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Agenda for the 3rd Moonshot Meeting 
Upper Gallery, Myerson Hall, University of Pennsylvania, October 10, 2019 

(Pre-meeting on segregation in Philadelphia, 10:30 – 11:30 am.  Main meeting starts, 
with the agenda below, at 11:30 am.  Lunch will be served a little after noon.  We should wind 
up by 5:30 pm.) 

1. Introductions

2. Overview and Recap of the Moonshot
a. Ground-laying discussions in March (New York) and June (D.C.)
b. Creation of the Inclusivity Institute
c. Genesis and submission of the MacArthur “100&Change” proposal
d. Developing deeper involvement in Chicago and Richmond
e. Conversations in other metro areas

3. Our Chicago and Richmond plans have about ten interwoven components.  For starters,
we are moving forward with two of them.  We’d like to have a substantive discussion
about both of these.

a. MoveSmart, a mobility app (demonstration)
b. Inclusivity Ratings (Institute memo; Cook County report and Patricia From)

4. The broader ten-part metropolitan strategy for disrupting segregation (MacArthur
proposal, and Chicago and Richmond memos).

a. Heather Crislip and Carol Brown on what is happening in Richmond and what
might be possible;

b. Chicago perspectives on what is happening in Chicago and what might be
possible

c. Comparing mobility strategies in Richmond and Chicago
d. An example of what’s missing from the strategy: the links between school and

housing segregation (Rick Kahlenberg)
e. What else is missing from the strategy?
f. How can we improve what we’re proposing?

5. Conversations in other metro areas; what is happening on the national scene to disrupt
segregation.  (Maria Krysan)

6. Affordable housing:  how to make the conversation more concrete, and build better
links between the for-profit, non-profit, and policy communities

7. Next steps
a. Further foundation proposals
b. Linking Moonshot activities to CDBG programs
c. Alternative methods of outreach
d. Policy goals

1



2



 
 

Third Moonshot Meeting of the “Segregation Disruptors” 
List of Attendees 

 
 
Kayla Allen-Brown - Policy Analyst, Inclusivity Institute, Carmel, IN 
Michael Bader - Sociology, American University, Washington DC 
Allison Bethel - Law, UIC/John Marshall, Chicago 
Alison Birge - Development, Pedcor/Inclusivity Institute, Carmel 
Carol Brown - Law, University of Richmond 
Dan Cooper - Policy Analysis, Metropolitan Planning Council, Chicago 
Bruce Cordingley - Development, Pedcor/Inclusivity Institute, Carmel, IN 
Heather Crislip - Fair Housing, HOME, Richmond, VA 
Sarah DeGiorgio - Urban Affairs, Rutgers University, Camden 
Sha’ Kurra Evans - Sociology, UIC, Chicago 
Natasha Fletcher – Rutgers University, Camden 
Patricia Fron - Fair Housing, CAHFA, Chicago 
Allison Suppan Helmuth - Sociology, UIC, Chicago 
Chris Hess - Urban Policy, Rutgers University, Camden 
Paul Jargowsky - Public Policy, Rutgers University, Camden 
Rick Kahlenberg - Law, Public Policy, Century Foundation, Washington DC 
Maria Krysan - Sociology, UIC, Chicago 
Yana Kucheva - Sociology, CCNY, New York 
Kathleen Lara - Community Development & Policy, Prosperity Indiana, Indianapolis 
Damon Major - Policy Analyst, Inclusivity Institute, Carmel 
Jay Readey - Law, Civic Leadership, OPRHC and other, Chicago 
Vincent Reina - Planning, University of Pennsylvania, Philadelphia 
Richard Sander - Law, UCLA, Los Angeles 
Greg Squires - Public Policy & Sociology, George Washington U., Washington DC 
Shehara Waas - Policy Analysis, Metropolitan Planning Council, Chicago 
Tracey Wik - Leadership development, OPRHC and other, Chicago 
Athena Williams - Executive Director, OPRHC, Chicago 
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Dismantling the Architecture of Segregation 

Sponsored by the Center for Urban Research and Education, the Department of  
Public Policy and Administration, and the Scholars Strategy Network 

Multipurpose Room, Rutgers University-Camden Student Center 
Camden, New Jersey, October 11, 2019 

Agenda 

8:30-9:00am: Registration and Continental Breakfast. 

9:00-9:10am: Welcoming Remarks. Chancellor Phoebe Haddon, Rutgers-Camden. 

9:10-9:30am: Introduction and Overview of the Day. Paul A. Jargowsky, Professor of Public 
Policy and Director, Center for Urban Research and Education (CURE), Rutgers-Camden. 

9:30-11:00am: Panel 1 – Zoning and Land Use. 

Paul Gottlieb and John Borrmann, Rutgers-New Brunswick. “The Suburban Wall:  Zoning 
Restrictions in the New Jersey Highlands and their Effects on Economic Stratification 
Across Space.”  

Andre Comandon, UCLA. “Fragmenting Los Angeles: An Historical Institutionalist Approach to 
Exclusionary Urban Development and Policy.” 

J. Rosie Tighe, Cleveland State University. “The Intersection of Land Use Regulations and 
Community Attitudes in Determining Housing Choice and Access.” 

Richard Sander, UCLA and Yana Kucheva, CCNY. “How Does Metropolitan Desegregation 
Come About?”  

11:00-11:15am: Break. 

11:15-12:45pm: Panel 2 – Race and Power. 

Hilary Silver, George Washington University. “Race, Homelessness, and Shelter Siting Disputes:  
Implications for Segregation.”  

Norrinda Brown Hayat, Rutgers – Newark. “Section 8 Is the New N-Word: Policing Integration 
in the Age of Black Mobility.” 

Kanika Khanna, Cornell. “Examining Claims of Spatial Segregation in New York City’s 
Affordable Housing Policy Administration.”  

Maria Krysan, Allison Helmuth, Sha’Kurra Evans, University of Illinois at Chicago. “Cataloging 
Racial Residential Integration Efforts: A Preliminary Report.”  

12:45-1:45pm: Lunch Discussion. Richard Sander et al., “Disrupting Segregation: The National 
Moonshot Initiative.”  
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1:45-3:15pm: Panel 3 – Housing and Community. 

Stefanie DeLuca, Johns Hopkins University. “Creating Moves to Opportunity.” 

Joni Hirsch, Mark Joseph, Amy Khare. National Initiative on Mixed-Income Community. 
“Promoting Inclusive, Equitable Mixed-Income Communities:  An Analysis of San 
Francisco’s Hope SF and Washington, DC’s New Communities Initiative.”  

Kathryn L. Howell, VCU. “Building Bridges and Digging Moats:  The Infrastructure for 
Affordable Housing Preservation in Washington, DC.”  

Willow S. Lung-Amam, University of Maryland. “Metropolitan Planning in a Vacuum: Lessons 
on Regional Equity Planning from Baltimore’s Sustainable Communities Initiative.”  

3:15-3:30pm: Break. 

3:30-5:15pm: Panel 4 – Boundaries.  

Christian Hess, University of Washington and Rutgers-Camden. “How Suburban Is Racial 
Segregation in U.S. Metropolitan Areas?”  

John Lauermann, Medgar Evers College. “Luxury Real Estate and Residential Segregation in 
New York City.”  

Ryan W. Coughlan and Julia Sass Rubin, Rutgers-New Brunswick. “The Segregating Effects of 
Charter Schools.”  

Ariel Bierbaum and Gail Sunderman, University of Maryland. “Dismantling the Architecture of 
Segregated Schooling: School Re-zoning as Land Use and Growth Management Policy.”  

Russell M. Smith, Winston-Salem State University. “Boundaries, Borders, and Spatial 
(In)Justices.”  

5:15-5:30: Break 

5:30-6:30pm: Keynote Address. Gregory Squires, George Washington University. “Inequality, 
Segregation, and the Right to the City.”  

6:30-7:00pm: Hors D'oeuvres and Conversation. 
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An Overview of the “Integration Moonshot” in Chicago – September 2019 
 
 
 In recent years, the problem of racial inequality in America has achieved a salience in 
our public discourse that it has not had since perhaps the 1960s.  Even as African-Americans 
have achieved unprecedented prominence in politics and culture, and a large black upper-
midle-class has emerged, we have realized as a society that many racial disparities – in poverty, 
education, incarceration, and median income, for example – remain very large and, on the 
whole, unchanging.  There is significant political will to take on these problems, but there is a 
shortage of concrete roadmaps laying out what constructive solutions we might pursue.   
 

The “Integration Moonshot” is an effort to articulate a specific, practical vision for both 
narrowing racial disparities and dramatically improving the health and civic life of our urban 
areas.  It is founded on the increasingly strong evidence that highly segregated housing markets 
are the key driver of much racial inequality in America, and that coordinated strategies that 
break the cycle of segregation and build new cycles of housing integration are both effective 
and relatively affordable ways of changing how those markets work.   Over the past six months, 
the “Moonshot” has taken on the following forms: 

 
--A national group of leading scholars meeting every few months to discuss in detail 

what is known about housing segregation, its effects, and methods to reduce it; 
 
--Coalitions in two metropolitan areas (Chicago and Richmond) to develop detailed 

strategies that operate at the individual, neighborhood, and metro level in a coordinated way 
to reduce housing segregation, promote individual choice, and help integrated neighborhoods 
to thrive.   

 
--The creation and submission of a proposal for the MacArthur Foundation’s 

“100&Change” competition for a five-year, $100 million plan to reduce housing segregation in 
metropolitan Chicago and Richmond.  The proposal has six major institutional partners (and 
many other implicit partners) and showed the ability of the Moonshot approach to build 
consensus around a specific set of strategies.  

 
--The creation of the Inclusivity Institute, a new, well-funded nonprofit organization 

based in Carmel, Indiana, that is committed to addressing national patterns of housing 
segregation in innovative ways, and to helping to foster the “Moonshot” approach.    

 
We currently have working groups studying how to scale up existing integration 

programs and develop prototypes of new initiatives.  We are broadening our coalition-building 
in Chicago and Richmond, and setting up initial meetings in other metro areas to find additional 
fertile grounds for addressing segregation.  We are working with cities and fair housing groups 
to use the “Moonshot” approach as a way of making fair housing planning more ambitious, 
more coordinated at the metropolitan level, and more focused on the underlying rigidity of 
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housing segregation.  And we are reaching out to funders to explain our work and develop new 
partnerships. 

 
The purpose of this memo is to explain in some detail, but in a still-preliminary and 

under-discussion way, details of how the “Moonshot” vision applies to metropolitcan Chicago.   
 
 
Rationale 
 
 Our approach is built around four key insights: 
  

First, it is now clear that intense housing segregation is the single most important and 
fundamental impediment to improving African-American outcomes.  Eight of the nation’s sixty 
largest metropolitan areas have experienced substantial drops in segregation over the past 
forty years.  In all eight areas, black-white gaps on virtually every measurable outcome are 
dramatically smaller than in highly-segregated metro areas like Chicago and New York.  The 
black-white mortality gap is two-thirds smaller; the unemployment gap is three-fourths smaller; 
the test-score gap is one-fourth smaller; the relative likelihood of blacks living in neighborhoods 
of concentrated poverty is sixty percent lower.  Careful research shows the direction of 
causation is primarily from lower segregation to better black outcomes (though of course 
improved black outcomes also reinforce integration).1  It follows that if we can materially 
reduce housing segregation,2 we can narrow black-white outcome gaps in fairly dramatic ways. 

 
Second, our understanding of the causes of housing segregation’s persistence – and 

how to reduce it – has come into focus in just the last few years.  Two books – Cycle of 
Segregation (2017) by Krysan and Crowder, and Moving Toward Integration (2018), by Sander, 
Kucheva and Zasloff – synthesize a good deal of other recent work and demonstrate some key 
propositions.  Housing discrimination still exists and is an important problem, but it is no longer 
a decisive barrier in any metropolitan area to significant housing desegregation.  Racial 
“tipping” of neighborhoods still occurs, but it is dramatically less common than in the 1970s and 
1980s, and now more often appears in the guise of gentrification and minority displacement 
than in the traditional white-to-black tipping process.  The crucial scale for thinking about 
housing desegregation is the metropolitan area.  Once a critical mass of integrated 
neighborhoods exists in a metro area, integration becomes self-reinforcing and households of 

1 The research into the effects of high segregation on Hispanics is less well-developed, but suggests that there are 
similar benefits associated with lowering the Hispanic-Anglo index of dissimilarity, which has been rising for the 
past generation in many large metro areas. 
2 The simplest and most widely-used measure of segregation is the index of dissimilarity; 100 on this scale 
represents complete separation of two groups, while 0 means that within small units of measurement (in the 
housing context, neighborhoods, census tracts or blocks) the ratio of two groups is constant (e.g., all 
neighborhoods are 20% black).  In the U.S., the average block-level, black-white index of housing dissimilarity in 
metropolitan America was 92 in 1970, and quite uniform across the nation.  The population-weighted average 
level of housing segregation is now about .72, and large urban areas vary from around .55 (San Diego, Seattle) to 
.85 (Chicago, New York).   By way of comparison, housing dissimilarity levels for Chinese-Americans (compared to 
whites) average around .40; for Italian-Americans (compared to other whites) the average is around .25. 
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all races have enhanced mobility.  There is no instance in the last forty years where a metro 
region has had a large decline in housing segregation, and then an increase; metro-level 
integration in the modern era is consistently stable and self-reinforcing.3  Importantly, 
socioeconomic gaps between blacks and whites do not, by themselves, impose a relevant lower 
boundary on the amount of housing integration achievable today. 
 

Third, one can make very substantial inroads into housing segregation by focusing on 
the “critical mass” mechanism, capitalizing on market-based strategies and readily available 
subsidies, and recognizing that successful metropolitan-wide integration requires movement in 
all directions:  African-Americans and Hispanics into white neighborhoods, Anglos into black 
and Hispanic neighborhoods, and so on.  We make the case below that $80 million over five 
years, properly leveraged, can decisively move metropolitan Chicago onto a path a self-
sustaining housing desegregation, and demonstrate that similar initiatives are worth pursuing 
in much of urban America.4  This is an extraordinarily small cost compared to other strategies 
that have been advanced which lack nearly as much evidence that they could have a 
meaningful, long-term impact on racial disparities. 

 
 And fourth, we have arrived at a national (and regional) moment when it is possible to 
meaningfully address housing segregation.  As we noted, concern about racial inequality is 
more salient now than it has been in many decades.  Books like The Color of Law and Evicted 
have brought particular focus to the issue and history of housing segregation.  The Supreme 
Court’s 2015 decision in Inclusive Communities (which upheld the validity of a key fair housing 
enforcement tool) recognized, for the first time in many decades, continuing housing 
segregation as a reason to interpret the Fair Housing Act broadly.  The Obama Administration 
promulgated new administrative rules in 2015 that, for the first time, made attention to 
segregation a key requirement for jurisdictions receiving federal community development 
funds.  (The Trump Administration has suspended those rules, but many jurisdictions are 
voluntarily following the Obama standards.)   In Chicago, the Metropolitan Planning Council 
issued a powerful 2017 report, The Cost of Segregation, that argued in detail why housing 
segregation was a central driver of racial inequality.  For the first time, over a dozen Chicago-

3 Our research finds that metro regions that have experienced substantial desegregation did so mainly because 
they happened to have a mix of favorable demographic ingredients.  For example, nearly all of these metro areas 
were attracting a lot of intermetropolitan black migration in the 1970s and 1980s, either because their economies 
were growing rapidly (e.g., San Diego) and/or because they were in southern states that attracted a lot of reverse 
migration after the “Great Migration” ran its course (Nashville and Charlotte, NC are examples of this).  African-
Americans moving from one metro area to another in the 1970s and 1980s – regardless of destination – were very 
likely to settle into heavily-white neighborhoods; we think this is because they took advantage of the greater 
freedom fair housing laws provided and they were not as “locked in” to race-based mental maps of available 
neighborhoods as movers *within* metro areas tend to be.  When the number of these intermetropollitan black 
movers was large relative to the incumbent black population, many new neighborhoods achieved a meaningful 
African-American presence, and this contributed to new cycles of integration. 
4 We built the 100&Change proposal around two metro areas: Greater Chicago and Greater Richmond.  Because of 
Chicago’s much larger size, a larger share of the funds will be spent there; in rough terms $80 mlllion of the grant 
would fund Chicago-area programs, about $15 million would fund Richmond-area programs, and the remaining $5 
would pay for evaluation, research, and administration.  
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area jurisdictions are engaged in a collaborative assessment of regional fair housing issues.  
Chicago’s new Mayor, Lori Lightfoot, took on exclusionary housing practices in her inaugural 
address, and appointed Marisa Novara (a principal author of The Cost of Segregation) as her 
housing commissioner.  The stars truly seem to be aligned. 
 

 
Our strategy 

 
 Contemporary strategies aimed at addressing the problem of housing segregation often 

focus on five things:  (a) fair housing programs that seek to reduce discrimination; (b) mobility 
programs that aim to increase the movement of voucher-holders to higher opportunity 
neighborhoods; (c) affordable housing development in middle-class neighborhoods; (d) 
attacking other forms of racial inequality, such as through programs in education or criminal 
justice; and (e) general investments in the revitalization of high-poverty neighborhoods.  While 
we believe all of these are important, most of them have pretty high costs per household 
affected, and none of them are likely to have much prospective effect, over the 2020-2030 
decade, upon actual levels of metropolitan housing segregation.  For example, building four 
thousand units of subsidized housing in neighborhoods that currently lack any such housing 
would probably cost about $1 billion, would generate a large amount of public opposition, and 
would have, by itself, only a tiny effect upon Chicago’s metropolitan index of black-white 
residential dissimilarity.    

 
Our approach is based on several principles.  (1) Housing integration, where it works, 

occurs across the entire economic spectrum.  This means that it isn’t just, or even primarily, 
about enabling low-and-moderate-income voucher holders to move into middle-class 
neighborhoods (though that is important), but facilitating more middle-class integrative moves 
as well, and even making low-and-moderate-income neighborhoods less segregated by race. (2) 
A major reason why intense segregation exists even among people of similar incomes is the 
segregation of the housing search process.  As Krysan and Crowder show in Cycle of 
Segregation, people usually rely on their social networks to identify housing opportunities and 
neighborhoods to consider.  If those networks are highly segregated, then so are housing 
choices.  This is a good example of market failure – prospective movers do not get enough of or 
the right kind of information to make “efficient” moves that actually enable them to realize 
their goals.  (3) Substantial housing desegregation cannot occur if migration is only happening 
in one direction – say, from black neighborhoods to white neighborhoods.  Metropolitan 
integration works when migration is happening in all “racial” directions:  white-to-black, 
Hispanic-to-Asian, and so on.  In Chicago in the 1970s, there actually was a lot of “black-to-
white” neighborhood migration, but because it only went in one direction, this migration (a) 
often led to resegregation and (b) substantially depressed home prices in black neighborhoods, 
because people were moving out but no one was moving in.  (4) The importance of multi-
directional integration means that middle-class migration back to central city neigborhoods is 
not something that should be halted in its tracks, but rather something that we should both 
welcome but also manage in ways that prevent displacement and resegregation.  (5) 
Integration is more than a matter of demographic patterns; it should also be a lived reality.  
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Self-sustaining integration is most viable and most valuable when it exists on many levels – 
housing, schools, neighborhood instiutions, and neighborhood life. 

 
In our MacArthur proposal, we outlined a series of interconnected elements that 

together constitute a metropolitan strategy for housing desegregation.  We are deepending 
and refining various parts of this strategy as we get more input and add more detail to our 
plans.   

 
Some key starting elements:   
 

1) Housing Opportunity Centers.  The Oak Park Regional Housing Center, founded in 
the 1970s, has played a key role in making and keeping Oak Park the most 
integrated suburb in metropolitan Chicago.  It has done this mainly by providing 
conseling to prospective renters, introducing them to opportunities they might not 
otherwise have considered.  This has meant, in practice, increasing the number of 
African-American renters who find apartments they like and move into mostly-white 
neighborhoods in or near Oak Park, and conversely increasing the number of Anglos 
who find apartments they like and move into mostly-black neighborhoods in or near 
Oak Park.  We believe that OPRHC’s methods can be scaled-up and broadened to the 
metropolitan level.  Specifically, we envision creating six Housing Opportunity 
Centers distributed across metro Chicago.  The Centers would provide counseling for 
*both* prospective renters and homebuyers, and would collectively cover the entire 
metropolitan housing market.  The centers would have two types of focus:  

a. They would generally try to facilitate pro-integrative moves into what are 
now highly-segregated neighborhoods, by counseling prospective 
homeseekers on the availability of housing opportunities, “introducing” them 
to neighborhoods, matching them with subsidies and other sorts of housing 
assistance, and assisting the transition process in actual moves.  These efforts 
would be broadly focused across the metropolitan area, with a key (but not 
only) goal of substantially reducing the number of neighborhoods where  
African-Americans, Hispanics, or whites make up fewer than 2 or 3% of 
existing residents.  

b. Each housing opportunity center would seek to foster one substantially-
integrated community – that is, one in which no race makes up more than 
75% of the population and in which the intra-community index of 
dissimilarity is below .50.   (By “community” we mean a geographically-
coohesive area of about sixty to one hundred thousand residents.)  Some of 
these neighborhoods would be areas where currently white in-inmigration is 
occurring (e.g., the near Westside); some would be areas where black in-
migration is occurring (some of the South suburbs).  Several of the specific 
techniques described below would be combined in these “neighborhood-
focused” efforts.   
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2) Complementing the housing counseling activites of the HOCs is a sophisticated 
housing search engine that users can access on their phones or through the internet.  
Our working name is “MoveSmart”.  Users identify whether they are looking for an 
apartment, condo, or single-family house; they are then given ten “features” of their 
prospective neighborhood that might be important to them and asked to click the 
three that are most important to them.   MoveSmart then interactively identifies 
neighborhoods that are good matches based on the selected criteria, describes the 
neighborhoods, and provides information on specific listings.  Users are also referred 
to HOCs that can provide them with more in-depth counseling and substantive 
assistance.  MoveSmart is a way of not only generating visitors to the HOCs but of 
making the concepts behind these Centers easily accessible to the whole population 
of homeseekers, with whatever level of engagement they prefer.  Unlike other 
programs that help people in housing search processes, MoveSmart helps people to 
think about neighborhoods as well as units, and to engage searches in ways that 
help them envision themselves in neighborhoods they might not otherwise have 
considered.   We currently have a team with experience in creating such applications 
that is developing a prototype model. 
    

3) Working with the Urban Institute, Metropolitan Planning Council, and the Inclusivity 
Institute, we seek to develop “inclusivity indices” for all jurisdictions in metropolitan 
Chicago.  These indices would be developed through in-depth analysis of the zoning 
and land-use practices of each city, looking not only at formal laws and rules but 
their on-the-ground practices in allowing or preventing the development of inclusive 
housing.  How the indices would be used would be a collaborative decision made 
with our partners: they can be very helpful in working with local jurisdictions to 
show them the path to great inclusivity; they could also have important “public” 
roles in (a)  helping movers to identify and reward inclusive jurisdictions by making 
them more attractive; (b) helping developers of low-and-moderate income housing 
to identify friendly sites for development; (c) putting pressure on the most 
exclusionary jurisdictions to change their policies.  We think that some jurisdictions, 
when confronted with hard evidence about the effects of exclusionary policies and 
engaged in constructive conversation about the potential for change (and the bad 
publicity from a negative rating from our index) will modify their policies.  Where 
jurisdictions are recalcitrant, the ratings can play an important role in disparate 
impact litigation brought by civil rights groups.  The legal theory behind “disparate 
impact” is requires a showing that a particular policy has the effect of 
disproportionately excluding some protected group; the Inclusivity Index provides a 
sound analytic way of objectively measuring those disparate effects.   
 

4) As noted in 1(a), the HOCs would be well-placed to connect homeseekers (both 
apartment-seekers and prospective homebuyers) with various types of subsidy and 
assistance.  One important form of assistance is home finance.  In Chicago, we have 
identified lenders willing to provide at- or below-market rate mortgage loans for 
qualified movers identified by the HOCs.  In cases where the loans generate CRA 

12



credit for these institutions, mortgages may be as much as 100-150 basis points 
below market.  We have also identified and will link to programs that provide 
downpayment assistance to new homeowners.  An important activity of the housing 
centers, therefore, will involve counseling homeseekers on their credit-worthiness, 
on how to improve their credit scores and engage in financial planning for 
homeownership.    

 
On the rental side, the HOCs would work closely with Housing Choice Partners to 
help Section 8 and voucher recipients find good housing placements and consider 
pro-integrative moves.  We would also expand upon existing programs that provide 
security-deposit assistance for households, which is often a key barrier to making a 
move to a higher-opportunity neighborhood. 

 
 

5) Although, as noted, we think it is essential that pro-integration efforts should be 
multi-directional, integrating predominantly minority as well as predominantly white 
neighborhoods. It is important that the integration process avoid extreme 
“gentrification” outcomes that produce substantial displacement.  A key part of our 
strategy is to develop comprehensive, systematic approaches to make demographic 
change in the central city “work” for all residents, including through these 
mechanisms: 

 
a. Develop an “early-warning” system to identify neighborhoods in danger of 

experiencing resegregation through gentrification.  There are several under-
utilized data tools that can enable such a system, such as close monitoring of 
rents and home price changes, which of course the HOCs are well-placed to 
track. 

b. For those areas experiencing rapid gentrification, use the HOC’s to foster 
middle-class migration away from the “hot” areas toward adjacent 
communities where segregation is still high. 

c. Use a “housing trust” mechanism to insulate affordable housing in “proto-
gentrifying” neighborhoods from rent escalation.  Housing trusts are often 
used with single-family housing to limit future appreciation; we propose a 
mechanism in which apartment buildings are purchased, a covenant is added 
to the deed to subject future rent appreciation to various limits, and the unit 
is then re-sold into the private market, freeing the capital to be recycled 
through many buildings.  This has the advantage of avoiding the inflexibility 
of large-area “rent control” while protecting affordable units at a modest 
cost (we estimate $7000 per unit). 

d. Foster homeownership opportunities for low-and-moderate income 
residents in proto-gentrifying areas.  For renters of single-family homes or 
townhomes, this can happen through credit counseling and improved access 
to affordable mortgage loans (see 3, above).  For renters in apartment 
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buildings, this can happen through assistance in creating limited-equity 
cooperatives/condominiums. 

e. Work with neighborhood groups, city agencies, and other institutions to 
deploy strategies aimed at enhancing neighborhood institutional integration, 
including schools and civic groups, in central city neighborhoods experiencing 
increased integration (tying into 1b, above).  These efforts can occur on many 
different levels:  after-school tutoring programs; neighborhood dog-walking 
services; community farmer’s markets, and so on.  But ideally, they should 
also include government strategies, such as using tax-increment financing 
that could devote the added revenue from housing appreciation in 
“gentrifying” areas to improve services and investments in those 
neighborhoods, including in local schools. 
 

6) Catalyze the development of economically diverse housing.  Existing subsidies for 
affordable housing development, such as those through the Low-Income Housing 
Tax Credit (LIHTC), tax-free bonds, and local property tax abatements, often get 
affordable housing developers “almost there” in assembling the necessary resources 
for good-quality but predominantly affordable housing.  We would allocate some of 
our funding to assist those efforts to reach economic viability.  We would also foster 
partnerships between local housing developers and national operations willing to 
provide technical and financial assistance to Chicago-area initiatives. 
 

7) Foster regional cooperation in developing comprehensive fair housing planning in 
metropolitan Chicago.  As we noted earlier, this is already happening.  Our interest is 
in making sure that this planning process addresses segregation, and has a vision of 
the sort of “big picture” approach to segregation outlined here, with sufficient scale 
and ambition to materially and measurably reduce aggregate levels of segregation.  

 
8) Our MacArthur proposal included an important “research and evaluation” 

component.  This is important for several reasons.  It provides accountability and it 
allows us to refine and improve our programs as they are deployed and expanded.  
Moreover, designing elements of the strategy in a way that allows us to draw valid 
causal inferences from our interventions (e.g., offering varying services that allow 
one to distinguish “experimental” and “control” clients and observe their 
subsequent moves and outcomes) is powerful in demonstrating effects and 
persuading the public and public officials of when and how these strategies should 
be replicated elsewhere.   

 
 
Results 

 
What would an $80 million, five-year housing desegregation strategy, like the one 

described here, accomplish in concrete terms?  As the last section makes clear, we aim for a 
host of changes that generally make housing markets work in more “integration-friendly” ways, 
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and foster healthy integrated neighborhoods; many of these changes are hard to quantify.  But 
we can quantify some demographic effects.  Based on past experience, we estimate that our 
strategy would generate some 21,000 pro-integrative household moves, occurring across the 
racial spectrum, over the 2021-2025 period.  These moves would reduce by more than half the 
number of neighborhoods where the Anglo or black presence is under two percent.  The 
experience of “moderate segregation” metro areas shows that getting past that two-percent 
threshold generates other pro-integrative moves, both because the less-segregated 
neighborhoods are less intimidating to other pioneers, and because those neighborhoods are 
more likely to show up in conventional searches through conventional networking.  If each 
“facilitated” move  generates one additional “spontaneous” move, that means a total of 42,000 
household moves, involving about 120,000 people.  This, in turn, translates into a drop in the 
index of metropolitan black-white index of dissimilarity of about 5 points (e.g., from .83 to .78) 
over five years, and a drop in the metropolitan Hispanic-white index of dissimilarity of about 2.5 
points. 

 
This seemingly small change has two momentous implications.  First, metropolitan 

patterns over the past fifty years show that declines in segregation feed on themselves.  This 
makes sense on conceptual grounds – the housing search mechanisms we described earlier 
tend to lock highly segregated cities into “cycles of segregation”, but also tend to reinforce 
“cycles of integration” as patterns of segregation weaken and the number of integrated 
communities increases.  One can also show empirically that the best predictor of declines in 
metropolitan housing segregation from 2000 to the present is the amount segregation declined 
in the late 20th century. 

 
Second, the evidence suggests that the positive effects of declining segregation are 

essentially linear.   The American metro areas where black-white dissimilarity levels are below 
.60 have, as we noted earlier, seen remarkable improvements in African-American outcomes, 
such as sharp drops in poverty rates, improvements in test scores, and dramatic narrowings of 
black-white employment gaps.  The metro areas where those gaps are most severe are almost 
all ones with black-white dissimilarity levels over .80.  In between these two extremes, there is 
a fairly linear relationship between improving minority outcomes and lower dissimilarity.  Thus, 
it is not hard to construct a scenario in which a five-point drop in black-white dissimilarity 
produces many billions of dollars in benefits (both economic and less tangible ones) over a five-
year period.  Moreover, since metropolitan housing desegregation is stable and self-sustaining, 
it “locks in” these benefits for the long term.    
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2 Chicago Area Fair Housing Alliance. Tiered Compliance Model Report 

-PURPOSE- 

There is a growing wealth of data demonstrating that committing to fair housing and equity ensures 
greater economic and social stability within a community. This report assists Cook County in furthering 
its commitment to fair housing and was created by the Chicago Area Fair Housing Alliance (CAFHA) 
through the use of Cook County Community Development Block Grant funds (CDBG).  

Since 2014, CAFHA has partnered with Cook County’s Department of Planning and Development (DPD) 
to develop an analytical tool to assess municipal compliance with fair housing laws and regulations. 
CAFHA launched the initial implementation of the tool, the Tiered Compliance Model, in 2015.  CAFHA 
collected municipal data through CDBG applications and Tiered Compliance Model surveys. Collected 
data was then assessed using the Tiered Compliance Model, and responding municipalities were ranked 
based on compliance with the Affordable Housing Planning and Appeals Act, fair housing 
infrastructure and enforcement capacity, zoning and land-use impediments, and public 
outreach and education regarding fair housing.  

This report contains information regarding the data collected, the use and efficacy of the Tiered 
Compliance Model, and recommendations for DPD to fully implement the Model in a manner that will 
affirmatively further fair housing in Cook County. 

-BACKGROUND- 

CAFHA’s work with Cook County was spurred by the advocacy of CAFHA’s Board of Directors beginning 
in 2011. CAFHA outlined, in letters sent to Cook County Board President Preckwinkle and DPD, 
troubling patterns of noncompliance with fair housing laws including: 

Use of federal housing and CDBG funds in a manner that perpetuated segregation
Failure to address and combat entrenched residential segregation
Lack of County oversight and monitoring of municipal sub-recipients

Through this advocacy, and subsequent meetings, CAFHA and DPD forged a productive working 
relationship built upon the mutual desire to meet fair housing obligations, address historic patterns of 
residential segregation, and advance a more stable, resilient, integrated County. A first step in this 
process was the development of an Analysis of Impediments to Fair Housing Choice (AI)—a report 
required by the U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development (HUD) as a component of the 
mandate to Affirmatively Further Fair Housing (AFFH).i HUD’s guidance at the time suggested that AIs 
be conducted at least every 3-5 years,ii yet as CAFHA pointed out in the aforementioned advocacy 
letters, Cook County had not conducted an AI in over 15 years. CAFHA provided technical assistance to 
the AI contractors, and Cook County published a final report in 2012.iii The AI serves as a foundational 
fair housing document, assessing both the history and contemporary manifestations of segregation in 
the County, and making recommendations to address patterns of segregation. The AI also informs the 
Cook County Consolidated Plan 2015-2019 Planning for Progress, and from both reports, the Tiered 
Compliance Model was conceptualized as a best practice.iv  

The importance of this work cannot be overstated. Because of legal requirements that directly 
underpin the County’s federal funding and the consequences of segregation  the County’s 
residents, 
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furthering fair housing must be of paramount concern to the County. As federal housing dollar 
recipients, entitlement communities like Cook County, as well as their sub-recipients, are required to 
comply with the Fair Housing Act and Housing and Community Development Act.v  These laws require 
communities, as a prerequisite for the receipt of federal housing dollars, to examine and implement 
strategies to eliminate housing discrimination within their jurisdictions, promote housing opportunities 
for all protected classes,vi promote fair housing choice for all people, including housing that is physically 
accessible to those with disabilities, and maintain records of the identified barriers and actions to 
remove them.vii  

Furthermore, the Federal Fair Housing Act, since its inception in 1968, has mandated the duty to 
affirmatively further fair housing. Whereas in the past, the definition of AFFH has been vague and 
HUD’s enforcement and oversight has been lackluster at best, 2015 ushered in a new era of AFFH 
standardization. When HUD issued a 2015 regulation on Affirmatively Furthering Fair Housing, it made 
clear the expectations of entitlement jurisdictions and HUD’s oversight of implementation: 

Specifically, AFFH means taking meaningful actions that, taken together, address significant 
disparities in housing needs and in access to opportunity, replacing segregated living patterns 
with truly integrated and balanced living patterns, transforming racially and ethnically 
concentrated areas of poverty into areas of opportunity, and fostering and maintaining 
compliance with civil rights and fair housing laws.viii 

The rule requires an in-depth assessment (using data and public input) of segregation through both a 
regional and jurisdictional lens as part of a new Assessment of Fair Housing (AFH) process, the 
development of measureable actions to address segregation (reflected in the AFH and consolidated 
plans), and ongoing evaluation of the efficacy of actions and the outcomes produced.  Although the 
current federal administration has attempted to postpone implementation of the new AFH regulation 
(which is the subject of current litigation),ix this instability does not alter the underlying legal obligations 
of the Fair Housing Act, nor the historic realities that necessitated it. These laws and regulations were 
prompted by the recognition that segregation was engineered by public policy, and reinforced by 
racism and violence.x A system of publically sanctioned injustices stripped communities of color of 
wealth building opportunities, erected barriers to the freedom of housing choice, and created a nation 
divided. Perhaps nowhere else is this legacy as evident as in Cook County—where clear color lines 
remain and directly impact access to opportunity
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Equal access to quality housing is essential for residents to acquire employment, quality education, 
and the various resources necessary for . his is an economic issue, not just a social justice 
issue s research demonstrates  that regions with higher levels of inclusion generate more long-term 
economic growth, while areas with higher levels of segregation have slower economic growth and 
shorter periods of economic growth.xi 
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One of the most pervasive barriers to dismantling segregation, to Cook County meeting its AFFH 
obligations, and to equitable access to opportunity for County residents is the fact that individual 
municipalities exhibit vastly different capacities to address fair housing issues, along with vastly 
different commitments to and understanding of AFFH. This creates a disjointed patchwork of municipal 
compliance and inhibits the County from implementing a cohesive, effective strategy to address 
segregation. In an effort to understand these unique municipal complexities and set forth a vision for 
County oversight and monitoring of municipal sub-recipients, Cook County contracted with CAFHA to 
develop the Tiered Compliance Model. 

-TIERED COMPLIANCE MODEL- 

Historically, Cook County funding sub-recipient compliance with fair housing obligations was not a 
factor in sub-recipient funding.  The DPD, recognizing its legal risk in failing to monitor sub-recipients, 
began this effort to develop a model for assessing municipal fair housing compliance, in partnership 
with CAFHA. 

These activities directly reflect the fair housing goals outlined in the 2012 AI and the Cook County 2015-
2019 Consolidated Plan. The overarching purpose of the Model is to assist the County in developing an 
intentional, more strategic approach to affirmatively furthering fair housing by: 

Assessing the fair housing landscape -identifying needs, trends, and a unified vision for fair
housing-  in the County
Providing a framework to assist  county sub-recipients of federal housing dollars in continuing
or expanding existing activities related to affirmatively furthering fair housing
Providing more effective and efficient fair housing reviews for funding sub-recipients

The model was developed based on CAFHA’s review of national fair housing best practices. CAFHA 
then recommended that DPD assess each municipality receiving County funding, based on criteria such 
as the existence and quality of a fair housing ordinance; enforcement of fair housing regulations 
through a fair housing compliance officer and enforcement body; existence of a fair housing action 
plan; outreach activities; staff training; and annual reviews of land use, zoning, and local ordinances. 
From this outline, CAFHA developed a scoring mechanism to rank municipalities as excelling, 
emerging, challenged or non-compliant based on these factors in addition to compliance with the 
Affordable Housing Planning and Appeals Act (See Attachment A: Draft Tiered Compliance Model). 
This scoring recommendation was then incorporated into the Cook County AI in 2012.  

-DATA COLLECTION- 

The main tool CAFHA used to gather municipal data was through electronic surveys distributed to all 
municipalities within the County (See Attachment B: Municipal Survey). CAFHA developed the Cook 
County Department of Planning and Development Municipal Fair Housing Survey in 2015. Three rounds of 
surveys were disseminated between July of 2015 and January 2017. DPD and CAFHA emailed a survey 
link to the municipal contact on file with DPD. For nonresponsive municipalities, CAFHA identified and 
updated contact information through online research, calling the municipal government office, and 
speaking to individuals across government departments to identify the appropriate contact for the 
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completion of the fair housing survey. Although CAFHA also offered a paper survey to those who found 
this preferable; no municipal contacts requested a hard copy.  

In addition to direct outreach to municipal government offices, CAFHA provided comprehensive sub-
regional training sessions, reaching 97 attendees. Each sub-regional session focused on the core areas 
of fair housing, affirmatively furthering fair housing, the tiered compliance model, the Municipal Fair 
Housing Survey, and public participation best practices. Additionally, panel discussions with local 
stakeholders highlighted specific fair housing issues for sub-regions. (See Attachment C: Fair Housing 
Workshop Agendas).  

In total, the surveys reached 132 municipalities and yielded 63 complete, returned surveys.  The first 
two rounds consisted of a long version of the survey with a total of 85 questions, which yielded 53 
complete responses.  In an effort to bolster response rates, an abbreviated survey, with 32 questions, 
was developed and disseminated in January of 2017, yielding an additional 10 complete surveys. 10 
additional respondents initiated but did not complete the survey; and this data was not used in the final 
results. Of the 132 total municipalities in Cook County, 74 remained nonresponsive throughout the data 
collection process, (See Attachment D for a list of nonresponsive municipalities). 

The DPD Municipal Fair Housing Survey incorporated qualitative and quantitative questions reflective 
of the Tiered Compliance Model and gauged general comprehension of and attitudes toward fair 
housing. Questions on the original survey were intended to measure the municipalities’ ranking within 
the Tiered Compliance Model as well as to identify barriers preventing the municipality from reaching a 
higher tier of compliance, and gain a sense of the perceptions and commitment to fair housing.  

-DATA ASSESSMENT- 

Of the 63 municipalities that completed a fair housing survey, 7 are entitlement jurisdictions, and an 
additional 8 responded that they “receive CDBG, ESG, or HOME funds directly from the U.S 
Department of Housing and Urban Development (HUD).”  Municipal respondents were diverse 
geographically, as well as in terms of population demographics, size, and fiscal capacity.  

CAFHA acknowledges that the data assessed is limited by the municipal response rate of approximately 
50%. 

The data discussion below follows the Tiered Compliance Model assessment points: 

Compliance with the Affordable Housing Planning and Appeals Act 

Under the Tiered Compliance Model, excelling municipalities must be compliant with the Affordable 
Housing Planning and Appeals Act. Non-exempt municipalities that lack a completed or in process 
Affordable Housing Plan are automatically noncompliant under the Tiered Compliance Model.  

While Fair Housing and Affordable Housing are not synonymous, there are clear links between the two. 
First, often placement of and objections to affordable housing are based upon who will live in the 
housing and based upon the protected class of proposed residents.  Second, because of historic 
racialized policies related to housing, residents of affordable housing are more likely to be members of 
protected classes. 
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The Affordable Housing Planning and Appeal Act (AHPAA) is a state law passed in 2003 to encourage 
local governments to incorporate affordable housing in their communities. The Act responds to a 
shortage of affordable housing in the State and the acknowledgement that action is necessary to 
ensure that such housing exists for the workforce and retirees. The Act encourages local governments 
within Illinois that do not have sufficient affordable housing to provide affordable housing in order to 
“assure the health, safety, and welfare of all citizens of the State.”xii The law names the Illinois Housing 
and Development Authority (IHDA) the State-administering agency, and provides tools and updates to 
aid non-exempt communities in compliance. Non-exempt status means that these communities have a 
population of at least 1,000 and less than 10% of their housing stock is considered affordable. 
Communities in Illinois that are found to be non-exempt from the law are required to adopt an 
Affordable Housing Plan.  

According to IHDAs most recent review of communities, the following Cook County municipalities are 
non-exempt as of 2013: 

Kenilworth 
Barrington Hills 
Western Springs 
South Barrington 
Glencoe 
Inverness 
Northfield 

Winnetka 
Palos Park 
Wilmette 
Northbrook 
River Forest 
Lincolnwood 
Flossmoor 

Olympia Fields 
Park Ridge 
Glenview 
Morton Grove 
Palos Heights 
Barrington 
La Grange 

Of the 21 non-exempt communities identified by IHDA, the following 12 jurisdictions completed the 
Fair Housing Municipal Survey: 

Kenilworth 
Barrington Hills 
Glencoe 
Inverness 

Northfield 
Wilmette 
Northbrook 
River Forest 

Glenview 
Morton Grove 
Barrington 
La Grange

Of the 63 survey respondents, 19% are non-exempt under AHPAA guidelines. For future data-reviews, 
CAFHA recommends these municipalities be considered non-compliant under the Tiered Compliance 
Model unless it can be demonstrated that work toward fulfilling an Affordable Housing Plan is 
underway. For this initial data review, CAFHA has not ranked any municipalities as non-compliant, 
therefore, the 12 AHPAA non-exempt communities are ranked as “Challenged.”  
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Fair Housing Ordinance 

Under the Tiered Compliance Model, an excelling municipality would have a Fair Housing Ordinance that 
includes at least all protected classes included in the Cook County Human Rights Ordinance and has been 
updated or reaffirmed within the last 5 years. It is important that the ordinance also include penalties such 
as fines and damages for non-compliance. Additionally, community marketing of the protections offered in 
the ordinance and required trainings to housing providers would ensure that the ordinance is implemented 
effectively. 

Of the 63 survey respondents, 67% claimed to have a 
fair housing ordinance. Respondents were asked to 
indicate the protected classes covered in their local fair 
housing ordinance from a comprehensive list of the 
Cook County protections. Of the responses (see 
below), Race and Religion were the only protected 
classes that all 42 claimed to include. 

Advancing local ordinances that fail to at least include 
all protections at the County level undercuts the 
possible positive impacts of local protections. In 
conversations with municipal representatives it is clear 
that there is a general lack of understanding of the 
protected classes covered in local ordinances and at 
the County, state, and federal levels. Also, some local 
ordinances were enacted long before recent 
amendments were made at the state and county level 
and have not since been reviewed or amended to 
include the updated protections. Indeed, 41% of survey 
respondents with a fair housing ordinance noted that 
their municipality’s ordinance had not been amended 
in 10 or more years. Rather than mere oversight, this 
may indicate that some municipalities are ambivalent 
or averse to including the full spectrum of protected 
classes that are needed to address changing modes of 
discrimination. 

The chart on the right list of the Cook County 
protected classes with corresponding municipal 
responses. 

Protections included in less than 50% of respondent’s 
local ordinances include Gender Identity, Housing 
Status, and Section 8/ Housing Choice Voucher Status, 
all of which are protected under the Cook County 
Human Rights Ordinance. Since Source of Income was 
expanded to include Section 8/ Housing Choice 
Voucher Status in 2013, the timing of review and 

Answer Options Response 
% 

Response 
Count 

Race 100% 42 

Color 98% 41 

Sex 98% 41 

Age 86% 36 

Religion 100% 42 

Disability 93% 39 

National origin 95% 40 

Ancestry 76% 32 

Sexual orientation 71% 30 

Marital status 91% 38 

Parental status 67% 28 

Military discharge status 62% 26 

Source of income 62% 26 

Gender identity 45% 19 

Housing status 52% 22 

Section 8/ housing choice 
voucher holder 21% 9 

Other (please specify) 26% 11 

answered question 42 

skipped question 21 
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revision of ordinances may have been a factor in some respondents’ answers. However, Gender identity 
was included in the Cook County Civil Rights Ordinance in 2002, and Housing Status was included in the 
initial Civil Rights Ordinance which was adopted in 1993. 

An issue that has surfaced through the data collection process, and anecdotally through interactions 
with municipal staff, is the fact that many fair housing ordinances were initiated due to a 1995 advocacy 
push of a “model ordinance” and a 2007 DPD requirement to adopt an ordinance.  Since this time, many 
municipalities have adopted ordinances that have languished without the needed infrastructure to 
enforce the provisions offered and many have not been revisited or amended since enactment. 

As Cook County’s Analysis of Impediments notes, “[w]hile most of the municipalities have complied 
with this requirement [by DPD to adopt an ordinance], in many instances the resulting ordinances have 
been superficial acts without procedures or policies in place to ensure enforcement. As a municipal 
employee stated: ‘the only people who have read their fair housing ordinance are the lawyer who 
crafted it and perhaps the council members on the night it was passed.’”xiii 

At the most basic level, many municipalities lack even simple – procedures, policies, or staffing for 
directing complaints of discrimination.  

Enforcement 

Under the Tiered Compliance Model, an excelling municipality would have an identified fair housing 
enforcement body responsible for reviewing and addressing complaints. This complaint process would be 
publicized and municipal staff would be required to attend annual fair housing training to effectively 
identify and process complaints. 

Through the survey process, it is evident that many municipalities are unprepared to handle complaints 
within their communities due to lack of appropriate infrastructure, training, and dedicated resources. 
Of the 42 respondents with a fair housing ordinance, 71% have at least one staff person designated to 
address fair housing related issues and compliance in their municipality. Of those 30 municipalities with 
staff to address fair housing related issues and compliance, one third fail to publicize the complaint 
process to their community. Even those that publicize their process to the community do not always 
have a method of reviewing the complaint. One respondent stated that the complaint forms were 
available on the village website but no department was designated to review complaints. This means 
that although a majority of respondents note that they have a fair housing ordinance on the books, far 
fewer actually have the ability to take complaints and make the complaint process known to their 
residents. Most communities throughout Cook County therefore lack any meaningful local resources or 
support when instances of discrimination arise.  

In light of this reality, an alternative to municipal ordinances and in-house complaint processing, is the 
development of a formal referral relationship with local private fair housing enforcement organizations 
and the provision of annual municipal staff trainings to assist in the identification of discrimination. This 
coupled with the promotion of the Federal Fair Housing Act and the Cook County Human Rights 
Ordinance among housing providers, housing seekers, and housing industry professionals could serve 
as an effective alternative option. It is critical that municipalities have a procedure for receiving fair 
housing complaints. If a municipality does not have an active and working investigative and 
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adjudicative body and procedure, the municipality must provide a procedure for referring fair housing 
complaints to a working agency for intake and adjudication.  

Each sub-recipient should make it very easy for people who think they may have experienced housing 
discrimination to get assistance. A municipality should train all of its operators (including everybody 
who might answer the phone at the police department) to refer callers about fair housing to the 
designated staff person within the municipality or to a designated referral partner fair housing 
organization. The designated individual should be well–versed in fair housing law and practices.  

Action Plan 

Under the Tiered Compliance Model an excelling municipality would have an Action Plan that is signed by 
executive-level municipal official, is updated annually, contains goals with benchmarks and dates, and 
status reports that are provided quarterly 

Each entitlement jurisdiction is required to develop a Consolidated Plan (every 5 years), Annual Action 
Plans (yearly), and Consolidated Annual Performance and Evaluation Report [CAPER] (yearly). While 
the Consolidated Plan must assess affordable housing and community development needs and market 
conditions, and outline data-driven, place-based investment and community development decisions, 
the Annual Action Plan provides a summary of the activities that will be undertaken and resources that 
will be used each year to address the needs and goals prioritized on the Consolidated Plan. 
Accomplishments and progress toward goal attainment are documented in the CAPER.  

Although this formal reporting requirements applies only to the entitlement jurisdiction, all 
municipalities would benefit from the drafting and implementation of an Action Plan or other fair 
housing strategy document that assesses housing and community development needs and outlines 
annual goals and resource allocations with measureable benchmarks. 

Cook County, in recognition of this best practice, has included a municipal Action Plan requirement for 
CDBG applicants, “As part of the application, a municipal Subrecipient must submit a Fair Housing 
Action Plan. If you already have a plan, you should review it to ensure the plan is still relevant and up-to-
date before submission.”xiv CAFHA reviewed municipal CDBG applications for 2015 and 2016 and found 
that often the same language, goals, and actions were duplicated year over year by the same 
municipality, as well as identical language being used across municipalities. Fair housing issues were 
also conflated with other issues related to the provision of social services and community event 
planning. In sum, the bulk of the plans submitted did not touch on core fair housing issues related to 
identifying and addressing segregation, lacked clear goals and measurable benchmarks and 
demonstrated no measurable change in achieving goals. 

Within the CAFHA survey when asked, “Does your municipality have an action plan or other document 
that lists fair housing issues, barriers, goals, or strategies?” 51% of respondents acknowledged that they 
had no such plan. This does not include the 19 survey respondents that did not answer this question. 
17% of respondents noted having an Action Plan or other document that lists fair housing issues, 
barriers, goals, and strategies. Of the 63 total respondents, only 3 claim that the action plan/strategy 
document contains goals with benchmarks, including dates.  
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Of the 7 entitlement jurisdictions that are required to have annual action plans as part of their 5 year 
Consolidated Plan, only two (2) municipal respondents had an action plan that was updated annually 
with benchmarks, signed, and assessed quarterly, one (1) respondent had an action plan that was 
updated annually, signed by executive level staff, included benchmarks, but is not assessed quarterly. 
Three entitlement respondents have not updated their action plan in 5 or more years, and 1 did not 
answer any questions referring to an action plan.  

Land Use/Zoning 

Under the Tiered Compliance Model, an excelling municipality is one in which land-use and zoning 
ordinances, building codes and other municipal ordinances are reviewed on an annual basis to ensure they 
are not impediments to fair housing (E.g., restrictions for group homes for persons with disabilities or -crime 
free rental housing ordinance). Incentives to promote the development of affordable and/or accessible units 
are provided. 

Of the 63 respondents: 

12 (19%) municipalities claim to provide incentives to promote the development of affordable
housing units and/or accessible units.
19 (30%) conduct an annual review of all land use and zoning ordinances and building codes to
ensure they are not impeding fair housing.
8 (13%) respondents have established inclusionary zoning for proposed development to include
a certain percentage of housing units that are affordable housing and/or accessible units.

As noted in Cook County’s Analysis of Impediments to Fair Housing, “An often-neglected component of 
an analysis of impediments to fair housing choice is a discussion of land use, zoning, and related laws.”xv 
And that this is complicated due to municipal home-rule status. Many municipalities erect barriers to 
fair housing through zoning, land-use, and local ordinances that limit density and a diversity of housing 
types. Additionally, certain local ordinances, like crime free rental housing ordinances can limit housing 
options, and disproportionally for black and Latinx populations and people with disabilities.  Despite the 
challenges posed by home-rule authority, the County can impose requirements on municipalities tied 
to the receipt of funding that can serve to address these barriers. 

Outreach 

Under the Tiered Compliance Model, an excelling municipality is one in which fair housing education 
materials are provided to the community and industry professionals and are widely promoted (web, print, 
etc). The municipality provides fair housing training/workshops to residents and industry professionals, and 
actively markets the community to underrepresented groups and encourages diversity 

Municipalities, in an effort to demonstrate that the community is welcoming and appreciative of 
diversity can do the following: 

Provide information about fair housing rights including easily accessible information about the
local or County fair housing or human rights ordinance and where to go for assistance with
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complaints of discrimination. This information should be widely available on the web and in 
print in public buildings and community spaces. 
Include the equal housing opportunity logo and the statement “[Municipality] is an open and
welcoming community to all.” On web, print, and promotional materials.
Provide fair housing materials and trainings to local schools, community based and faith based
organizations.
Train municipal staff to know to whom they should refer fair housing complaints.
Provide fair housing/human relations educational programs for employees, community and
civic groups, and the general public.
Provide fair housing training and materials to housing providers and housing industry
professionals.
Provide fair housing training and materials in the languages most used in the community.

Fair housing enforcement and education agencies in the region unanimously stress that fair housing 
complaints are under-reported.xvi There are numerous reasons why this gap exists but overwhelmingly 
advocates purport that the general population lacks knowledge of their fair housing rights. Recipients 
of HUD dollars play a significant role in ensuring that accessible fair housing information is made widely 
available within their communities. This includes information that is accessible in multiple mediums, as 
well as multi-language accessible, and accessible for people with disabilities. Without accessible 
information, the most vulnerable populations, such as Limited English Proficiency individuals, are put at 
a heightened risk of facing discrimination and lacking the appropriate channels to make complaints. 

According to the survey data: 

9 or 14% of municipal respondents note that they actively market the community to
underrepresented groups in an effort to encourage diversity.
51 or 81% of respondents claim that their municipality does not provide any kind of fair housing
training to the general public.
19 or 30% of respondents note that they provide some type of written fair housing materials to
the public. This does not include affirmative marketing to real estate professionals.
12 or 19% of municipalities make fair housing materials available to housing professionals such
as landlords, realtors, and housing developers.

-QUALITATIVE SURVEY QUESTIONS- 

In addition to the questions asked that relate directly to measures in the tiered compliance model, the 
Cook County Department of Planning and Development Municipal Fair Housing Survey included questions 
which gauged the participant’s opinion of fair housing and barriers to fair housing choice in their 
municipality. Though the majority of respondents believed that all listed barriers were at least 
“somewhat a barrier,” the top two barriers, as identified by approximately 50% of survey respondents, 
were “Lack of county or regional approach to addressing fair housing planning” and “Jobs, housing, and 
transit are not located near each other.” As one respondent stated “[there is a] lack of dialogue 
between public and private entities regarding fair housing issues.” The identification of structural and 
systemic barriers as the top barriers to fair housing choice is significant. These types of barriers can be 
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addressed through strategic planning, monetary incentives, and government oversight; all of which can 
be addressed at the county level. 

In addition, approximately 46% of question respondents rated “Prevalent fear of others among 
suburban Cook County Residents,” and “Communities are racially segregated” as the next biggest 
barriers to fair housing choice. These responses show an understanding that racial prejudices are 
rampant in Cook County communities and because 63% of question respondents believe that housing 
discrimination is “common” or “somewhat common” in suburban Cook County it is clear that there is an 
understanding that these racial prejudices directly impede fair housing choice.  

-TIERED COMPLIANCE MODEL RANKINGS- 

With the measures outlined in the Tiered Compliance 
Model, only two municipalities were identified as 
Excelling and almost half of the respondents were scored 
as Challenged. 16 respondents started the survey but did 
not fill out enough questions to be scored within the 
Tiered Compliance Model. The following graph shows the 
breakdown of respondents into the various tiers.  

Comparatively, when survey respondents were asked to 
rank themselves in the Tiered Compliance model, 
respondents overwhelmingly rated themselves at a 
higher tier despite being given the definitions and 
requirements of each tier.  Below are the results of the 26 
respondents who ranked themselves. When asked what 
support their community would need to reach a “Tier I: 
Excelling” level, respondent’s answers all fell into the 
following categories: additional funding, additional staff, 
training and technical assistance, marketing and 
community outreach, and assistance with action planning. 

The chart below lists all municipal survey respondents and their initial tier assessment: 

Tier Number 

% of 
Responsive 
Munis 

Excelling 2 3% 
Emerging 14 22% 
Challenged 31 49% 
Unable to Assess 16 25% 

Ranking of Municipal Respondents Based on Survey Data 

Tier Number 

% of 
Responsive 
Munis 

Excelling 6 23% 
Emerging 11 42% 
Challenged 6 23% 
Non-Compliant 3 12% 

Municipal Respondents Self-Identified Ranking 
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See Attachment E: Municipal Rankings & Maps for a full scoring breakdown with corresponding 
maps. 

Barrington Emerging Lyons Challenged Village of 
Justice 

Excelling 

Barrington 
Hills 

Unable to 
assess 

Morton Grove Challenged Village of 
Kenilworth 

Challenged 

Bartlett Unable to 
assess 

Mount 
Prospect 

Emerging Village of 
Lansing 

Challenged 

Berwyn Emerging North Riverside Challenged Village of 
Lemont 

Challenged 

Brookfield Emerging Northbrook Challenged Village of 
Lynwood 

Challenged 

City of 
Hometown 

Challenged Northfield unable to 
assess 

Village of 
Matteson 

Challenged 

City of 
Markham 

Emerging Northlake Challenged Village of 
Maywood 

Emerging 

City of Rolling 
Meadows 

Challenged Oak Brook Challenged Village of 
Melrose Park 

Emerging 

Clarendon 
Hills 

Unable to 
assess 

Oak Lawn Challenged Village of 
Midlothian 

unable to 
assess 

Countryside Emerging Oak Park Excelling Village of 
Niles 

Challenged 

Deerfield Challenged Park Forest unable to 
assess 

Village of 
Richton Park 

Emerging 

Des Plaines Unable to 
assess 

Prospect 
Heights 

Challenged Village of 
Riverside 

unable to 
assess 

East Dundee Unable to 
assess 

River Forest Unable to 
assess 

Village of 
Roselle 

Challenged 

Elk Grove 
Village 

Unable to 
assess 

Riverdale Challenged Village of 
Schaumburg 

unable to 
assess 

Evanston Emerging Schiller Park Challenged Village of 
South Holland 

Emerging 

Glenview Emerging Skokie Emerging Village of 
Stone Park 

Challenged 

Hillside Challenged South Chicago 
Heights 

Emerging Village of 
Thornton 

Challenged 

Hoffman 
Estates 

Unable to 
assess 

Streamwood Challenged Wheeling unable to 
assess 

Homer Glen Challenged Village of Burr 
Ridge 

Challenged Wilmette Challenged 

Indian Head 
Park 

Challenged Village of 
Frankfort 

unable to 
assess 

Inverness unable to 
assess 

Village of 
Glencoe 

Challenged 

La grange Challenged Village of 
Glenwood 

Challenged 

Tiered Compliance Ranking of All Municipal Respondents 
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-SUGGESTED CHANGES TO THE TIERED COMPLAINCE MODEL- 

In assessing the municipal responses, it is clear that while many municipalities have fair housing 
ordinances, many are not able to enforce them nor is the community properly educated on their rights. 
CAFHA recommends incorporating the following changes into the Tiered Compliance Model, (See 
Attachment F: Revised Tiered Compliance Model): 

Changing the requirement to have a fair housing ordinance to add an alternative direct referral
relationship with fair housing enforcement organizations.

o Municipalities should demonstrate commitment to advancing the Federal Fair Housing
Act and any additional protections afforded by the Cook County Human Rights
Ordinance.

o Language change proposal within the Tiered Compliance Model: The municipality has
enacted a fair housing ordinance that includes all protected classes in the Federal Fair
Housing Act and expanded classes in the Cook County Human Rights Ordinance. The
municipality adopts administrative enforcement and adjudicative procedures
substantially equivalent to the Federal and County provisions.  Alternatively, where an
ordinance does not exist or resources cannot be made available to effectively enforce
these protections, the municipality must establish formal referral relationships with
Qualified Fair Housing Organizations with the capacity to investigate and adjudicate
complaints of discrimination.  In both scenarios, municipal staff are trained to identify
fair housing issues and the community is educated on fair housing protections.

Changing the enforcement requirement from having an identified enforcement body to add an
alternative option of having staff trained to identify fair housing issues and make appropriate
referrals to fair housing enforcement organizations.
Changing the land-use and zoning review to include input from local stakeholders and fair
housing experts.
Changing the Outreach requirements to include resources and education on the Federal Fair
Housing Act and additional protections afforded under the Cook County Human Rights
Ordinance.

-RECOMMENDATIONS- 

Based on conclusions drawn in the Cook County Analysis of Impediments and the data presented here, 
it is clear that many municipalities lack a commitment and solid foundation to advance fair housing. 
CAFHA has determined that about half of all municipal respondents to the fair housing survey are 
“Challenged” in their fair housing compliance. Considering that half of all municipalities did not even 
respond to the survey request, we can assume that the rate of challenged municipalities is much higher. 
For many municipal respondents it was clear that fair housing was simply not a priority. A lack of 
willingness to change current policies and practices for many of those falling in the Challenged tier is 
emphasized by the fact that only 12 of the 32 Challenged municipalities were interested in follow-up 
and assistance from CAFHA or Cook County DPD. 

This greatly inhibits the County’s ability to affirmatively further fair housing on a county-wide basis. 
Historically, Cook County has offered few incentives for the prioritization of affirmatively furthering fair 
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housing among municipalities. It is evident that a greater level of accountability to fair housing 
mandates is needed. 

The following recommendations outline the ways in which Cook County can hold municipalities 
accountable to affirmatively furthering fair housing: 

Fully implement the Tiered Compliance Model by 2020 

For initial Tiered Compliance Model rankings, no municipality was scored as non-compliant. CAFHA will 
continue to provide education to municipalities over the next several months to ensure that awareness 
of the Model exists and municipalities are prepared to enhance fair housing activities.  

Beginning in 2019, DPD should reassess all municipalities using the Tiered Compliance Model, and in 
2020 tiered rankings should be used to determine funding eligibility. 

Include Tiered Compliance Model ranking considerations in all county funding and pass-
through funding decisions including those for Economic Development, Finance and
Administration, Healthcare, and Public Safety.
Ensure that non-compliant municipalities are ineligible to receive County and pass-through
funding.
By 2020, the County should fully implement the Tiered Compliance Model ensuring that
municipalities seeking funds from the County must be at an emerging level or demonstrate that
plans are in place and steps being taken to work up to the emerging level as a condition of
receiving funds.
Participants of the Cook County HOME Consortium must maintain at least emerging Tiered
Compliance Model status. The consortium agreement should be revised to make clear that
Tiered Compliance Model assessments will be a factor in determining consortium performance
and failure to maintain "emerging" status will result in expulsion due to non-performance.

Create a full-time Fair Housing Compliance Officer position 

The County should create a full-time Fair Housing Compliance Officer position within the Department 
of Planning and Development responsible for annually assessing municipal compliance with fair 
housing using the Tiered Compliance Model. The Officer would make recommendations to 
municipalities regarding the ways in which they may enhance fair housing compliance and provide 
resources and technical assistance (See Attachment G: South Chicago Heights Case Study for an 
example of municipal technical assistance). The Officer would also: 

Research emerging fair housing best practices and update the Tiered Compliance Model
ccordingly.

Review municipal funding proposals and make funding recommendations based on the Tiered
Compliance Model.
Coordinate annual fair housing trainings for Cook County, municipal staff, and other housing
professionals

o Work with technical assistance partners like CAFHA and CMAP to provide land-use and
zoning best practice training to municipalities
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Fair Housing Education 

The County should implement mandatory fair housing education to all municipalities as a qualification 
for receiving County funding. Attendees should be both high level staff and decision-makers and those 
who work directly with the public so they may be better equipped to identify fair housing issues. The 
County should also provide annual training for Realtors© through the Illinois Association of Realtors©, 
on Cook County’s Human Rights Ordinance and invite the Housing Authority of Cook County to provide 
information on the Housing Choice Voucher program. Additionally, the County should consider 
establishing a broader community dialogue on the need to fully expand housing choices and to learn 
how other communities have accomplished this goal. The County should work toward establishing an 
on–going public education effort to help citizens learn the facts on these issues including that stable, 
racially and ethnically–diverse neighborhoods increase property values and better prepare their 
children for the racially and ethnically–diverse workplaces in which they will be employed. 

Address External Fair Housing Barriers 

The County should work with fair housing and other legal experts to determine the extent of municipal 
home-rule powers as it relates to fair housing. Cook County’s Analysis of Impediments to Fair Housing 
notes that home rule and entitlement status is used by municipalities to self- exclude from AFFH 
obligations. The County should determine the ways in which the Tiered Compliance Model may be used 
and promoted to address such home-rule barriers. 

Additional Analysis 

Cook County should continue to advance a regional Assessment of Fair Housing in collaboration with 
the City of Chicago, Housing Authority of Cook County, and the Chicago Housing Authority. 

Cook County should conduct Racial Equity Impact Assessments (REIA) when making County funding 
decisions. REIAs provide a systematic examination of the racial impacts of proposed decisions. Similar 
to an Environmental Impact Report, such assessments are used to proactively identify unintended 
consequences and influence proposed decisions to mitigate adverse outcomes. There are several cities 
that have taken steps to implement Racial Equity Impact Assessments in various fashions in the public 
policy sphere. This protocol was developed in Seattle, Washington and has now been implemented in 
over 125 jurisdictions nationwide and codified within local ordinances in areas such as King County in 
Washington, Minneapolis, Minnesota, Madison, Wisconsin, and Portland, Oregon.   
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i 42 U.S.C. § 3608 (2012). 
ii https://www.hud.gov/sites/documents/FHPG.PDF 
iii AREA. Cook County Analysis of Impediments to Fair Housing Choice. 2012. 
http://blog.cookcountyil.gov/economicdevelopment/wp-content/uploads/2014/02/Analysis-of-Impediments-to-
Fair-Housing-Choice.pdf  
iv CMAP. Planning for Progress Cook County’s Consolidated Plan and Comprehensive Economic Development 
Strategy, 2015-19. https://www.cookcountyil.gov/sites/default/files/planning_for_progress_plan_0_0.pdf  
v When Congress created the CDBG and HOME programs, it mandated that entitlement jurisdictions like Chicago 
first certify compliance with the Civil Rights Act of 1964, the Fair Housing Act, and the duty to affirmatively 
further fair housing. 
vi The Federal Fair Housing Act of 1968, as amended, prohibits discrimination in the sale, rental, and financing of 
housing based on race, color, religion, sex, national origin, familial status, or disability. The state of Illinois 
provides additional protections through the Illinois Human Rights Act, prohibiting discrimination in the sale, 
rental, appraisal, and brokerage of residential property as well as mortgage lending for a dwelling, based on race, 
color, religion, sex, national origin, ancestry, age, marital status, familial status, disability, military status, persons 
with order of protection, or sexual orientation. In Cook County, the Human Rights Ordinance extends protections 
further to prevent discrimination based on source of income, including Housing Choice Vouchers (formally 
Section 8 Vouchers), or housing status. 
vii See 42 U.S.C. §§ 3608(d), 3608(e)(5) (requiring that HUD administer funding programs in a manner 
“affirmatively to further” the policies of the Fair Housing Act). §3608 has long been recognized to impose binding 
obligations on agencies/entities administering federal housing programs and receiving HUD funding.   
viii HUD-2013-0066 FR–5173–P–01 Affirmatively Furthering Fair Housing 
ix https://www.federalregister.gov/documents/2018/01/05/2018-00106/affirmatively-furthering-fair-housing-
extension-of-deadline-for-submission-of-assessment-of-fair 
x New deal loan programs, redlining, zoning and land use decisions, siting of HUD-funded housing, racial steering 
and restrictive covenants are but a few of the forces that have engineered the patterns of housing segregation 
evident today 
xi Li, Huiping, Harrison Campbell, and Steven Fernandez. “Residential segregation, spatial mismatch, and 
economic growth across US metropolitan areas.” Urban Studies 50.13 (2013): 2642–2660; Benner Chris, and 
Manuel Pastor. 
xii 310 ILL. COMP. STAT. 67/5 (Supp. 2003) 
xiii AREA. Cook County Analysis of Impediments to Fair Housing Choice. 2012. 
http://blog.cookcountyil.gov/economicdevelopment/wp-content/uploads/2014/02/Analysis-of-Impediments-to-
Fair-Housing-Choice.pdf  
xiv CDBG Capital Improvement Application 2017. 
https://www.cookcountyil.gov/sites/default/files/cdbg_capital_improvement_application_2017.pdf 
xv AREA. Cook County Analysis of Impediments to Fair Housing Choice. 2012. 
http://blog.cookcountyil.gov/economicdevelopment/wp-content/uploads/2014/02/Analysis-of-Impediments-to-
Fair-Housing-Choice.pdf  
xvi National Fair Housing Alliance. Trends Report. 2018. http://nationalfairhousing.org/2018-fair-housing-trends-
report/ 
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MEMORANDUM 
 
To:  Moonshot group 
From:  Inclusivity Institute 
Re:  Strategies for developing Inclusivity Ratings 
Date:  October 3, 2019 
 
 Since the first Moonshot meeting in March, there has been significant interest in the 
idea of creating “Inclusivity Ratings” that would provide an objective method of comparing the 
degree to which local jurisdictions impede or facilitate affordable housing opportunities, and 
thus foster economic and racial diversity.  During the spring, we created the Inclusivity Institute, 
and over the past two months we have hired two staff, with we hope more to come.  We have 
had a number of discussions about how to start the development of these ratings, and this 
memo captures our current thinking.   
 
 As Appendix B explains, past efforts to “rate” areas on exclusionary criteria have usually 
focused on inter-metropolitan comparisons.  They might, for example, gather information on a 
sample of jurisdictions in Boston, Cleveland, Phoenix, and other metro areas, and develop an 
index that compares the relative pervasiveness of exclusionary policies in those areas, perhaps 
relating this to measured levels of metropolitan segregation.  
 
 Our goal is different: we are primarily interested in intrametropolitan comparisons.  We 
would like, for example, to systematically examine as many jurisdictions as possible in the 
Chicago metropolitan area, determine in fairly objective ways how much variations in local 
policies and practices account for variations in the actual presence of affordable housing and 
other indicators of inclusion.  We both want to understand how important particular types of 
barrier are, and we want to “grade” jurisdictions on the degree to which they erect (or avoid) 
potent barriers.  We want ourselves to learn more about the motors of exclusion and inclusion 
in concrete settings, and generate robust explanations.   And we seek to make these ratings 
into direct tools for bringing about change within the metro area, by identifying and exposing 
bad practices and bad actors (and praising good ones), bringing pressure to bear where changes 
will be most consequential (including, if necessary, through disparate impact litigation), and 
measuring progress over time. 
 
 Our general plan is to proceed on three fronts:  (1) a mapping program that will let users 
see a metropolitan area and zoom in on smaller jurisdictions, providing general demographic 
information and indicators related to diversity and segregation, while also allowing users to 
access our more in-depth information about jurisdictions; (2) profiles of individual jurisdictions, 
building off Bruce’s August memo as augmented by Kayla and Damon; (3) a regression analysis 
comparing all the jurisdictions in a metropolitan area, providing insight into the actual effect of 
different “exclusionary” or “inclusionary” policies upon development and the local housing 
market, and an objective basis for the Inclusivity Rating.  We start by examining this last 
component. 
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1.  Regression models of Exclusion/Inclusion 
 
 What are the central things we are trying to explain with our rating?  We are trying to 
understand the degree to which various jurisdictions, or major “subparts” of jurisdictions, are 
friendly or hostile to affordable housing (which for now we can think of as housing that a 
household at 80% of an area’s median income could cover with 30% of their income). 
 
  Some possibilities are (a) the presence of non-profit or publicly-assisted housing renting 
at below-market levels; (b) the number of “affordable” units (defined by some criterion) built in 
the area over some recent time-period (e.g., ten years); (c) the share of housing stock 
comprised of multifamily units; and (d) the economic/racial composition of the area. 
 
 Each of these has the advantage of being more or less quantifiable.  And we could 
define each of these outcomes in *relative* terms – in other words, how a specific area 
measures up compared to the metro area as a whole.  Thus, for example, if an entire metro 
area has low density and little multifamily housing, then it is not so interesting whether a 
particular jurisdiction in that metro has a low percentage of multifamily housing (e.g., 20%) by 
national standards; we are if that is raising up or pulling down the metro average.  A more 
detailed description of these outcome variables, and how we propose to compute them, is in 
Appendix A. 
 
 Our regression notion is that we can build models that aim to explain as powerfully as 
possible what causes each of these four “outcome” variables to vary as they do across the 
jurisdictions of a metro area.   (Since we have four outcome variables, we would be building 
four distinct models, partly to see how much they overlap in what they show.). Some of the 
variation is due to things that have little to do with policy, such as an area’s distance from the 
urban core, or the general level of affluence in its “region” of the metro area.  But much of the 
variation is a reflection of the ease or difficulty that developers will encounter in building or 
rehabilitating affordable housing. 
 
 Most of the focus in past research and advocacy has focused on one dimension of 
policy:  local zoning rules.  Zoning rules are undoubtedly important, but a major innovation in 
our approach is to take into account more subtle forces.  Examples include the use of social 
media to dissuade residents from supporting the development of affordable housing in their 
community, increased competition for LIHTC, and mayoral approval. [These are independent 
variables] [Looking at positive as well as negative influences] 
 
 The unit of analysis in these regressions is usually the local jurisdiction that has control 
over land-use decisions (e.g., city, village, unincorporated portion of county).  However, where 
a jurisdiction is large (as in a central city), we will analyze sub-areas within the jurisdiction – 
probably by Public Use Microdata Areas (PUMAs), a census unit for which a lot of demographic 
data is available – unless that proves too unwieldly in measuring the various independent 
variables in the model.   
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 Our plan to proceed on the regression models looks like this: 
 

1)  Identify three metropolitan areas for our trial analyses.  This would include Chicago, 
since MPC and CAHFA are interested in collaborating with us and have already done 
important work in this area.  Starting in Chicago gives us both a headstart in 
information and contacts, and a high probability that the analyses and reports we 
come up with will have some immediate policy relevance. 

2) We will calculate measures for our four “outcome” variables.  Staff at UCLA with 
expertise with census data can help with this.   

3) We will explore the most effective ways of gathering the “hard” data on 
independent variables, and determine how best to code these.  The Urban Institute 
will, we anticipate, be helpful on this front. 

4) We will identify key informants in each metro area who will help us gather data on 
the other variables, including the “soft” ones. 

5) We will start building out models.   
 

 Past literature using regression models.   We are, as noted, not the first analysts to see 
regression analysis as a helpful tool in this field.  Several studies of this general type have been 
done.  However, these have tended to either focus on the effect of a specific policy, or they 
have had as their goal comparisons across metropolitan areas, rather than comparing within 
metro areas.  A discussion of these other efforts can be found below in Appendix A. 
 
 
2.  Using GIS and clear narratives to make our findings useful 
 
 The second part of our strategy is to make our information readily accessible to users.  
For example, we have discussed developing a software something like this:  upon entering the 
program, one sees a map of the United States, highlighting metropolitan areas.  When the 
cursor hovers over a metro area, information on key segregation-related conditions in that 
metro area is displayed.  The three metro areas for which we develop Inclusivity Ratings are 
indicated, and when one clicks on one of those, a map of the metro area is the focus, with each 
of our analytic divisions outlined, with perhaps the jurisdictions color-coded according to our 
rating.  Hover over a jurisdiction, and a few key facts are displayed; click on a jurisdiction, and 
the jurisdiction becomes the map, with more detailed information displayed.  Appendix D 
provides a simple illustration of these ideas. 
 
 The tricky parts of this enterprise are (a) such a system is moderately complex, so we 
would need significant resources and time to deploy it, determine the proper displays, link the 
appropriate data, etc.; and (b) we do not want to duplicate other websites that do some of this 
already.   For example, Social Explorer and Opportunity Insights have excellent visual interfaces 
for mapping census data (in the Social Explorer case) and interesting data related to mobility (in 
the Opportunity Insights).   Other websites (such as the John Logan site at Brown University, 
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and the “Mixed Metro” site at the University of Washington), have a wealth of data available on 
various metrics related to segregation specifically. 
 
 Most of these sites are good at making data or maps easy to access, but they are not 
very good at explaining what the data means or how to interpret it.  This is, indeed, a general 
problem in a lot of the fields of housing and segregation generally.  We could provide significant 
value-added, I think, if we had a modest mapping agenda, but did a very good job of “curating” 
our maps.  Every map we present should, at least as a default, be accompanied by text that 
helps people understand the data, the ways in which it is useful and the ways in which it can be 
misleading.  We intend for these materials to be broadly accessible to both experts and the 
general public. This implies a more gradual deployment of limited but much higher-quality 
deployment of information. 
 
 There are a number of good organizations that are engaged in analogous efforts to use 
GIS tools as a means both of analysis and of public education.  Polis (led by David Bodenhemier) 
is one such group, located just a few miles from the Inclusivity Institute.  Social Explorer (a 
census mapping site) and Raj Chetty’s Opportunity Insights group are other good examples.  
Mike Bader and Yana Kucheva, both of whom are coming to our Philadelphia meeting, are 
sophisticated experts in assembling innovative indicators of geographic social patterns.  
DataMade is a Chicago group specializing in this sort of visualization, with whom we are also in 
conversation.   
 
 
 
3.  Inclusivity Profiles in Depth 
 
 The third part of our strategy is to develop careful and more comprehensive 
assessments of how local jurisdictions promote or discourage inclusivity.  Our chair, Bruce 
Cordingley, listed early in this process a host of factors relevant to a jurisdiction’s degree of 
inclusivity/exclusiveness:  schools, anti-discrimination policies, taxes, local politics, and many 
other factors (a number of these are described in Appendix C).   Developing some more 
comprehensive reports on individual jurisdictions helps us to understand the broader context in 
which “exclusionary” or “inclusionary” policies operate.  It can help us to identify ways to 
broaden our model, and to generate examples in our other work of how various municipal 
policies interact. 
 
 One motivation for these profiles is to learn a more nuanced sense of what combination 
of factors make affordable housing development possible?  Our regression model may focus on 
something fairly straightforward:  restrictions on multifamily rental housing.  Our profiles will 
examine a broader spectrum: is there adequate zoned land available for higher-density single-
family homes?  Aer townhomes permitted?   How do local politics actually function when 
developments are proposed – if the mayor is on board, can other obstacles fairly readily be 
overcome?  What has been the experience of local mobility centers in trying to place housing 
voucher holders in the community?  Does the jurisdiction signal a friendliness or a hostility 
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towards diversity through its policies on, for example, LGBTQ households?  (See, again, 
Appendix C for a more detailed outline.)   
 
 The challenge with these in-depth profiles is that they are considering many dimensions 
of municipal behavior and they will probably require us to do a good deal of qualitative 
research, which are more time-consuming and subjective than the more systematic 
developments we think we can use for developing the regression model.   A key part of our 
early work in this area, then, is to find out what sources of information are available on the 
many variables under consideration, and rough-out how much work will be involved in 
gathering the necessary information for a profile.   For example, we are interested in school 
segregation; there are a variety of national organizations that follow this, and our partner Rick 
Kahlenberg will be discussing this some at the October meeting.  We have (for 2015) a national 
database that can allow us to fairly easily measure public school segregation at the 5th grade 
and 10th grade level.  
 
 If we find that some of matters exploring in these in-depth profiles are susceptible to 
more or less systematic quantification, then we can add them as well into the broader 
regression models.   
 
 As an initial (i.e., six-month) goal, we could aim to do three profiles (one in each of the 
metro areas for which we are developing the regression model?).  We should pick jurisdictions 
that we believe, based on our other preliminary research, will probably end up at very different 
points no the “exclusion/inclusion” spectrum.  The starting point, however, is to list the key 
types of information we need for one of these reports and investigate how to gather them. 
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Appendix A.   Inputs for the regression model 

INDEPENDENT VARIABLES 

Inclusionary Zoning 
Factor Where to Find Information 

Voluntary vs. Mandatory  
 
 

• Web Scraping 
• Mailed Interviews 
• In-person Interviews 

Type of buy-out options for Mandatory programs 
Exemptions for < x units 
Length of affordability 
Density bonuses 
Depth of Affordability 
Percentages of units needed to be affordable 
Waiving of impact fees 
Longevity of Program 
Required Share of Affordable Housing 

 
 

LIHTC Funding Structures 
Factor Where to Find Information 

Competition for LIHTC State housing authorities – applications vs. 
acceptances 

Fluctuations in value of LIHTC Websites on pricing trends 
Tax credits allocated by state or local authorities State housing authorities Variations in QAP 

 
 

Other Funding Sources 
Factor Where to Find Information 

Qualified Census Tracts HUD websites 
Difficult to Develop Areas Websites; HudUser 

 
 

Funding Hinderances 
Factor Where to Find Information 

Clean Water Act Federal regulations Endangered Species Act 
Urban Growth Boundaries Local ordinances 
Procedural ordinances  
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Procedural Ordinances 

Factor Where to Find Information 
Aldermanic/Mayoral approval  
Clarity of process  
Type of council vote (majority, supermajority)  
Ability for individual council member to derail 
vote 

 

When municipal resolutions are required (i.e. 
before or after applying for tax credits) 

 

 
 

Zoning Ordinances 
Factor Where to Find Information 

Minimum Lot Size 
• Web Scraping 
• Mail Surveys 
• In-person Surveys 

Maximum Density 
Parking Requirements 
Need to rezone land for multi-family 

 
 

Local Variances 
Factor Where to Find Information 

Property Value  
Construction Costs  
Prominence of CDC’s / NGO’s  
Access to Public Transportation  
Use of social media (Nextdoor)  
Ability to put for sale signs in a yard  

 
 

Dependent Variables 
Factor Where to Find Information 

Number of affordable housing units Census 
Housing cost disparity? Zillow 
Racial Composition Census 
Share of Multi-family housing stock Census 
Number of affordable units built in a particular 
time period Census? 
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Appendix B.  Past efforts at regression analysis of exclusionary practices 
 

Statistical strategies put forth to understand inter-metropolitan affordable housing and 
segregation variances have been relatively sparse due to the difficulty in ascertaining the 
different components of zoning across unique jurisdictions. To compensate for this, most of the 
research has identified the effects of individual components in either a specific metropolitan 
area or nationally. For example; identifying the effect of impact fees i ii, length of the approval 
process iii, environmental constraints iv, or minimum plot-size v on land and housing prices. This 
piecemeal approach has created a fragmented but comprehensive understanding that 
regulation artificially increases the value of land-plots, which, through further exclusionary 
zoning cyclically increases their value. This means that the perception and/or reality exists that 
it is beneficial for homeowners to advocate for stricter zoning policies and for municipalities to 
enact them to maintain high per person tax revenue. While breaking away from this piecemeal 
approach is time-intensive, a select series of studies have created unique literature paths 
regarding exclusionary zoning, inclusionary zoning, and efficacy of affordable housing 
integration based on the source of funding.  
 

The two most utilized comprehensive analyses of exclusionary zoning policies came out 
nearly simultaneously. The first was a detailed analysis of local zoning codes for a subset of the 
Boston Metropolitan region. This was used to ascertain the correlation between Boston’s 
restrictive zoning codes to increased land-value and the individual neighborhood demographic 
composition vi. The second was the “Wharton Index”, a survey conducted in 2004 measuring 
zoning restrictions across 2,600 US Communities (See attachment). These findings were first 
used by the authors to reaffirm zoning regulation’s positive correlation with wealth and a 
negative correlation with density. The scope focused largely on regional differences 1 and 
national trends correlating the Wharton Index with demographics of jurisdictions. But this study 
did not correlate the individual components with wealth or density. vii This was then expanded 
to a case study in Philadelphia, where they focused on how zoning components affect inter-
metropolitan price of housing for a single metropolitan region. viii In neither the Massachusetts 
nor the Wharton Index studies were production of affordable housing a dependent variable. 
Likewise, these studies only addressed issues of segregation at a tangential level. Furthering the 
research, Rothwell and Massey utilized the Wharton Index results to produce a comparative 
analysis with residential segregation, showing “that patterns and processes of racial 
segregation in the post-civil rights American city are strongly affected by density zoning”. ix  

 
Regarding Inclusionary Zoning, the most apt studies revolve around a few metropolitan 

areas that have (a) a long history of inclusionary zoning and (b) enough suburban municipalities 
that have engaged in inclusionary zoning to create a systemic study. This has led to research 
being focused on places such as New York City, Washington D.C., Boston, and the San Francisco 
Bay Area. Within these studies, the different attributes of Inclusionary Zoning were ascertained 
either through surveys of planning departments, or the studying of municipal planning codes. 
As inclusionary zoning is broken down into its different components, correlations were 

1 Regional differences refer to Census Regions: Northeast, Midwest, West, and South. 
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determined regarding the components’ propensity to increase affordable housing production. 
Factors such as density bonuses and exempting smaller units were deemed to correlate with 
higher affordable housing production x xi xii.  

 
Inclusionary Zoning falls within a wide range of tools used to develop affordable 

housing, and there has been considerable research into how policies comparatively affect 
residential segregation. Most of this research focuses on the federal funding typology, of which 
inclusionary zoning lies outside (highlighting a separate research gap). Federal funding, 
especially in its historic structure, has to some degree perpetuated segregation due to its 
economic viability hinging on factors such as strong local support and low land value, which 
correlate with minority communities. This correlation has been demonstrated both on a 
national scale xiii xiv, and on an inter-urban jurisdictional approach xv. Subsidy based approaches, 
notably Section 8, offer a more flexible spatial approach, and key steps have been taken to 
further integration based on advocating pro-integrative movement xvi. 

 
 In total relationships between, zoning, affordable housing, and segregation have a deep 
scholarly history, but comprehensive studies analyzing (a) individual policy components (b) in 
individual jurisdictions (c) across metropolitan areas remain sparse. Throughout the literature, 
there are three methods to attain this data. 1st, is a direct analysis of zoning policy, which while 
the most time consuming provides the most accurate and comprehensive data set. 2nd, is a 
survey that is sent out to municipal planning departments. These manage to attain a wide 
range of components across multiple jurisdictions without a full response rate. 3rd are stand-in 
variables such as “Appellate court decisions that include the words land use or zoning” that are 
used to analyze individual policy components xvii. In total this research opens a series of 
questions and opportunities that a comprehensive study may shed light on in order to further 
academic research and public policy. As far as we are aware, there has not been a study that 
addresses any of the following; 
 

• Interaction between exclusionary and inclusionary zoning regarding housing 
affordability and/or segregation. 

• Effects on affordable housing production based on components of exclusionary zoning. 
• Impact of individual components of Inclusionary Zoning regarding racial segregation.  
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Appendix C.  More on the nuts and bolts of the inclusivity “profiles”. 

The purpose of the Inclusivity Ratings Criteria is to develop an analysis of local zoning and land-use 
policies used in cities. Through qualitative and quantitative research, the Inclusivity Ratings will identify 
and measure zoning and land-use policies that allow or prohibit the development of inclusive housing. 
Additionally, we will analyze various other factors that may prohibit the development of inclusive 
housing.   

First, the Inclusivity Ratings will analyze the levels of segregation in selected metropolitan areas. 
We will use three common indexes used to measure segregation: The Dissimilarity Index, the Entropy 
Index, and the Exposure Index. The Dissimilarity Index has been the primary tool for analyzing 
segregation, measuring the distribution of two groups across a specified area. In an area that is 
predominant with a race, the dissimilarity index would be 1. In areas where all races are equally 
disbursed, the dissimilarity index would be zero. The Exposure index measures the probability of 
interaction between two groups. The Entropy Index measures the evenness of a specific population to 
the evenness of the region.  

Secondly, the Inclusivity Ratings will analyze zoning regulations in metropolitan areas. In this 
analysis, the several factors that will determine our rating include:  

• Does Multi-Family zoned land exist in attractive areas?  
• Are there any limitations on density? Does the local government have increased density 

bonuses set aside for low/ moderate-income development?  
• Does the local government mandate that land must be set aside for the development of 

low/moderate-income housing?  
• Are there any limitations in the use of subsidies that will help developers and tenants in paying 

costs to help make properties affordable?  
• Does HUD award tax credits to develop in Areas of Opportunity?  
Third, The Inclusivity Ratings will analyze single-family zoning in metropolitan areas. In this analysis, 

factors include:  

• Does the metropolitan area mandate single-family zoning?  
• Does the metropolitan area provide adequate lots for high-density developments of single-

family homes, townhomes, and condos?  
Fourth, The Inclusivity Ratings will analyze the financing mechanisms used in the development of 

affordable housing. Our analysis will consider these factors:  

• Are there grants/attractive loans available for the development of affordable housing? Does the 
federal government disburse money in the local area to help fund low/moderate-income 
housing? Are there state, local, or private philanthropic grants to help the development of 
affordable housing? 

• Does the metropolitan area expedite development permits?  
• Are there reductions in city fees and entitlement costs available for affordable housing?  
• Aside from zoning or building code requirements for safety, does the metropolitan area have 

other zoning or building code requirements that could add to development costs?  
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• In metropolitan areas, are developers able to get RE Tax abatements? Is there an elimination of 
tax revenues for affordable housing?  
 

Fifth, The Inclusivity Ratings will analyze the State Housing Authorities. More specifically, the ratings 
will analyze if the state housing authorities allocate tax credits to Areas of Opportunity in metropolitan 
areas.  If so, does the state require developments to be locally approved before they receive tax credits? 
(For example, Texas allows developers to submit a Resolution of No Objection). Does the State Housing 
Authority ensure that quality schools located in areas new affordable housing will be developed? 

Sixth, The Inclusivity Ratings will analyze the Housing Choice (Section 8) Vouchers. Factors in our 
analysis include:  

• Does the local government prohibit landlords rejecting tenants based on the tenant’s source of 
income? 

• Can families awarded Housing Choice Vouchers find and use their vouchers in attractive areas?  
• Does the PHA have any limitations in the jurisdictions where families with housing choice 

vouchers can live?   
Seventh, the Inclusivity Ratings will analyze the rates of gentrification in metropolitan areas. The 

ratings will also analyze if the metropolitan area provides financial or other support to protect 
affordable housing developments in gentrifying areas.  

Eighth, The Inclusivity Ratings will analyze if metropolitan areas are proceeding with HUD’s 
Affirmatively Furthering Fair Housing (AFHH) program under the HUD’s suspension. If so, are the 
metropolitan areas effectively implementing the rule?    

Ninth, the Inclusivity Ratings will analyze if the local and/or state jurisdiction has any mandates to 
protect the LGBTQ+ community. Mandates include civil rights protections in housing, jobs, and other 
services.  

Tenth, the Inclusivity Ratings will also analyze funding for K-12 schools. In this analysis, several 
factors will determine our rating including: 

• In areas where local taxes help to determine to fund, are there any disparities areas with 
low/moderate-income families? At the state level, is funding disbursed equally to ensure that 
every child has equal opportunities? Does the federal government provide additional funding to 
support schools in low income areas? 

Overall, as discussed in the IMI memo, we believe that the Inclusivity Ratings will we believe that the 
ratings can be used in three ways: (1) to help movers identify and reward inclusive jurisdictions by 
making them more attractive; (2) to help low-and-moderate income housing developers identify friendly 
sites for development; (3) to help galvanize pressure on the most exclusionary jurisdictions to change 
their policies.2 

  

 
  

2 IMI Memo  
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Appendix D.  Illustrative mapping concepts 

 

Problem Statement 

 As the Inclusivity Institute begins, there remains a disconnect between the breadth of 
information that exists within different partners and the community’s knowledge of the institution. To 
bridge this gap, one project that exists that can develop community engagement and consciousness is 
an interactive map that visualizes and reports on levels of discrimination.  

Description 

 
 The map will have different indicators for different scales. As you zoom in on the map, different 
variables are displayed. As a rating system is developed, the platform offers the ability to compare both 
municipalities and Metropolitan Areas. 

Statewide 

On a state-wide scale, things like percentage of African Americans / percentage of minority population / 
owner occupied units / poverty rates could be viewed.  

 

 

Metropolitan Statistical Area 

Once you zoom past this, the metropolitan statistical area can would be viewed. The Metropolitan 
Statistical Area would have different indicators, such as the Dissimilarity Index or Exposure Index.  As 
you see in the next image, the Metropolitan Statistical Areas  
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Census Tract 

Finally, there is the Census Tract Information. This information may only be shown for cities that we are 
utilizing as case studies. This can be used to help  

 

 

47



 

Justification 

 As shown above, this database exists in numerous ways shapes and forms. This means that This 
project merges well-established information 3 with the ability for us to develop reports, both on our 
case studies, as well as national trends regarding the desegregation patterns. As we develop a way of 
ranking jurisdictions, it can be the platform to compare states, cities, and municipalities to each other. 
The vision could exist somewhat similar as it is below. Supplementing  

 

 

Partnerships: 
 Polis remains the best equipped organization to build a framework such as this. It has 
experience in both mapping and data visualization, along with institutional knowledge both locally and 
nationally about new variables to include. There SAVI database is included above, which focuses solely 
on Indianapolis. If this is a direction we would like to explore, we can reach out to get a quote and 
develop funding strategies. They currently have this set-up for  

 

3 (https://s4.ad.brown.edu/projects/diversity/SegSorting/Default.aspx 
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Housing Policy Is School Policy 
By Richard D. Kahlenberg 

October 15, 2010 
 

In recent weeks, the nation’s education reform community has been enthralled by Davis 

Guggenheim’s film “Waiting For ‘Superman,’” which disparages teachers’ unions and 

celebrates the lotteries used to get into high-poverty charter schools. ("'Superman' and 

Solidarity," this issue.) The empirically dubious message is that the nonunion character of 

charter schools will save low-income students, even though only 17 percent of charter schools 

outperform regular public schools. 

New research, however, suggests that what really works is winning a different kind of 

lottery: the one jurisdictions like Montgomery County, Md., hold to provide a chance for low-

income public-housing students to live in upper-middle-class neighborhoods and attend superb 

(and unionized) public schools. 

The Maryland district’s schools, in suburban Washington, are nationally acclaimed for 

promoting both excellence and equity in education. Affluent Montgomery County students 

perform very well academically, and the district’s low-income and minority students outperform 

comparable groups in the state, making the system one of five finalists for the prestigious Broad 

Prize in education this year. 

Much credit has appropriately been given to the district’s investment of substantial extra 

resources in its lowest-income schools, but the county also has a long-standing inclusionary 

housing policy that allows low-income students to live in middle- and upper-middle-class 

communities and attend fairly affluent schools. 

Thus, Montgomery County offers an interesting experiment: Do low-income students 

perform better in higher-poverty schools that receive greater resources, or in more-affluent 

schools with fewer resources? Which matters more for low-income students: extended learning 

time, lower class size, and intensive teacher-development programs—all made available in 

Montgomery County’s higher-poverty schools—or the types of advantages usually associated 

with wealthier schools, such as positive peer role models, active parental communities, and 

strong teachers? 

In a just-released Century Foundation study by Heather Schwartz, an associate policy 

researcher at the RAND Corp., the results are unmistakable: Low-income students attending 
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lower-poverty elementary schools (and living in lower-poverty neighborhoods) significantly 

outperform low-income elementary students who attend higher-poverty schools with state-of-

the-art educational interventions. By the end of elementary school, Schwartz finds, public-

housing students in the lowest-poverty schools cut their initial, sizable math-achievement gap 

with nonpoor students in the district by half. For reading, it was cut by one-third. In math, 

students in public housing achieved at 0.4 of a standard deviation higher in more-affluent schools 

than in less-affluent ones, which is substantially larger than the 0.1 effects size often found for 

educational interventions. The study, “Housing Policy Is School Policy,” did not specifically 

measure the effect of the inclusionary housing program on the achievement of middle-class 

students, but Montgomery County’s nonpoor students are among the highest-achieving in the 

state and the nation. 

What is particularly remarkable about the comparative success of public-housing students 

in Montgomery County’s more-affluent schools is that the school system’s interventions in its 

less-affluent schools have been generally effective and widely lauded. Under the leadership of 

Superintendent Jerry Weast, school officials divided county schools into two roughly equal 

groups—more-affluent “green zone” elementary schools, and less-affluent “red-zone schools”—

and then poured an extra $2,000 per student into red-zone schools, much to the chagrin of many 

wealthy parents. As Stacey Childress, Denis Doyle, and David Thomas write in their 2009 

book Leading for Equity, Weast’s strategies helped decrease the achievement gap with whites in 

3rd grade reading from 35 percentage points in 2003 to 19 points in 2008 for African-Americans, 

and from 43 percentage points to 17 for Hispanics. “Improvements of this magnitude in a district 

of this size in so little time are rare in public education,” they wrote. Schwartz’s research 

confirms that students in Montgomery County’s red-zone schools had higher performance on 

state tests than students in demographically similar schools statewide. 

But it was Montgomery County’s “inclusionary zoning” policy, long advocated by 

researchers such as the urban strategist David Rusk, that had a far more pronounced positive 

educational effect. Under a policy adopted in the early 1970s, developers of large subdivisions 

are required to set aside between 12 percent and 15 percent of units for low-income and working-

class families. The housing authority purchases up to one-third of the inclusionary-zoning homes 

to operate as public-housing apartments that are scattered throughout the county. Families 
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eligible for public housing enter a lottery and are randomly assigned to public-housing 

apartments. 

Schwartz’s study traces the academic progress of 850 public-housing students in red- and 

green-zone elementary schools between 2001 and 2007. The average family income of these 

students was $21,047, and 87 percent of them were from female-headed households. By race, the 

student population was 72 percent African-American, 16 percent Hispanic, 6 percent Asian, and 

6 percent white. 

The study has national significance not only because it found a very large longitudinal 

effect from economic integration, but also because it helps answer a question about whether the 

superior performance of low-income students in more-affluent schools nationwide is simply an 

artifact of self-selection. We know that on the 4th grade National Assessment of Educational 

Progress in math, low-income students in more-affluent schools perform a full two years better 

than low-income students in high-poverty schools. But researchers wondered: Might the result 

reflect the high level of motivation among families who scrape to get their children into good 

schools? Schwartz’s Century Foundation study controls for that factor by comparing students 

whose families were assigned by lottery to red- and green-zone schools. (And, unlike research 

based on charter school lotteries, the attrition rate in Montgomery County public housing is 

extremely low.) 

On the surface, Schwartz’s study would seem to contradict results from a federal 

housing-income-integration program known as Moving to Opportunity, which saw few academic 

gains for children. But that program involved students who moved to schools with an average 

free- and reduced-price-lunch population of 67.5 percent (compared to a control group attending 

schools with 73.9 percent of students receiving subsidized lunches), whereas the Montgomery 

County experiment allowed low-income students to attend some very-low-poverty schools, 

similar to the wildly successful Gautreaux program in Chicago. Schwartz found the 

achievement benefits extended to public-housing students attending schools with up to 30 

percent low-income student populations. 

Does this research suggest that 30 percent is a “tipping point” after which low-income 

students generally will cease to benefit from economically integrated schooling? Schwartz 

concludes that it does not. The vast majority of the schools in her sample had low-income 

populations of between zero and 60 percent. Because other research has found that the negative 
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effects of concentrated poverty are compounded in very-high-poverty schools, it may well be 

that low-income students in, say, 30 percent to 50 percent low-income schools perform better 

than those in 60 percent to 100 percent low-income schools. But Montgomery County doesn’t 

have enough truly high-poverty schools to test the hypothesis. 

One interesting question raised by the study is to what extent students benefited from 

living in more-advantaged neighborhoods, compared with attending more-advantaged schools. 

Schwartz finds that roughly two-thirds of the benefit comes from the school, and one-third from 

the neighborhood. This suggests that there may be considerable value in programs that integrate 

at the school level alone, though greater benefits clearly accrue from integration at both the 

neighborhood and school levels. 

One hopes that the Obama administration will take note of the Montgomery County 

findings as it moves forward in developing education and housing policies. Roughly 80 school 

districts nationally are taking steps to integrate schools by socioeconomic status; and more than 

100 municipalities employ inclusionary zoning policies. Pursuing these ideas requires heavy 

political lifting, but on the schools front, the administration has provided minimal support. While 

the federal Race to the Top Fund rewards states that lift caps on charter schools, not a single 

point in the grant competition was given for promoting economically integrated schools. 

Shouldn’t an administration focused on “what works” spend less time thinking about charter 

school lotteries and more time considering the kinds of lotteries that let children in public 

housing live in a middle-class neighborhood, attend superb middle-class schools, and make very 

large achievement gains? 

 
 
Richard D. Kahlenberg, a senior fellow at the Century Foundation, is the author of All 
Together Now: Creating Middle-Class Schools Through Public School Choice and Tough 
Liberal: Albert Shanker and the Battles Over Schools, Unions, Race, and Democracy. 
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School Integration in Practice: 
Lessons from Nine Districts
OCTOBER 14, 2016 — RICHARD D. KAHLENBERG

At a time when American society is being torn along racial, 

ethnic, economic, and religious lines, school leaders in a 

small but growing number of districts are quietly taking 

steps to make things better. Largely under the radar, school 

boards and superintendents are making deliberate efforts 

to bring students of different backgrounds together in 

order to improve learning for all. According to The Century 

Foundation’s latest inventory, one hundred school districts 

and charter schools across the country—educating over 

4 million students—have decided that separate schooling 

for rich and poor, and for students of different races, is 

fundamentally at odds with the American Dream and the 

national ideal of e pluribus unum.1

For two decades, The Century Foundation (TCF) has 

been researching and reporting on socioeconomic school 

integration programs that promote economic and racial 

diversity as a way of fostering social mobility and social 

cohesion. The case for pursuing these policies is powerful: 

low-income students in mixed-income schools are as much 

as two years ahead2 of low-income students in high-poverty 

schools; and diversity benefits middle-class students as 

emerging research3 has shown that being in diverse learning 

environments can make students smarter. We are, to coin a 

phrase, stronger together.

But how exactly does a school district go about creating 

socioeconomically and racially integrated schools? The 

U.S. Supreme Court’s 2007 decision in Parents Involved in 

Community Schools v. Seattle4 struck down racial integration 

plans in Seattle and Louisville but allowed the use of 

socioeconomic factors (and the use of race at the geographic 

rather than individual student level). In 2007, TCF released a 

profile of twelve districts that detailed some early efforts at 

socioeconomic school integration.5 Since then, the number 

of districts pursuing socioeconomic diversity has more than 

doubled, as has the sophistication of those plans. So TCF 

has commissioned a new set of nine district case studies 

written by Century Foundation fellow Halley Potter, policy 

associate Kimberly Quick, and three outside authors: Carole 

Learned-Miller, Suchi Saxena, and Kim Bridges.6

The authors examine policies in Cambridge, Massachusetts; 

Champaign, Illinois; Chicago, Illinois; Dallas, Texas; Eden 

Prairie, Minnesota; Hartford, Connecticut; Jefferson 

County (Louisville), Kentucky; New York, New York; and 

Stamford, Connecticut. The list includes districts located 

in red and blue states; those found in northern, southern, 

and midwestern regions; plans that have been around for 

decades and those that are brand new; and sites that range 

from large urban districts with low-income populations in 

This report can be found online at: https://tcf.org/content/report/school-integration-practice-lessons-nine-districts/
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excess of 80 percent to smaller, wealthier suburban districts 

just beginning to experience growing diversity.

Despite their considerable variety, some common themes 

and lessons emerge from the reports on these districts.

1. When socioeconomic diversity 
policies are well implemented, they 
appear to produce strong academic 
outcomes for students and better 
prepare them for living in a diverse 
society.

Almost all of the districts studied that have had 

socioeconomic integration plans in place long enough to 

have an effect are seeing positive student outcomes. For 

example, in Cambridge, which has had a socioeconomic 

integration plan in place since 2001, students outperform 

those in demographically similar districts in Massachusetts 

on state English, math, and science exams. Moreover, 90.5 

percent of black students, 88.7 percent of Hispanic students, 

and 89.5 percent of low-income students in Cambridge 

graduated high school in the 2014–15 school year. That 

compares to a 73 percent black student graduation rate and 

82 percent overall graduation rate nationally in the 2013–14 

school year, the most recent year for which data are available.

Likewise, in Greater Hartford’s inter-district non-selective 

magnet schools, the black/white and Hispanic/white 

achievement gaps in reading were about half as large as the 

comparable statewide gaps. The achievement differences 

are smaller not because white students do worse, but 

because all subgroups of students perform better. Of course, 

high performance might be explained by the fact that only 

the most motivated students apply to magnets, but careful 

research comparing magnet school lottery winners and 

losers has found positive results for student achievement.

In Stamford, too, low-income students perform above 

MAP 1. ONE HUNDRED SCHOOL DISTRICTS AND CHARTER SCHOOLS

PURSUING SOCIOECONOMIC INTEGRATION
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the state average and gaps in graduation rates between 

disadvantaged and advantaged students have fallen 

substantially. In Jefferson County, the proportion of students 

deemed College and Career Ready nearly doubled between 

2011 and 2015. And 95 percent of Jefferson County high 

school juniors reported feeling either “very prepared” or 

“somewhat prepared” to “work and live in diverse settings.”

The major exception to the rule of high performance is 

Champaign, where achievement gaps remain large, perhaps 

because of tracking within schools, an issue we discuss below.

2. While school integration is 
often politically challenging, key 
steps—such as the use of choice and 
incentives—can smooth the path to 
community support

Most of the districts profiled use public school choice and 

incentives (such as magnet schools), rather than compulsory 

busing, to achieve integration. Many use a system called 

“controlled choice,” in which families choose from a variety 

of special options and districts honor choice with an eye to 

socioeconomic integration.

Many districts are able to marry choice and integration 

quite successfully. In Champaign, close to 90 percent of 

kindergartners receive their first choice school. In Jefferson 

County (Louisville), the first choice placement rate is also 

90 percent. The reliance on choice rather than compulsory 

busing in Louisville may be one explanation for the dramatic 

uptick in community support over the years. In the 1970s, 

98 percent of suburbanites opposed the busing plan, but by 

2011, 89 percent said the school district’s guidelines should 

“ensure that students learn with students from different 

races and economic backgrounds,” as Kimberly Quick and 

Rebecca Damante explain in a separate Century Foundation 

report on Louisville.7

Special magnet offerings can be critical to attracting a broad 

cross section of students. For example, Hartford is able to 

draw suburban students into one of the poorest cities in 

the country using a system of forty-five magnet schools. 

The proportion of Hartford students attending integrated 

schools has increased from 11 percent a decade ago to a 

projected 46 percent in 2016.

Some districts using magnets such as Cambridge, are seeing 

rising public school enrollment—a reversal of the white and 

middle class “flight” phenomenon some have associated 

with integration efforts. Dallas’s Solar Preparatory School has 

attracted a diverse group of students to a socioeconomically 

integrated magnet program, including many pupils who had 

been using private or charter schools.

In order to ensure that choice plans are equitable, family 

information centers have been established to ensure that 

all parents make informed choices. And successful districts 

also provide free transportation. As Dallas’s Office of 

Transportation and Innovation Chief Mike Koprowki notes, 

“Choice without transportation really isn’t choice for many 

families.”

Instead of using magnet schools and public school choice, 

some districts, such as Eden Prairie Minnesota, redrew school 

boundary lines to create greater integration. This led to a 

political backlash and the resignation of the superintendent 

there. But even here, students became used to integrated 

schools and the newly drawn boundary lines remain in 

effect. An Eden Prairie principal noted, “The nice part is to 

be able to look back on it and say, ‘See, when the dust settles, 

everybody is OK.’”

Money can be another important incentive for voluntary 

integration. In 2015, New York State used federal 

School Improvement Grant (SIG) funds to encourage 

socioeconomic integration as a school turnaround strategy. 

Several New York City community school districts are 

working to design controlled choice admissions policies, 

efforts which might not have continued in the absence of 

funding.

3. Setting clear system-wide goals for 
integration increases the likelihood 
of achieving success.
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Not surprisingly, setting clear goals to integrate all schools 

in a district leads to much broader integration than 

programs focused on a small subset of schools. Cambridge, 

Champaign, Jefferson County, and Stamford all have 

system-wide goals that all schools should be within a range 

of the district-wide average for disadvantaged student 

populations and all have been quite successful in achieving 

integration. In Stamford, for example, eighteen or twenty 

schools fall within plus or minus 10 percentage points of the 

district average for socioeconomic diversity. “Having that 

hard and fast rule was really powerful,” says former Stamford 

superintendent Joshua Starr.

Some higher-poverty districts, such as Dallas and Chicago, 

have, by contrast, addressed socioeconomic integration 

within only a small subset of schools, leaving many students 

in segregated environments. High-poverty districts might 

appear to have no choice in the matter, but, as Lesson 4 

below suggests, they do have other options.

4. Policies that break down artificial 
walls between city and suburb can 
have greater impact than those 
limited to existing district lines.

Unlike Chicago and Dallas, two of the jurisdictions 

profiled—Hartford and Louisville—have broken through 

urban/suburban walls. Louisville did so by consolidating 

with suburban Jefferson County schools into a single 

school system; and Hartford did so through an extensive 

two-way urban/suburban transfer program.

Earlier Century Foundation research explored the benefits 

of eight inter-district programs in jurisdictions ranging 

from metropolitan St. Louis to Boston and Rochester to 

Minneapolis.8 The advantages of having a consolidated 

district is also a key lesson from a forthcoming Century 

Foundation report from Paul Tractenberg and colleagues 

on Morris School District in New Jersey. Either approach 

offers up significant new opportunities for moving beyond 

separate and unequal schooling.

5. Socioeconomic diversity policies 
can often lead to racial diversity.

When the Supreme Court struck down Seattle and 

Louisville’s racial integration plans in 2007, many feared that 

racial school diversity would no longer be unattainable. In 

practice, however, socioeconomic integration programs 

in many communities have led to vibrant levels of racial 

diversity. Under Cambridge’s socioeconomic integration 

plan, for example, 84 percent of Cambridge students 

attended racially balanced schools in the 2011–12 school 

year. Likewise, in Chicago, when the district’s ten selective 

enrollment schools shifted from race to socioeconomic 

status as a criterion in admission, the schools continued 

to be racially diverse. In 2013–14, the selective enrollment 

population was 22 percent white, nearly 30 percent Hispanic, 

35 percent African-American and 9 percent Asian. By 

comparison, in New York City’s selective schools, which do 

not use socioeconomic status as a factor, student populations 

in 2013–14 were 5 percent black and 7 percent Latino in a city 

whose school population overall was 70 percent black and 

Latino.9 A Minneapolis socioeconomic integration program 

that involves suburban Eden Prairie uses income as a screen, 

but 95 percent of participants are of color. And Dallas’s 

socioeconomically integrated pilot program has a student 

population that is 45 percent Hispanic, 25 percent black, 25 

percent white, and 5 percent Asian.

6. Districts have grown more 
sophisticated in defining 
disadvantage.

When socioeconomic integration programs first began, most 

districts adopted eligibility for free and reduced price lunch 

(185 percent of the poverty line) as an indicator of economic 

disadvantage because the data are readily available. But 

that the measure is not ideal. It only looks at family income, 

not parental education, so the children of temporarily low-

income graduate students are counted as disadvantaged. 

The measure also splits the world into two categories—
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those receiving subsidized lunch and those not—which fails 

to capture the full spectrum of educational disadvantage 

and advantage running from poor to working class to middle 

class, and upper class. Finally, subsidized meals data has 

become less reliable as a measure of disadvantage as more 

districts take advantage of the ability to grant all students in 

higher poverty schools free lunch, whether or not individual 

students meet income guidelines.

In response to these realities, districts have created a number 

of new, more sophisticated measures of disadvantage. 

Chicago examines several factors by student Census tract: 

median family income; adult educational attainment; percent 

of single-family households; home-ownership percentage; 

percentage of the population that is non-English speaking; 

and a school performance variable. These data are combined 

to create a composite figure for socioeconomic status and 

then Census tracts are divided into four economic tiers. 

(Disclosure: I helped Chicago develop this system.) Dallas 

now uses a version of the Chicago system. Jefferson 

County, meanwhile, looks at three Census tract measures 

(income, education, and race), and divides geographic areas 

into three tiers.

7. Districts are more likely to 
be successful when they ensure 
integration not only in school 
buildings but also in school 
classrooms.

A final lesson from the case studies is that integrating school 

buildings is only a first step; to promote equity, schools 

should also seek to reduce economic and racial segregation 

at the classroom level. Two districts illustrate this point nicely.

On the one hand, Champaign has done a very good job 

at integrating schools, but there is still a fair amount of 

stratification within schools. Perhaps as a result, Champaign 

still struggles with large racial achievement gaps. Stamford, 

by contrast, has been successful not only in creating 

socioeconomically integrated schools but also pushing 

for diversity within classrooms. Superintendent Josh Starr 

said “the major issue facing the district was the tracking of 

students.” After laying the groundwork to create political 

support, Starr gave a speech on the opening day in 2009, 

saying “we’re going to eliminate tracking this year,” and 

“people stood up and applauded.” Stamford eliminated 

ability grouping in the elementary schools and substantially 

reduced tracking in the middle and high school grades. 

Between 2010 and 2014, the proportion of black students 

taking AP classes nearly tripled and the proportion of 

Hispanics doing so doubled.

Conclusion

Socioeconomic integration is important but complicated 

work. As the number of districts taking on such integration 

efforts continues to grow, it is critical that best practices be 

shared and worst practices avoided.

In the past, districts have mostly come to this work on their 

own and have not had the opportunity to learn from one 

another. That is beginning to change. Under U.S. Secretary 

of Education John King Jr., the federal government is seeking 

to support voluntary efforts to promote integration and is, 

in coalition with The Century Foundation and the National 

Coalition for School Diversity, convening districts to engage 

in peer to peer learning. These case studies below are an 

important aid in that effort—and to support the larger goal 

of reviving Brown v. Board of Education for a new century.

Richard D. Kahlenberg is a senior fellow at The Century 

Foundation that focuses on education, equal opportunity, 

and civil rights. He is the author of six books and editor of 

ten Century Foundation volumes.

Notes

1 Halley Potter, Kimberly Quick, and Elizabeth Davies, “A New Wave of School 
Integration,” The Century Foundation, February 9, 2016, https://tcf.org/content/
report/a-new-wave-of-school-integration/.
2 Richard D. Kahlenberg and Halley Potter, “Can Racial and Socioeconomic 
Integration Promote Better Outcomes for Students?” The Century Foundation 
and Poverty & Race Research Action Council, May 2012, Figure 2, p. 11 https://tcf.
org/assets/downloads/Diverse_Charter_Schools.pdf.
3 Amy Stuart Wells, Lauren Fox, and Diana Cordova-Cobo, “How Racially 
Diverse Schools and Classrooms Can Benefit All Students,” The Century 
Foundation, February 9, 2016, https://tcf.org/content/report/how-racially-diverse-
schools-and-classrooms-can-benefit-all-students/.
4 551 U.S. 701 (2007).
5 Richard D. Kahlenberg, “Rescuing Brown v. Board of Education,” The 
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School Integration,” The Century Foundation, September 15, 2016, https://tcf.org/
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Reform Back on Track (New York: Century Foundation Press, 2008).
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60



Discussion Topics for MoveSmart App 

October 10, 2019 

Description of MoveSmart App 

The MoveSmart app is an inclusivity engine that helps to overcome the lack of detailed knowledge 
people have about housing options in their metropolitan areas. When households face the decision 
to move, they face choices across hundreds of neighborhoods and thousands of potential units. 
Many people use their own perceptions of metropolitan areas to make decisions about where to 
search and supplement their perceptions by talking with others in their own social networks. 
Perceptions and social networks tend to be racialized in ways that result in bifurcated housing 
searches between racial groups. 

The MoveSmart app seeks to overcome this bifurcation by deploying a simple user interface to help 
users discover neighborhoods to search where their entry would promote integration. The 
MoveSmart app was designed to satisfy these design objectives: 

1. to help homeseekers to identify a range available apartments, condos, and single-family homes 
to rent or buy that promote integration; 

2. to ground housing searches in neighborhoods, especially getting users to think about 
neighborhoods they might not otherwise have considered; and 

3. to link users to the expanded services provided by the housing opportunity centers. 

The app will ask users basic questions about their housing search, including their housing needs 
and preferences (e.g., number of bedrooms, close to transit, etc.). The app will find neighborhoods 
and listings in those neighborhoods that represent the distribution of units available to buy or to 
rent (Objective 1). Showing the distribution of units can help to overcome the perceived 
affordability of neighborhoods that often impedes people from looking. 

Recommending neighborhoods that promote integration will depend on the race of the respondent 
(Objective 2). The app will offer the user three possibilities with corresponding results shown 
below. 

Option Recommended neighborhoods 

Does not provide race (i.e., 
every user) 

Already-integrated neighborhoods 

Identifies race Already-integrated neighborhoods + neighborhoods 
where user would make an affirmative (integrative) 
move 

Indicates desire for highly 
integrative move 

Neighborhoods with very low levels of current 
integration where user would make an affirmative move 

Finally, the app will provide real-time chat capabailities with housing opportunity center staff that 
can provide users with more resources and follow-up (Objective 3). The housing opportunity center 
will be able to continually improve recommendations based on use data generated from the 
MoveSmart app. 
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This plan and these objectives bring up many questions in need of deliberation as the MoveSmart 
app proceeds in development. 

Affirmatively Further Fair Housing 
a. How do we ensure that data and recommendations comply with Fair Housing Act? 

b. How much do we want to encourage (nudge) users to make affirmative moves? 

c. Are there any methods that we can use to avoid people using the app toward perverse ends 
(i.e., finding ways to segregate)? If we can’t avoid that use, can we find ways to make it more 
difficult? 

Search Attributes 
d. What search attributes should be included for the user to specify when using the app? We 

would need a list of both housing unit characteristics and neighborhood characteristics, but 
weighted to neighborhood characteristics to help people discover new neighborhoods that 
meet their preferences. 

e. Where can we find data to provide information about features of neighborhoods that might be 
overlooked? If the data do not exist, how do we generate that data? 

f. How do we avoid using measures that are so correlated with race, or perceptions of racial 
composition, that would diminish the effectiveness of the app? (E.g., can we find and market 
information about what unique offerings different schools provide rather than test score 
data?) 

g. Are there communities that we leave off of the recommendations for users? 

User Data 
h. How much user data do we collect? 

i. How do we receive approval to collect data from users of the app that meet legal standards 
and standards for ethical research if we plan to use the data for research? 

j. How do we use the data to predict outcomes of housing searches to direct future searches? 
Should we create predictive outcomes to use? 
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Introduction 

Fifty years after the passage of the 1968 Fair Housing Act, many U.S. cities remain residentially 

segregated. During this time period, scores of researchers have described the patterns and 

trends in residential segregation, and have grappled with questions about its causes and 

consequences for residents, cities, regions, and our country (references).  And for fifty years, 

policymakers and community leaders have to varying degrees sought to reduce residential 

segregation and uphold the mandate of the Fair Housing Act (references).  

The Fair Housing Act of 1968 prohibited discrimination in the sale, rental and financing of 

housing based on race or color, religion, sex, national origin.  In 1988, the Fair Housing Act 

Amendments were passed, which added familial status and disabilities to the protected classes, 

and also strengthened the enforcement mechanisms. Then in 2015, the Obama Administration 

concluded a lengthy process that resulted in a reaffirmation that the Fair Housing Act was to 

both prohibit discrimination and to affirmatively further fair housing. Specifically, in addition to 

eliminating discrimination, local governments, states and public housing agencies were required 

to “take meaningful actions to overcome historic patterns of segregation, promote fair housing 

choice, and foster inclusive communities that are free from discrimination.” (AFFH Fact Sheet, 

HUD, https://files.hudexchange.info/resources/documents/AFFH-Fact-Sheet.pdf). The 

Affirmatively Furthering Fair Housing (AFFH) rules were accompanied by data and resources for 

communities to use to identify impediments to fair housing and create plans to address them. 

Although the current administration has postponed the rules, and their implementation is 

uncertain, there are jurisdictions across the country that are moving ahead with conducting 

“Assessments of Fair Housing.” More generally, there appears to be a growing interest at the 

local and regional level in recognizing and tackling the problems of residential segregation, even 

while guidance and attention at the federal level has faltered.  

At the same time as efforts at the federal level were launched and then stalled, in the academic 

arena, researchers have been continuing to amass data on the negative impact of segregation 

and the positive impacts of integration and offering new theoretical frameworks for 

understanding the causes of segregation (references). The new theoretical frameworks draw 

attention to an array of policies and programs that could help move the needle on segregation 

and the racial inequalities that flow from it (references).  These policy and programmatic ideas 

focus on the ways in which people end up living where they do, and draw attention to the need 

to tackle segregation not simply by reducing housing discrimination but also focusing on how 
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people end up living where they do, the barriers to residential moves that perpetuate integration, 

and the challenges of fostering positive intergroup relations within racially diverse settings 

(references).   

In this context, and flowing from the Integration Moonshot Initiative’s work, we sought to ask the 

question:  Fifty years after the Fair Housing Act, what does the organizational landscape look 

like in terms of disrupting the cycle of racial residential segregation, and nurturing racial 

residential integration?  What are organizations and initiatives doing in our neighborhoods, 

cities, regions, states and the nation to address residential segregation?   

Numerous “fair housing centers” emerged in the wake of the Fair Housing Act.  What are the 

activities and emphases of these traditional fair housing organizations in the U.S. today?  And 

are there other organizations that are not centrally identified as fair housing organizations but 

that are nevertheless focused directly or peripherally on tackling racial residential segregation 

and nurturing integration?   

We realized that it would be valuable, as we think about creating a concerted and collective 

effort to dismantle segregation, to take stock of the efforts of existing organizations and activities 

to understand (1) what kinds of programming and activities are being undertaken; and (2) how 

they align with contemporary understandings of the causes of segregation. One outcome, we 

hope, will be the creation of a user-friendly catalog of the efforts and programs that might serve 

as a resource for communities and organizations seeking innovative ideas and models for 

tackling this challenge in their own community.   

What follows is our preliminary report on our progress to date.  Much remains to be done; our 

set of organizations is certainly not complete.  And, importantly, as we worked to uncover 

relevant organizations/programs, a number of issues came up with respect to what ‘counted’ as 

an organization “doing work that was supportive of racial residential integration”.  We made 

some preliminary decisions about what to include and exclude (and we describe them below) 

but these preliminary decisions were, and will continue to be revisited and discussed and 

debated as we proceed to develop this research project. The exclusion of any particular 

organization or kind of organization from the present version of this catalog should not be taken 

to mean that we think such efforts are not important or relevant.  We just haven’t gotten to them 

yet.  
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The general approach we took was to create a ‘catalog’ of all the organizations we could identify 

that either operated specifically within the Fair Housing arena (part 1 of our catalog) or were 

undertaking efforts that the organization explicitly indicated were tackling challenges associated 

with racial residential segregation and/or were attempting to support racial residential integration 

(part 2 of our catalog). After identifying and cataloging as much information as we could obtain 

from each organization’s public websites, we undertook an analysis to systematically 

summarize the emphases and activities of these organizations. To do this, we (1) coded the 

mission statements of the organizations and (2) examined their websites to identify the primary 

strategies used by these organizations (insofar as we could glean that information from the 

websites).  In the following preliminary report, we first summarize the results for organizations 

that we classified as Fair Housing organizations.1  This part of our analysis provides a snapshot 

“Fair Housing” work, fifty years after the Fair Housing Act was passed, is focused on.  We will 

then turn to all of the other organizations we identified that were doing work related to building 

racially integrated communities but were not explicitly focused on Fair Housing.   

Methods 
 

Two graduate students in sociology (the second and third authors of this paper) spent the 

summer of 2019 trying to identify as many organizations as they could that were doing work to 

support racial residential integration. Our efforts to identify organizations took several forms: (1) 

reviewing relevant scholarly literature2; (2) researching organizations through websites using 

online search engines; (3) contacting organizations directly; (4) seeking suggestions from 

researchers studying residential segregation and housing issues; (5) drawing on national and 

regional networks that have compiled fair housing organizations and membership organizations 

(e.g., National Fair Housing Alliance3; Chicago Area Fair Housing Alliance). In order to catalog 

1 This includes organizations whose names are some version of “Fair Housing” (centers/organizations) or 
who described their activities in terms of fair housing (even if the organization’s actual name did not 
include the words “Fair Housing”).   
2 Two research reports are worth special mention. In 1998, HUD’s Cityscape published a special issue 
devoted to case studies of “stable, racially and ethnically diverse urban communities” throughout the 
country (Briggs, 1998). This yielded more than 20 relevant programs for our catalog, but some of them 
were no longer functional (given the date of the study). A second useful source was the Poverty and Race 
Research Action Council’s publication, “Coordination of Community Systems and Institutions to Promote 
Housing and School Integration”, which spotlighted a number of the positive housing and school 
integration programs from around the country (Tegeler and Herskind, 2018).   
3 The National Fair Housing Alliance’s website provides a list of fair housing agencies or centers in 31 
states.  The RAs completed intake forms for each of these agencies/centers. Similarly, the Chicago Area 
Fair Housing Alliance’s website includes a list of member organizations, and we inspected this list for any 
organizations that met our criteria.  
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these organizations, we created an ‘intake form’ that was completed for each organization or 

initiative we uncovered.  This intake form included both open and closed ended questions, and 

is included in this paper as an Appendix. 

 

In order to identify organizations doing residential segregation/integration work that were outside 

of Fair Housing centers, in addition to following leads and consulting published research, we 

also used combinations of key terms in an online search. The terms that generated the most 

leads were: “racial residential integration,” “integration initiatives,” and “housing integration.” We 

also used the terms “inclusive,” “diverse,” and “protected classes”. Overall, however, none of the 

key search terms provided as many results as published research and the leads provided by the 

researchers.  

 

In addition to completing intake forms on all of the identified organizations, we also took detailed 

notes to keep track of the search approach, the leads followed, and the keywords used. The 

team met regularly to discuss findings, refine the kinds of organizations to include, and identify 

new leads.  Our goal was to cast as broad a net as possible, recognizing that this is a work in 

progress and we expect to continue to add organizations as we further refine our conceptual 

framework and the networks who are providing us with information.  By the end of the summer, 

we had completed intake forms on 127 organizations.4  

 

As we undertook this exploratory research, we adapted and refined our definition of what it 

meant for an organization to meet our criteria of “supporting racial residential integration.”  On 

one hand, we were interested in a broad umbrella—erring on the side of being inclusive rather 

than exclusive. For example, we included organizations and initiatives that appeared to be 

concerned primarily with intergroup race relations, even if they did not explicitly link these efforts 

to housing.  In the case of Chicago and some other localities, our researchers had local 

knowledge that allowed us to understand the organization’s efforts within a wider goal of 

preserving or maintaining integration. For example, the ONE Northside organization in the 

Uptown neighborhood of Chicago embarked on an initiative to preserve zoning for affordable 

housing in the neighborhood. Because of our local knowledge, we understood that this effort 

was an attempt to prevent a total turnover of the racial composition of the wider neighborhood 

through gentrification; thus, we interpreted this initiative as an effort to support or maintain 

4 We identified more than 127 organizations, but some were eliminated upon learning that they were no 
longer in operation.  
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integration. However, for organizations who were operating in localities where we did not have 

local knowledge, we could not assume that a focus on affordable housing translated into an 

interest in supporting or maintaining racial residential integration. For this reason, we expect that 

there are organizations operating throughout the United States whose efforts may implicitly, 

indirectly, or conceivably have an impact on racial residential integration, but whom we could 

not include because of the absence of any specific articulation of this mission on their website.  

 

Thus, for the organizations that we included in this catalog, we ultimately made the decision to 

include only those that explicitly framed their efforts as supporting residential integration or 

dismantling residential segregation, unless we had local knowledge that the organization’s 

efforts were impacting racial residential integration, even if left unspoken. In contrast, 

organizations for which we lacked local knowledge were omitted if they focused exclusively on 

income-based mobility programs (such as housing counseling for voucher recipients that 

focused exclusively on income and not race), as well as if they focused narrowly on the need for 

“affordable housing” without any explicit consideration of race or racial inequality.5 If our search 

uncovered an affordable housing organization that made any mention of, or had elements of the 

program that were specifically focused on racial integration (or dismantling racial segregation), it 

was included in our catalog. In the next iteration of this catalog, we intend to continue to refine 

the conceptual framework for how we think about mobility programs and affordable housing 

efforts and how they fit into this larger effort to understand what work is being done related to 

racial residential integration.  

 

Conversely, we included all Fair Housing organizations in our catalog, regardless of whether 

racial integration or segregation was mentioned, because through the course of this work, we 

became increasingly interested in the extent to which traditional fair housing centers explicitly 

focused on racial segregation/integration. The primary method we used to identify fair housing 

organizations was the catalogue of members listed in the National Fair Housing Alliance (NFHA) 

local member database, thought we also included some fair housing organizations that were not 

members of the NFHA that we came across through our other searching.  We also included in 

5 We plan to undertake additional research to overcome this local-knowledge bias in our sample.  In 
addition, we also did not dig deep into an important category of organization: those doing housing mobility 
work. These programs are doing excellent work assisting voucher holders in making moves into 
opportunity areas.  To be sure, these programs are relevant in any discussions of residential 
segregation/integration. The work by Mobility Works (https://www.housingmobility.org/) needs to be 
analyzed in more detail and this is an example of an area of this catalog that is less comprehensive, and 
is a top priority in the next stages of this work.  
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our compilation any organizations (regardless of their mission) that also included fair housing 

efforts—for example, a legal aid office that includes among its services fair housing work would 

be included, even though the umbrella organization was not focused exclusively on housing.   

 

The final compilation of racial residential integration initiatives contains information on 127 

currently active (as far as we can tell) programs and organization, including its name, location or 

headquarters, year of establishment, geographic scale, the mission of the program or 

organization, as well as its purpose and strategies for effectively pursuing its mission. For this 

first stage, we limited our research to what was available online.  As a result, many of the 

questions on an intake form for any given organization had to be left blank because the 

information was not available on the website.  We opted for breadth, rather than depth, in this 

first stage. In subsequent stages of the project, we will contact organizations directly to get 

additional details and clarification.   

Results 

Fair Housing Organizations Today. 

Our search uncovered 99 fair housing organizations or initiatives in operation in the U.S. today.  

They are spread across 36 states (plus DC), with California (n=16), Ohio (n=8) and Illinois (n=7) 

having the highest number. The vast majority (73%) operate at the city/metro/region/county 

level, with none at the neighborhood level, and 25% at the state level (and two at the national 

level—the National Fair Housing Alliance and the Equal Rights Center). The organizations were 

founded between 1953 and 2018, though they were concentrated between 1971-1990 (42%).  

There were 22% that were founded before 1970, 21% between 1990-2000, and 15% since 

2001.  We were unable to determine the founding date for about one-third of the organizations 

from our online searching, so these results are for just 67 of the 99 organizations.  

Mission Statements. 

We collected the mission statements for each of the identified organizations and then coded the 

themes that were mentioned in these statements. We used a thematic coding scheme, so that 

any given Mission Statement could be classified under more than one of the following 

organizational objectives:  (1) anti-discrimination (including specific mentions of enforcing the 

Fair Housing Act); (2) promoting integration (including references to ensuring inclusion and 

diversity); (3) equal opportunity, including references to removing barriers, promoting choice, 
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improving access to opportunities, improving lives, and any emphasis on equity and equality; 

and (4) quality of life, includes any reference to improving the quality of life in a community.  

Within each objective, we identified whether there was an explicit reference to race, or whether, 

instead, the target population (for anti-discrimination, promoting integration, or equal opportunity 

efforts) was unspecified or was some other category. Given the range of protected classes of 

the Fair Housing Act (which include more than just race), it is both appropriate and not 

surprising that Fair Housing mission statements are not exclusively in reference to race; but we 

were interested in whether organizations’ mission statements explicitly mentioned race (or any 

other specific protected class) or whether it was left unstated.  More generally, regardless of 

which theme was mentioned, we also coded Mission Statements as to whether they included 

the word “race” or any variation thereof, e.g. racial or racis(t/m) anywhere in the Mission 

Statement. The results of this coding are shown in Table 1.  

Table 1.  Themes appearing in the Mission Statements of Fair Housing Organizations or Initiatives. 

Mission Statement Theme Fair Housing Organizations or Initiatives 

Anti-discrimination 80% 

    Race-specific   21% 

Equal Opportunity 54% 

   Race-specific   5% 

Promoting Integration 21% 

   Race-specific   5% 

Quality of Life 1% 

Mission Mentions Race explicitly 29% 

(n) (n=99) 
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Given the primary emphasis of the implementation of the Fair Housing Act, it is not surprising 

that anti-discrimination efforts are the most common theme mentioned in the mission 

statements: 80% of the Fair Housing organizations and initiatives had mission statements that 

included this theme. It is noteworthy, however, that combatting racial discrimination was an 

explicit part of just 21% of fair housing organizations’ mission statements.  Examples of two 

mission statements, one that does not mention race, and the other that does, are provided 

below: 

“Promote understanding of fair housing rights; and to eliminate housing discrimination 

through enforcing the federal Fair Housing Act and other laws." (Central Alabama Fair 

Housing Center) 

As compared to: 

“Community Legal Aid Society, Inc.’s Fair Housing Initiative Program strives to eradicate 

discrimination in housing transactions in the state of Delaware against individuals based 

on race, color, national origin, religion, creed, sex, marital status, familial status, age, 

sexual orientation, gender identity or disability…..” 

The second most common theme in the mission statements of fair housing organizations is the 

“Equal Opportunity” theme—54 percent of fair housing organizations and initiatives had a 

mission to remove barriers, improve access to opportunities, improve people’s lives, or 

generally made reference to equality.   

“CHN’s ]Cleveland Housing Network’s] mission is to leverage the power of affordable 

housing to change lives and improve communities. We are a nonprofit affordable 

housing developer and housing service provider located in Cleveland, Ohio, working to 

build more equitable communities, improve housing affordability and preserve and 

expand the supply of affordable housing in our region." 

Again, mission statements that invoked equality were rarely specific to race (just 5% of 

organization/initiatives referenced race-related equality). ONE DC is an example of such an 

organization’s mission statement:   
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“At ONE DC, our mission is to exercise political strength to create and preserve 
racial and economic equity in Shaw and the District. We seek to create a 

community in DC that is equitable for all." 

A distant third in terms of the popularity of themes in mission statements of Fair Housing 

organizations or initiatives was a reference to advancing the cause of racial residential 

integration (this includes references to inclusion or diversity): 21% of fair housing organizations 

or initiatives highlighted this goal in their mission statement.  

"The Cincinnati Center City Development Corp. (3CDC) is a 501(c) 3, tax-exempt, 

private, non-profit corporation. Its mission and strategic focus is to strengthen the core 

assets of downtown by revitalizing and connecting the Central Business District and 

Over-the-Rhine (OTR). Goals and objectives: "to create great civic spaces; create high-

density, mixed-use development; preserve historic structures and streetscapes; and 

build diverse mixed-income neighborhoods supported by local businesses." 

Notably, though, just five fair housing organizations (6%) highlighted supporting racial 

residential integration in their mission statement. Sherman Park Community Association is one 

such example:  

“The mission of Sherman Park Community Association is to make Sherman Park an 

attractive, interesting neighborhood where people of all races, religions, and national 
origins come together to celebrate and respect not only our difference." 

As should be clear from the above description, very few mission statements of fair housing 

organizations/initiatives included references to race.  For the most part, mission statements left 

unspecified who was the ‘target group’ or stated that the target was all protected classes (which 

of course includes racial/ethnic minorities).  As a global indicator of the absence of references to 

race, racism, and racial groups, we coded each mission statement as to whether or not the word 

race/racial/racism appeared anywhere in the mission statement: just 29% of Fair Housing 

organizations and initiatives had mission statements with one of these words.   

As noted above, our codes were not mutually exclusive:  a single Mission Statement might be 

coded under multiple different themes.  Below we provide two additional examples to illustrate 

how a Mission Statement reflects multiple themes. The first is from the Fair Housing Center of 
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Central Indiana, and we see that this mission statement includes three themes (anti-

discrimination, integration, and equal opportunity) but there is no explicit reference to race:   

“The mission of the Fair Housing Center of Central Indiana (FHCCI) is to ensure equal 

housing opportunities by eliminating housing discrimination through advocacy, 

enforcement, education and outreach. …[FHCCI] recognizes the importance of “home” 

and envisions a country free of housing discrimination where every individual, group and 

community enjoys equal housing opportunity and access in a bias-free and open 

housing market. We envision a country where integrated neighborhoods are the norm, 

and private and public sectors guarantee civil rights in an open and barrier-free 

community committed to healing the history of discrimination in America." 

This can be contrasted with another organization, Fair Share Housing Development, which both 

has overlapping themes (integration and equal opportunity) but does explicitly mention race: 

"The mission … is to promote economically and racially diverse communities 

throughout the tri-county region surrounding the City of Camden, New Jersey through 

the development of affordable housing with supportive services in an effort to improve 

the lives of moderate-income, low-income and very low-income families, the elderly and 

disabled and to reverse decades of decline and segregation in the City of Camden by 

providing Camden City residents with the choice to reside in affordable housing in high-

opportunity communities with access to decent jobs, good schools, and a safe 

environment." 

 

Strategies Used by Fair Housing Organizations and Initiatives. 

Mission statements give a signal of the core focus and purpose of an organization, but at least 

as important, if not more, are the actual programs and strategies used.  Drawing on information 

from websites, we coded each organization in terms of whether they did one (or more) of the 

following eight strategies: (1) enforcement of fair housing; (2) fair housing counseling, education 

and outreach; (3) promoting integration, which often refers to promoting the value of integration 

as a public good; (4) improving inter-group relations, which includes mentions of creating 

meaningful social interaction across different groups; (5) affirmative rental programs; (6) 

affirmative home-buying programs; (7) changing perceptions of communities which refers to 
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efforts to impact the reputation and perceptions that others hold of their community, either past, 

present or future; (8) prevention of displacement/foreclosure.  Many organizations also did other 

activities and programming; but here we coded only those that had some relationship to racial 

integration. Table 2 shows the distribution of organizations coded as doing each of these 

different programs or strategies. 

Table 2.  Strategies used by Fair Housing Organizations or Initiatives, in order of popularity.   

Strategy Percent using them 

Enforcement of Fair Housing 95% 

Housing Counseling, Education, Outreach 80% 

Promoting Integration 13% 

Prevention of displacement/foreclosure 12% 

Improving inter-group relations 5% 

Affirmative Rental Programs 1% 

Changing Perceptions of Communities 1% 

Affirmative Home-buying Programs 0% 

(n) (n=99) 

 

Not surprisingly, Fair Housing organizations were nearly universal in having testing/enforcement 

as one of their strategies (95%), followed closely by outreach/education/counseling (80%).  A 
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few examples of these two strategies are provided below, using the words of the websites 

themselves.  First, an enforcement example:  

“We investigate situations where housing discrimination may have occurred through our 
testing program. Discrimination found through our testing program can be used to assist 
clients in their housing discrimination complaints or used in an organizational complaint 
with the goal to end discriminatory practices in the state." (High Plains Fair Housing 
Center, North Dakota).” 

And second, from the Montana Fair Housing, an example of education/outreach/counseling:  

"Montana Fair Housing provides educational opportunities for industry representatives, 
consumers, and advocates. Technical assistance is available for housing providers and 
consumers to ensure they understand their rights and obligations as provided by local, 
state and federal non-discrimination laws. MFH offers dispute resolution services to 
address issues related to federal, state, and/or local non-discrimination laws. Upon 
request, Montana Fair Housing will provide a list of housing believed to be available on a 
non-discriminatory basis." 

No other strategy or tactic was undertaken by more than 15% of Fair Housing Organizations or 

initiatives. Promoting integration was a very distant third, with just 13% of Fair Housing 

organizations/initiatives (according to their websites) explicitly undertaking efforts to promote 

racial integration (apart from their efforts to fight discrimination, which is an important 

component, of course).  The Heights Community Congress in Cleveland, Ohio is one example 

of an organization promoting integration.  On their website, they state that they have two main 

foci: fair housing and ‘diversity awareness’.  With respect to the latter, they sponsor a speaker 

series with education and events that support the value of integration as a public good.  One 

example is an event from 2015: 

World Cafe: Building Community 

November 12, 2015 · 7:00 PM · Lee Rd Library 

What does that phrase mean to you? 

* Who is in your "community"? 

* Do you see a cultural divide in Cleveland Heights? 

* What role do global forces play in your daily life? 

 

Heights Community Congress and the Heights Libraries invite you to spend an evening 

with us and your neighbors, exploring these questions. Returning to the popular World 
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Cafe forum, we'll examine the ideas and the values that influence and define our 

Cleveland Heights "community."  Heights Community Congress 2015 Continuing Series 

on Diversity Awareness: Embracing Diversity in all its Many Facets!” 

Twelve percent of Fair Housing organizations undertook efforts to prevent 

displacement/foreclosure, and just a handful of organizations described strategies related to 

improving inter-group relations (5%), affirmative rental (1%), or helping to change perceptions of 

communities (1%).   

What about organizations that do not identify as Fair Housing organizations or 
initiatives?  

We now turn to the organizations that we uncovered in our search that supported racial 

residential integration, but we did not classify as “Fair Housing” organizations or initiatives. 

Because the purpose of this catalog is to identify organizations that are explicitly focused on 

racial dynamics, we excluded many organizations who framed their efforts exclusively with 

regards to income or economics. As noted above, this should not be interpreted as meaning 

that we do not think such programs can have an impact on racial residential segregation or that 

these efforts are not worthy ones; in the next stage of this project, we intend to address this 

issue. In this preliminary report, our primary focus was to understand the landscape with respect 

to organizations that explicitly frame their efforts as relating to addressing racial residential 

segregation or promoting racial residential integration. Of course, those organizations or 

programs that indicated they do both economic and racial integration work, were included in the 

catalog.  

Our search uncovered 28 organizations currently operating that included in their missions or 

strategies advancing racial residential integration, but were not Fair Housing organizations or 

initiatives that were classified above. These organizations are spread across 14 states (plus 

DC), with Illinois (n=8) and Ohio (n=4) having the highest number.6 The majority (57%) operate 

at the city/metro region/county level, but unlike Fair Housing organizations/initiatives, 25% (n=7) 

operated at the neighborhood level.  In addition, 7% were statewide or involved multiple states, 

and 11% were national in scope. The organizations were founded between 1934 (an outlier, 

Metropolitan Planning Council) and 2017.  We had only one organization with missing data on 

6 The high representation from Illinois is likely due to the greater levels of local knowledge among the 
research team about organizations in Illinois. 
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this variable. These organizations are ‘younger’ than the Fair Housing organizations/initiatives: 

59% of them were established after 1991, (compared to 34% of the Fair Housing 

organizations/initiatives that were established after 1992).  More specifically, 22% were founded 

between 1991-2000 and 37% were established after 2001.  At the other end of the continuum, 

15% were founded before 1970 and 26% between 1971-1990.   

Mission Statements. 

We used the same coding scheme to code the mission statements of these organizations as we 

used to code the Fair Housing organizations/initiatives, but not surprisingly the distribution of 

themes was quite different. The results are shown in Table 3.  

Table 3.  Themes appearing in the Mission Statements of Organizations that supporting racial 
residential integration (but not Fair Housing organizations or initiatives). 

Theme % whose mission statement included this theme 

Equal Opportunity 57% 

   Race-specific   21% 

Integration 46% 

   Race-specific   25% 

Quality of Life 29% 

Anti-discrimination   7% 

    Race-specific     4% 

Mission Mentions race explicitly 43% 

(n) (n=28) 
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Whereas anti-discrimination and education/outreach about fair housing were the predominant 

themes among Fair Housing organizations/initiatives, it was Equal Opportunity (57%) that 

predominated among the organizations whose primary purpose was not Fair Housing, but 

nevertheless did work that we viewed as related to racial residential integration.  Whereas Equal 

Opportunity was rarely framed in the context of race within Fair Housing organizations/initiatives 

(5%), among these other organizations, race was more prominent, with 21% of the 

organizations referencing Equal Opportunity for racial minorities in their mission statements. 

Connecticut’s Open Communities Alliance is an example of one such mission statement:  

"Open Communities Alliance works with an urban-suburban interracial coalition to 

promote access to opportunity for all people through education, advocacy, research, and 

partnerships." 

The second most common theme in the missions of these organizations was the pursuit of 
integration: 46% of these organizations referred in their mission statements to the goal of 

advancing integration, substantially more than was the case in the Fair Housing 

organizations/initiatives.  Moreover, these organizations were also more explicit that their 

mission was to advance racial integration—since more than ½ of the integration organizations 

specifically mentioned race (25% of the total organizations in this category). The South 

Orange/Maplewood Community Coalition on Race is one such example:  

"Mission: To build and sustain a community that is racially, culturally and socially 
integrated and truly inclusive where there is equity and equality for all.  We aspire 

to be a community that is a model for the nation in which people of different races, 
ethnic groups and backgrounds can interact, form friendships and participate fully in 

the community’s economic, political, civic, educational and cultural life."  

Finally, another common theme in mission statements was a reference to enhancing the quality 
of life in a community; 29% of organizations in this category included this theme, including the 

following:   

"We are the Vollintine Evergreen Community Association, a gathering of volunteers with 

a consistent mission: to keep our community a place people want to live, work, shop, 

eat, and simply be in Memphis.” 
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Although the quality of life theme emerged among these organizations, it was not common in 

the analysis of the mission statements of the Fair Housing organizations/initiatives, where just 

one organization mentioned it.   

Our overall indicator of the extent to which organizations referred to race or racism in their 

mission statements reveals a similar pattern to the traditional Fair Housing organizations:  43% 

of these organizations did so.   

Strategies Used.  

We now turn to the question of what strategies these organizations undertake to support 

housing integration, and here we find far more variety than was true of the Fair Housing 

organizations (this is not surprising, given the broad-based criteria for inclusion in this category).  

Table 4 shows the distribution of organizations coded as doing each of these different programs 

or strategies.   

Table 4.  Strategies used by organizations supporting racial residential integration (but 
not Fair Housing organizations or initiatives) in order of popularity.  

Strategy % using strategy 

Promoting Integration 64% 

Changing Perceptions of Communities 54% 

Improving inter-group relations 46% 

Enforcement of Fair Housing 25% 

Affirmative Rental Programs 25% 

Prevention of displacement/foreclosure 21% 

Housing Counseling, Outreach, Education 14% 

Affirmative Home-buying Programs 11% 

(n) (n=28) 
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Instead of one strategy in common across these organizations, there are a cluster of strategies 

used by about the same percentage of organizations (ranging from 46% to 64%). The most 

prominent strategy is an array of things that promote integration (64%). One such example is 

the National Public Housing Museum in Chicago, which hosts exhibits that promote the value of 

integration as a public good (among many other kinds of exhibits), with a current exhibit called 

“Undesign the Redline”.  Second, also in Chicago, the Metropolitan Planning Council partnered 

with the Urban Institute to release a report called “The Cost of Segregation” and its second 

phase included a report on efforts that could be undertaken to reverse segregation in Chicago.  

The prominence of “promoting integration” is not surprising, of course, given the selection 

criteria into this catalog: the organization had to be doing something that supported racial 

residential integration.  

The second most common strategy was one that involved changing community perceptions, 

and this was used by just over one-half of our cataloged organizations (54%).  The PRRAC 

report by Tegeler and Herskind (2018) highlighted an innovative effort in Pasadena, California 

that is an example of one focused on changing community perceptions.  As they describe it: 

 “Realtors Read Across Pasadena is an effort of PEF’s REALTOR INITIATIVE, a 
collaboration with local Realtors, the Pasadena Education Network (PEN), and the 
Pasadena Unified School District (PUSD) that recognizes the enormously important role 
Realtors play in influencing our community’s view of our public schools. Working 
together, we strive to provide opportunities for Realtors to become better educated about 
our public school offerings and encourage Realtors to be active ambassadors for PEF, 
PEN, and especially the PUSD." 

 

Finally, improving intergroup relations is a strategy utilized by just under one-half of the 

organizations in this part of our catalog (46%).  Dayton, Ohio’s Longest Table is one such 

example from the Welcome Dayton community initiative.  As they describe it, the Longest Table 

event is one “[In] which residents of multiple racial and ethnic backgrounds were encouraged to 

come sit together to have meals”.  The website for the event notes the symbolic location of the 

table:  

“In Dayton, we chose holding the meal at a long table spanning the Third Street 

Bridge. We’re a city that is segregated by a river that splits our community's 

geography between east and west Dayton. Crossing the river is coded language for 

black and white communities of Dayton.”   
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A second cluster of strategies was more reminiscent of the strategies used frequently by Fair 

Housing organizations/initiatives: enforcement of fair housing (25%), foreclosure prevention 

(21%), and housing counseling/outreach/education (14%).   

Affirmative rental programs also stood out (25%) in terms of being a common practice, and 

also being one that was much more common among these organizations than among Fair 

Housing organizations/initiatives (where just a single organization did this).  As noted above, 

Mobility Programs were not systematically included in this preliminary catalog.  Those that were 

included would fall under the category of affirmative rental programs, but were included only if 

there was an explicit reference to supporting racial integration (and not exclusively ‘opportunity 

areas’).  The Oak Park Regional Housing Center is a clear example of an affirmative rental 

program, as it provides a free apartment-finding service with a mission to encourage individuals 

(in the private rental market) to make an affirmative move.   

Affirmative home-buying programs were relatively rare, with just 3 organizations (though note 

that Fair Housing organizations did not have any).  One example was again from South 

Orange/Maplewood Colition on Race, where they describe on their website that they: 

“[Use] pro-integrative strategies to support stable racial integration in our towns’ 

neighborhoods, this group works with realtors and neighborhood associations, gives 

tours to prospective home-buyers, and oversees a Home Maintenance Loan in support 

of strong and attractive neighborhoods.” 

 

Preliminary Thoughts and Next Steps 

Our efforts to create a catalog of organizations whose work can be understood as contributing 

to efforts to disrupt racial residential segregation and support racial residential integration has 

revealed a number of interesting insights and challenges. We divided our identified 

organizations into two kinds. The first were those that we loosely called ‘traditional’ fair housing 

organizations—these are organizations that made reference to doing work on Fair Housing 

explicitly. Coding the mission statements and strategies of these organizations, it is clear that 

such entities work primarily to fight housing discrimination and ensure that people’s legal rights 

are protected. Strategies focus on identifying and supporting victims of housing discrimination 

across the array of protected classes. Supporting this work, most of these organizations also 
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provide public education, advocacy and outreach to ensure that people are aware of the 

protections afforded by the Fair Housing Act. A minority of Fair Housing organizations mention 

race in their mission statements, opting instead to generally refer to upholding the Fair Housing 

Act (and all of its protected classes).  Based on the publicly available information on the 

websites, work around Affirmatively Furthering Fair Housing is not a top activity/priority at the 

present time of these organizations.7  

As the research around the causes of segregation evolves to include and expand beyond the 

impact of racial discrimination, it is important to ask what other efforts might be undertaken to 

address the challenge of dismantling segregation and encouraging integration. The second part 

of our catalog focused on trying to identify other organizations or initiatives outside of the 

traditional fair housing arena that support these goals and reflect these other forces driving 

segregation. We found fewer such organizations, but many of them have interesting and 

promising models that begin to tackle other contributors to segregation. We look forward to 

expanding this part of our catalog even further, relying on additional leads from researchers and 

community leaders, and continuing to refine how we think about what kinds of programs do, in 

fact, support racial residential integration.  For example, a glaring omission (by design as we 

focused ourselves on programmatic efforts) in this catalog are policy efforts and organizations 

that focus exclusively on advocacy.  We intend to tackle this question, and many others, in the 

next iteration.  Stay tuned…. 

 
 

 
 
 
 
 

  

7 This observation should not be taken as a criticism of the emphases or activities of these organizations; 
we simply sought to document the kinds of language used in mission statements and the efforts 
undertaken in advance of the mission. There is an array of explanations for this trend, including perhaps 
primarily financial, and we look forward to the possibility of exploring these organizations in more detail as 
this project unfolds, and speaking with the leadership and staff to get a richer picture of how these 
organizations operate and strategize.  
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APPENDIX 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 

Integration Initiatives (Chicago 
Working Group) 
Use this form to record intake information about programs, initiatives, 
and organizations that are working on issues related to racial residential 
integration. 

 
 

Program Name 
 

Your answer 
 
 
 

Location or Headquarters (City, State) 
 

Your answer 
 
 
 

Is the program/initiative/organization currently in  
operation? 

 
  YES/NO/UNKNOWN 
 

In what year was the program founded or initiated? 
(If no longer in operation, list the years of operation) 

 
Your answer 
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Website URL (if available) 

 
Your answer 

 
 
 

Contact Information (list any available information, such as email 
address, phone number, or name of contacts) 

 
Your answer 

 
 
 

What is the geographic scale of the program? (Check all that apply) 
 

   Neighborhood 

Citywide 

   Multi-city 

Statewide 

Multi-state 

National 

Other: 

 
Size (How many clients served? Number of outposts? Do they have 
any paid staff?) 

Your answer 
 
 

Mission or purpose of the initiative, organization, or program 
(provide 2 to 4 sentences, use direct quotes if possible) 

Your answer 
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How would you characterize the purpose of the organization, 
initiative, or program? (Check all that apply) 

   Changing perceptions or reputations of neighborhoods 
 

Affirmative Rental programs (E.g. providing financial resources/incentives, 
   home tours, one-on-one counseling, or other strategies to encourage renters to 

make a move that supports integration) 
 

Affirmative Home-buying programs (E.g. providing financial 
   resources/incentives, home tours, one-on-one counseling, or other strategies 

to encourage home buyers to make integrative moves) 
 

Intergroup relations or "meaningful" social integration (these programs may 
include "touchy feely" stuff as well as antiracism education and training) 

 
   Promoting the value of integration as a public good 

   Other: 

 
Strategies used (provide a brief snapshot of what it is the 
organization/initiative/program does to work toward their mission) 

Your answer 
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What is the operating budget of this 
initiative/program/organizations? 

   All volunteer/donation-based 

   $5,000 or less 

   $5,001 to $10,000 

   $10,001 to $50,000 

   $50,001 to $100,000 

   $100,001 to $500,000 

 
   $500,001 to $1M 

 
   Between $1M and $5M 

   Over $5M 

   Other: 
 
 

What is/are the name(s) of the funding provider(s)? (E.g. "state of 
New York" or "Kellogg Foundation") 

 
Your answer 
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What is the nature of the funding? (select all that apply) 

 
   Public - Local 

   Public - State 

   Public - Federal 

   Private funding (e.g. philanthropy or foundation), non-profit 

   Private funding, for-profit 

   Not sure 

   Other: 

 
Has the program/initiative/organization ever been evaluated? 

 
   Yes - Internally 

   Yes - Externally 

   No 

   Not sure 

   Other: 

 
If yes, provide a brief description of the nature of the evaluation and 
a link to any evaluation articles or reports, if available. 

Your answer 
 
 

Source(s) for the info included in this form: 
 

Your answer 
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Your answer 

Researcher who completed this form: 
 

 

Allison 

Maria 

 

 

Never submit passwords through Google Forms. 
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Applicant: Maria Krysan

A. QUICK PITCH
This is your opportunity to make a strong first impression. Offer a brief and compelling

overview of your proposal. Avoid using jargon or language that a non-expert may not

understand. The information in this section is likely to be made publicly available in a variety

of online settings.

Project Title (10 words)

Choose a name for your project which easily identifies your solution and distinguishes it from

any other projects.

Project Description (25 words)

Provide a short description for your project in one sentence.

Executive Summary (150 words)

Write an overview of your project that answers the following three questions:

What is a brief description of the problem that you are trying to solve?

How will you solve it?

How will your solution change the lives of the people you wish to serve, including

historically marginalized people within that population?

Your Executive Summary should be a stand-alone statement of the problem and solution. It

should not require any other context to clearly explain what you are seeking to accomplish.

Disrupting the Cycle of Housing Segregation in Urban America

Our project sharply reduces many forms of racial inequality through an innovative but proven strategy:

a direct attack on housing segregation in two metro areas.

Racial disparities have many sources, but by far their key underlying driver is extreme housing

segregation. While segregation levels are high in most metro areas, desegregation has occurred in

enough areas to show that significant metro-level declines in segregation set in motion forces that

reduce racial disparities in many domains. Compared to metro areas with moderate housing

segregation, highly segregated metro areas have a black-white unemployment gap that is five times

larger and a mortality gap that is three times larger. We now understand the mechanisms that

perpetuate segregation, and the (currently small-scale) initiatives that can break down those
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B. VIDEO PRESENTATION
You are required to submit a video that captures your project and why it should be funded.

The video is an opportunity to showcase your passion and to pitch your story in a succinct

format. We want you to share your vision with the judges in a way that is different from the

written proposal format. This DOES NOT need to be a professionally produced video.

In order to complete this part of your application, your team will upload a short digital film

using YouTube. Set the Privacy Settings on your video to Public or Unlisted – do not set them

to Private.

Your video may be extracted from your submission and made available to the public and

other donors. Appeal to a broad audience. Video submissions should follow these guidelines

will render the application ineligible:

A length of no more than 90 seconds.

Your pitch must be in English.

Your video must be captioned. See these instructions on how to use You Tube automatic

captioning.

Your video should not contain identifiable children without parent consent.

Here are general suggestions for delivering a high-quality video pitch:

Introduce yourself and your organization(s) and/or team.

Describe the problem that you are committed to solving.

Explain your solution.

Explain what is unique about your solution.

Describe how you would you plan to measure success and achieve broad but meaningful

impact.

Paste the full YouTube URL in the box below.

View in new full window

mechanisms and create instead self-sustaining cycles of housing opportunity and integration [11,14].

We propose to scale-up these initiatives and bring them under a series of coordinated umbrella centers

in two metro areas -- Greater Chicago and Greater Richmond -- that capture different aspects of urban

segregation and can together provide national models.
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C. YOUR TEAM
Now that you’ve provided a brief overview of your project, focus on the talent and

management of your team.

Principal Organization

During the registration process, you identified the Principal Organization responsible for

receiving and taking accountability for any grant funds, as well as providing the direction,

control, and supervision for the project. If the Principal Organization has changed, please Edit
Registration Form from the Profile menu to update this information.

Principal Organization Website or Social Media Page

What is the URL of the website or social media page of choice for the Principal Organization? If

your Principal Organization does not have a website or social media page, then please insert

“Not Applicable.”

Project Website or Social Media Page (5 words)

Provide us with a URL to your project website or social media page of choice, if one exists. 

Having a project website or preferred social media page is not a requirement for the

competition and will not impact your eligibility. If you have not created a project website or a

social media page, then please write “Not Applicable.“

Primary Area of Expertise

Please select the primary area of expertise for the Principal Organization.

https://www.uic.edu

https://go.uic.edu/SegregationDisruptors
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Team Collaboration

Does your team consist of two or more organizations?

Memorandum of Understanding

If your team consists of two or more organizations, all of the partners working within a formal

collaboration must execute a Memorandum of Understanding (MOU) in which one

organization clearly has control and discretion over the use of the grant funds. Learn more

about MOUs by watching this webinar on Common Legal Challenges for applicants. For

additional guidance, read the Requirements Regarding Any Proposed Collaboration.

A fully-executed MOU that controls the relationships among the parties must be uploaded.

You must upload a PDF file that does not exceed 10MB.

If your team does not consist of two or more organizations, then check “not applicable.”

 Not Applicable

Case for Partnership (150 words)

If your team consists of two or more organizations and has executed an MOU, present a clear

case as to why it is important to collaborate and why you believe this will be an effective

collaboration. Have the entities successfully collaborated in the past? What can the two or

more organizations accomplish together that they couldn’t accomplish alone? Explain how the

partnership is positioned to deliver the solution as an integrated team.

If your team does not consist of two or more organizations, then simply respond by entering

“Not Applicable.”

Selected:

Higher education

 

Yes

No

MOUS_Combined_FINAL.pdf

Our project is a partnership of innovative practitioners and scholars with a history of working together
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Why Your Team? (250 words)

Explain how your team is uniquely positioned to deliver results and why you are the best

choice to solve this problem. Your response can include:

How your solution aligns with the primary purpose of your organization(s) or, if there is

loose or indirect alignment, explain why you have decided to solve this problem;

Your team's previous performance or relevant experience that highlights your ability to

deliver results;

Description of the largest project you've overseen in the past (financially and/or in terms

of the number of people involved);

Description of what draws the leader or the group to this project on a personal level.

What are your team’s core values?

Emphasize that you have the right capabilities, experience, and commitment to execute your

project.

on issues of segregation and opportunity. The motivation for our partnership is three-fold. First, taking

on housing segregation at a metropolitan level requires the combination of multiple strategies: helping

families to make pro-integrative moves; enabling first-time homeownership; preventing gentrification

from undermining nodes of integration; reducing exclusionary practices, and so on. We need to

combine our expertise to do this. Second, we combine the real-world skills of proven, seasoned

practitioners with the analytic expertise of social scientists and fair housing scholars. Third, we

demonstrate a national model by implementing our solution in two metro areas, Chicago and

Richmond, which each represent emblematic and distinct manifestations of urban segregation.

Our team has been built by harnessing momentum from ongoing discussions among practitioners and

researchers united by their belief that this is a national moment when housing segregation can be

tackled, and that a multi-pronged strategy combining our expertise can do the job. Our proposal fuses

decades of research and on-the-ground experience into a coordinated and concrete strategy to disrupt

the cycle of segregation.

For almost fifty years, the Oak Park Regional Housing Center fostered housing integration with the

nation's most successful affirmative marketing program; it is ready to help others do the same.

Richmond's Housing Opportunities Made Equal has a national reputation for its fair housing victories,

including a landmark Supreme Court case, and is a leader in combining counseling and fair housing

services under one umbrella; it wants to show how its programs can directly tackle segregation.

Affordable Housing Partners is supported by the $3 billion Pedcor Companies (whose CEO is on our

team), one of the nation's principal developers of affordable housing, with over 20,000 units of

economically integrated housing completed; they want to determine how this success can carry over to

fostering racial integration. Maria Krysan (UIC), Carol Brown (UR), and Richard Sander (UCLA) are leading

93



Biographies of Key Staff. For each of the top three key staff members, who are responsible for

the success of the project, please provide a name (First/Last), affiliation, and a brief

biographical statement. The biographical statement should include the title for the key staff

member and briefly emphasize the credentials and experiences which are most relevant to

the project.

scholars of residential selection processes, fair housing, and the dynamics of housing segregation.

We have a cohesive vision of how our components fit together, a national advisory team to provide

feedback, and the collective experience to implement our strategy.

First Name

Maria

 

Last Name

Krysan

 

Affiliation

Professor and Department Chair, Sociology, University of Illinois at Chicago

 

Biography

Maria Krysan is a nationally recognized scholar of residential 
segregation and racial attitudes.  Her award-winning, co-authored book, 
Cycle of Segregation, offers a new framework for understanding 
residential segregation as a self-perpetuating system. Through her 
additional appointment as a Senior Scholar at the University of Illinois’ 
Institute of Government and Public Affairs, Krysan regularly works to 
connect her research insights to non-academic audiences (community 
leaders, media, residents).  She is the longest-serving member of the 
Board of Directors of the Oak Park Regional Housing Center (2005-
present), and has successful leadership experience as the chair of a 
large and diverse university department.

 

First Name

Jay

Key Staff #1:

Key Staff #2:
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Last Name

Readey

 

Affiliation

Oak Park Regional Housing Center

 

Biography

Jay Readey is Interim Executive Director of the Oak Park Regional 
Housing Center, after serving for 5 years as Executive Director of the 
Chicago Lawyers’ Committee for Civil Rights (CLCCR) and directing its 
Fair Housing Project and landmark civil rights litigation efforts. Deeply 
committed to putting ideas into practice, Jay is an active community 
development finance attorney and DePaul Law School adjunct 
professor, teaching about community development and integration. Jay 
left CLCCR to focus specifically on geographic inequity, and has built a 
career in community development, housing and nonprofit 
entrepreneurship. He earned a BA, JD and MBA from Yale University.

 

First Name

Carol

 

Last Name

Brown

 

Affiliation

Professor, The University of Richmond School of Law

 

Biography

Carol Brown teaches and writes in the areas of property, land use
planning, real estate transactions, and housing law.  Her book, 
Experiencing Housing Law, is unique in infusing fair housing and
access issues into a general property text.  Brown is a leader in her
field and organized a major fair housing conference in Richmond in
2018.  She is a fellow with the American College of Real Estate Lawyers
and a member of the board of directors of the Inclusivity Institute, a
non-profit subsidiary of Affordable Housing Partners.

 

Key Staff #3:
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D. THE PROBLEM
Choosing the right problem to solve is the first step towards developing an effective solution.

Show that you understand the nuances of the challenges ahead and that you’ve researched

and engaged experts who have informed your strategy.

Problem Statement (250 words)

Describe the specific challenges that your solution will address, using non-expert language (do

not cite papers or studies). If appropriate, connect it to any larger social concerns or systems.

As part of your description address:

Who is impacted by the problem?

Why does the problem exist in the current environment?

What are the most influential ways to effect the necessary change, and where are the

leverage points where the smallest change can have the biggest impact?

Focus on setting the stage for your solution (versus describing how you intend to solve it).

Fifty years after adoption of the Fair Housing Act, most of America's largest metropolitan areas are still

highly racially segregated. High segregation is powerfully correlated with a host of negative social

outcomes. Scholars now largely agree that these correlations exist because housing segregation has

powerful direct and indirect effects upon a host of other phenomena. Three effects are especially

notable:

* High segregation exacerbates racial inequality. Compared to areas with moderate segregation (e.g.,

San Antonio, Seattle, San Diego), high-segregation metro areas (e.g., Chicago, New York, Richmond, and

dozens of other major metro areas) have vastly larger racial gaps in poverty, employment, test scores,

health outcomes, marriage rates, and income. These gaps have stagnated for generations in high-

segregation areas; in moderate segregation areas, they steadily shrink.

* High segregation concentrates poverty. The proportion of people living in high-poverty

neighborhoods is more than twice as high, on average, in high-segregation compared to moderate-

segregation areas.

* High segregation hurts the "commons" and aggregate measures of well-being. Moderate-segregation

metro areas have lower crime levels in both "majority" and "minority" communities. Their politics are

less racially polarized. And their governments invest more in public goods, with broader public support.

Housing segregation was intentionally created through actions by individuals, and local, state, and

federal institutions. Many efforts to combat segregation - developing affordable housing, mobility

counseling, affirmative marketing, community investment - show promise, but in isolation they are

96



Demand to Address the Problem (150 words)

Describe the current demand for solving the problem among stakeholders (target

beneficiaries, local leaders, government agencies). Is the chosen problem recognized as

urgent among stakeholders in the locations where you are planning to scale your solution?

E. YOUR SOLUTION
This section provides the opportunity for you to more fully explain how you to intend to solve

the problem.

Solution Overview (250 words)

Using non-expert language, address the following questions:

How does your solution meaningfully contribute to resolving the chosen problem?

How will you know that you are making progress?

Describe the impact that your solution will have on the chosen problem over a five-year

grant period. Will it have broad impact on a large population or geography, or will it have

deep and intense impact on a small population or geography?

Describe who will benefit from your solution and the benefits or outcomes of your

solution.

rarely sufficient to induce the needed systems change. Real, sustained change requires a coordinated,

multi-level effort.

The question of racial justice has moved to the urgent center of American discourse. While the nation

has made enormous strides in many forms of racial equality since the 1960s, key disparities in income,

employment, test scores, and health remain severe and unchanging. Many see these problems as

hopelessly vast or reflecting pervasive networks of structural, systemic racism. But there is increasing

recognition that severe housing segregation is the linchpin and addressing it can unravel other forms of

inequality. Many Americans realize this; large majorities within all racial groups report a desire for

greater integration, and blacks moving between metro areas overwhelmingly favor moves to urban

areas with falling segregation. The Cost of Segregation report [1] issued in 2017 and focusing on

Chicago highlighted these new recognitions and the existence of many stakeholders in Chicago seeking

fundamental change on this front. Richmond recently introduced a similar collaboration tackling

exclusion.

Though housing segregation has been recognized as a problem for decades, public policy has generally

addressed it indirectly: through fair housing laws and enforcement (which have reduced

97



Technical Process Description (200 words)

If your solution requires a technical, scientific, medical, or engineering process, then provide

an explanation of your solution. Describe how it involves a technical, scientific, medical, or

engineering process. Use this space to offer more detail for your specific technical approach

that was not suitable for a non-expert audience. If necessary, you may cite academic

literature or papers in this section by placing a bracketed number [#] next to each citation that

you will later reference in your Bibliography.

If your solution does not require a technical, scientific, medical, or engineering process, please

enter “Not Applicable.”

Priority Populations

Select your priority population(s) as the primary target beneficiaries for your solution. While

not all projects directly serve human populations, applicants should be able to identify a target

population that will benefit from the project (including advocacy or environmental projects

where human populations may be indirect beneficiaries). You must select at least one priority

population as your primary target beneficiaries, and you are welcome to provide up to three.

discrimination); school busing; low-and-moderate income housing development; and the use of

vouchers available to a tiny fraction of the population. We propose a coordinated strategy to directly

reduce housing segregation in metro Chicago and Greater Richmond. We reduce segregation in

measurable ways through interventions at three scales: the "macro" (metropolitan), the "meso"

(neighborhood), and the "micro" (individual). At the macro level, we use an innovative tool, the

Inclusivity Rating, to objectively rate the segregative effect of local zoning and land use policies, and

target policies (through exposure, pressure, and litigation) having the most severe effects. At the meso

level, we use innovative "housing trust" strategies that preserve low-and-moderate income housing in

gentrifying neighborhoods to preserve and expand integration. We work with neighborhood

institutions to make integration tangible and effective. At the micro level, we provide housing

counseling to expand homeseekers' options; we supplement this with innovative housing search

engines, leveraged financial assistance, and neighborhood networks to support successful pro-

integrative moves. Our eight "housing opportunity centers" (six in Chicago, two in Richmond)

coordinate these strategies, which reinforce one another to create measurable cycles of integration

and decreases in racial disparities in education, health, employment and other areas. Note that our

strategy pursues integration of black and Latinx neighborhoods as well as white ones, and not only

reduces disparities, but improves aggregate outcomes.

Not Applicable
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Diversity, Equity, and Inclusion (250 words)

Compelling proposals will fully demonstrate a commitment to the values of Diversity, Equity,

and Inclusion. 100&Change values organizations that think critically about how to be more

inclusive across their teams and projects. Not only do we expect that teams will be thoughtful

about how to work with a range of beneficiaries, but we also expect teams to think carefully

about how to actively plan for and include the most marginalized and/or vulnerable from

within those populations in solutions design, program planning, and ongoing work.

1. Explain how you will ensure, or have ensured, that the design and implementation of

your solution authentically embraces diversity, equity, and inclusion across all aspects,

including persons with disabilities, religious or ethnic minorities, people of color,

native/Indigenous peoples, women, gender identity and sexual orientation.

2. How will you provide opportunities and reasonable accommodations for historically

marginalized populations, including religious or ethnic minorities, people of color, native

and Indigenous people, sexual orientation, gender identity, and women to actively

participate and/or benefit from your solution, including as staff, advisors, partners,

consultants, etc.

Selected:

People of African descent

People of Latin American descent

"Diversity, equity, and inclusion" is what our project is all about. In no part of America are the lives of

racial minorities more separate and unequal than in the housing markets of our most segregated cities.

Our solution has a direct effect on segregation, an indirect effect upon many racial disparities outside of

housing and will provide a blueprint for effective local actions across much of urban America. Although

we target racial segregation, most of our initiatives will also have a direct effect in reducing economic

segregation - a problem that has been growing steadily more severe over the past two decades.

Our Chicago- and Richmond-based coalitions, which extend well beyond our six principal partners,

include organizations like the Chicago Area Fair Housing Alliance (CAFHA) and Richmond's Better

Housing Coalition (BHC), which are dedicated to, and experienced in, empowering authentic

community voices to shape programs and public policies. Indeed, the success of our strategies depend

on empowering those voices. Our housing opportunity centers will have the same kind of community

engagement existing in OPRHC and HOME.

Our coalition has deep experience in expanding opportunity for families with children, persons with

mental disabilities, and many other marginalized groups. We see this strategy as a transformative way

of moving from providing individual-level services to changing metropolitan- and community -level
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Opportunities and Accommodations (150 words)

How will you provide opportunities and reasonable accommodations for persons with

disabilities to actively participate and/or benefit from your solution, including as staff,

advisors, partners, consultants, etc.?

Theory of Change (250 words)

Describe the logic of how your solution will lead to the desired outcome. Your Theory of

Change should read as a narrative explanation of both the projected and desired outcomes.

Emphasize the methodologies that you intend to employ and how they create a causal link to

your shorter-term, intermediate, and longer-term goals. As you develop your response,

consider this Practical Guide for Creating a Theory of Change.

dynamics - that is, a permanent solution to the underlying problem rather than mere amelioration of its

effects.

Our coalition includes a deep and wide array of civil rights expertise on the challenges facing persons

with disabilities in employment, housing, and community participation. Our programming will be

designed from the outset to ensure that persons with disabilities can both benefit from our solution

and participate as staff, advisors or partners. The budget associated with assisted housing supports

builds in the additional costs of ensuring housing is accessible to those with physical disabilities. The

budget for our centers assumes that the buildings in which centers are located will be accessible to

those with physical disabilities (thus ensuring that clients and staff with disabilities can use, and be

employed by, the centers). The budgets for the housing opportunity centers’ websites and the project’s

housing search engines also includes resources necessary to ensure accessibility -- for example, by

incorporating innovative website and app designs that enable use by persons with visual disabilities.

Our project is rooted both in the best academic research and the experience of seasoned practitioners.

Our coalition is united behind a comprehensive theory of change and a commitment to careful testing

and revision of our programs as we implement and extend them.

We start with an account of why large racial disparities in urban areas persist. (1) Disparities built up

during eras of legal segregation and discrimination fall only when housing segregation falls. (2) Housing

segregation in most urban areas feeds on itself, because it tends to "segregate" housing search

processes and makes the few integrated neighborhoods more vulnerable to tipping. But (3) once one

achieves a critical mass of housing integration, that, too, feeds on itself.

Disrupting segregation thus requires a coordinated approach. (1) The housing search process must be

100

https://www.thinknpc.org/resource-hub/creating-your-theory-of-change-npcs-practical-guide/


Barrier Assessment and Risk Mitigation (150 words)

Describe any barriers to the short and long-term success of the project and your plans to

mitigate them. Barriers can include problems inhibiting solution scalability, political or public

policy concerns, or any other potential operational or tactical hurdles that may hinder your

solution’s success. What are the most threatening barriers? How are you prepared to address

them?

Primary Subject Area

Select the primary subject area of the solution that you and your team are proposing.

changed so that individual moves do not simply mimic existing patterns of segregation; (2) Some

integrated neighborhoods need assistance so that displacement from gentrification does not

undermine their stability; (3) Financial barriers to integration must be lowered by helping prospective

movers with resources like counseling, security deposits (for renters), low-cost mortgages (for

homebuyers), and self-sustaining non-profit housing development; (4) Legal and discriminatory

barriers to integration must be lowered through activities like our Inclusivity Index, litigation against

particularly exclusionary practices, and fair housing enforcement.

This, then, is a paradigmatic example of need for a "big" intervention. Incremental steps won't disrupt

the cycle. 100&Change can.

Past efforts to break down segregation often relied on: (1) building "subsidized" housing in affluent,

white neighborhoods, and (2) "gentrifying" minority neighborhoods. Both can generate strong

community opposition, out of distinct but parallel fears that they will unfavorably change the

neighborhood and ultimately push original residents out. We use three strategies to avoid these traps:

(1) We foster mobility across the economic spectrum (and across all racial and ethnic groups), and do so

through fostering individual moves into market-rate housing, rather than new projects or

developments; (2) We minimize potential negative effects of gentrification by protecting affordable

housing, encouraging potential migrants to consider adjacent neighborhoods, and building mechanisms

for authentic neighborhood integration; and (3) We emphasize scaling up and broadening existing

community-based organizations, and careful monitoring of community effects, so that integration is a

community strategy, not an imposition from above.

Selected:

Diversity and intergroup relations
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Location of Current Solution

Where are you currently implementing your solution? If you are not currently implementing

your solution, you may select NOT CURRENTLY IMPLEMENTING SOLUTION. If you are

implementing your solution, provide the first location here. You may provide up to four

additional locations in the following four questions, if applicable:

United States - Illinois - Cook County

Location of Current Solution #2

If you are not currently implementing your solution or if you have no additional locations for

your current solution, you may select NOT APPLICABLE. If there is a second location for your

current solution, provide the second location here.

United States - Virginia - City of Richmond

Location of Current Solution #3

If you are not currently implementing your solution or if you have no additional locations for

your current solution, you may select NOT APPLICABLE. If there is a third location for your

current solution, provide the third location here.

NOT APPLICABLE

Location of Current Solution #4

If you are not currently implementing your solution or if you have no additional locations for

your current solution, you may select NOT APPLICABLE. If there is a fourth location for your

current solution, provide the fourth location here.

NOT APPLICABLE

Location of Current Solution #5

If you are not currently implementing your solution or if you have no additional locations for

your current solution, you may select NOT APPLICABLE. If there is a fifth location for your

current solution, provide the fifth location here.

NOT APPLICABLE

Location of Future Work

Where are you planning to implement your future work, if you are awarded a MacArthur

100&Change grant? You may provide up to four additional locations in the following four

questions, if applicable.
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United States - Illinois - Cook County

Location of Future Work #2

If you have no additional locations for your future work, you may select NOT APPLICABLE. If

there is a second location for your future work, provide the second location here.

United States - Virginia - City of Richmond

Location of Future Work #3

If you have no additional locations for your future work, you may select NOT APPLICABLE. If

there is a third location for your future work, provide the third location here.

United States - Illinois - DuPage County

Location of Future Work #4

If you have no additional locations for your future work, you may select NOT APPLICABLE. If

there is a fourth location for your future work, provide the fourth location here.

United States - Virginia - Henrico County

Location of Future Work #5

If you have no additional locations for your future work, you may select NOT APPLICABLE. If

there is a fifth location for your future work, provide the fifth location here.

United States - Virginia - Chesterfield County

Sustainable Development Goals

The United Nations’ Sustainable Development Goals (SDGs) are considered by many donors

when looking to support both domestic and international work. Select one or more of the

SDGs that aligns with your solution. To learn more about each SDGs and/or to understand

better where your work fits into the SDG framework you can read more here.

 

No Poverty

Zero Hunger

Good Health and Well-being
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Solution Stage

Select the stage of development that best represents your solution. Use the Organizational

Readiness Tool to better understand your ability to be competitive.

Quality Education

Gender Equality

Clean Water and Sanitation

Affordable and Clean Energy

Decent Work and Economic Growth

Industry, Innovation and Infrastructure

Reduced Inequality

Sustainable Cities and Communities

Responsible Consumption and Production

Climate Action

Life Below Water

Life on Land

Peace and Justice Strong Institutions

Partnerships to achieve the Goal

 

Research and ideation: You are in the process of developing a new solution. You have not yet

started implementation with target beneficiaries and do not have evidence of impact. Note that

solutions without an existing evidence base are unlikely to be competitive in this process. In fact,

solutions with weak evidence of effectiveness are likely to be screened out of the competition.

Pilot: You have developed a new solution and are in the process of testing and refining it with a
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Key Words (5 words)

Provide a list of five key words that can best be used to describe your project. Choose key

words that capture the essence of your project and its intended outcomes. Separate each key

word with a comma.

F. PROJECTED IMPACT
This section provides the opportunity for you to provide evidence that supports your solution.

Evidence of Effectiveness (250 words)

What evidence do you have, or why do you believe that the solution you propose will work?

Present any internal evidence or formal academic evidence. You may cite academic literature

or papers in this section by placing a bracketed number [#] next to each citation that you will

later reference in your Bibliography.

small number of target beneficiaries. You are beginning to develop evidence of impact. Note that

solutions without an existing (or with only a limited) evidence base are unlikely to be competitive in

this process. In fact, solutions with weak evidence of effectiveness are likely to be screened out of

the competition.

Proof of concept: You have a prototype concept that you are pressure testing in different settings

or environments to determine whether its outcomes are durable in different contexts and which

adaptations are possible. Note that solutions with only a limited evidence base are unlikely to be

competitive in this process. In fact, solutions with weak evidence of effectiveness are likely to be

screened out of the competition.

Scaling: You have evidence that your solution achieves impact and are in the process of expanding

and adapting the solution to a greater number of target beneficiaries, potentially in new contexts

or geographies. You are continuing to monitor for impact and refine the solution but have yet to

achieve large-scale implementation.

Operating at scale: You are delivering your solution at scale and are in the process of expanding

target beneficiaries substantially. You are continuing to monitor for impact and refine the solution.

Residential Segregation, Race/Ethnicity, Opportunity, Inclusion

Our first proposition is that quantifiably lowering metropolitan levels of segregation will produce, over

the medium-term, large gains in relative black and Latinx outcomes and significant aggregate benefits

to the metro area. There is now a wealth of careful social science research substantiating these effects
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Type of Evidence

What kind of data do you collect and/or will you collect to measure success? Which best

describe the kind of evidence you currently have or will have to show that your solution

works? Select all that apply.

[2,4,7,8,12,13]. Moreover, these effects are more or less linear: even modest declines in segregation

have proportionally significant benefits [6,14]. 

Second, we now have a good understanding of why some American metro areas have achieved much

lower levels of segregation [14, 11]. A central finding of this research is that greater integration can

follow from efficient, focused and coordinated interventions that correct market failures in “racialized”

housing markets and break cycles of segregation. 

Third, the specific means we use to foster opportunity and lower segregation are effective. Scholars

who have studied the remarkably high level of housing integration in Oak Park attribute it to the

effectiveness of the Oak Park Regional Housing Center (“OPRHC”), which has been closely involved in

our discussion and planning for scaling up [14,11]. Studies of urban gentrification [10] identify the types

of strategies we deploy as the most effective ways to forestall displacement. National organizations like

the Poverty and Race Research Action Council (PRRAC) have identified our Richmond partner, HOME,

as one of the most effective centers in the country for mobility counseling and enabling low-and-

moderate income moves to homeownership. 

Together, these findings yield an extraordinary benefit-cost ratio of our project – on the order of 30:1

[1].

 

Informal check-ins with the people you serve to see how things are going

Formally collecting and documenting qualitative feedback

Routinely collecting program and other data on progress

Piloting or user testing new programs, products, or policies

Internally conducting evaluation or assessment of outcomes

Externally conducting evaluation or assessment of outcomes

External assessment on impact (e.g. randomized control trial; quasi-experimental design;
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Monitoring, Evaluation, and Learning (250 words)

As you develop your responses, review our Guidance for Monitoring, Evaluation, and Learning

for context. The MacArthur Foundation values monitoring, evaluation, and learning activities

that are capable of flexing as the context may change and as the work evolves, yet sufficiently

rigorous to document and measure results, learn from them, course correct, and adapt, as

necessary.

Briefly describe what you expect to learn over the course of implementing your solution and

how you plan to learn it. This is the first step toward developing a more comprehensive

Monitoring, Evaluation, and Learning plan. Your response should address:

How are you thinking about evaluating your Theory of Change?

What are your methods for collecting data?

How will that data be used in ongoing performance improvement?

How will you use data to learn if the project is successful?

contribution analysis; collective impact)

Other

Since we seek to create a national model for reducing racial disparities and urban segregation,

sophisticated and thorough evaluation is critical. We will do this on four levels:

Efficiency of program inputs. Based on past experience with our component programs, we have

specific expectations of cost and delivery. We will continuously monitor, through informal supervision

and formal measurement, the efficiency of service deployment and, based on client feedback, the

quality of our services. The "competition" of eight housing centers will give us further evidence of what

works well and what needs to work better.

Measuring demographic effects. Our strategy has specific demographic goals, measured in both hard

ways (how does the metropolitan index of residential dissimilarity change over the five years?) and

softer ways (based on randomly selected samples of movers, how do search processes change over

the course of the program and how does interaction with our programs affect that?).

Measuring SES effects. We will use real-time data from federal, local government, and private sources

to track how racial disparities and aggregate civic outcomes change: i.e., teenage unemployment;

homeownership rates; school integration levels; crime; and income levels. We will compare changes in
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Planning for Scale and Amplifying Impact (250 words)

Describe your plan for scaling your solution and its benefits. Scale may mean expanding to

new populations or geographies, or it may mean how you intend to amplify your impact more

deeply in one geography or population or context. If appropriate, explain whether and how

you will need to tailor and adapt your solution for scaling and/or amplifying impact. What is

the evidence, or why do you believe your results can be replicated? As you prepare your

response, read Scaling-Up: Tools & Techniques for Practitioners and Scaling-Up: Management

Framework for Practitioners

Durability of Impact (150 words)

Describe the durability of your solution. Does your solution expect to solve the problem in

five years or create a pathway to solving the problem over a longer time horizon?

Chicago and Richmond with changes in a "control" sample of other metro areas.

Dynamics of integration. Finally, we plan to survey residents in our "focus" neighborhoods and a set of

control neighborhoods to understand the nature and quality of housing integration "on the ground",

drawing on a landmark 1967 project that has never been replicated.

Our solution involves coordinated deployment of ten distinct strategies. Within our partnership are

non-profits that have successfully used these strategies within their service areas. We know these

strategies work because the effects are visible and documented (for example, the high level of housing

integration in Oak Park, or HOME’s success at increasing homeownership among Richmond’s low-and-

moderate-income residents). We also know “how” those strategies work (the services needed, the

requisite data resources, the skills staff need). We have very well-defined objectives for the scale we

wish to achieve: we are seeking to produce specific numbers of pro-integrative moves, specific

reductions in metropolitan levels of segregation and so on. We have worked out the connections

between the volume of services and activities we need to implement and the quantified outcomes.

We will scale-up in three ways: (1) Both HOME and OPRHC will expand their existing operations to

incorporate additional services; (2) New centers in Chicago and Richmond will be created both to

achieve metropolitan scale and to insure that centers are well-rooted in their own community; we have

existing ties with community organizations that will assist with this; (3) Blending our strategies together

so the total is greater than the sum of its parts: the housing search engine will directly create additional

mobility, and also draw users to the housing centers. AHP’s partner lenders will collaborate with our

centers to identify qualified, aspiring homeseekers, even as the availability of their below-market

mortgages draws people to the centers.
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Bibliography (250 words)

If you included citations [#s] in the Technical Explanation section above and/or in the Evidence

of Effectiveness section above, provide your bibliography here with a corresponding

bracketed number [#] for each citation. If you did not use citations, offer a list of resources

that may be used to validate general claims made in your application. Please link to any

articles that may be accessed online, even if behind a paywall.

We estimate that our solution will lower the block-level black/white index of dissimilarity (a common

measure of segregation) by five points over its first five years in Chicago and Richmond and will lower

the Hispanic-Anglo index of dissimilarity by 2.5 points. Since the relationship between lower

segregation and better outcomes is linear at the metropolitan level, our program will produce

substantial and measurable improvements in outcomes - in employment, reduced crime and violence,

better health, and many other areas -- even during its five-year span. Crucially, the whole point of our

strategy is that it triggers self-reinforcing cycles of integration and opportunity, so the effects and

benefits will continue to grow over time. Our focus on evaluation and replicable models means that the

solution is applicable to dozens of major U.S. metropolitan areas. At its core, our project is about

demonstrating that intense housing segregation is an eminently solvable problem.

First author only listed

[1]Acs, Gregory, “The Cost of Segregation: National Trends and the Case of Chicago” (2017).

[2]Ananat, Elizabeth, “The Wrong Side(s) of the Tracks: The Causal Effects of Racial Segregation on

Urban Poverty and Inequality,” 3 Applied Economics 24 (2011).

[3]Ananat, “Segregation and Black Political Efficacy,” 93 Journal of Public Economics 807 (2009).

[4]Card, David, “Racial Segregation and the Black-White Test Score Gap,” 91 Journal of Public Economics

2158 (2007).

[5]Chetty, Raj, “The Effects of Exposure to Better Neighborhoods on Children,” 106 AER 855 (2016).
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G. RESOURCE REQUIREMENTS
Explain your project plans and the related costs to implement your solution.

Project Phases

Divide your project into three phases over a five-year grant period. For each of your three

phases, provide a name, the total duration in months, and a brief description. As part of your

description, explain the milestones that you intend to measure and any key activities critical to

reaching those milestones to know if you are successful or on track to be successful during

the prescribed duration. This could be a plan for achieving full impact, if your solution can be

completed in a five-year grant period, or this could be a plan to show your interim results

toward achieving longer-term impact over more than five years. Your description of each

phase will be used later to compare any details for achieving milestones against the financial

details of your project.

[9]Freeman, Lance, There Goes the ‘Hood: Views of Gentrification from the Bottom Up (2006).

[10]Kershaw, Kiarri, “Metropolitan-Level Racial Residential Segregation and Black-White Disparities in

Hypertension,” 17 American Journal of Epidemiology 537 (2011).

[11]Krysan, Maria, Cycle of Segregation: Social Processes and Residential Stratification (Russell Sage,

2017).

[12]Peterson, Ruth, Divergent Social Worlds (Russell Sage, 2010).

[13]Polednak, A. P., “Black-White Differences in Infant Mortality, 81 American Journal of Public Health

1480 (1991).

[14]Sander, Richard H., Moving toward Integration (Harvard, 2018). 

[15]Steil, Justin Peter, “Is Segregation Harmful to Latinos?” 660 Annals 57 (2015). 

[16]Trounstine, Jessica, “Segregation and Inequality in Public Goods,” 60 American Journal of Political

Science 709 (2016).

[17]Turner, Margery Austin, Benefits of Living in High-Opportunity Neighborhoods: Insights from MTO

(Urban Institute), 2012.
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Phase name:

Scaling Up Program Elements

 

Duration:

Six months

 

Description:

We expect to hit the ground running.  We are already building 
institutional capacity to implement our strategies, and one of our 
partners, Affordable Housing Partners, has created and funded a non-
profit subsidiary, the Inclusivity Institute, in large part to further our 
efforts and start key program elements.  Moreover, we have three 
“teams” involved – in Chicago, in Richmond, and nationally – to 
continue our planning work and explore additional funding sources.  If 
funded, Phase One will focus on staffing up our Housing Opportunity 
Centers and pushing those elements of our program (the Search 
Engine, the Inclusivity Indices, the Early Warning System) that enable 
other parts of our project to move forward effectively. 

 

Phase name:

Deployment at Scale

 

Duration:

Eighteen months

 

Description:

By the beginning of this phase – i.e., Month Seven -- we expect all of 
our program components to be up and running at capacity.  Our eight 
Housing Opportunity Centers are hubs – they provide one-stop services 
to homeseekers, receive from our academic partners data about 
neighborhood conditions while collaborating with neighborhood 
groups to develop neighborhood-level integration and affordability 
strategies, and so on.  Our other partners provide tightly coordinated 
services, assistance, and analysis as elaborated in our budget 
description.  And our academic partners evaluate how well the various 
systems are working to achieve our overall goals.

 

Phase #2:
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Total Resource Requirements (100 words)

Will the total projected costs exceed $100 million (USD)? Your budget must be a minimum of

$100 million to be considered. If your total projected costs exceed $100 million (USD), then

explain how you have secured (or plan to secure) the balance of any necessary funds.

If your total projected costs do not exceed $100 million (USD), then simply enter “Does not

require more than $100 million.”

Other Funders

Has this project received support from any other funders?

If your project has received support from any other funders, then provide the following

information for up to three of the top other funders. For each funder, provide the legal name

of the entity responsible for funding your project. Provide the period of funding (in months to

date) for the funding. Last, provide the amount of funding within the prescribed period.

If your project has not received any support from other funders, then please enter “not

applicable” in all boxes below.

Phase name:

Refined Deployment

 

Duration:

Thirty-six months

 

Description:

Around the beginning of this third phase (i.e., Month Twenty-Five) we
will have completed our first comprehensive evaluation of program
components, and will have a retreat to discuss progress toward goals
and strengths and weaknesses of our Initial Deployment.  Key metrics
will include client satisfaction, specific and aggregate results achieved,
community perceptions and reactions to our performance, and 
measured improvements in access and opportunity.  Based on these
findings and discussions, we will modify our program components to
improve both the structure and delivery of our services wherever
possible.  In this third phase, we will also work to identify methods of
continuing essential strategy elements beyond the five years of the
Project.   

 

Phase #3:

Does not require more than $100 million

Funder #1:
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Funder Name:

not applicable

 

First year of funding:

not applicable

 

Last year of funding:

not applicable

 

Amount of funding:

not applicable

 

Funder Name:

not applicable

 

First year of funding:

not applicable

 

Last year of funding:

not applicable

 

Amount of funding:

not applicable

 

Funder Name:

not applicable

 

First year of funding:

not applicable

 

Funder #2:

Funder #3:
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Budget Narrative (250 words)

Offer a broad and narrative description of your budget needs for the $100 million (USD) grant.

As you draft this narrative, map your costs against each of your three (3) defined phases.

Here are general guidelines for writing your Budget Narrative:

Your budget must sum to $100 million (USD).

Your budget must allocate no more than $10 million (USD) to a contingency fund or

budget buffer.

In MacArthur’s experience, funds to support Monitoring, Evaluation, and Learning

activities typically require anywhere from 5-20% of the total projected total costs.

Review our Guidance for Monitoring, Evaluation, and Learning for more context.

Familiarize yourself with the Indirect Cost Policy and represent how you intend to

address any indirect cost categories.

Your budget should afford reasonable accommodations to make your project accessible

to people with disabilities, as implementors, participants, and beneficiaries. Estimates

frequently used for an inclusive (i.e. non-disability-specific) project are 1-3% of

administrative costs and 5-7% of program costs. Review this Guidance on Budgeting for

Inclusion for more context.

As you link descriptions of your budget needs to the three phases that you have previously

described, a reviewer should be able to read your description of the phases and key results

and understand how your budget relates to the milestones that you are planning to achieve.

Last year of funding:

not applicable

 

Amount of funding:

not applicable

 

We interweave ten complementary strategies to reduce segregation (see detailed budget). The

Housing Opportunity Centers package neighborhood knowledge, counseling services and financial

incentives to empower homeseekers of all races and ethnicities to evaluate a wider range of

neighborhoods and make pro-integrative moves. Those incentives include low-cost mortgages (mainly

provided by our banking collaborators) and mobility assistance (such as covering security deposits for

renters making pro-integrative moves). The Housing Search Engine, on smartphone and internet

platforms, helps homeseekers to access knowledge about unfamiliar neighborhoods and generates

awareness of our Centers. Each Center also uses neighborhood-level strategies to stabilize integration.

Community building invests in neighborhood institutions and activities that make integration real. The

Early Warning System identifies areas vulnerable to gentrification, activating interventions to protect

low-and-moderate-income renters through Housing Trusts (buying buildings, inserting covenants to

limit rent increases, and re-selling to the private market) and Limited-Equity Coops (enabling moderate-

income renters to convert their buildings to coop or condominium ownership). At the metro level, our
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Detailed Budget

Based on the three phases that you have described, provide a detailed breakdown of total

costs for each phase. Cost categories for each phase should include, but not be limited to,

descriptions that you’ve already explained in more detail as part of your Budget Narrative.

You are encouraged also to include any more detailed cost categories that support a more

thorough description of your total costs. Use this opportunity to reflect and clarify any general

explanations provided in your Budget Narrative and elsewhere in your application. As you

describe each line item for each phase, avoid terms that are ambiguous or vague (e.g.,

miscellaneous). Instead, offer descriptions of costs which directly correlated to your previous

explanations of the project. A reader should be able to review your detailed budget and

understand how the pieces fit together. All budgets must total $100 million (USD) for

proposals to be eligible.

PHASE #1: BUDGET BREAKDOWN

Inclusivity Index rates and ranks jurisdictions in-depth, identifying exclusionary laws and practices.

Working with regional partners, we encourage more inclusionary reforms, but can also undertake Fair

Housing Litigation to tackle obdurate jurisdictions whose policies have a clear disparate impact and

maintain segregation.

Research and Evaluation is budgeted at roughly 6% of total costs; indirect costs have been minimized

(about 2% overall); and as discussed earlier, disability access and integration is woven into all of our

initiatives, and is not itemized as a separate budget category below.

Opportunity Counseling $2,134,300

Community Building $226,500

Below-Market Loans $98,000

Mobility Assistance $1,224,600

Housing Search Engine $360,000

Inclusivity Index $112,500

LINE ITEM DESCRIPTION AMOUNT (US DOLLARS)

PHASE #2: BUDGET BREAKDOWN

Early-Warning System $120,000

Housing Trusts $1,320,000

Limited-Equity Coops $300,000

Affordable Housing Keystone $690,000

Fair Housing Litigation $0

Research and Evaluation $486,960

Indirect Costs $170,000

Total: $7,242,860.00

Opportunity Counseling $9,147,000

LINE ITEM DESCRIPTION AMOUNT (US DOLLARS)
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LINE ITEM DESCRIPTION AMOUNT (US DOLLARS)

PHASE #3: BUDGET BREAKDOWN

TOTAL COSTS: ALL PHASES

Financial Sustainability (150 words)

How do you plan to operate and sustain the impact of your project over time? If your plan

requires additional resources in the future, above and beyond the $100 million (USD) budget,

to be sustainable, describe the most likely pathway for securing any additional and ongoing

support. If you believe your plan will NOT require additional financial resources to be

sustainable, explain why.

Community Building $528,500

Below-Market Loans $420,000

Mobility Assistance $6,123,000

Housing Search Engine $540,000

Inclusivity Index $300,000

Early-Warning System $180,000

Housing Trusts $6,600,000

Limited-Equity Coops $1,500,000

Affordable Housing Keystone $2,070,000

Fair Housing Litigation $225,000

Research and Evaluation $1,826,100

Indirect Costs $692,000

Total: $30,151,600.00

Opportunity Counseling $19,208,700

Community Building $755,000

Below-Market Loans $882,000

Mobility Assistance $13,062,400

Housing Search Engine $900,000

Inclusivity Index $337,500

Early-Warning System $300,000

Housing Trusts $14,080,000

Limited-Equity Coops $3,200,000

Affordable Housing Coops $4,140,000

Fair Housing Litigation $525,000

Research and Evaluation $3,773,940

Indirect Costs $1,441,000

Total: $62,605,540.00

LINE ITEM DESCRIPTION AMOUNT (US DOLLARS)

PHASE #1: SUB-TOTAL $7242860

PHASE #2: SUB-TOTAL $30151600

PHASE #3: SUB-TOTAL $62605540

TOTAL (must equal $100 million): $100,000,000.00

LINE ITEM DESCRIPTION AMOUNT (US DOLLARS)

NOTES:
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Other Resource Requirements (100 words)

This is your opportunity to describe your need for any non-financial resources, to achieve the

goals articulated in you plan.

H. LEGAL COMPLIANCE
The following information is required to ensure your compliance with specific legal conditions,

which are further explained in the RULES.

Charitable Purpose (150 words)

What is the charitable purpose of your project? Describe how the public or a subset, which is a

charitable class, will benefit from your project. A charitable class must generally be an

indefinite number of individuals who are the subject of the charitable purpose and not a

limited number of specified individuals. For example, the class can be needy persons within a

disadvantaged community but not a specified person in the community, even if the person is

disadvantaged. There can be a comparatively small number of individuals, if the individuals

are not identified and the class is open ended. Learn more about Charitable Purpose by

watching this webinar on Common Legal Challenges for applicants.

In 2015, the Obama Administration promulgated new “Assessment of Fair Housing” regulations,

requiring local Community Development Block Grant (“CDBG”) recipients to engage, more meaningfully

than in the past, in concrete efforts to address housing segregation, and encouraging jurisdictions to

approach these problems at the regional (rather than jurisdictional) level. Although the Trump

Administration placed a moratorium on implementation of these regulations, many jurisdictions

(including 19 Chicago-area governments) are proceeding in the spirit of the Obama guidelines, and we

expect that future administrations will take this approach or even expand upon it. Our initiative can

provide a perfect template for regional anti-segregation strategies, and CDBG funding provides a

potential revenue stream for jurisdictions to broadly support it. If we can demonstrate the viability and

effects of this initiative, there is abundant reason to believe that the public sector will sustain and

expand it.

not applicable

Our project fulfills charitable purposes at four levels. Individual: we will facilitate better neighborhood

choices for twenty to thirty thousand households in Chicago and Richmond with an explicit focus on

racial minorities and low- to moderate-income households as charitable classes, enabling many of

these households to become first-time homeowners. Neighborhood: we will foster and help enrich

117

javascript:%20exitframe('/#rules');
javascript:%20exitframe('https://www.macfound.org/videos/620/');


Private Benefit (150 words)

Will private interests (such as shareholders, for-profit companies, contractors, consultants, or

other individuals) benefit more than incidentally from the project as compared to the public or

charitable benefit?

If your project will trigger any private benefit to one or more individuals, provide an

explanation of how the public benefit cannot be achieved without necessarily benefiting those

individuals and to what degree any private benefit compares to public benefit. It is insufficient

to say that benefits gained will be due to all of humanity benefiting. Learn more about private

benefits by watching this webinar on Common Legal Challenges for applicants and by reading

our Private Benefit Rules.

If your project will not benefit any private interests, provide an explanation of your response.

Lobbying Activities (150 words)

Does your project involve any efforts to effect public policy through changes in existing

legislation or the enactment of new legislation, and does your project require lobbying

activities with respect to a specific legislative proposal? Refer to our Lobbying Policy for

dozens of racially integrated, economically diverse neighborhoods, furthering charitable purposes to

reduce discrimination and combat neighborhood deterioration. Metro disparities: as a wealth of

research demonstrates, lowering aggregate levels of racial segregation will have direct effects upon

many other types of racial disparity, in education, services, employment opportunities, health

outcomes, and so on. Metro well-being: lowering aggregate levels of racial segregation will improve

aggregate outcomes: lower crime levels, less racially-polarized politics, and higher public investment in

the commonweal. In these instances benefits are targeted broadly toward charitable classes instead of

specified individuals.

No. There is no private inurement or commercial benefit associated with our proposal. The “private”

benefits of our program will accrue to charitable classes receiving services and assistance from our

housing opportunity centers: families financially assisted to make pro-integrative moves, furthering

charitable purposes of combating discrimination and neighborhood deterioration; first-time

homeowners receiving below-market mortgage loans to further the same charitable purposes; renters

in gentrifying neighborhoods having their affordable rents protected to further the charitable purpose

of increasing affordable housing for low- and moderate-income persons, or having the opportunity to

purchase an interest in a limited-equity cooperative. These private benefits are not only unavoidable

but desirable because the whole point of our effort is to create conditions that foster a critical mass of

stably integrated neighborhoods across our two metropolitan areas. They are generally dispersed to a

broad public in ways that further charitable purposes consistent with IRS standards.
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clarification.

If your project does involve any lobbying activities, then explain how the project involves any

lobbying activities (as defined in the Lobbying Policy).

If your project does not involve any lobbying activities, then simple enter “Not Applicable.”

Human Subjects Research

Should your application be selected as a Finalist, you will be asked to describe any specific

research that involves human subjects. You will be asked to Include in your response

evidence of specific plans and the support mechanisms required to safeguard the rights and

welfare of those human subjects. Refer to our Human Subjects Research Policy for

clarification.

Does your project require any research that would involve human subjects?

Intellectual Property

Should your application be selected as a Finalist, you will be asked describe how you intend to

treat such intellectual property to comply with the RULES. If your project relies on existing

specific technology, products, ideas, or processes on which there are existing claims of

copyright or patent right, review our Intellectual Property Policy, which describes the

treatment of Grant Work Product (as defined therein) funded by the MacArthur Foundation.

Does your project involve the creation or use of any technology or other products, ideas, or

processes on which copyright will be asserted or patents claimed?

Our project does not involve any lobbying efforts. Although our project will leverage significant private

investments and public subsidies – for example, in generating below-market mortgage loans – these

rely entirely on existing programs and the existing tax code for their operation.

 

Yes

No

 

Yes

No
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I. ADMINISTRATIVE INFORMATION
In this section, we ask you to provide some additional information about the Principal

Organization. Before answering, use the Organizational Readiness Tool to understand your

ability to be competitive according to the size of your annual operating budget.

Identification Number for Principal Organization

The Principal Organization must be incorporated in an appropriate jurisdiction. Typically, an

identifying number is provided upon incorporation. Select the Country and Identification Type

of number that the Principal Organization has been provided.

Identification Number for Principal Organization

Based on your selection above, enter the associated identification number for the Principal

Organization. Any identification number that you provide will be used to link your application

to other key data that is publicly available for the associated organization.

 

United States: Employer Identification Number (EIN)

Australia: Australia Business Number (ABN)

Brazil: CNPJ (this is for companies)

Canada: Revenue Agency Business/Registration Number

India: FCRA Registration Number

Netherlands: KVK Number

South Africa: Nonprofit Organization Number

United Kingdom: Charity Number

United Kingdom: Company Number

Other: Enter Name of Country
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If you selected OTHER and your Country does not provide an Identification Type of number,

then enter “Not Applicable.”

Annual Operating Budget

What is the annual operating budget in United States Dollars (USD) of the Principal

Organization?

Number of Employees

How many full-time employees does the Principal Organization employ?

37-6000511

 

<$10 Million

$10 to 50 Million

$100 to 200 Million

$200 to 500 Million

$500 Million to $1 Billion

$1 Billion +

 

<50 Full-time Employees

50 to 100 Full-time Employees

100 to 300 Full-time Employees

300 to 500 Full-time Employees

500 to 1,000 Full-time Employees

1,000+ Full-time Employees
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Audited Financial Records

We require information necessary to understand the financial health of the Principal

Organization. Upload audited financial reports from the past three (3) years for the Principal

Organization.

NOTE: Audited financials must be in English, including all columns, rows, and footnotes.

Financial Records will not be shared during the Peer-to-Peer review process. However,

financial information is important to assessing your financial health and potential to receive a

$100 million (USD) grant from the MacArthur Foundation. Financial records may be shared

with the following persons: MacArthur staff and directors, financial, technical and other

experts assisting MacArthur with the assessment of applications, persons assisting with

administrative reviews, and other consultants retained by MacArthur in connection with the

competition.

You may submit the three years of audited financial records in any standard format. You must

upload a single PDF file that does not exceed 10MB.

J. ADDITIONAL INFORMATION TO BE PROVIDED
If your team is invited to participate in any future phases of this competition, you may be

required to provide additional information (refer to the RULES and Timeline), including but not

limited to:

A Tax Determination Letter, if applicable.

Articles of Incorporation, Charter, or similar documentation.

A more comprehensive Monitoring, Evaluation, and Learning Plan for the project.

Existing policies, if any, addressing conflicts of interest, whistleblower, internal controls,

anti-money laundering, intellectual property, human subjects research, code of conduct,

ethics, gifts, and any similar policies governing the organization

If you are not a public charity, a statement that any MacArthur Foundation grant funds

will not be used for lobbying purposes, or if you are a public charity under the Internal

Revenue Code, a lobbying budget in which you specify the amount of lobbying expenses

and non-lobbying expenses

The MacArthur Foundation reserves the right to perform background checks on key

individuals associated with the project, and the refusal by the key individuals to provide

necessary authorizations will be a reason to reject any application for further consideration.

Background information and the results of any background checks will be kept confidential.

UOFI_Audited Financials_FY16-18.pdf
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Johnson Foundation, the W.K. Kellogg Foundation and 
the Raikes Foundation join us on this endeavor. Each of 
these funders will bring to this collaboration their unique 
expertise and experience working to address inequity in 
the United States. Moving from prevailing stories rooted 
in misconceptions and stereotypes to ones rooted in 
shared values, history, systemic solutions, equity, and 
human dignity is a crucial step in dramatically increasing 
economic mobility.

We’re seeking creative, compelling ideas from 
individuals and organizations from all sectors in the 
United States to elevate diverse voices and broaden 
the national conversation about poverty and economic 
mobility. Anyone with a great concept is welcome to apply 
for a $100,000 grant to develop their idea.

OVERVIEW

In May 2018, the Bill & Melinda Gates Foundation 
launched a new strategy on Economic Mobility and 
Opportunity, which seeks to increase the number and 
diversity of actors working in coordination to address 
barriers to economic mobility. Among the projects 
funded so far are: the Opportunity Atlas, a database that 
demonstrates which neighborhoods in America offer 
children the best chance to rise out of poverty, developed 
by a team of researchers at Opportunity Insights 
including Raj Chetty; and the Eviction Lab, which under 
the direction of Matthew Desmond built the first publicly 
accessible national database of evictions.   

This effort seeks to build on the understanding of 
poverty gleaned from the U.S. Partnership on Mobility 
from Poverty Initiative and to identify promising 
ideas to combat widespread, harmful and inaccurate 
assumptions about poverty, deservingness, income, and 
wealth gaps. We are grateful to have the Robert Wood 

FACT SHEET

Voices for Economic 
Opportunity

Bill & Melinda Gates Foundation  
Grand Challenge In U.S. Economic 
Mobility and Opportunity
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THE FUNDING OPPORTUNITY

The goal of this challenge is to elevate diverse voices 
that can help broaden the conversation about the 
issues inhibiting economic mobility and generate 
deeper awareness and actionable understanding. 
Most Americans believe it is right to help others, so 
that they may have the opportunity to live healthy and 
productive lives. Yet skepticism exists about the efficacy 
of anti-poverty programs in the U.S., and deep-seated 
stereotypes remain about people experiencing poverty 
and about who deserves to rise out of poverty. Many 
community practitioners and social-movement leaders 
in the U.S. are already working to address this challenge. 
Still, there is a need for new ways of bringing personal 
stories to life to help others better understand why people 
fall into or remain stuck in poverty and what the obstacles 
to building and maintaining economic security are. 

We seek proposals for creative, scalable, strategic 
new ways to generate awareness of the structural and 
historic barriers to economic mobility; to communicate 
that poverty is not just something that happens to 
other people and everyone is deserving of the chance 
to move out of poverty; and to change the predominant 
misconceptions about poverty in a way that creates the 
conditions for effective programs and policies to be 
adopted by the public and private sectors.

PURPOSE AND NEED

Over the past few years, our team at the Bill and Melinda 
Gates Foundation has been travelling to communities 
across the U.S. to better understand the nature of poverty 
in our country and the barriers to economic opportunity 
faced by many.  We’ve spent time with individuals, 
families, and communities experiencing poverty and 
we’ve spent time with those working every day to create 
pathways to opportunity. These conversations have given 
us a deeper understanding of the scope and scale of 
the challenge and the nature of the barriers involved, 
including systemic racism, neighborhood structures, 
the criminal justice system, and access to affordable 
housing and career pathways. These discussions have 
helped us learn more about what it will take to work 
effectively alongside the many successful organizations 
that have spent years fighting for more opportunity for 
all. We heard many individuals and families tell stories 
of deeply rooted, entangled challenges and bias that 
make these issues so complex. One important theme 
of those conversations was the huge gap between 
longstanding assumptions about poverty and the reality 
of millions of Americans’ lives. These ingrained but 
inaccurate assumptions, we heard over and over again, 
lead to a misdiagnosis of the problem, which in turn 
generates ineffective and inadequate solutions. This 
call for ideas is designed to support individuals and 
organizations interested in contributing to the long-term 
work of correcting mistaken assumptions and improving 
understanding of poverty through the actual stories of 
those that experience poverty – in a way that represents 

the core factors and challenges.
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We will give highest priority to proposals that: 

• Highlight barriers to economic mobility as well as the
impact of biases, intersectionality, and ideas around
deservingness related to race, gender, ethnicity, religion,
national origin, sexual orientation, age, physical and
mental health, ability, and geography

• Highlight the voices of individuals experiencing poverty

• Highlight ideas for distributing these perspectives

We seek to fund a portfolio of projects that:

• Shift the conversation from one that stigmatizes to one
that demonstrates “this could be someone I know and
value,” signifying that we all have a common interest in
expanding economic mobility and dignity

• Move from a depiction of individuals as victims
to protagonists with agency who are deserving of
opportunity

• Change from a sole focus on lack of money to money,
power, agency, and dignity

• Pivot from characterizations of personal failures and
deficits to the ongoing importance of individual and
collective responsibility and a general consensus that
the status quo undermines American democracy and
society

• Creatively use citizen voice and data to support
communications in a way that generates a deeper
understanding of structural and historic barriers to
mobility

• Provide insight into workable solutions for overcoming
intersecting stereotypes and deep seated values of
deservingness that generate biases based on race,
gender, ethnicity, religion, national origin, sexual
orientation, age, physical and mental health, ability, and
geography

• Engage partners with diverse expertise and types of
resources
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The Grand Challenge will launch on:

SEPTEMBER 18, 2019

Applications will be accepted until: 

11:30 AM PACIFIC TIME, 
NOVEMBER 13, 2019

For more information, visit:  
https://gcgh.grandchallenges.org/challenge/voices-
economic-opportunity

For questions, please contact Edward Wyatt,  
Bill & Melinda Gates Foundation, at 202-662-8182, 
or by email at: 
edward.wyatt@gatesfoundation.org

A few of the many types of concepts we will 
consider include (but are not limited to): 

• Integrating lessons learned from past or present
poverty-alleviation programs, both successes and
failures

• Engaging a range of voices that highlights the causes
and consequences of poverty and identifies key windows
of opportunity for the most effective change

• Incorporating technology, digital platforms, or social
networks with demonstrated value in enhancing
dissemination of ideas in support of positive social
change

We will not consider funding for:

• Projects centered entirely around donations made by
individuals

• Projects focused on emergency relief or crisis response

• Academic research without a clear objective to solve a
public understanding problem

• Initiatives limited to specific organizations

• Projects earmarking foundation funds for lobbying
activity (e.g., attempts to influence legislation or
legislative action) or efforts to influence political
campaigns for public office
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