate_crimes_report.pdf. 

5 When Mr. Kobach Comes to Town.

6 American Immigration Lawyers Association, Navigating the Immigration Debate:  A Guide for State & Local Policymakers 
and Advocates (Washington, DC:  American Immigration Lawyers Association, 2009), http://www.aila.org/content/fileviewer.
aspx?docid=24681&linkid=172618  (accessed July 20, 2013).

7 Support Our Law Enforcement and Safe Neighborhoods Act, S.B. 1070, 49th Leg., 2nd sess., Arizona (April 23, 2010).

8 Arizona v. United States, 1325 S.Ct. 2492 (2012).

9 Julia Preston, “Immigration Ruling Leaves Issues Unresolved,” The New York Times, June 27, 2012.

10 A. Elena Lacayo, One Year Later: A Look at SB 1070 and Copycat Legislation (Washington, DC:  National Council of La Raza, 
2011), http://issuu.com/nclr/docs/alookatsb1070v3?e=1871004/2284794#search (accessed June 15, 2013). 

11 U.S. Census Bureau, “Sex by Age by Citizenship Status (Hispanic or Latino), Table B050031,” 2010 American Community Survey, 
Washington, DC, 2011).

12 42 U.S.C. §§ 3601, et seq.; and American Immigration Lawyers Association, Navigating the Immigration Debate (Washington DC:  
American Immigration Lawyers Association, 2009).

13 Kristina M. Campbell, “Local Immigration Relief Act Ordinances: A Legal, Policy, and Litigation Analysis,” Denver University Law 
Review 1041 (2007). at 1051-52.

14 National Fair Housing Alliance, Modernizing the Fair Housing Act for the 21st Century:  2013 Fair Housing Trends Report (Wash-
ington, DC:  National Fair Housing Alliance, 2012), http://www.nationalfairhousing.org/Portals/33/2013_Fair_Housing_Trends_Re-
port.PDF (accessed June 14, 2013).

15 Ibid.

16 Equal Rights Center and Drinker Biddle & Reath LLP, Precaucion: Obstacles for Latinos In the Virginia Rental Housing Market 
(Washington, DC:  Equal Rights Center, 2013). 

17 Ibid.

18 Equal Rights Center, Fair Housing for All:  The Disparate Response to Latino Housing Needs in Frederick County, MD (Washing-
ton, DC:  Equal Rights Center, 2010).

19 Ala. Code § 24-8-4; Ga. Code Ann. §8-3-202; Tex. Prop. Code Ann. § 301.021;  San Antonio Code of Ordinance, §§ 9-39, 9-40.

20 U.S. Census Bureau, “State & County QuickFacts, Atlanta (city), Georgia,” Current Population Survey, Washington, DC, 2013, 
http://quickfacts.census.gov/qfd/states/13/1304000.html (accessed June 20, 2013).

21 U.S. Census Bureau, “Statistical Abstract of the United States:  2012,” Current Population Survey, Washington, DC, 2012, Table 23.

22 Ibid; and U.S. Census Bureau, “Statistical Abstract of the United States: 2007,” Current Population Survey, Washington, DC, 2012, 
Table 27.

23 “Statistical Abstract 2012,” Table 23; and “Statistical Abstract 2007,” Table 27.

24 Seth Motel and Eileen Pattern, Latinos in the 2012 Election:  Georgia (Washington, DC:  Pew Hispanic Center, 2012), http://www.
pewhispanic.org/2012/10/01/latinos-in-the-2012-election-georgia/ (accessed June 24, 2013).

25 U.S. Census Bureau, “State and County Quick Facts:  Georgia,” Current Population Survey, Washington, DC, 2013), http://factfind-
er2.census.gov/faces/tableservices/jsf/pages/productview.xhtml?pid=DEC_10_DP_DPDP1 (accessed June 20, 2013). 

26 Illegal Immigration Reform and Enforcement Act of 2011, H.B. 87, 2011-12 Leg., Regular sess., Georgia (May 13, 2011); and A. 
Elena Lacayo, The Wrong Approach: State Anti-Immigration Legislation in 2011, (Washington, DC:  National Council of La Raza, 
2012), http://www.nclr.org/index.php/publications/the_wrong_approach_state_anti-immigration_legislation_in_2011-1/, (accessed 
June 20, 2013). 

27 “Statistical Abstract 2012,” Table 23.

28 “Statistical Abstract 2012,” Table 23; and “Statistical Abstract 2007,” Table 27.

29 Villas at Parkside Partners v. City of Farmers Branch, 701 F.Supp.2d 835 (N.D., 2010), aff’d by 675 F.3d 802 (5th Cir., 2012), va-
cated by, reh’d en banc granted by 688 F.3d 801 (5th Cir., 2012). 

30 Nate Taylor, “Spurs Defend 11-Year-Old Anthem Singer,” The New York Times, June 14, 2013, http://www.nytimes.com/2013/06/15/
sports/basketball/spurs-defend-11-year-old-anthem-singer.html?_r=0 (accessed June 20, 2013).

31 Snejana Farberov, “‘I’m just a proud American’: 11-year-old mariachi singer shrugs off racist backlash to his NBA national anthem 
performance,” Mail Online, June 13, 2013, http://www.dailymail.co.uk/news/article-2341300/Sebastien-De-La-Cruz-Brave-11-year-
old-mariachi-singer-shrugs-hateful-racist-backlash-NBA-national-anthem-performance-saying-hes-just-proud-American.html (ac-
cessed June 20, 2013).

32 “Statistical Abstract 2012,” Table 23.

33 “Statistical Abstract 2012,” Table 23; and “Statistical Abstract 2007,” Table 27.

34 Beason-Hammon Alabama Taxpayer and Citizen Protection Act, Act No. 2011-535, 2011 Leg., Regular sess., Alabama (June 9, 
2011). 	

35 Ibid.

36  George S. Masnick and Eric S. Belsky, Household Projections in Retrospect and Prospect:  Lessons Learned and Applied to New 
2005-2025 Projections (Cambridge, MA:  Harvard University Press, 2009).

37 M.A. Turner et al., Discrimination in Metropolitan Housing Markets:  Phase I - Supplement.  U.S. Department of Housing and 
Urban Development.  Washington, DC, 2003.

38 Southern Poverty Law Center, Under Siege:  Life for Low-Income Latinos in the South (Montgomery, AL:  Southern Poverty Law 
Center, 2009), http://cdna.splcenter.org/sites/default/files/downloads/UnderSiege.pdf (accessed June 24, 2013).

39 M.A. Turner et al., Housing Discrimination Against Racial and Ethnic Minorities 2012.  U.S. Department of Housing and Urban 
Development.  Washington, DC, 2013, http://www.huduser.org/portal/Publications/pdf/HUD-514_HDS2012.pdf (accessed June 25, 
2013).

40 Alejandro Becerra, Marisa Calderon, and Mary Mancera, State of Hispanic Home Ownership 2012 (San Diego, CA:  National As-
sociation of Hispanic Real Estate, 2012), http://nahrep.org/downloads/state-of-homeownership.pdf (accessed June 28, 2013).

41Modernizing the Fair Housing Act for the 21st Century.

42 NCLR unpublished.

Endnotes

http://www.policylink.org/atf/cf/%7B97c6d565-bb43-406d-a6d5-eca3bbf35af0%7D/SUMMIT_FRAMING_WEB.PDF
http://www.policylink.org/atf/cf/%7B97c6d565-bb43-406d-a6d5-eca3bbf35af0%7D/SUMMIT_FRAMING_WEB.PDF
http://americasvoiceonline.org/index.php/polling/entry/public_opinion_and_the_arizona_immigration_law
http://americasvoiceonline.org/index.php/polling/entry/public_opinion_and_the_arizona_immigration_law
http://www.nclr.org/images/uploads/pages/2010CensusPowerPoint.pdf
http://www.nclr.org/images/uploads/pages/2010CensusPowerPoint.pdf
http://cdna.splcenter.org/sites/default/files/downloads/publication/Kobach_Comes_to_Town.pdf
http://cdna.splcenter.org/sites/default/files/downloads/publication/Kobach_Comes_to_Town.pdf
http://www.protectcivilrights.org/pdf/reports/hatecrimes/lccref_hate_crimes_report.pdf
http://www.protectcivilrights.org/pdf/reports/hatecrimes/lccref_hate_crimes_report.pdf
http://www.nationalfairhousing.org/Portals/33/2013_Fair_Housing_Trends_Report.PDF
http://www.nationalfairhousing.org/Portals/33/2013_Fair_Housing_Trends_Report.PDF
http://quickfacts.census.gov/qfd/states/13/1304000.html
http://www.pewhispanic.org/2012/10/01/latinos-in-the-2012-election-georgia/
http://www.pewhispanic.org/2012/10/01/latinos-in-the-2012-election-georgia/
http://factfinder2.census.gov/faces/tableservices/jsf/pages/productview.xhtml?pid=DEC_10_DP_DPDP1
http://factfinder2.census.gov/faces/tableservices/jsf/pages/productview.xhtml?pid=DEC_10_DP_DPDP1
http://www.nclr.org/index.php/publications/the_wrong_approach_state_anti-immigration_legislation_in_2011-1/
http://www.nytimes.com/2013/06/15/sports/basketball/spurs-defend-11-year-old-anthem-singer.html?_r=0
http://www.nytimes.com/2013/06/15/sports/basketball/spurs-defend-11-year-old-anthem-singer.html?_r=0
http://www.dailymail.co.uk/news/article-2341300/Sebastien-De-La-Cruz-Brave-11-year-old-mariachi-singer-shrugs-hateful-racist-backlash-NBA-national-anthem-performance-saying-hes-just-proud-American.html
http://www.dailymail.co.uk/news/article-2341300/Sebastien-De-La-Cruz-Brave-11-year-old-mariachi-singer-shrugs-hateful-racist-backlash-NBA-national-anthem-performance-saying-hes-just-proud-American.html
http://cdna.splcenter.org/sites/default/files/downloads/UnderSiege.pdf
http://www.huduser.org/portal/Publications/pdf/HUD-514_HDS2012.pdf
http://nahrep.org/downloads/state-of-homeownership.pdf


28 29

Puertas Cerradas: Housing Barriers for Hispanics Puertas Cerradas: Housing Barriers for Hispanics

1 Sarah Treuhaft, Angela Glover Blackwell, and Manuel Pastor America’s Tomorrow: Equity is the Superior Growth Model (Los 
Angeles:  PolicyLink, 2011), http://www.policylink.org/atf/cf/%7B97c6d565-bb43-406d-a6d5-eca3bbf35af0%7D/SUMMIT_FRAM-
ING_WEB.PDF (accessed June 24, 2013); and America’s Voice, “Public Opinion and the Arizona Immigration Law: What Do Voters 
Support and Why?” (presentation, July 7, 2010), http://americasvoiceonline.org/index.php/polling/entry/public_opinion_and_the_ari-
zona_immigration_law (accessed June 24, 2013).

2 U.S. Census Bureau, “The Foreign-Born Population in the United States:  2010,” Current Population Survey, Washington, DC, 2012, 
Table 2.

3  Patricia Foxen and Sara Benitez, “Latinos and the 2010 Census:  Let’s Put Those Numbers to Use,” (presentation, 2011), http://
www.nclr.org/images/uploads/pages/2010CensusPowerPoint.pdf (accessed June 25, 2013).

4 Leah Nelson, Evelyn Schlatter, and Heidi Beirich, When Mr. Kobach Comes to Town:  Nativist Laws & the Communities They 
Damage (Montgomery, AL:  Southern Poverty Law Center, 2011), http://cdna.splcenter.org/sites/default/files/downloads/publication/
Kobach_Comes_to_Town.pdf; and Jessica Agarwal et al., Confronting the New Faces of Hate: Hate Crimes in America (Washington, 
DC:  Leadership Conference on Civil and Human Rights Education Fund, 2009), http://www.protectcivilrights.org/pdf/reports/hate-
crimes/lccref_hate_crimes_report.pdf. 

5 When Mr. Kobach Comes to Town.

6 American Immigration Lawyers Association, Navigating the Immigration Debate:  A Guide for State & Local Policymakers 
and Advocates (Washington, DC:  American Immigration Lawyers Association, 2009), http://www.aila.org/content/fileviewer.
aspx?docid=24681&linkid=172618  (accessed July 20, 2013).

7 Support Our Law Enforcement and Safe Neighborhoods Act, S.B. 1070, 49th Leg., 2nd sess., Arizona (April 23, 2010).

8 Arizona v. United States, 1325 S.Ct. 2492 (2012).

9 Julia Preston, “Immigration Ruling Leaves Issues Unresolved,” The New York Times, June 27, 2012.

10 A. Elena Lacayo, One Year Later: A Look at SB 1070 and Copycat Legislation (Washington, DC:  National Council of La Raza, 
2011), http://issuu.com/nclr/docs/alookatsb1070v3?e=1871004/2284794#search (accessed June 15, 2013). 

11 U.S. Census Bureau, “Sex by Age by Citizenship Status (Hispanic or Latino), Table B050031,” 2010 American Community Survey, 
Washington, DC, 2011).

12 42 U.S.C. §§ 3601, et seq.; and American Immigration Lawyers Association, Navigating the Immigration Debate (Washington DC:  
American Immigration Lawyers Association, 2009).

13 Kristina M. Campbell, “Local Immigration Relief Act Ordinances: A Legal, Policy, and Litigation Analysis,” Denver University Law 
Review 1041 (2007). at 1051-52.

14 National Fair Housing Alliance, Modernizing the Fair Housing Act for the 21st Century:  2013 Fair Housing Trends Report (Wash-
ington, DC:  National Fair Housing Alliance, 2012), http://www.nationalfairhousing.org/Portals/33/2013_Fair_Housing_Trends_Re-
port.PDF (accessed June 14, 2013).

15 Ibid.

16 Equal Rights Center and Drinker Biddle & Reath LLP, Precaucion: Obstacles for Latinos In the Virginia Rental Housing Market 
(Washington, DC:  Equal Rights Center, 2013). 

17 Ibid.

18 Equal Rights Center, Fair Housing for All:  The Disparate Response to Latino Housing Needs in Frederick County, MD (Washing-
ton, DC:  Equal Rights Center, 2010).

19 Ala. Code § 24-8-4; Ga. Code Ann. §8-3-202; Tex. Prop. Code Ann. § 301.021;  San Antonio Code of Ordinance, §§ 9-39, 9-40.

20 U.S. Census Bureau, “State & County QuickFacts, Atlanta (city), Georgia,” Current Population Survey, Washington, DC, 2013, 
http://quickfacts.census.gov/qfd/states/13/1304000.html (accessed June 20, 2013).

21 U.S. Census Bureau, “Statistical Abstract of the United States:  2012,” Current Population Survey, Washington, DC, 2012, Table 23.

22 Ibid; and U.S. Census Bureau, “Statistical Abstract of the United States: 2007,” Current Population Survey, Washington, DC, 2012, 
Table 27.

23 “Statistical Abstract 2012,” Table 23; and “Statistical Abstract 2007,” Table 27.

24 Seth Motel and Eileen Pattern, Latinos in the 2012 Election:  Georgia (Washington, DC:  Pew Hispanic Center, 2012), http://www.
pewhispanic.org/2012/10/01/latinos-in-the-2012-election-georgia/ (accessed June 24, 2013).

25 U.S. Census Bureau, “State and County Quick Facts:  Georgia,” Current Population Survey, Washington, DC, 2013), http://factfind-
er2.census.gov/faces/tableservices/jsf/pages/productview.xhtml?pid=DEC_10_DP_DPDP1 (accessed June 20, 2013). 

26 Illegal Immigration Reform and Enforcement Act of 2011, H.B. 87, 2011-12 Leg., Regular sess., Georgia (May 13, 2011); and A. 
Elena Lacayo, The Wrong Approach: State Anti-Immigration Legislation in 2011, (Washington, DC:  National Council of La Raza, 
2012), http://www.nclr.org/index.php/publications/the_wrong_approach_state_anti-immigration_legislation_in_2011-1/, (accessed 
June 20, 2013). 

27 “Statistical Abstract 2012,” Table 23.

28 “Statistical Abstract 2012,” Table 23; and “Statistical Abstract 2007,” Table 27.

29 Villas at Parkside Partners v. City of Farmers Branch, 701 F.Supp.2d 835 (N.D., 2010), aff’d by 675 F.3d 802 (5th Cir., 2012), va-
cated by, reh’d en banc granted by 688 F.3d 801 (5th Cir., 2012). 

30 Nate Taylor, “Spurs Defend 11-Year-Old Anthem Singer,” The New York Times, June 14, 2013, http://www.nytimes.com/2013/06/15/
sports/basketball/spurs-defend-11-year-old-anthem-singer.html?_r=0 (accessed June 20, 2013).

31 Snejana Farberov, “‘I’m just a proud American’: 11-year-old mariachi singer shrugs off racist backlash to his NBA national anthem 
performance,” Mail Online, June 13, 2013, http://www.dailymail.co.uk/news/article-2341300/Sebastien-De-La-Cruz-Brave-11-year-
old-mariachi-singer-shrugs-hateful-racist-backlash-NBA-national-anthem-performance-saying-hes-just-proud-American.html (ac-
cessed June 20, 2013).

32 “Statistical Abstract 2012,” Table 23.

33 “Statistical Abstract 2012,” Table 23; and “Statistical Abstract 2007,” Table 27.

34 Beason-Hammon Alabama Taxpayer and Citizen Protection Act, Act No. 2011-535, 2011 Leg., Regular sess., Alabama (June 9, 
2011). 	

35 Ibid.

36  George S. Masnick and Eric S. Belsky, Household Projections in Retrospect and Prospect:  Lessons Learned and Applied to New 
2005-2025 Projections (Cambridge, MA:  Harvard University Press, 2009).

37 M.A. Turner et al., Discrimination in Metropolitan Housing Markets:  Phase I - Supplement.  U.S. Department of Housing and 
Urban Development.  Washington, DC, 2003.

38 Southern Poverty Law Center, Under Siege:  Life for Low-Income Latinos in the South (Montgomery, AL:  Southern Poverty Law 
Center, 2009), http://cdna.splcenter.org/sites/default/files/downloads/UnderSiege.pdf (accessed June 24, 2013).

39 M.A. Turner et al., Housing Discrimination Against Racial and Ethnic Minorities 2012.  U.S. Department of Housing and Urban 
Development.  Washington, DC, 2013, http://www.huduser.org/portal/Publications/pdf/HUD-514_HDS2012.pdf (accessed June 25, 
2013).

40 Alejandro Becerra, Marisa Calderon, and Mary Mancera, State of Hispanic Home Ownership 2012 (San Diego, CA:  National As-
sociation of Hispanic Real Estate, 2012), http://nahrep.org/downloads/state-of-homeownership.pdf (accessed June 28, 2013).

41Modernizing the Fair Housing Act for the 21st Century.

42 NCLR unpublished.

Endnotes

http://www.policylink.org/atf/cf/%7B97c6d565-bb43-406d-a6d5-eca3bbf35af0%7D/SUMMIT_FRAMING_WEB.PDF
http://www.policylink.org/atf/cf/%7B97c6d565-bb43-406d-a6d5-eca3bbf35af0%7D/SUMMIT_FRAMING_WEB.PDF
http://americasvoiceonline.org/index.php/polling/entry/public_opinion_and_the_arizona_immigration_law
http://americasvoiceonline.org/index.php/polling/entry/public_opinion_and_the_arizona_immigration_law
http://www.nclr.org/images/uploads/pages/2010CensusPowerPoint.pdf
http://www.nclr.org/images/uploads/pages/2010CensusPowerPoint.pdf
http://cdna.splcenter.org/sites/default/files/downloads/publication/Kobach_Comes_to_Town.pdf
http://cdna.splcenter.org/sites/default/files/downloads/publication/Kobach_Comes_to_Town.pdf
http://www.protectcivilrights.org/pdf/reports/hatecrimes/lccref_hate_crimes_report.pdf
http://www.protectcivilrights.org/pdf/reports/hatecrimes/lccref_hate_crimes_report.pdf
http://www.nationalfairhousing.org/Portals/33/2013_Fair_Housing_Trends_Report.PDF
http://www.nationalfairhousing.org/Portals/33/2013_Fair_Housing_Trends_Report.PDF
http://quickfacts.census.gov/qfd/states/13/1304000.html
http://www.pewhispanic.org/2012/10/01/latinos-in-the-2012-election-georgia/
http://www.pewhispanic.org/2012/10/01/latinos-in-the-2012-election-georgia/
http://factfinder2.census.gov/faces/tableservices/jsf/pages/productview.xhtml?pid=DEC_10_DP_DPDP1
http://factfinder2.census.gov/faces/tableservices/jsf/pages/productview.xhtml?pid=DEC_10_DP_DPDP1
http://www.nclr.org/index.php/publications/the_wrong_approach_state_anti-immigration_legislation_in_2011-1/
http://www.nytimes.com/2013/06/15/sports/basketball/spurs-defend-11-year-old-anthem-singer.html?_r=0
http://www.nytimes.com/2013/06/15/sports/basketball/spurs-defend-11-year-old-anthem-singer.html?_r=0
http://www.dailymail.co.uk/news/article-2341300/Sebastien-De-La-Cruz-Brave-11-year-old-mariachi-singer-shrugs-hateful-racist-backlash-NBA-national-anthem-performance-saying-hes-just-proud-American.html
http://www.dailymail.co.uk/news/article-2341300/Sebastien-De-La-Cruz-Brave-11-year-old-mariachi-singer-shrugs-hateful-racist-backlash-NBA-national-anthem-performance-saying-hes-just-proud-American.html
http://cdna.splcenter.org/sites/default/files/downloads/UnderSiege.pdf
http://www.huduser.org/portal/Publications/pdf/HUD-514_HDS2012.pdf
http://nahrep.org/downloads/state-of-homeownership.pdf


30

Puertas Cerradas: Housing Barriers for Hispanics

Equal Rights Center
11 Dupont Circle NW, Suite 450

Washington, DC 20036

202.234.3062 V 
866.719.4372 TOLL FREE

Relay 711 
202.234.3106 F

EqualRightsCenter.org
members@equalrightscenter.org

National Council of La Raza
Raul Yzaguirre Building

1126 16th Street, NW, Suite 600
Washington, DC 20036-4845

Tel. (202) 785-1670
Fax (202) 776-1792

NCLR.org
comments@nclr.org




