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Foreword

This evaluation of the U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development’s (HUD’s) Fair Housing Initiative Program (FHIP)
is the first major study of the program in 15 years. The study confirms that FHIP funding is a critical component of the U.S.
civil rights enforcement infrastructure. Fair housing organizations in communities across the country depend on FHIP fund-
ing to support their investigations and enforcement of laws that protect people from housing discrimination and that provide
fair housing education and outreach activities.

Among the study’s important findings is that, without FHIP enforcement funding, it is likely that most enforcement and
investigatory work, particularly paired testing, would no longer occur. Although fair housing organizations are able to secure
funding, in addition to their FHIP funding, from a variety of sources for education and outreach activities, few alternative
funding sources are available to support testing and other investigative work that fair housing organizations conduct.

This investigative work helps ensure equal access to housing for all individuals and families protected by federal, state, and
local fair housing laws. The report shows, among other benefits, that when FHIP grantee organizations are the first point of
contact for a complainant, the organization adds value in two ways:

First, FHIP grantee organizations weed out cases that are not covered by civil rights statutes, as well as
those cases in which the organization’s investigations show a complaint lacks merit. This vetting saves
resources for HUD and state agencies that do not have to investigate these cases.

Second, the investigative evidence provided to HUD and state agencies for a complaint on which a FHIP
grantee organization has signed on as a complainant or representative adds merit to those cases. These
are the cases that are much more likely to end in a conciliation or cause finding than are other cases in
which the complainant comes directly to HUD and state agencies. Of particularly high value is testing
evidence, which is limited almost exclusively to the cases that involve a FHIP grantee organization.

Overall, the report supports maintaining funding for FHIP grantee organizations as an important policy priority for HUD.

Raphael W. Bostic
Assistant Secretary for Policy Development and Research
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Executive Summary

This study examines the Fair Housing Initiatives Program (FHIP) from its inception in 1987 through 2006. The goals of this
study are to create a history of FHIP, describe its grantees, analyze the types of grants awarded through the program, and
analyze the outcomes of cases investigated by grant recipients, especially the comparison of the outcomes of cases referred
by the grantees with those referred by others. It is useful to note the limitations of this study. It is primarily a process study of
FHIP based on interviews with FHIP grantee organizations. Outcomes are reported based on cases that are referred to the
U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development (HUD). The study does not include reviews of cases not referred to
HUD and does not assess the efficiency of FHIP or effects of the program.

This study presents an analysis of the types of grants awarded by HUD under FHIP and the outcomes of cases investigated
by grant recipients. The data used in this study are from four sources: (1) indepth interviews with present and past HUD staff
who are knowledgeable about the program and representatives of 10 FHIP grantee organizations, (2) a HUD administrative
database containing information about awards made under the program between fiscal year (FY) 1989 and FY 2006, (3) a
web-based survey of organizations that received FHIP grants between FY 2003 and FY 2005, and (4) outcomes reported

in HUD’s Title VIII Automated Paperless Office Tracking System (TEAPOTS) of complaints referred to HUD and closed
between FY 2003 and FY 2005.

Under FHIP, the HUD Secretary issues grants and enters into contracts and cooperative agreements with state and local
government agencies, public and private nonprofit organizations, and other public and private entities that have programs
designed to prevent and/or eliminate discriminatory housing practices . FHIP funding generally promotes public awareness
of rights protected under the Fair Housing Act and enhances the ability of fair housing organizations (FHOs) to investigate fair
housing complaints, especially through enforcement testing results that can be used as evidence of housing discrimination in
legal proceedings.' FHIP currently has three funding categories: (1) the Private Enforcement Initiative (PEI); (2) the Education
and Qutreach Initiative (EQI); and (3) the Fair Housing Organizations Initiative (FHOI).2 A fourth funding category, the Administrative
Enforcement Initiative (AEI), was included in the initial program but has not been funded since FY 1995. Between FY 1999
and FY 2004, HUD also granted Secretary Initiated Projects (SIP) awards to support national testing programs.

PEI grants support private nonprofit organizations that enforce fair housing laws in conducting housing discrimination
complaint processing, investigations, and other law enforcement activities to remedy violations of the Fair Housing Act.
Usually, the investigations that PEI grantees conduct include testing to demonstrate disparate treatment. EOI grants enable
recipients to develop and disseminate information to educate the public of rights under the Fair Housing Act and to conduct
outreach activities to communities and stakeholders regarding fair housing issues. FHOI grants help increase the capacity of
organizations that enforce Fair Housing Act provisions.

Types of Awards Made Under FHIP

HUD awarded a total of $283 million in FHIP grants between FY 1989 and FY 2006. The mean award during this period
was $210,000. Most of these awards were either PEI or EQI grants. The mean PEI grant was $233,000, an amount almost
twice the mean EOl amount awarded between FY 1989 and FY 2006 (Table ES-1).

Nonprofit organizations received nearly three-fourths of the FHIP awards that HUD made between FY 1989 and FY 2006.
Legal aid organizations received the second largest share of FHIP awards, followed by state and local governments.

42 U.S.C. Section 3616a.

2 The FHOI funding category began in FY 1992 when FHIP was made a permanent program (Public Law 102-550 Section 905, approved
Oct. 28, 1992).
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FHIP awards provide an important source of funding for grantees. According to the web-based survey data, FHIP awards
in FY 2006 funded 58 percent of the combined enforcement initiatives and education and outreach efforts that grantee
organizations conducted. Because relatively few alternative sources are available to support enforcement, FHIP awards
support a larger share of grantee enforcement activity compared with the share of education and outreach efforts. In FY
2006, grantees used 67 percent of their funds to support enforcement initiatives, compared with 34 percent of funds used
for education and outreach efforts.

Typically, fair housing funding to FHIP grantee organizations is not stable. About one-half of the survey respondents indi-
cated their organization’s fair housing funding was sporadic between FY 2001 and FY 2006. HUD, recognizing the problem,
began granting 3-year PEl awards in FY 2005. Although such awards reduce the year-to-year variability in the overall
funding for FHIP grantee organizations, multiple-year awards reduce the number of 1-year awards (holding overall funding
levels constant) available to organizations that do not have the capacity to be awarded a longer term PEI grant. These
longer term awards are typically made to organizations with greater capacity, as measured by experience and infrastructure
and usually meaning a longer track record, than recipients of 1-year awards. HUD generally needs to balance the tradeoff
between making 1-year and multiple-year awards. Even with 3-year PEl awards, FHOs still face a challenge when making
year-to-year budget and staffing projections.

Table ES-1. Summary of FHIP Awards, FY 1989-FY 2006

Total Percent of Total Dollar Percent of Mean Award
Initiative Awards (N) Awards Awards ($) Dollar Awards (%)
AEI 34 3 7,462,109 3 219,474
EOI 580 43 73,053,081 26 125,954
FHOI 114 8 41,763,732 15 366,349
PEI 610 45 141,860,388 50 232,558
SIP 10 1 19,263,026 7 1,926,303
Total 1,348 100 283,402,336 100 210,239

AEl = Administrative Enforcement Initiative. EOl = Education and Outreach Initiative. FHIP = Fair Housing Initiative Program. FHOI = Fair Housing Organizations Initiative.
PEI = Private Enforcement Initiative. SIP = Secretary Initiated Projects.

Source: Authors’ calculations from the U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development administrative database

FHIP Grantee Organization Activities

Of the survey respondents, 40 conducted a total of 6,208 investigations in FY 2006, an average of 155 investigations

per respondent (about 3 investigations per week).®> PEl funds financed 70 percent of the investigations that respondents
completed in FY 2006. (Respondents did not report sources for the remaining 30 percent.) Most of the investigations (84
percent) were related to rental housing complaints. Sales, lending, insurance, and other discrimination complaints ac-
counted for the remaining 16 percent. Rental housing discrimination complaints are usually resolved faster than other types
of housing complaints, which provides faster relief to the complainants.

Using information from their investigations, FHIP grantee organizations determine which complaints need to be referred to
HUD for further action. Most investigations that FHIP grantee organizations conduct do not result in the referral of the case
to HUD; only 15 percent of inquiries and investigations completed in FY 2006 resulted in a filing of a fair housing complaint
with either a Fair Housing Assistance Program (FHAP) agency or HUD. The most common outcome for investigations (43
percent) was the finding that no discrimination occurred. The second most common outcome was that the FHIP organiza-
tion was able to resolve the complaint without referring the matter to HUD or FHAP (27 percent). A mere 1 percent of
investigations led to the filing of a housing discrimination lawsuit. Of the total number of complaints, 19 percent were still
under investigation.

Testing is one of the most important investigative methods that PEI grantee organizations use. Of the survey respondents,
37 completed a total of 5,033 tests in FY 2006, an average of 136 tests per FHIP organization. As discussed previously,

3 Of the 180 organizations receiving FHIP grants between FY 2003 and FY 2005, 68 completed a sufficient number of questions in the survey to
be included in the analysis. Responses were more detailed on some questions than on others.
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relatively few sources of funding are available for general enforcement activities; the same is true for testing. PEI funds
supported about two-thirds of the tests that FHIP grantees conducted.*

Difference in Outcomes for FHIP-Referred and Non-FHIP-Referred Complaints®

Analysis of the cases that FHIP organizations refer to HUD, compared with all other FHIP complaints, found that FHIP
grantee organizations play a vital role in screening out complaints that do not reflect fair housing violations and help resolve
cases that exhibit evidence of discrimination without referring them to HUD or a FHAP agency. This finding is true for cases
in which FHOs are included as a complainant and when they are representing a complainant. When compared with all
inquiries referred to HUD, only 10 percent of FHIP-referred inquiries were found to be not under HUD jurisdiction, while

62 percent of non-FHIP-referred inquiries were found to be not under HUD jurisdiction. This finding is consistent with the
survey findings that show that FHIP organizations find that 43 percent of the cases they investigate do not have merit and
thus are not referred to HUD or a FHAP agency.

When cases were found to be under HUD jurisdiction, the FHIP organization referred the complaints to HUD, particularly
those in which the FHIP organization was a complainant. These complaints were more likely to be closed as a cause finding
or conciliation than were complaints that originated from other sources. According to data reported in the HUD TEAPOTS
database, FHIP-referred complaints accounted for only 10 percent of the 26,090 cases that HUD closed between FY 2003
and FY 2005, but 31 percent of the FHIP-referred cases closed because of a cause finding (19 percent) or conciliation (12
percent). Of the complaints in which FHIP organizations were a complainant (4 percent), 71 percent closed as a conciliation
or cause finding, compared with 43 percent of cases in which FHIP organizations acted as a representative to the com-
plainant, and 37 percent of non-FHIP-referred complaints.

In addition to a higher cause finding rate, the FHIP-referred cases ending in a cause finding took less time to complete (673
days for FHIP as the complainant, 495 FHIP as the representative, and 708 days for non-FHIP-referred cases).

In contrast, conciliations took somewhat longer on FHIP referrals (156 days for FHIP as the complainant, 149 days for FHIP
as the representative, and 108 days for non-FHIP-referred cases). Again, this finding is consistent with FHIP organizations
helping complainants and respondents resolve cases before filing with HUD. The longer time for FHIP-referred cases to
reach conclusion implies that the easier cases to resolve are done by the FHIP organization directly without referring them
to HUD, and the more complex cases are referred to HUD or a FHAP. This finding is consistent with survey findings show-
ing that 27 percent of cases that FHIP organizations investigate are resolved without HUD or FHAP involvement.

Better outcomes are found for FHIP-investigated cases, particularly those cases in which the FHIP organization is a listed
complainant, and may be related to testing conducted by FHIP organizations. Of the 542 cases with testing reported as
part of the case, 72 percent of the tests were done on cases in which a FHIP organization was the complainant (about

42 percent of all cases in which a FHIP organization was a listed complainant had testing) and 13 percent when the FHIP
organization was a representative (about 4.5 percent of all cases in which a FHIP organization was a representative). Only
15 percent of all cases with testing did not appear to involve a FHIP organization (only 0.4 percent of all non-FHIP-referred
cases had testing). Testing substantially improves the probability of a case being caused or conciliated, with 69 percent of
cases with testing ending in a cause or conciliation, compared with 38 percent of cases without testing.

FHIP organizations also appear to play a particularly critical role in a subset of case types. Specifically, FHIP organizations
are disproportionately involved in design and construction cases (42 percent of such cases are FHIP referred), familial status
cases (62 percent of such cases are FHIP referred), and pattern and practice cases referred to the U.S. Department of
Justice (55 percent of such cases are FHIP referred). This statistic compares with FHIP organizations representing only 10
percent of all cases that HUD or FHAP agencies investigate.

4 Testing activities funded by non-FHIP sources went unreported to HUD, however. This unreported activity may be substantial; although the aver-
age share of tests funded with PEI grants was 64 percent, 30 percent of respondents funded fewer than one-half of their tests with PEI grants.

5 This section of the executive summary and section 7 were written by Todd Richardson of HUD.
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Conclusions

This study presents four major findings: (1) FHIP grantee organizations act as a filter, and FHIP-referred complaints are
much more likely to result in a cause finding or conciliation than are other sources; (2) complaints in which FHIP organiza-
tions are a complainant are more likely to be closed as a conciliation or cause finding compared with complaints in which
FHIP organizations act as a representative to the complainant and non-FHIP-referred complaints; (3) FHIP organizations
are the primary source for testing evidence associated with complaints and rely heavily on FHIP grants as a stable source
of funding for enforcement and testing activities; and (4) FHIP organizations play a particularly important role related to
design and construction, familial status, and pattern and practice cases, and these more complex complaints that are
referred to HUD may be the reason why FHIP-referred cases may take longer to close than non-FHIP-referred complaints.

Xii
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Introduction

This study examines the Fair Housing Initiatives Program (FHIP) from its inception through 2006. The goals of this study are
to create a history of the program through 2006, describe its grantees, analyze the types of grants awarded through FHIP,
and analyze the outcomes of cases that grant recipients investigate, especially the comparison of the outcomes of cases
that the grantees refer to those that other organizations or individuals refer. It is useful to note the limitations of this studly. It
is primarily a process study of FHIP based on interviews with FHIP grantees. Outcomes are reported based on cases that
are referred to the U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development (HUD. The study does not review cases that have
not been referred to HUD, nor does it assess the efficiency of FHIP or program impacts.

HUD is responsible for enforcing Title VIII of the Civil Rights Act of 1968, commonly known as the Fair Housing Act. As
such, the HUD Office of Fair Housing and Equal Opportunity (FHEO) accepts and investigates complaints that allege hous-
ing discrimination based on race, color, national origin, and religion. The act was later amended to prohibit discrimination on
the basis of sex, disability, or familial status in the sale, rental, or financing of most residential housing or other real estate-
related transactions. Although FHEO has primary enforcement responsibility, other entities including, but not limited to, state
and local administrative agencies, the courts, and private organizations—especially nonprofit fair housing groups—have
played critical roles as well (Wienk et al., 1994).

Enforcement of the Fair Housing Act, to a large extent, begins with the filing of a fair housing complaint by persons who be-
lieve their fair housing rights have been violated. Thus, it is critically important that people, especially members of protected
classes, who have historically faced discrimination in housing market transactions, are aware of their rights under the act
(Abravanel, 2002). Without such knowledge, it is highly unlikely victims of discrimination would file fair housing complaints,
and discriminatory practices would not be redressed.

Fair Housing Organizations (FHOs) play a vital role in helping to promote fair housing throughout the United States. These
organizations increase public awareness of discriminatory housing practices through education and outreach campaigns
that advise consumers how and where to file complaints of housing discrimination and inform them of their rights under
the act. Organizations that enforce fair housing laws conduct investigations to substantiate or dismiss claims of housing
discrimination and equitably resolve violations of the Fair Housing Act.

Organizations that engage in fair housing enforcement activities frequently use testing as an investigative tool to uncover
covert forms of disparate treatment. Testing is a means for determining the existence of disparate treatment. Testers
examine housing sites to uncover differences in treatment based on illegal discrimination of housing applicants who are
eligible as members of a protected class. Testing can help determine if differences exist in the services provided or in the
quality, content, or quantity of information given to home seekers based on their race, color, national origin, religion, sex,
disability, or familial status. The U.S. Supreme Court has recognized and affirmed the importance of fair housing testing
in combating housing discrimination.” Federal and state courts have also approved testing results in fair housing litigation
and have ruled that testing provides important corroborative evidence that enables plaintiffs to meet their burden of proof
(Wienk, et al., 1994).8

8 Public Law 90-284, 82 Stat. 81.
7 Havens Realty Corp. v. Coleman, 455 U.S. 363, 373 (1982).

8 Cases in which testing played a role in the final outcome of fair housing litigation include Richardson v. Howard, 712 F.2d 319 (7th Cir. 1983);
Zuch v. Hussey, 394 F. Supp. 1028 (E.D. Mich. 1975); and United States v. Youritan Constr. Co. 370 F. Supp. 643 (N.D. Cal. 1973), modified 509
F.2d.623 (9th Cir. 1975).
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"The Fair Housing Initiatives Program

As the chief enforcer of the Fair Housing Act, HUD actively supports enforcement initiatives and education and outreach
activities through the Fair Housing Initiatives Program, which was intially established in 1987 on an interim basis and revised
and made permanent in 1992. FHIP was established to allow the HUD Secretary to issue grants and enter into contracts

or cooperative agreements with state and local government agencies, public and private nonprofit organizations, or other
public or private entities that have programs designed to prevent or eliminate discriminatory housing practices.® Since 1989,
HUD has awarded $282 million through 1,348 grants (Table 17).

The activities funded by FHIP are generally designed to promote public awareness of the rights granted to people protected
under the Fair Housing Act and improve the ability of existing organizations that investigate fair housing complaints by fund-
ing testing, the results of which can be used as evidence of housing discrimination in legal proceedings. Specifically, FHIP
now has three funding categories: (1) the Private Enforcement Initiative (PEI); (2) the Education and Outreach Initiative (EQI);
and (3) the Fair Housing Organizations Initiative (FHOI).™ A fourth funding category, the Administrative Enforcement Initiative
(AEI), was included in the initial program, but has not been funded since FY 1995. Finally, HUD made awards to support
national testing programs conducted between FY 1999 and FY 2004 under the Secretary Initiated Projects (SIP).

PEI grants are generally provided to private nonprofit organizations that enforce fair housing laws to conduct housing
discrimination complaint intake, investigations, and other law enforcement activities to remedy violations of the Fair Housing
Act. The investigations that PEIl grantees conduct usually include testing to uncover disparate treatment. The activities that
EQI grants support enable recipients to develop and disseminate information that informs people about their rights under the
Fair Housing Act and to conduct outreach activities to communities and stakeholders regarding fair housing issues. FHOI-
funded activities generally include efforts to build the capacity of organizations that enforce Fair Housing Act provisions.

Although FHIP was established a little more than 20 years ago, it has not been formally evaluated since a 1994 Urban
Institute study, led by Ron Wienk, (who was assisted by Margery Turner, Aleda Freeman, and Martha Kuhlman) titled, An
Evaluation of the FHIP Private Enforcement Initiative Testing Demonstration. That study evaluated the operation and effect
of the testing component of the PEI component, including an assessment of the testing guidelines established for the
demonstration phase of FHIP. The evaluation was based on information from first-year 1989 PEI grantees, interviews with
individuals, and representatives of organizations that were affected directly or indirectly by the FHIP demonstration program.
The study also analyzed data collected from a nationally representative sample of fair housing groups and a legal review of
reported fair housing court cases in which testing was used (Wienk et al., 1994).

The Urban Institute study reported that FHIP significantly increased the quality and quantity of fair housing complaint
processing, including improvements in tester recruitment and training, the testing of a large number of cases, and provision
for increased oversight and monitoring of testers’ performance. Tested cases are more likely to be referred to the federal
government or private attorneys and to have a higher probability of receiving monetary relief than complaints not tested.
FHIP-imposed testing standards, however, did not have a clear effect on improved case outcomes or results.

In addition, the authors of the Urban Institute study concluded that FHIP grantees are seen as effective and professional
facilitators of fair housing enforcement by other organizations operating within their local housing markets, including city
officials, real estate agents, and other affected parties. Federal courts do not have a single, standard definition for acceptable

9 42 U.S.C. Section 3616a.
0 The FHOI funding category began in FY 1992 when FHIP was made into a permanent program (Public Law 102-550 Section 905, approved
October 28, 1992).
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testing procedures but allow plaintiffs considerable latitude in providing probative evidence of discriminatory treatment. The
testing procedures used are dictated by the facts and particular circumstances of the individual case, and not according to
an established set of standards.

The authors of the 1994 study also reported that FHIP demonstration testing guidelines provide a flexible and workable
framework for testing. But the increased resources allocated to recruiting, screening, training, and reimbursing testers
appear to be more effective in ensuring that testing is conducted objectively, systemically, and professionally rather than
ensuring strict adherence to any particular testing guidelines.

A number of changes have been made to the program that Wienk and his colleagues studied in the mid-1990s. The
purpose of this study is to provide updated information about the types of organizations that receive FHIP awards, how
they use these funds, the effect of these funds on the types of complaints referred to HUD, and the outcome of these
complaints. This study, which follows the goals outlined in this project’s Statement of Work, is organized as follows.

Section 1 provides a discussion about the data and methods used in the study and a program history that details how FHIP
has changed since it began as a demonstration program in 1989. In particular, this history describes how the program has
responded to support enforcement and education and outreach activities related to emerging fair housing issues since
FHIP’s inception.

Section 2 includes a descriptive analysis of the year-by-year awards based on information in HUD’s administrative database
that tracks all of the awards granted between FY 1989 and FY 2006, including changes in the total amounts awarded, the
types of organizations that received awards, the differences in the share of awards made for each program initiative, and
the share of awards made to organizations located throughout the 10 HUD regions.

Many types of organizations receive FHIP awards to conduct a range of enforcement initiatives and education and outreach
activities to promote fair housing. Using information from a web-based survey of grantees, section 3 provides a descriptive
analysis of the organizations that received FHIP awards between FY 2003 and FY 2005. This analysis presents information
regarding FHIP grantees’ organizational structures and staff, the types of activities that these organizations undertake

in their enforcement initiatives and education and outreach efforts, and the contribution that FHIP awards make toward
grantees’ total funding. This analysis also presents information about the testing and education and outreach activities of
survey respondents and representatives of 10 organizations, which were selected for onsite, indepth interviews to discuss
how their group processes fair housing complaints.

Section 4 details the procedures used to process fair housing complaints, using information collected through in-depth
interviews and the web-based survey. Because these organizations often participate in litigation, the FHIP grantee represen-
tatives interviewed were not asked to describe any specific criteria that they used to determine whether a complaint should
be investigated through testing or any other potential investigative technique. (The discussion guide used to conduct these
interviews is presented in Appendix B.

Section 5 presents descriptive analyses of the extent to which FHIP grants support enforcement activities for organizations
that receive funds through the program. Because FHIP applicants receive more points if they demonstrate other sources
of funding, it is expected that FHIP awards support a share of the overall activities related to fair housing initiatives among
FHIP grantee organizations. The detailed data collected through the web-based survey document the contribution that
FHIP awards make to participant organizations’ budgets.

Section 5 also describes the testing activities that grantees used. The analyzed information comes from the web-based
survey. This survey did not collect client-level information about complaints; rather, grantees were asked to provide ag-
gregate information about the types of tests that they conducted. Grantees were not asked in the survey about specific
outcomes for complaints investigated with tests compared with complaints investigated with other types of techniques.
(The web-based survey instrument is included in Appendix A.

Section 6 describes education and outreach activities that the program supports. Section 7 follows with an analysis of dif-
ferences in outcomes for complaints referred to HUD by FHIP grantees compared with complaints referred by Fair Housing
Assistance Program (FHAP) organizations or from people who contact HUD directly.
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Data and Methods

This study analyzes a combination of qualitative information collected through key informant interviews, onsite interviews
with representatives of FHIP grantees, FHIP Notices of Funding Availability (NOFAs), and the following three quantitative data
sources: (1) a web-based survey administered to organizations that received a FHIP grant between FY 2003 and FY 2005;
(2) the HUD administrative database of all grants awarded between FY 1989 and FY 2006; and (3) Title VIII Automated
Paperless Office Tracking System (TEAPOTS) data of outcomes for all cases referred to HUD between FY 2003 and FY 2005.
This section details how each data source was used to generate the findings presented in this report.

Key Informant Interviews

To identify the appropriate key informants to interview, the research team created a list of current and former HUD employees
and fair housing professionals who are knowledgeable about FHIP’s history. This list of names was submitted to HUD for
approval. The research team sent letters to each approved key informant requesting his or her cooperation for an interview.
Research team members conducted key informant interviews, either through telephone calls or in person, with HUD-approved
discussion guides (Appendix B). Team members recorded and transcribed the interviews. They used the views and opinions
of key informants to analyze the reasons for some of the changes to the program that were identified in NOFAs and to provide
general information about the effects of the program over time.

Notices of Funding Availability

The research team reviewed every FHIP-related NOFA that HUD issued between FY 1989 and FY 2006. When reviewing
a given year's NOFA, research team members identified HUD’s goals, eligible activities by initiative, funding availability by
initiative, and total projected funding. This information was entered into an electronic database and used to develop a
program history, which is presented in section 2.

HUD Administrative Data

The research team analyzed the types of initiatives funded and the types of organizations that received a FHIP grant be-
tween FY 1989 and FY 2006. HUD provided the research team with an administrative database that contained the names
of every organization that received a FHIP grant and the amount of the award. Using information available in the Federal
Register, research team members added the type of award that grant recipients received to the database. The types

of awards included AEI, EOI, FHOI, PEI, and SIP. Team members added information from the Internet to the database,
specifying, when possible, whether the recipient was a nonprofit, for-profit, or legal aid services organization; a state or local
government; or from the Historically Black Colleges and Universities (HBCU) program.

The research team also conducted Internet research to identify the organizational type for 1,194 of the 1,387 grants (86
percent) made between FY 1989 and FY 2006. The total dollar amount ($265 million) of these 1,194 awards accounted for
94 percent of the $283 million of all FHIP awards made between FY 1989 and FY 2006.

Title VIII Automated Paperless Office Tracking System

HUD tracks the outcomes for all complaints it receives in its Title VIl Automated Paperless Office Tracking System
database. A critical aspect of this study is to determine any differences in outcomes for FHIP-referred complaints versus
non-FHIP-referred complaints made to HUD. FHIP-referred complaints are not reliably flagged in the TEAPOTS database,
however, so research team members used the following process to manually identify FHIP-referred complaints.
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Research team members examined the names of complainants, organizations, and representatives for each complaint in
TEAPQOTS that closed between FY 2003 and FY 2005. When matching these data, the research team looked for organiza-
tion names that were the same or similar to organization names that received a FHIP grant between 1989 and 2005.

After making this match, HUD further divided the FHIP-referred cases into two categories, those in which the FHIP organization
was listed as a named complainant (with or without a co-complainant) and those in which the FHIP organization was listed as
a representative or other organization. The analysis in Section 7 provides outcomes for cases in which a FHIP organization was
a complainant, cases in which a FHIP organization was a representative or referring agency (these are all referred to as FHIP-
represented cases), and all other cases that HUD and FHAP agencies (referred to as non-FHIP cases) investigated.

According to HUD staff, some issues exist with the data reported in the TEAPOTS database: because it is not compulsory,
some FHAP agencies do not report complaint information into the system, and no standard procedures are available to
report information about the amount or presence of monetary relief granted to a complainant. In response to these issues,
HUD redesigned its relief data collection procedures under a new TEAPOTS contract. Nonetheless, the TEAPOTS database
is the only available source that has comprehensive information about outcomes for cases referred to HUD, and so it is
used in this study.

Web-Based Survey

The research team administered a web-based survey to representatives of all 180 organizations that received a FHIP grant
between FY 2003 and FY 2005 (see the survey instrument in Appendix A). This survey included questions that FHEO added
and the Office of Management and Budget approved. After securing approval for the survey instrument, HUD sent partici-
pation requests to potential respondents. To follow up, research team members made phone calls and sent e-mails to
encourage organizations to participate.

Of the 180 organizations, 68 answered enough questions to be included in this analysis, and the remaining 112 did not.
Some representatives from nonrespondent organizations indicated the survey was too time consuming and chose not to
use staff resources to complete it. At the time of the request, 4 of the organizations were no longer in operation.

Although there were some differences in the types of organizations that responded to the survey, the differences did not appear
to invalidate the survey data analyses. Survey respondents were more likely to have received PEI grants and to have been
nonprofit organizations than were nonrespondents. However, the mean grant amount made to survey respondents was similar
for nonrespondents, which reduces the likelihood that bias exists in the web-based survey results presented in this report.

Between FY 2003 and FY 2005, PEI grants accounted for about one-half of the number of grants and 61 percent of the
dollar amount of grants. Among survey respondents, however, PEI grants accounted for 68 percent of the number of grants
and 85 percent of the dollar amount of these grants. Conversely, EQI grants accounted for only 31 percent of the number
of grants made to survey respondents, which is 16 percentage points less than the 47 percent of all grants during FY 2003
and FY 2005. For the same period, EOI grants made up only 14 percent of the dollar awards made to survey respondents,
and EQI grants accounted for 26 percent of the total dollar amount awarded (Table 1).

Table 1. Comparison of the Number of Grants and Dollar Amount of Grants Awarded to Web-Based Survey Respondents

by Initiative, FY 2003-FY 2005

Number of Grants Dollar Amount of Grants
Share of All Grant Share of Survey Share of All Grant Share of Survey
Type of Award Recipients (%) Respondents (%) Recipients (%) Respondents (%)
PEI 51 68 61 85
EOQI a7 31 26 14
FHOI 2 1 9 1
SIP 1 0 5 0
Total 100 100 100 100

EOI = Education and Outreach Initiative. FHOI = Fair Housing Organizations Initiative. PEI = Private Enforcement Initiative. SIP = Secretary Initiated Projects.
Source: U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development administrative database and web-based survey of Fair Housing Initiative Program grantees
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Although PEI grants accounted for a relatively large share of grants that survey respondents received, the amount awarded
to survey respondents was similar to all awards made between FY 2003 and FY 2005. Survey respondents received a total
of 104 awards of the 339 awards made during this period. The mean award of $167,000 granted to survey respondents
was only 5 percent less than the $176,000 award that nonrespondents received and was close to the overall $173,000
mean award made between FY 2003 and FY 2005 (Table 2).

The differences in the mean award amounts among survey respondents and nonrespondents were relatively small for each
initiative. For example, the mean PEI award made between FY 2003 and FY 2005 was $208,000, which was $2,000 less
than the mean PEI award made to survey respondents, and $1,000 greater than the mean PEl award made to nonrespondents.
Greater differences were noted for EOI grantees: the mean EQI grant that survey respondents received between FY 2003
and FY 2005 was $77,000, which is 25 percent less than the mean $100,000 EQI grant that nonrespondents received.

The relatively small differences in the award amounts made to survey respondents when compared with nonrespondents
suggest that the survey results were representative of all 180 organizations that received awards between FY 2003 and

FY 2005 (Table 3).

Table 2. Comparison of Mean and Median FHIP Grants Awarded to Web-Based Survey Respondents, FY 2003-FY 2005

All Grant Recipients Survey Respondents Nonrespondents
Total (N = 339) ($) (N = 104) ($) (N = 235) ($)
Dollars awarded 58,566,155 17,293,727 41,272,428
Mean award 172,762 166,286 175,627
Median award 159,240 204,206 100,000

FHIP = Fair Housing Initiative Program.
Source: U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development administrative database and web-based survey of FHIP grantees

Table 3. Comparison of Mean and Median FHIP Grants Awarded to Web-Based Survey Respondents by Initiative,

FY 2003-FY 2005

All Grant Recipients Survey Respondents Nonrespondents

PEI (N=172) ($) (N=71) ($) (N =101) ($)

Dollars awarded 35,778,873 14,648,116 21,130,757

Mean award 208,017 206,311 209,215

Median award 218,938 205,830 188,538
All Grant Recipients Survey Respondents Nonrespondents

EOI (N=7) (N =32) ($) (N = 126) ($)

Dollars awarded 15,114,896 2,445,611 12,669,285

Mean award 95,664 76,425 100,550

Median award 80,000 32,452 77,603
All Grant Recipients Survey Respondents Nonrespondents

FHOI (N=7)(9) (N=1)($) (N =6) ($)

Dollars awarded 5,007,179 200,000 4,807,179

Mean award 715,311 200,000 801,196

Median award 720,000 NA 898,245
All Grant Recipients Survey Respondents Nonrespondents

SIP (N=2)(9) (N=0)(9) (N=2)(9)

Dollars awarded 2,665,207 0 2,665,207

Mean award 1,332,604 0 1,332,604

Median award 1,332,604 0 1,332,604

EQI = Education and Outreach Initiative. FHIP = Fair Housing Initiative Program. FHOI = Fair Housing Organizations Initiative. NA = Not applicable. PEI = Private
Enforcement Initiative. SIP = Secretary Initiated Projects.

Source: U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development administrative database and web-based survey of FHIP grantees
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As discussed previously, the research team identified an organization type for 86 percent of all of the awards made under
the program. Between FY 2003 and FY 2005, nonprofit organizations accounted for 76 and 77 percent, respectively, of
the number and dollar amounts awarded to survey respondents but accounted for 68 and 69 percent, respectively, of the
number and dollar amounts awarded to all grant recipients. State and local governments accounted for 8 percent of the
number of awards but only 1 percent of the awards that survey respondents received. For-profit organizations accounted
for 5 percent of the dollar awards made between FY 2003 and FY 2005, but no for-profit organizations responded to this
survey (Table 4).

Although there were differences in the types of FHIP grant recipient organizations (between FY 2003 and FY 2005) that
responded to the survey versus all FHIP grant recipients, the mean award that survey respondents received ($190,000)
was close to the mean award that all the organizations that could be identified ($185,000) and nonrespondents ($183,000)
received (Table 5).

Relatively small differences were found in the mean awards made to survey respondents for each type of organization
compared with nonrespondents.

The mean award made to nonprofit survey respondents between FY 2003 and FY 2005 was $192,000, compared with
$185,000 for nonrespondent nonprofit organizations. Similarly, the mean amount awarded to legal aid respondents was
$169,000, which was similar to the $155,000 mean amount awarded to legal aid nonrespondents (Table 6).

Of the FHIP grantee organizations that received an award between FY 2003 and FY 2005, 72 referred complaints to HUD
that were closed in that same 2-year period (Table 7). Of these 72 organizations, about half responded to the web-based
survey. The 35 organizations that responded referred a total of 543 complaints that closed between FY 2003 and FY 2005,
for a mean of 16 complaints per organization. The 37 nonrespondents referred a total of 721 complaints that closed between
FY 2003 and FY 2005, or a mean of 19 cases per organization (Table 7). This relatively small difference in the mean number
of complaints referred to HUD that closed between FY 2003 and FY 2005 for survey respondents and nonrespondents
suggests that the two groups’ profiles are similar, regarding the volume of complaints referred to HUD.

Table 4. Comparison of the Number of Grants and Dollar Amount of Grants Awarded to Web-Based Survey Respondents

by Initiative, FY 2003-FY 2005

Number of Grants Dollar Amount of Grants

Share of All Grant Share of Survey Share of All Grant Share of Survey

Organization Type Recipients (%) Respondents (%) Recipients(%) Respondents (%)
Nonprofit 68 76 69 77
Legal aid 20 22 18 20
For profit 1 0 5 0
State or local government 8 1 3 3
HBCU 3 0 5 0
Total 100 100 100 100

HBCU = Historically Black Colleges and Universities.
Source: U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development administrative database and web-based survey of Fair Housing Initiative Program grantees

Grants Awarded to Identified Organization Type

All Grant Recipients Survey Respondents Nonrespondents
(N = 286) ($) (N = 85) ($) (N = 201) ($)
Dollars awarded 52,920,777 16,166,413 36,754,363
Mean award 185,038 190,193 182,858
Median award 202,650 206,223 159,240

FHIP = Fair Housing Initiative Program.
Source: U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development administrative database and web-based survey of FHIP grantees
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Table 6. Comparison of Mean and Median FHIP Grants Awarded to Web-Based Survey Respondents by Type of Recipient

Organization, FY 2003-FY 2005

All Grant Recipients Survey Respondents Nonrespondents
Nonprofit (N=194) ($) (N=65) ($) (N=129) ($)
Dollars awarded 36,342,259 12,474,759 283,867,500
Mean award 187,331 191,919 185,019
Median award 206,257 206,490 195,504
All Grant Recipients Survey Respondents Nonrespondents
Legal Aid (N=58) ($) (N=19) ($) (N=39) ($)
Dollars awarded 9,262,210 3,216,335 6,045,875
Mean award 159,693 169,281 155,022
Median award 203,111 200,000 206,418
All Grant Recipients Survey Respondents Nonrespondents
For Profit (N=2) ($) (N=0) ($) (N=2) ($)
Dollars awarded 2,665,207 0 2,665,207
Mean award 1,332,604 0 1,332,604
Median award 1,332,604 0 1,332,604
State or Local All Grant Recipients Survey Respondents Nonrespondents
Government (N=24) ($) (N=1) ($) (N=23) ($)
Dollars awarded 1,814,731 475,319 1,339,412
Mean award 75,614 475,319 58,235
Median award 80,000 475,319 80,000
All Grant Recipients Survey Respondents Nonrespondents
HBCU (N=8) ($) (N=0) ($) (N=8) ($)
Dollars awarded 2,836,369 0 2,836,369
Mean award 354,546 0 354,546
Median award 159,834 0 159,834

FHIP = Fair Housing Initiative Program. HBCU = Historically Black Colleges and Universities.
Source: U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development administrative database and web-based survey of FHIP grantees

Table 7. Comparison of the Number of Cases Closed for Survey Respondents and Nonrespondents, FY 2003-FY 2005

All FHIP Organizations
Grantee That Received a Survey Survey
Organizations FHIP Grant Respondents Nonrespondents
Total number of FHIP-referred cases closed 1,282 1,264 543 721
Mean number of cases referred that closed 17 18 16 19
N 76 72 35 37

FHIP = Fair Housing Initiative Program.
Source: U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development Title VIl Automated Paperless Office Tracking System data and web-based survey of FHIP grantees

Given that there were relatively small differences in the award amounts and the types of organizations that responded to the
web-based survey compared with nonrespondents, the results of the web-based survey were likely to be representative of
all the organizations that received FHIP awards between FY 2003 and FY 2005. The only caveat is that survey respondents
disproportionately received PEl awards, so the survey results may be more representative of organizations that received
such an award compared with EQI grant recipients. These results also do not account for the for-profit organizations, state
and local government, and HBCU program grantees that represent 15 percent of all FHIP grantees. The web survey is most
representative of the 85 percent of the grantee universe comprising nonprofit and legal aid agencies receiving PEI awards.
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Onsite Interviews With FHIP Grantee Representatives

The research team conducted onsite interviews with representatives of 10 organizations that received FHIP grants between
FY 2003 and FY 2005. During this 3-year period, 2 of the selected organizations received both a PEl and an EQI, 4 or-
ganizations received a PEI grant only, and the remaining 4 organizations received an EQI grant only. The sample of EQI
grant recipients was selected from a frame that was stratified by the following organizational categories: legal aid services,
nonprofit organizations, HBCUs, and local or state governments. The sample of PEl grantees was selected from a frame
that was stratified into legal aid services and Fair Housing Organizations.

After stratifying the organizations that received PEI and EQI grants, 10 organizations were selected to reflect the distribution
of the role of fair housing initiatives in their overall missions among those 64 web-based survey respondents who provided
information by January 22, 2008. Web-based survey respondents were asked whether fair housing work constituted an
“exclusive, primary, significant role among several, secondary, or minor” role in their organizations’ missions. Of web-based
survey respondents, 34 percent indicated that fair housing initiatives played an “exclusive” role, 25 percent indicated that
fair housing initiatives played a “primary” role, and 38 percent indicated that fair housing initiatives played a “significant role
among several” activities (Table 8).

The distribution of the role of fair housing initiatives in the mission statements of the 10 organizations selected for onsite
interviews was about the same as for all 64 web-based respondents who answered the question regarding the role of

fair housing initiatives in their overall mission statements. This sample was selected to ensure that the distribution of the
geographic coverage of the 10 organizations was the same as for all web-based survey respondents. Web-based survey
respondents identified their organizations’ target area as multiple cities or counties, multiple states, single city, single county,
single metropolitan area, statewide, or targeted neighborhoods. Based on responses to this question, the distribution of the
sampled organizations’ target areas was about the same as for web-based survey respondents (Table 9). Research team
members conducted onsite, semistructured interviews with the executive director and fair housing director of each of the
10 selected organizations using an interview guide that HUD approved (Appendix B). The information that these interview-
ees provided was used to detail procedures that grantees used when processing complaints and the criteria they used to
determine when to conduct fair housing tests.

Table 8. Distribution of the Role of Fair Housing Initiatives in the Sampled Organizations' Mission Statements

Significant Role

Role of Fair Housing Initiatives Exclusive Primary Among Several Secondary Total
Number of web-based respondents as of Jan. 22, 2008 22 16 24 2 64
Percent of web-based survey respondents 34% 25% 38% 3% 100%
N 3 3 2 2 10
Percent of sampled organizations 30% 30% 20% 20% 100%

Source: Web-based survey of Fair Housing Initiative Program grantees

Table 9. Distribution of Sampled Organizations by Geographic Target Areas

Multiple Single Targeted
Cities or Multiple Single Single Metro State- Neighbor-
Targeted Areas Counties States City County Area wide hoods Total
Number of web-based respondents
as of Jan. 22, 2008 19 4 4 9 13 14 ! 64
Percent of web-based survey o o o o o o o o
respondents 31% 6% 6% 13% 20% 22% 2% 100%
N 2 1 0 2 2 2 1 10
Percent of sampled organizations 20% 10% 0% 20% 20% 20% 10% 100%

Source: Web-based survey of Fair Housing Initiative Program grantees
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Program History

This section provides a history of the Fair Housing Initiatives Program. It begins with background about the factors that led
HUD to institute the program, and how each program initiative evolved since inception in FY 1989. Following this discussion
are analyses of the awards made under the program between FY 1989 and FY 2006. The awards, by year, were analyzed
by the types of initiatives funded, types of organizations that received awards, and HUD regions where FHIP grantee organi-
zations were located.

Factors That Led to FHIP’s Implementation

FHIP was authorized under Section 561 of the Housing and Community Development Act of 1987,'" as amended by the
Housing and Community Development Act of 1992, to strengthen HUD’s ability to enforce Title VIII of the Civil Rights Act of
1968,'? commonly known as the Fair Housing Act. FHIP grew out of a realization among participants that enforce fair hous-
ing laws that a need existed for a large, reliable source of funding for fair housing law enforcement activities—especially for
use in testing conducted by private fair housing groups that supported HUD’s role of enforcing the Fair Housing Act.

The effectiveness of funding such groups was documented in a study of the Fair Housing Demonstration Program, which ran
from 1980 to 1981, with the support of HUD and the National Committee Against Discrimination in Housing, Inc. The program
provided nine local private fair housing groups with $20,000 per year for 2 years. The study found that each dollar of demon-
stration program grant funds generated between 2 and 3 dollars of additional activity by local groups (Wienk, et al., 1994).

In 1984, representatives of 25 FHOs adopted a resolution that urged the HUD Secretary to implement a mechanism that
would directly fund private fair housing groups, and the U.S. Senate held hearings in 1986 on a proposal to establish the
program. One key informant made the following statement:

So | went to the Secretary of HUD [who] was Samuel R. Pierce at the time. | said we are doing for the
government what HUD cannot do for itself. We outlined our litigation that we had just gone through ... He
listened. | said we must have direct funding from Washington to ... continue the work of antidiscrimina-
tion in housing in the New Jersey area and for all of the fair housing groups in the country. | think he went
to the president. It was approved, but then it got back to us saying that something like this has got to go
through the Congress. He just can’t do it. You can’t fund these groups because the president or the HUD
Secretary feels that it is necessary; so we wasted another 2 years in the Congress, but it did pass.

The 1987 legislation that initially authorized FHIP, directed the HUD Secretary to provide funding to state and local govern-
ments or their agencies, public or private nonprofit organizations, or other public or private entities formulating or carrying
out programs to prevent or eliminate discriminatory housing practices. Originally funded as a 2-year demonstration pro-
gram that expired on September 30, 1990, FHIP was renewed as a demonstration program in November 1990 and made
permanent in FY 1992 (Public Law 102-550, Section 905, approved Oct. 28, 1992). Another key informant explained why
FHIP was not originally a permanent authorization:

In terms of the demonstration, the demonstration aspect of the FHIP program was a reluctance on the
parts of organizations to agree to a permanent authorization—they [the private FHOs and the National As-
sociation of Realtors] were not completely convinced that the FHIP program, or the testing requirements
that might be developed in FHIP, were something that they were ready to jump onto permanent authorization.

" The FHOI funding category began in FY 1992 when FHIP was made a permanent program (Public Law 102-550 Section 905, approved
October 28, 1992).

242 U.S.C. 3616; Public Law 100-242, approved February 5, 1988.
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So, at that time there were a number of programs that were subject to what they call a sunset provision
... that is why it was a 2-year demonstration. They wanted the ability to shut down the program if they
found that they weren’t able or weren’t satisfied with the way the program was operating.

The 1992 act that made the program permanent included provisions that reflect legislative changes in fair housing require-
ments subsequent to 1988. In particular, the 1992 act reflected provisions in the Fair Housing Amendments Act of 1988,
the 1989 amendments to the Home Mortgage Disclosure Act, and the Equal Credit Opportunity Act Amendments of 1991,
The changes require federal banking regulatory agencies to make referrals to the U.S. Department of Justice (DOJ) when a
regulator has reason to believe that a pattern or practice of discrimination exists and referrals to HUD when a regulator has
reason to believe that a lender violated the Fair Housing Act. The legislation making FHIP a permanent program also author-
ized FHIP funds to be used for implementing testing programs when there was a reasonable basis for doing so, establish-
ing new FHOs or expanding the capacity of existing organizations, and conducting special projects or undertaking larger,
long-term enforcement activities through multiyear funding agreements and funding litigation (GAO, 1997).

Evolution of FHIP

As detailed in the following section, FHIP has evolved from providing funding for a relatively flexible set of eligible activities
among three funding categories to establishing separate components that fund activities targeted for specific fair lending
issues or groups. These components mostly focus activities in areas consistent with HUD goals or fair housing issues that
emerged after 1989. The following discussion presents an analysis of how each FHIP initiative, such as the EQI, PEI, FHOI,
and AEl, has changed since FY 1989.

Education and Outreach Initiative

EQI funds are made available to Qualified Fair Housing Enforcement Organizations (QFHOs),'™ FHOs, ™ public and private
nonprofit organizations or institutions, other private entities that are formulating or carrying out programs to prevent or
eliminate discriminatory housing practices, state and local governments, and FHAP agencies. In addition, EQI grants for
particular components, detailed below, typically require that an organization has demonstrated experience or expertise in
issues related to the component.

In general, the eligible activities within the EQI-funding category remained the same between FY 1989 and FY 1997. The
eligible EQI activities in this period changed to reflect specific education and outreach needs for particular groups. For ex-
ample, in FY 1991, the Notice of Funding Availability included designing education and outreach to people with disabilities,
non-English-speaking people, and families with children under age 18, including those in homeless shelters. The FY 1992
NOFA included funding for groups that developed education and outreach activities associated with community opposition
to the location of residential facilities for people with disabilities. The FY 1994 NOFA included outreach activities to inform
people with disabilities and their advocates about their rights to fair housing and to provide technical assistance to support
compliance with housing adaptability and accessibility guidelines in the 1988 Fair Housing Amendments Act.

In addition to requesting that EQI recipients target particular members of protected classes, NOFAs, starting in FY 1993,
began to specify that education and outreach areas focus on particular topic areas. These areas reflected emerging fair
lending issues at the time, and HUD wanted its EOI grant recipients to address them. The FY 1993 NOFA requested that
EQI applicants provide housing, mortgage lending, appraisal, and insurance counseling. During this time, the Boston Fed-
eral Reserve Bank released its landmark study of mortgage lending discrimination, which, holding other factors constant,

8 24 CFR Subtitle B, Ch. |, Section 125-103 defines a Qualified Fair Housing Enforcement Organization as any organization, whether or not it is
solely engaged in fair housing enforcement activities, that (1) is organized as a private, tax-exempt, non-profit, charitable organization; (2) has at
least 2 years of experience in complaint intake, complaint investigation, testing for fair housing violations, and enforcement of meritorious claims;
and (3) is engaged in complaint intake, complaint investigation, testing for fair housing violations, and enforcement of meritorious claims at the time
of application for FHIP assistance.

4 24 CFR Subtitle B, Ch. |, Section 125-103 defines a Fair Housing Enforcement Organization as any organization, whether or not it is solely
engaged in fair housing enforcement activities, that (1) is organized as a private, tax-exempt, non-profit, charitable organization; (2) is currently
engaged in complaint intake, complaint investigation, testing for fair housing violations, and enforcement of meritorious claims; and, (3) upon the
receipt of FHIP funds, will continue to be engaged in complaint intake, complaint investigation, testing for fair housing violations, and enforcement
of meritorious claims.

1
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showed that minority loan applicants were more likely to be denied. The FY 1996 NOFA requested that applicants show
how their proposed education and outreach activities supported fair housing planning requirements of state and local gov-
ernments subject to the Consolidated Plan, which included conducting an analysis of impediments to fair housing choice
and undertaking actions to eliminate the identified impediments (Table 10).

In FY 1998, HUD indicated an interest in ensuring that immigrant communities were aware of their rights under the Fair
Housing Act and acted to file complaints when they believed immigrants were victims if discrimination. The EQI eligible
activities in FY 1998 reflected these priorities: all projects that EQI grants funded in that year had to focus on addressing fair
housing needs of underserved and immigrant populations. Because HUD made the pledge to increase enforcement of dis-
crimination laws, these education and outreach activities had to be designed so that they increased referrals of fair housing
complaints and other information to HUD, and the complaints could be investigated. In addition, a separate NOFA issued in
FY 1998 included a Nationwide Education Project that would, in cooperation with real estate industry groups, disseminate
information regarding compliance with the housing adaptability and accessibility guidelines contained in the Fair Housing
Amendments Act of 1988.

Beginning in FY 1999, EOI NOFAs, rather than continuing to include specific groups to target or activities to complete,
requested applicants for different EOl components. Although general education and outreach activities could be funded
with applications to the EQI General Component, organizations could also apply for funding made available for outreach for
specific activities (Table 11).

Table 10. Summary of Eligible Activities Under EOI Funding Categories, FY 1989-FY 1997

NOFA Eligible Activities

FY 1989 Education: Developing materials on fair housing rights and responsibilities; developing fair housing and affirmative marketing instruc-
tional materials for education programs for state, regional, and local housing industry groups; providing education seminars and working
sessions for civic associations, community-based groups, and other groups; and developing educational materials targeted at people
in need of specific or additional information on their fair housing rights. Outreach: Developing state, regional, or local media campaigns
regarding fair housing rights; bringing housing industry and civic or fair housing groups together to identify illegal real estate practices
and determining how to correct them; designing specialized outreach projects to inform people of the availability of housing opportuni-
ties; developing and implementing a response to new or more sophisticated practices that result in discriminatory housing practices;
and developing mechanisms to identify quick response to housing discrimination cases involving threats of physical harm. The change
for the November 1989 competition was the inclusion of conducting national campaigns.

FY 1990 No information was provided.

FY 1991 Same as 1989, except developing and implementing school curriculum for fair housing courses; Voluntary Affirmative Marketing Agree-
ments; designing specialized outreach projects to inform people of the availability of housing opportunities (that is, people with dis-
abilities, non-English-speaking people, and families with children under 18, including those in homeless shelters); including fair housing
month activities; and establishing private FHOs in geographical areas where none exist.

FY 1992 Same as 1991, except developing informative materials about fair housing rights and responsibilities; developing educational materials
targeted at people in need of specific or additional information on fair housing rights; and developing and implementing a response to
community opposition to the location of residential facilities for people with disabilities, as defined by the FHA, where supportive health
or human services are provided in connection with the housing.

FY 1993 Same as 1992, except focusing on providing housing, mortgage lending, appraisal, and insurance counseling.

FY 1994 Same as 1993, except focusing on informing people with disabilities and their support organizations and service providers, housing pro-
viders, and the general public on the rights of people with disabilities under FHA and on the location or availability of accessible housing
or the modification of nonaccessible housing; providing guidance to housing providers on meeting the FHA obligation to make reason-
able accommodations for people with disabilities; and developing materials and providing technical assistance to support compliance
with housing adaptability and accessibility guidelines in the Fair Housing Amendments Act of 1988.

FY 1995 Same as 1994.

FY 1996 Same as 1995, except activities that support fair housing planning requirement of state and local governments subject to the Consoli-
dated Plan, including conducting an analysis of impediments to fair housing choice, and undertaking actions to eliminate the identified
impediments.

FY 1997 Same as 1996, except providing educational materials, seminars and working sessions for schools, civic associations, neighborhood
organizations, and other groups to support community-based EOI efforts; and providing technical assistance to support compliance
with FHA's accessible design and construction requirements and fair housing accessibility guidelines.

EQI = Education and Outreach Initiative. FHA = Federal Housing Administration. FHO = Fair Housing Organization.
Source: Fair Housing Initiative Program Notices of Funding Availability, FY 1989-FY 1997
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Table 11. Summary of Components Added to EOI Funding Category, FY 1999-FY 2006

Year
Component
Added Component Component Activities
FY 1999 Disability Provide information regarding fair housing rights to people with disabilities.
Homeownership Improve access to homeownership for racial and ethnic minorities by addressing barriers to fair
housing choice.
Best Practices Collect prototypes of successful fair housing education and enforcement business practices.
FY 2000 Fair Housing Partnership Create partnerships with FHAPs.
Model Codes Partnerships Develop collaborative activities involving disability rights groups, housing industry organizations,
and other agencies involved with building codes related to housing for people with disabilities.
Community Tensions Intervention in areas where community tensions emerge and create volatile situations.
FY 2001 No new components
FY 2002 National Media Campaign Create a campaign for 2003 fair housing month activities.
Fair Housing Awareness Create a national campaign to educate on abusive lending practices.
FY 2003 Hispanic Fair Housing Provide bilingual materials and services to Hispanics to make them aware of and educated about
Awareness their fair housing rights and responsibilities under the Fair Housing Act.
Fair Housing and Minority Perform community outreach activities to educate people about fair housing and prepare them for
Homeownership Component homeownership.
FY 2004 No new components
FY 2005 Asian and Pacific Islanders Develop and disseminate bilingual materials and services to Asian and Pacific Islanders.
Awareness
Minority-Serving Institutions  Establish partnerships with HBCUs and tribal colleges and universities, Hispanic-serving
institutions, and Asian and Pacific Islander-serving institutions.
FY 2006 Hurricane Katrina Fair Provide fair housing education and outreach in Louisiana, Mississippi, Alabama, and Texas, and to

Housing Awareness

people displaced to other areas because of Hurricane Katrina.

Subprime Lending

Provide education regarding high-cost loans and abusive lending practices, and legal ways to
combat such abusive practices.

EOI = Education and Outreach Initiative. FHAP = Fair Housing Assistance Program. HBCU = Historically Black Colleges and Universities.
Source: Fair Housing Initiative Program Notices of Funding Availability, FY 1999-FY 2006

In most cases, the components that were added in a particular fiscal year directly reflected HUD’s goals. In FY 1997, for
example, one of HUD’s goals was to expand housing choice, especially by increasing the development of scattered-site
multifamily housing units. The Community Tensions Component was designed to address areas where local residents did
not want such developments in their neighborhoods. The Disability Component, added in FY 1999, was consistent with
HUD's goal in FY 1998 to increase the real estate industry’s compliance with disability provisions of the Fair Housing Act.
The FY 2000 NOFA included a Fair Housing Partnership Component that reflected HUD’s goal to increase partnerships
between FHIP organizations and FHAP agencies.

In FY 1998, components targeted specific immigrant groups, such as Hispanics, Asians, and Pacific Islanders, which
reflected HUD's goal to ensure that they were aware of their fair housing rights. In addition, the Fair Housing and Minority

Homeownership Component addressed HUD’s goal of increasing homeownership among traditionally underserved groups.
Components related to Hurricane Katrina victims and subprime lending issues addressed recent concerns and policy is-
sues. The types of components included in FHIP NOFAs between FY 1998 and FY 2006 changed to balance the funding
available with specific issues requiring education and outreach activities (Table 12).
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Table 12. Summary of Eligible Activities Under EOl Funding Categories, FY 1998-FY 2006

NOFA Eligible Activities

FY 1998 All projects must focus on addressing the fair housing needs of underserved populations and immigrant populations; must be de-
signed to increase referral of fair housing complaints and other information to HUD and to educate the public about their fair housing
rights and procedures to file with HUD; same as 1997, except cannot use to develop new fair housing materials other than to supple-
ment existing materials.

Separate NOFA—Nationwide Education Project addressing one of the following: demonstrated cooperation with real estate industry
organizations and dissemination of educational information and technical assistance to support compliance with the housing adaptabil-
ity and accessibility guidelines contained in the Fair Housing Amendments Act of 1988. HUD anticipates that products will be available
in at least three languages other than English. Deliverables: public service announcements for radio and television, posters, and other
graphic materials.

FY 1999 Same as 1998, except Homeownership Component focused on improving access to homeownership for racial and ethnic minorities
by addressing barriers to fair housing choice; and Best Practices Component collecting prototypes of successful fair housing education
and enforcement business practices.

FY 2000 Same as 1999, except General Component focused on racial and ethnic minorities; Fair Housing Partnership Component focused on
partnerships with FHAPs. Model Codes Partnership Component focused on collaborative activities involving disability rights groups,
housing industry organizations, and other agencies involved with building codes; and Community Tensions Component focused on
intervening when community tensions emerged and created volatile situations.

FY 2001 Same as 2000, except Disability Component focused on disability rights; and General Component did not mention specific groups.
Separate NOFA—Model Codes Partnership Component, same as 2000.

FY 2002 Same as 2001, except Disability Component; National Media Campaign Component created campaign for 2003 fair housing month
activities; and Fair Housing Awareness Component included national campaign to educate on abusive lending practices.

FY 2003 Same as 2002, except Hispanic Fair Housing Awareness Component must show 5 years as serving people of Hispanic origin; Fair
Housing and Minority Homeownership Component included community outreach activities to educate on fair housing rights, and pre-
pare for homeownership; and Model Codes Partnership Component is included.

FY 2004 Same as 2008, except Hispanic Fair Housing Awareness Component must show 3 years as serving Hispanic people; and National
Media Campaign Component was for 2005 fair housing month activities.

FY 2005 Same as 2004, except no Hispanic Fair Housing Awareness Component or National Media Campaign Component. Asian and Pacific
Islanders Awareness Component must show bilingual materials and services to Asian and Pacific Islanders; and Minority-serving Institu-
tions Component to establish partnerships with HBCUs and tribal colleges and universities; Hispanic-serving institutions, and Asian and
Pacific Islander-serving institutions.

FY 2006 Same as 2005, except no Asian and Pacific Islanders Fair Housing Awareness Component or Minority-serving Institutions Component.
Hurricane Katrina Fair Housing Awareness Component focused on Louisiana, Mississippi, Alabama, and Texas, or those displaced to
other areas; and Subprime Lending Component focused on educating regarding high-cost loans and abusive lending practices, and
legal ways to combat such abusive practices.

EOI = Education and Outreach Initiative. HBCU = Historically Black Colleges and Universities. HUD = U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development. NOFA =
Notice of Funding Availability.

Source: Fair Housing Initiative Program NOFAs, FY 1998-FY 2006

Private Enforcement Initiative

Private Enforcement Initiative grants generally make funds available to QFHOs and FHOs to conduct investigations and en-
forcement activities, including testing, in response to fair lending complaints filed by individuals who believe their rights have
been violated under the Fair Housing Act. A key informant explained the reasoning behind using QFHOs and FHOs:

That HUD has framed that slightly differently over the years, but it was always supposed to be for groups
that were doing actual enforcement. There were sometimes when, ah well, that the definition of who was
eligible for PEI has changed over the years. There was an amendment to the law that [was] initiated by the
National Fair Housing Alliance to require qualified private fair housing groups, only to be able to get the
PEI money and they had to have 2 years testing experience and enforcement experience. And the reason
for that, there was some, | believe, some inappropriate spending of some of FHIP money to groups who
were not enforcement entities. There was a very controversial grant in the FHIP program.
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In addition, a portion of a recipient’s PEI grant can be used for education and outreach activities. This allowable portion
declined from 20 percent in 1989 to 5 percent in 2006.

Few modifications to PEI eligible activities were made between FY 1989 and FY 1997, and there were separate components
during this period. In each of those years, PEI grantees could use grant funds to conduct a core group of activities, such as
investigations of systemic housing discrimination, conducting tests, or performing other types of investigative support for ad-
ministrative and judicial enforcement. In some fiscal years, PEI funds could be used for a broader range of activities (Table 13).

The greatest changes to the number of eligible activities between FY 1989 and FY 1997 occurred in FY 1993 when PEI
grant funds could be used to discover and provide remedies for discrimination in public and private real estate markets and
real estate-related transactions, such as making or purchasing loans, providing other financial assistance for sales and rent-
al housing, engaging in insurance and appraisal practices, and advertising housing. These funds were available for testing
and other investigative activities, building the capacity for housing investigative activities in underserved areas, and carrying
out special projects, including the development of prototypes to respond to new or sophisticated forms of discrimination
against people protected under Title VIII, such as in the areas of independent living and architectural barriers. In addition to
changes in allowable activities conducted on complaints that a FHIP organization received, starting in FY 1991, PEI grant
recipients could conduct testing of bona fide housing complaints referred by a FHAP agency (Table 12).

The next big change to PEI funding came in FY 2005 with the introduction of the Performance-Based Funding Component.
This component was designed to provide high-performing PEI grantees with 3 years of continuous funding to assist with
strategic planning and systemic investigations. To qualify for this type of grant, a FHIP organization had to demonstrate ex-
cellent performance reviews for the most recent 2-year award period and a minimum score of 95 on their two most recent
performance assessments from their government technical representatives. During FY 2005 and FY 2006, 25 PEI grantees
received this type of award for their organizations.

The first separate PEI component was included in the FY 1998 NOFA. The Joint Enforcement Component recognized that
fair housing investigations often required organizations to work together and share information about particular complaints.

Table 13. Summary of PEl Eligible Activities, FY 1989-FY 1997

NOFA Eligible Activities

FY 1989 Conducting investigations of systemic housing discrimination, professionally conducting testing or other investigative support for admin-
istrative and judicial enforcement, linking FHOs regionally in enforcement activities designed to combat broader market discriminatory
practices, and establishing effective means of meeting legal expenses in support of litigating fair housing cases.

FY 1990 Same as above.

FY 1991 Same as above, except professionally conducting testing of bona fide housing complaints referred by FHAP agencies.

FY 1992 Only testing provisions, including conducting investigations of systemic housing discrimination, professionally conducting testing of
bona fide allegations referred by FHAP agencies, and professionally conducting testing or other investigative support for administrative
and judicial enforcement.

FY 1993 Same as 1991, except discovering and providing remedies for discrimination in the public and private real estate markets and real
estate-related transactions, such as making or purchasing loans, the provision of other financial assistance for sales and rental housing,
insurance redlining and appraisal practices, and housing advertising. Testing and other investigative activities, building the capacity for
housing investigative activities in underserved or underserved areas, and carrying out special projects, including the development of
prototypes to respond to new or sophisticated forms of discrimination against people protected under Title VIII, such as in the areas of
independent living and architectural barriers.

FY 1994 Same as 1993, except building the capacity to investigate, through testing and other investigative methods, housing discrimination
complaints based on mental and physical disabilities.

Separate NOFA to address property insurance and mortgage lending discrimination—activities included testing, obtaining evidence, and
obtaining data.

FY 1995 Same as 1994, except no separate NOFA.

FY 1996 Same as 1995.

FY 1997 Same as 1996, except conducting complaint intake of allegations of housing discrimination, evaluating testing results, and conducting
mediations or other voluntary resolutions of allegations of fair housing discrimination.

FHAP = Fair Housing Assistance Program. FHO = Fair Housing Organization. PEl = Private Enforcement Initiative. NOFA = Notice of Funding Availability.
Source: Fair Housing Initiative Program NOFAs, FY 1989-1997
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As a result, the eligible activities under this component were for grantees to share data analyses for use in (1) developing
investigations; (2) conducting joint preliminary investigative activities through testing, reviewing property records, developing
strategies, conducting interviews, and so forth; (3) developing investigative materials for referral to HUD for action; (4) con-
ducting regular meetings among organizations and with HUD to share information about potential violations for investigation
based on complaints, data, or other sources; and (5) having regular contact with HUD to ensure project activities conformed
with planned deliverables and that these deliverables met grant agreement requirements (Table 14).

The FY 2000 NOFA promoted collaborative fair housing enforcement projects that proposed strategic planning among
public fair housing enforcement agencies, which were state and local government agencies tasked with enforcing state fair
housing laws, eligible under FHAP and FHIP. The key informants, as a group, agreed that NOFA changes were based on
the priorities of the Assistant Secretary of HUD’s FHEO. In FY 2000, the funding for grants that covered 24 months was
restricted to grantees that dedicated 60 percent of their activities and budgets on immigrant and other underserved groups.
In response to Hurricane Katrina and concerns about predatory lending in the subprime market, the FY 2006 NOFA had
separate components for enforcement activities related to both areas.

Table 14. Summary of PEI Eligible Activities, FY 1998-FY 2006

NOFA Eligible Activities

FY 1998 Same as 1997, except for Joint Enforcement Component under which grantees share data analyses for use in developing investiga-
tions; conduct joint preliminary investigative activities through testing, review of property records, develop strategies, interviews, etc;
develop investigative materials for referral to HUD for action; conduct regular meetings among organizations and with HUD to share
information about potential violations for investigation based on complaints, data, or other sources; and have regular contact with HUD
to ensure project activities conform with planned deliverables and that deliverables meet grant agreement requirements.

FY 1999 Same as 1998.

FY 2000 Same as 1999, except for Fair Housing Partnership Component to promote collaborative fair housing enforcement projects that pro-
pose strategic planning between public fair housing enforcement agencies eligible under FHAP and FHIP organizations. The multiyear
component restricted funds to efforts focused 60 percent of activities and budget to needs of immigrants and other underserved
populations.

FY 2001 Same as 2000, except no Fair Housing Partnership Component.

FY 2002 Same as 2001.

FY 2003 Same as 2002.

FY 2004 Same as 2003.

FY 2005 Same as 2004, except Performance Based Funding Component under which organizations with excellent ratings for 2002 and 2003
can apply.

FY 2006 Same as 2005, except Hurricane Katrina Enforcement Component under which grantees focus their efforts on affected areas of
Louisiana, Mississippi, Alabama, and Texas; and Subprime Lending Component under which grantees focus enforcement activities on
subprime lending for discrimination.

FHAP = Fair Housing Assistance Program. FHIP = Fair Housing Initiative Program. HUD = U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development. PEI = Private Enforce-
ment Initiative.

Source: FHIP Notices of Funding Availability, FY 1998-FY 2006

Fair Housing Organizations Initiative

In FY 1993, FHOI started to increase the capacity of existing organizations and to promote the development of new FHOSs,
especially in areas that had few such groups. Between FY 1993 and FY 1995, FHOI Continued Development and New
Organizations grants were made available to QFHOs, other private nonprofit fair housing enforcement organizations, and
nonprofit groups that were organized to build their capacity to provide fair housing enforcement (Table 15). A key informant
discussed FHOI:

Then we had the establishing of new fair housing groups ... and we opened up fair housing centers in
Fresno, California; Montgomery, Alabama; and New Orleans. All three are still open and operating. ...
Subsequently we got grants, the National Fair Housing Alliance, to open up groups in San Antonio; Boston;
Houston, Texas; and Biloxi, Mississippi.
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Table 15. Summary of FHOI Eligible Activities, FY 1993-FY 2006

NOFA Eligible Activities

FY 1993 Continued Development of Existing Organizations. Eligible activities were the same as for PEI in the 1993 NOFA (Table 13). Establishing
New Organizations: helping to establish, organize, and build the capacity of fair housing enforcement organizations in targeted areas
that were not served or were underserved. First choice: Arkansas, Idaho, Mississippi, New Mexico, North Dakota, and Wyoming; sec-
ond choice: Georgia, lowa, Kansas, Louisiana, Missouri, Nebraska, Oklahoma, South Carolina, Texas, Utah, and Washington.

FY 1994 Same as 1993, except targeted areas: First choice: New Hampshire, New Mexico, Puerto Rico, and Wyoming; second choice:
Alabama, Louisiana, Mississippi, Nebraska, Oregon, and Utah.

FY 1995 Same as 1994, except targeted areas: First choice: New Hampshire, Puerto Rico, and Wyoming; second choice: Alabama, Delaware,
Oregon, and Utah; and nontargeted areas with proof that the area was underserved.

FY 1996 Same as 1995, without Establishing New Organizations: includes technical assistance and mentoring services for new organizations;
training for staff of new organizations; up to 20 percent for EOI; and other costs related to operations of new organizations.

FY 1997 Same as 1996, with emphasis on disability groups and team partnerships with disability groups; only 5 percent available for EOI.

Separate NOFA to create a new FHO in East Texas.

FY 1998 Establishing New Organizations Component: helping to establish, organize, and build the capacity of fair housing enforcement organiza-
tions in targeted areas that were not served or were underserved. Continued Development Component: emphasis on disability groups
and partnerships between disability groups and FHOs.

FY 1999 Same as 1998.

FY 2000 Same as 1999, with no focus on disability groups.

FY 2001 Same as 2000, except no Continued Development Component.
FY 2002 Same as 2001.
FY 2003 Same as 2002.

FY 2004 Same as 2003, except that only sponsoring organizations were eligible for an Establishing New Organizations Component.
FY 2005 Same as 2004.

FY 2006 No funding provided.

EOI = Education and Outreach Initiative. FHO = Fair Housing Organization. FHOI = Fair Housing Organization Initiative. NOFA = Notice of Funding Availability.
PEI = Private Enforcement Initiative.

Source: Fair Housing Initiative Program NOFAs, FY 1993-FY 2006

In FY 1996, FHOI funds were made available only under the Continued Development of Existing Organizations component.
According to key informants, fair housing enforcement participants believed that there was no need for HUD to support the
development of new organizations; rather, there was a greater need for funding to expand the capacity of existing organiza-
tions, including those established with previous FHOI grants.

This policy approach changed in FY 1998 when FHOI included two components: Establishing New Organizations and
Continued Development. QFHOs could apply for funds available under the Establishing New Organizations Component;
QFHOs, FHOs, and nonprofit groups that organized to build their capacity to provide fair housing enforcement could apply
for grants under the Continued Development Component. The Continued Development Component was not included in
any NOFAs after FY 2000. In FY 2004, only sponsoring organizations could apply for funds available under the Establishing
New Organizations Component. No funds were made available for this component in the FY 2006 NOFA.

Administrative Enforcement Initiative

AElI made funds available to state and local fair housing agencies administering fair housing laws certified by the HUD
Secretary as providing rights and remedies that were substantially equivalent to those provided in the Fair Housing Act. Al-
though this funding category was included in the 1989 legislation, and in the subsequent 1992 legislation that made FHIP a
permanent program, funding was made available only between FY 1992 and FY 1995. The reason for this change, accord-
ing to a key informant, is that AElI was created to enable state and local agencies to design special enforcement projects
that were not tied to regular complaint processing. A key informant made this statement about redirecting AEI funding: “The
FHAP program basically doubled between 1995 and 1996, so there was enough money in FHAP to cover administrative
enforcement needs of state and local agencies.”
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Another key informant commented on AEI funding:

So the Fair Housing Assistance Program was being funded so much by Congress, so that in the FHAP
program that | was working on we didn’t know how to spend the money. There was so much money for
the FHAP program we didn’t know how to spend it all. Now the FHAP program, which | won’t go into a lot
of detail with, well, it has different categories of funding, and, ah, we created new categories of funding ...
administrative overhead money, and in late ‘90 and late ‘95 and ‘96 we created and developed a whole new
category of funding called special enforcement initiative. Where we didn’t spend all the money Congress
was giving us for the FHAP program, well, we put what was left over in the special enforcement initia-

tives and gave it out to groups that were doing a particularly good job to do special enforcement projects.
Well that was what administrative enforcement had been in the past; it was grants to FHAP agencies to

do special projects related to enforcement. So, we recreated the administrative enforcement concept but
directly out of the FHAP money. And the HUD regulations that were published in, | think, ‘95 had the special
enforcement initiative in the regulations, and we started funding it immediately.

Therefore, AEI was not renewed as an initiative in FHIP because it would be covered financially under FHAP.

Grantees could use AEI funds for the following purposes: (1) providing technical assistance to state and local agencies
administering housing and community development programs concerning applicable fair housing laws and regulations;

(2) implementing fair housing testing programs; and (3) conducting investigations of systemic discrimination for further
enforcement processing by state or local agencies, or for referral to HUD and DOJ. The FY 1993 NOFA specified particular
types of fair lending issues as eligible activities (Table 16).

The following section presents an analysis of FHIP’s funding history between FY 1989 and FY 2006. It begins with a discus-
sion of FHIP funding patterns by type of initiative, followed by an analysis of the types of organizations that received FHIP
awards and their location by HUD region.

Table 16. Summary of AEl Eligible Activities, FY 1992-FY 1995

NOFA Eligible Activities

FY 1992 Providing technical assistance to state and local agencies administering housing and community development programs concerning
applicable fair housing laws and regulations; implementing fair housing testing programs; and conducting investigations of systemic
discrimination for further enforcement processing by state or local agencies, or for referral to HUD and DOJ.

FY 1993 Focusing on areas of mortgage lending, insurance redlining, and appraisal practices; discovering and providing remedies for discrimina-
tion in the public and private real estate markets and real estate-related transactions, such as making or purchasing loans, the provision
of other financial assistance for sales and rental housing, insurance redlining and appraisal practices, and housing advertising; imple-
menting fair housing testing, and other related enforcement activity programs; conducting investigations of systemic discrimination for
further enforcement processing by state or local agencies, or for referral to HUD and DOJ; and developing new procedures to increase
the efficiency of operations.

FY 1994 Same as 1993.

FY 1995 Same as 1994.

AEl = Administrative Enforcement Initiative. DOJ = U.S. Department of Justice. HUD = U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development.
Source: Fair Housing Initiative Program Notices of Funding Availability, FY 1992-FY 1995

Analysis of FHIP Grantees by Initiative

Among the funding categories were 580 EQI awards totaling $73 million and 610 PEI awards totaling $142 million. The 114
FHOI awards granted from FY 1993 to FY 2006 totaled $42 million. Between FY 1992 and FY 1995, 34 AEIl grants totaled
$7.5 million. In addition to these four initiatives, 10 FHIP awards were granted under a Secretary-Initiated Projects (SIP) for
a total of $19.2 million. These awards were applied largely toward a nationwide housing discrimination testing project that
was conducted between FY 2000 and FY 2002 and for followup testing that was conducted between FY 2003 and FY 2005
(Table 17).
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SIP represents a relatively unique set of awards that were made to support one-time testing activities. Therefore, in the
remaining analyses such awards will be excluded. Removing SIP awards increased each initiative’s share of FHIP funding.
PEI awards accounted for 46 percent of the total number of awards made between FY 1989 and FY 2006, followed by EOI
awards at 43 percent. AEl and FHOI awards have made up a combined total of 12 percent of all FHIP awards made since
the program started (Table 18).

The mean FHIP award made between FY 1989 and FY 2006 was $197,000. FHOI awards, on average, were the largest,
at $367,000, although such awards accounted for a small share of overall awards. The most common award, PEI grants,
averaged $233,000, which was almost twice the amount of EOl awards. PE| awards, on average, have been larger than
EQI awards in nearly every fiscal year since FY 1989 (Figure 1).

PEl awards were slightly greater than EOl awards made between FY 1991 and FY 1994, with the mean award for both
initiatives at approximately $200,000. This pattern changed in FY 1995, when the mean PEl award increased to nearly
$600,000, but declined to $450,000 in FY 1996. The reason for this increase is that HUD made relatively few PEI awards
between FY 1995 and FY 1996. During these 2 years, HUD awarded a total of 25 PEI grants—an average of 12.5 awards
per year—compared with an average of 35 PEIl awards in the other years. It is unclear what accounted for the relatively
small volume of PEl awards made in FY 1995 and FY 1996. Some key informants indicated that it could have resulted from
organizations requiring larger PEI grants to continue testing related to mortgage lending discrimination cases, which were
being litigated during this period. Mean PEI grants have declined from their FY 1995 and FY 1996 levels to about $300,000
per year between FY 1997 and FY 2000, and to about $200,000 since FY 2001.

Table 17. Summary of FHIP Awards by Initiative, FY 1989-FY 2006

Total Number of Percent of Total Dollar Percent of Mean Award
Initiative Awards Awards Amount of Awards Dollar Awards $)
AEI 34 3 7,462,109 3 219,474
EOI 580 43 73,053,081 26 125,954
FHOI 114 8 41,763,732 15 366,349
PEI 610 45 141,860,388 50 232,558
SIP 10 1 19,263,026 7 1,926,303
Total 1,348 100 283,402,336 100 210,239

AEl = Administrative Enforcement Initiative. EOl = Education and Outreach Initiative. FHIP = Fair Housing Initiative Program. FHOI = Fair Housing Organizations Initiative.
PEI = Private Enforcement Initiative. SIP = Secretary Initiated Projects.

Source: Authors’ calculations from the U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development administrative database

Table 18. Summary of Non-SIP FHIP Awards by Initiative, FY 1989-FY 2006

Total Number of Percent of Total Dollar Percent of
Initiative Awards Awards Amount of Awards Dollar Awards Mean Award
AEI 34 3 7,462,109 3 219,474
EOI 580 43 73,053,081 28 125,954
FHOI 114 9 41,763,732 16 366,349
PEI 610 46 141,860,388 54 232,558
Total 1,338 100 264,139,310 100 197,414

AEl = Administrative Enforcement Initiative. EOl = Education and Outreach Initiative. FHIP = Fair Housing Initiative Program. FHOI = Fair Housing Organizations Initiative.
PEI = Private Enforcement Initiative. SIP = Secretary Initiated Projects.

Source: Authors’ calculations from the U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development administrative database
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Figure 1. Comparison of Mean Non-SIP PEIl and EOI Awards, FY 1989-FY 2006
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EQI = Education and Outreach Initiative. PEI = Private Enforcement Initiative. SIP = Secretary Initiated Projects.
Source: Authors’ calculations from the U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development administrative database

The mean EQI grant, with the exception of FY 1998 through FY 2000, has not changed as much as the mean PEI grant.
The amount of the typical mean EQI grant has been around $100,000, with the exception of two periods: FY 1994 through
FY 1995 and FY 1998 through FY 2000. Key informants did not indicate any reasons for the mean EQI award increases
during these periods. Note that some education and outreach activities are funded from PEI grants. HUD required that

5 percent of PEI grant funds be used to support education and outreach activities through 20083; the current requirement is
that 10 percent of PEI funds be used to support education and outreach activities.

HUD awarded between 20 and 30 PEl awards between FY 1989 and FY 1999; this volume increased starting in FY 2000
and increased in every year to 60 awards in FY 2005, declining slightly in FY 2006 (Figure 2). The pattern is similar for the
number of EQOl awards. The number of such awards increased from about 20 per year between FY 1989 and FY 1998 to a
high of nearly 70 EOI awards in FY 2003 and to the current level of about 45 EQI awards per year.
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Figure 2. Comparison of the Number of Non-SIP PEIl and EOl Awards, FY 1989-FY 2006
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EQI = Education and Outreach Initiative. PEI = Private Enforcement Initiative. SIP = Secretary Initiated Projects.
Source: Authors’ calculations from the U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development administrative database

Analysis of FHIP Funding by Organization Type

As discussed previously, the research team identified the types of organizations that received 1,194 out of 1,348 FHIP grants
(including SIP) made between FY 1989 and FY 2006. These awards totaled $265 million, or 94 percent of the $283 million
of FHIP awards made since FY 1989. Excluding SIP awards (4 SIP awards went to nonprofit organizations and 6 went to
for-profit organizations), organization type was identified for 1,184 (88 percent) of the 1,338 non-SIP awards; these awards
accounted for 93 percent of the $264 million of non-SIP FHIP awards that HUD made between FY 1989 and FY 2006.

Nonprofit organizations received the largest share of non-SIP FHIP awards made between FY 1989 and FY 2006. Such
organizations received 70 percent of the awards made during this period and 75 percent of the dollars granted (Figure 3).
Legal aid services had the next largest share of FHIP awards. These organizations received about 15 percent of the number
and dollar amount of grants awarded between FY 1989 and FY 2006.

A key informant explained how legal aid services started receiving FHIP awards:

| think it was under [former HUD Secretary Andrew] Cuomo. The education money was primarily going to
fair housing groups, and you could see significant change in those probably. Now, there were probably
about 70 fair housing centers out there, but then Cuomo decided he wanted to spread the money out
there, and he made a serious effort to bring in legal services, and for the enforcement side, and to open
up the education money to anybody, to any organization.
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Figure 3. Share of Non-SIP FHIP Awards by Organization Type, FY 1989-FY 2006
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FHIP = Fair Housing Initiative Program. HBCU = Historically Black Colleges and Universities. SIP = Secretary Initiated Projects.
Note: This chart does not show two awards made to for-profit organizations for $979,000. Including these totals makes the figure more difficult to read.
Source: Authors’ calculations from the U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development administrative database

State and local governments received 12 percent of FHIP grants, but these awards were for smaller amounts than those
that other types of organizations received, and they account for only 7 percent of FHIP funds awarded. Historically Black
Colleges and Universities received 3 percent of FHIP grants and 3 percent of dollars awarded under the program.

Since FY 1989, nonprofit organizations have received the largest share of awards every year. The share that such organizations
received ranged from a high of 90 percent in FY 1989 to a low of 52 percent in FY 1995, when state and local governments
received 32 percent of FHIP awards (Figure 4). Legal aid services increased their share of awards from about 5 percent be-
tween FY 1990 and FY 1993 to 10 percent between FY 1994 and FY 1998 to the current share of about 20 percent.

Nonprofit organizations received the largest mean FHIP award between FY 1989 and FY 2006, followed by HBCU, legal aid
services, and state and local governments, respectively (Figure 5). Part of the explanation for the larger mean awards made to
nonprofit organizations was that they received a larger share of PEI awards, which were, on average, greater than EQOl awards.

Nonprofit organizations received 70 percent of all FHIP awards between FY 1989 and FY 2006. These organizations
received 82 percent of PEI grants, measured in terms of the number of awards made and total dollars awarded (Table 19).
Conversely, EQI grants, which were, on average, about one-half of the mean PEI grant, were disproportionately awarded
to state and local governments. Although such organizations received 12 percent of all awards made, representing only

7 percent of the dollar awards, they received 23 percent of the total EOl awards made between FY 1989 and FY 2006
and 16 percent of the EOI dollar awards made during the same period (Table 19).

22



Study of the Fair Housing Initiatives Program

Figure 4. Share of Non-SIP FHIP Awards by Organization Type, FY 1989-FY 2006
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n-SIP FHIP Awards by Organization Type, FY 1989-FY 2006
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.—

Share of Number of Awards

Type of Award
Type of Organization AEI (%) PEI (%) EOI (%) FHOI (%) Total (%)
Nonprofit 0 82 58 75 70
For profit 0 0 0 0 0
Legal aid 0 16 13 23 15
State or local government 100 1 23 1 12
HBCU 0 1 5 2 3
Total 100 100 100 100 100
Share of Dollars Awarded
Type of Award
Type of Organization AEI (%) PEI (%) EOI (%) FHOI (%) Total (%)
Nonprofit 0 82 63 82 75
For profit 0 0 2 0 0
Legal aid 0 16 11 16 14
State or local government 100 1 16 0 7
HBCU 0 1 8 1 3
Total 100 100 100 100 100

AEl = Administrative Enforcement Initiative. EOl = Education and Outreach Initiative. FHIP = Fair Housing Initiative Program. FHO = Fair Housing Organization. FHOI =
Fair Housing Organizations Initiative. HBCU = Historically Black Colleges and Universities. PEI = Private Enforcement Initiative. SIP = Secretary Initiated Projects.

Source: Authors’ calculations from the U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development administrative database

Analysis of FHIP Funding by HUD Region and Location

The United States and its territories are divided into 10 HUD regions (Table 20). FHIP grants were not concentrated in any
particular HUD region. No one region has received greater than 20 percent of the number of FHIP awards made since FY
1989, or 23 percent of the dollar amount of FHIP awards made. Moreover, the share of grants made to HUD regions has
changed over time, perhaps due to an increase in the number of fair housing groups in areas of the country that, before
FHIP, did not have a large number of fair housing groups.

Organizations in the Midwest Region, which includes Chicago—historically home to many fair housing groups—received
the greatest number of FHIP awards. Since 1989, Midwest Region organizations received 20 percent of FHIP awards (Fig-
ure 6). This share has been relatively constant over the years. With the exception of FY 1989, Midwest-based organizations
received 31 percent of FHIP awards and in FY 1996 received 30 percent of awards. Midwest-based organizations received
between 18 and 22 percent of awards in a given fiscal year.

Fair housing groups in the Southeast/Caribbean Region have received the second largest number of awards, with 15 percent
of the awards since 1989 (Figure 6). This share, however, has grown since FY 1989, when fair housing groups in this region
received only 5 percent of all awards. Between FY 1989 and FY 1993, Southeast/Caribbean-based organizations received

8 percent of all FHIP awards. This share of FHIP awards grew to 13 percent in FY 1994 and to 18 percent between FY 2004
and FY 2006. This increase could be the result of increased growth among fair housing groups located in this region.

Compared with the Midwest Region and the Southeast/Caribbean Region, the number of awards made to organizations in
the Mid-Atlantic Region has declined from 18 percent of all awards made between FY 1989 and FY 1991 to 12 percent be-
tween FY 2004 and FY 2006, reflecting that fewer awards went to organizations based in Washington, D.C. These organiza-
tions received 11 percent of all awards between FY 1989 and FY 1991 but only 3 percent between FY 2004 and FY 2006.

There were relatively small differences in the overall sizes of FHIP awards made across the HUD regions. The mean FHIP
grant, excluding SIP awards, made between FY 1989 and FY 2006 was $197,000; the mean grant by region for the period
ranged from a low of $155,822 in the Great Plains Region to a high of $259,978 in the Mid-Atlantic Region (Figure 7). The
reason for the relatively high mean award in the Mid-Atlantic Region is that the region includes Washington, D.C., where
national organizations received relatively large grants.
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Table 20. States and Territories Within 10 HUD Regions

Region | Region Il Region Il Region IV Region V
New England New York/New Jersey Mid-Atlantic Southeast/Caribbean Midwest
Connecticut New York Delaware Alabama lllinois
Maine New Jersey District of Columbia Florida Indiana
Massachusetts Maryland Georgia Michigan
New Hampshire Pennsylvania Kentucky Minnesota
Rhode Island Virginia Mississippi Ohio
Vermont West Virginia North Carolina Wisconsin
Puerto Rico
South Carolina
Tennessee
U.S. Virgin Islands
Region VI Region VII Region ViiI Region IX Region X
Southwest Great Plains Rocky Mountain Pacific Northwest
Arkansas lowa Colorado Arizona Alaska
Louisiana Kansas Montana California |daho
New Mexico Missouri North Dakota Federated Oregon
Oklahoma Nebraska South Dakota States Washington
Texas Utah of Micronesia
Wyoming Hawaii
Nevada

HUD = U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development.
Notes: The Pacific Region includes Hawaii. The Northwest Region includes Alaska.
Source: HUD administrative data

Figure 6. Share of Non-SIP FHIP Awards by HUD Region, FY 1989-FY 2006
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Source: Authors’ calculations from the HUD administrative database

HUD awarded FHIP grants between FY 1989 and FY 2006 to organizations located in 215 cities in nearly every state (Fig-

ure 8). About 58 million people, who represent 20 percent of the total U.S. population as of 2000, lived in these 215 cities.

As discussed later in this report, FHIP grantee organizations typically serve relatively large metropolitan areas (Table 23), and
concentrations of FHIP awards were made to FHIP organizations located in the areas of New York City, Chicago, Los Angeles,
and San Francisco. These four metropolitan areas have received relatively large total dollar awards since FY 1989 (Figure 9).
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Figure 7. Mean Non-SIP FHIP Awards by HUD Region, FY 1989-FY 2006
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Figure 8. Locations of Organizations Receiving FHIP Awards Scaled by Total Dollars Awarded, FY 1989-FY 2006
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Figure 9. Location of FHIP Grantees That Received Awards Scaled by Total Number of Awards, FY 1989-FY 2006
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Award Summary

The mean FHIP award made between FY 1989 and FY 2006 was about $200,000. About an equal number of PEI and EOI
awards were made during the same period. These awards accounted for 68 percent of non-SIP awards made and about
75 percent of all non-SIP dollars awarded. PEI grants averaged $233,000 compared with $126,000 for EOl awards. Non-
profit organizations received the overwhelming share—about three-fourths of non-SIP FHIP grants and total dollars award-
ed between FY 1989 and FY 2006. FHIP grants were not disproportionately awarded in any particular region of the country,
on the contrary, organizations that received a FHIP award were located in nearly every HUD region and in every state.
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' Descriptive Analysis of FY 2003-FY 2005
FHIP Grantees
_

This section presents a descriptive analysis of the types of organizations that received Fair Housing Initiatives Program
grants between FY 2003 and FY 2005. The data used for this analysis were derived mainly from the web-based survey
described in section 1. Unfortunately, not every respondent completed all of the questions, and the analysis of a given web-
based survey question was restricted to organizations that provided responses to that question. As a result, the tables that
report data from the web-based survey show the number of responses used in the calculations.

The descriptive analysis portion of this section begins with a discussion of the role that fair housing plays in the mission
statements of FHIP grant recipients. As detailed later in this section, the mission of many FHIP grant recipients is to pro-
mote fair housing, typically as part of the larger objective to reduce discrimination in general, within the organization’s cover-
age area. This descriptive analysis continues with a discussion of the number of employees and budgets of the FHIP grant
recipients, and the administrative structure (that is, the type of organization and, for nonprofits, the size and makeup of their
boards of directors). This section is followed by a description of FHIP grant recipient employees, including their length of
tenure, educational attainment, and level of experience. This analysis concludes with a description of the sources of funding
that FHIP grantees used.

Mission Statements of FHIP Recipient Organizations

Survey respondent organizations typically promoted fair housing by reducing discrimination in their coverage areas. Some
organizations focused their activities on a particular target group, such as people who are homeless, immigrants, or living
with HIV/AIDS. These organizations’ missions often combined outreach with litigation support (see the full mission state-
ments that respondents provided in Appendix D). Fair housing was a prominent part of the organizational missions for most
survey respondents. Only 4 percent of these organizations indicated that fair housing played a secondary role in their activi-
ties. Conversely, fair housing had an exclusive role in the missions for 32 percent of respondents and a primary role for an
additional 26 percent of respondents (Table 21).

Organizations that indicated that fair housing had either an exclusive or a primary role (as opposed to a lesser role) in their
missions were typically regional or local fair housing centers. Of respondents, 38 percent indicated that fair housing had a
significant role among several in their mission statements. The primary role was defined as the organization’s first goal: to
work on fair housing. Organizations that considered fair housing as important but not a priority over other issues—a signifi-
cant role among several—were usually legal aid services and state or local governments.

Each respondent’s organizational mission type, based on the mission statement provided in the survey, was classified as
affordable housing, civil rights, disability rights, HBCU, or a homeless coalition. Civil rights organizations comprised 55
percent of respondents, but they accounted for 86 percent of organizations that indicated fair housing had an exclusive role
and 81 percent of organizations indicating fair housing had a primary role within their missions (Table 22).

Many civil rights groups indicated that their mission was to work toward eliminating housing discrimination. Conversely,
legal aid services, which accounted for 14 percent of respondents, comprised 36 percent of respondents indicating that
fair housing played a significant role among several in their activities (Table 22). The mission of many legal aid service
providers is to provide low-income people with needed legal assistance, only some of which relates to housing discrimi-
nation complaints.
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Table 21. The Role of Fair Housing in Survey Respondents’ Organizations

Frequency of Role Type Percent (%)
Exclusive role 22 32.4
Primary role 17 25.0
Secondary role 3 4.4
Significant role among several 26 38.2
Total 68 100.0

Source: Survey of Fair Housing Initiative Program grantees

-.—

The Role of Fair Housing in Survey Respondent’s Missions

Significant Role = Secondary Primary Exclusive
Type of Organizational Mission Among Several (N) Role (N) Role (N) Role (N) Total (N)
Affordable housing 8 0 3 3 14
Civil rights 3 1 13 19 36
Legal aid 9 0 0 0 9
Disability rights 4 0 0 0 4
HBCU 0 1 0 0 1
Homeless coalition 1 0 0 0 1
Total 25 2 16 22 65
Percent of Respondents
Significant Role  Secondary Primary Exclusive
Type of Organizational Mission Among Several (%) Role (%) Role (%) Role (%) Total (%)
Affordable housing 32 0 19 14 22
Civil rights 12 50 81 86 55
Legal aid 36 0 0 0 14
Disability rights 16 0 0 0 6
HBCU 0 50 0 0 2
Homeless coalition 4 0 0 0 2
Total 100 100 100 100 100

HBCU = Historically Black Colleges and Universities.
Source: Survey of Fair Housing Initiative Program grantees

Target Area for Respondents’ Fair Housing Activities

As fair housing issues relate to a particular housing market context, knowledge of local markets is important to any group
working in a fair housing role. Consequently, FHIP grantees typically targeted their fair housing activities within a particular
geographic area. Most frequently, FHIP grantee organizations’ target areas include multiple cities or counties, and some
organizations target their activities statewide (Table 23).

FHIP grantees targeted their activities to areas with relatively large populations. This approach may be due to larger popu-
lation areas having a more supportive infrastructure, including local political groups and foundations, among other groups
conducting fair housing activities. The mean population of the areas targeted by the 55 FHIP grantees that provided this
information was just more than 2 million. The median population of these groups’ targeted areas was 1.2 million (Table
23). The population in the relatively large target areas for survey respondents likely consisted of a diverse mix of racial and
ethnic groups. A slight majority of FHIP grantees (52 percent) targeted their activities toward a specific group of protected
class members.
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Table 23. Location and Population Size of Communities Targeted by Survey Respondents for Fair Housing Activities

Number of Respondents Percent of Respondents

Target Area Location
A single city 4 6
A single county 8 12
A single metropolitan area 12 18
Multiple cities and counties outside of a metropolitan area 33 49

(includes statewide)
Multiple states 3 4
Other 7 10
Targeted neighborhood(s) 1 1
Total 68 100
Target Area Population Size
Mean 2,026,283
Median 1,200,000
N 55

Source: Survey of Fair Housing Initiative Program grantees

FHIP Grant Recipient Organizations’ Age and Size

FHIP is 21 years old, yet the mean survey respondents’ organizations existed before the establishment of the program.
Among the 68 survey respondents, the newest organization was 5 years old in 2007, and organizations were, on average,
30 years old. The oldest organization among the survey respondents was formed in 1891.

The total organizational budget for survey respondents ranged dramatically. Although the mean organizational budget

in 2006 for 53 respondents was $2,680,721, 13 percent of survey respondents had a total organizational budget be-

low $250,000. Another 20 survey respondents (38 percent of respondents) had a total organizational budget between
$250,000 and $500,000. In contrast, 19 percent of respondents had a total organizational budget greater than $500,000,
and 30 percent of respondents had a total organizational budget greater than $1.5 million (Table 24).

A similar pattern existed for the number of full-time staff that respondents employed in FY 2006. The mean number of full-
time employees for 60 respondents was 28. Because that reported number of staff of one organization is so much larger
than any other respondent, it is removed from the analysis. Of the respondents, however, 40 percent employed fewer than
5 full-time staff members, and 77 percent had fewer than 30 full-time staff members (Table 25).

Most respondents employed fewer than 25 full- and part-time staff members to conduct fair housing activities. The average
number of employees conducting fair housing activities among the 57 respondents was 21. Only 5 percent of the respon-
dents employed more than 50 people for fair housing activities; 21 percent employed fewer than 9 full- and part-time staff
members for fair housing activities (Table 26).

Table 24. Summary of Survey Respondents’ Total Budgets, FY 2006

Total Budget Number of Respondents Percent of Respondents Mean Total Budget ($)
< $250,000 7 13 148,164
$250,000-$500,000 20 38 351,176
$500,001-$1,500,000 10 19 850,338
> $1,500,000 16 30 7,844,634
Total 53 100 2,680,721

Source: Survey of Fair Housing Initiative Program grantees
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Table 25. Distribution of Survey Respondents’ Full-Time Employees, FY 2006

Number of Number of Percent of Mean Number

Full-Time Employees Respondents Respondents of Employees
<5 24 40 4
5-30 22 37 10
31-100 12 20 70
101-500 2 3 272
Total 60 100 28

Note: One respondent, a city agency, reported a total staff of 2,300. That observation was removed because it is such an outlier.
Source: Survey of Fair Housing Initiative Program grantees

Table 26. Total Fair Housing Staff for Survey Respondents, FY 2007

Number of Number of Percent of Mean Fair Housing
Fair Housing Staff Respondents Respondents Full-Time and Part-Time Staff
<9 12 21 6
10-24 28 49 17
25-50 14 25 31
> 50 3 5 70
Total 57 100 21

Source: Survey of Fair Housing Initiative Program grantees

Size of FHIP Grantees’ Fair Housing Component

The mean fair housing budget in FY 2006 for 46 respondents was $306,000. For 43 percent of these respondents, fair
housing activities comprised 100 percent of their total organizational budgets. The mean fair housing budget for these or-
ganizations was relatively large at $409,000. In contrast, fair housing funding was less than 25 percent of the total organi-
zational budget for 39 percent of respondents (Table 27). The mean fair housing budget for these 18 organizations was only
$218,000, about one-half of the fair housing budgets for organizations in which fair housing funds represented 100 percent
of their budgets.

Table 27. Fair Housing Activity Shares of Total Budget for Survey Respondents, FY 2006

Number of Percent of Mean Fair Housing
Fair Housing’s Share Respondents Respondents (%) Budget ($)
<25 18 39 217,446
25-99 8 17 245,036
100 20 43 409,445
Total 46 100 305,722

Source: Survey of Fair Housing Initiative Program grantees
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Governance Structure of FHIP Grantees and Employee Characteristics

Of the respondents, 63 (93 percent) were representatives of nonprofit organizations; the remaining 5 respondents were
representatives of either state or local governments (Table 28).

The average size of the board of directors for these nonprofit agencies is 16 members. Members serve on boards of direc-
tors for a particular period of time. As of FY 2007, the length of time board members served was split evenly among less
than 2 years, 2 to 5 years, 5 to 10 years, and greater than 10 years (Table 29).

Survey respondents employed a diverse staff. This diversity may be a function of a HUD requirement that FHIP grantee or-
ganizations report the demographic makeup of their board members. On average, just more than one-half of respondents’
fair housing employees were non-Hispanic White in 2006, African Americans accounted for 25 percent of fair housing staff,
and 18 percent were Hispanic. Asians and other racial groups comprised the remaining 5 percent of respondents’ fair
housing employees. Women accounted for nearly three-fourths of respondents’ fair housing staff (Table 30).

Although nearly all of the respondents were nonprofit or legal aid services, respondents’ employees have been with their
organizations for a relatively long period of time. As of FY 2007, only 12 percent had been with the FHIP grantee for less
than 1 year, and 70 percent of employees had been with
the respondent for more than 3 years. This stability was
also present for respondents’ organizational leadership.
Since FY 2002, 62 percent of respondents have had only
one executive director; 89 percent have had no more than

Table 30. Characteristics of Survey Respondents’

Employees, FY 2007

Share of Reported
two executive directors between FY 2002 and FY 2007. Employee Characteristics Fair Housing Staff
In addition to low staff turnover, FHIP grantee employees Race:
were well educated. On average, 74 percent of a FHIP Non-Hispanic White 52%
grantee’s employees had at least a 4-year college degree. E:i‘;‘;r‘]’i;m‘ca” American fg:jz
Of respondents’ employees, 27 percent had law degrees Other 5%
(Table 30), likely due to the importance of fair housing en- Total 100%
forcement to FHIP grantees’ missions, which often involves N 62
some legal action or threat of legal action. Gender:

Women 72%

. . . Men 28%
Table 28. Survey Respondents’ Organizational Types Total 100%
N 62

Organizational Frequency of

Types Role Type Percent Length of Employee Tenure:
State government 2 2.9 <1 year 12%
Local government 3 4.4 1-2 years 19%
Nonprofit 63 %2.6 3-5 years 24%
Total 68 100.0 6-10 years 23%
> 10 years 22%
Source: Survey of Fair Housing Initiative Program grantees Total 100%
N 62
Table 29. Characteristics of Survey Respondents' Boards E:S“‘:;g;";ar:.’g*:]t:'crr‘w':;'(‘;;gree -
. | (¢]
o Deiio o, (R 240107 High school graduate 15%
2-year college degree 9%
Board Members’ Tenures Percent of Respondents 4-year college degree 34%
< 2 years 20 Master’s degree 13%
2-5 years 32 Law degree 27%
6-10 years 25 Doctor of Philosophy degree 0%
> 10 years 23 Unknown 2%
Total 100 Total 100%
N 60 N 62

Source: Survey of Fair Housing Initiative Program grantees

Source: Survey of Fair Housing Initiative Program grantees
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Sources of Budget for Enforcement Initiatives and Education and
Outreach Activities

One objective of this study is to document the contribution that FHIP awards make to grantee recipients’ budgets. Orga-
nizations that apply for FHIP awards receive points if they demonstrate that they have other sources of funding to support
fair housing activities. Therefore, the expectation is that FHIP awards will not provide 100 percent of grantees’ total funding.
Fewer funding sources appear to be available to support enforcement activities, however, so FHIP grants are likely to sup-
port a larger share of enforcement activities compared with education and outreach activities. In general, as detailed in the
following section, the data are consistent with these expectations.

Of the respondents, 51 provided detailed information about their sources of funding. FHIP grants provided a much larger
share of the funding that respondents used for enforcement activities than for education and outreach activities. In 2006,
the mean amount spent on fair housing activities by these organizations was $252,000, which was split between 70
percent (a mean of $177,000) for enforcement activities and 30 percent (a mean of $75,000) for education and outreach
activities (Table 31).

Table 31. Sources of Funding for Enforcement Initiatives and Education and Outreach Activities for Survey Respondents,

FY 2006

Sources of Funding Enforcement Education and Outreach Total

FHIP PEI grant 64% 4% 46.3%
FHIP EQI grant 0% 30% 8.8%
FHIP FHOI grant 3% 0% 2.5%
CDBG from city, county, or 10% 32% 16.2%

state government
Other funding from city, county, or 3% 12% 5.6%

state government
HUD counseling funds 0% 6% 1.9%
Proceeds from fair housing settlements 2.9% 0.4% 21%
Realtors 0% 0% 0.1%
Bankers/mortgage companies 1% 3% 1.3%
Landlord associations 0% 1% 0.3%
Foundations 6% 6% 5.8%
Charitable donations 3% 3% 2.5%
Other 8% 3% 6.5%
Total 100% 100% 100%
Mean $177,444 $74,492 $251,936
N 51 51 51

CDBG = Community Development Block Grant. EOl = Education and Outreach Initiative. FHIP = Fair Housing Initiative Program. FHOI = Fair Housing Organizations
Initiative. HUD = Department of Housing and Urban Development. PEI = Private Enforcement Initiative.

Source: Survey of FHIP grantees

FHIP Funding of Enforcement Activities

FHIP Private Enforcement Initiative funds provided, on average, 64 percent of the overall enforcement funding among
survey respondents, which was by far the largest source of funding for this activity. Community Development Block Grant
(CDBG) funds from a FHIP grantee’s city, county, or state government provided 10 percent of total enforcement activity
funds.’® When FHIP grantee organizations use CDBG funds made available by jurisdictions, they must comply with HUD’s
requirement that these funds be used to affirmatively further fair housing objectives. The next largest source of funds for
enforcement activities came from foundations, which provided an average of 6 percent of a FHIP grantee’s total enforce-
ment funding in 2006. The remaining sources provided more than 3 percent of funds for survey respondents’ enforcement
activities (Table 31).

* Note that CDBG funds are allocated by jurisdictions for a wide range of activities. The share of a grantee organizations’ fair housing activities
funded by CDBG funds is not the same as the share of all CDBG funds that are allocated by a jurisdiction for fair housing-related activities.
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PEI grants constituted a larger share, on average, of organizations with relatively small budgets for combined enforcement
initiatives and education and outreach activities. In 2006, PEI grants for respondents with combined enforcement funding
and education and outreach budgets of less than $150,000 accounted for, on average, 93 percent of their total enforce-
ment budgets. On the other hand, PEI grants for organizations with combined enforcement funding and education and out-
reach budgets greater than $400,000 comprised only 57 percent, on average, of their total enforcement budgets (Table 32).

The organizations that had a total enforcement funding and education and outreach budgets of greater than $400,000 were
able to raise a greater share of their funds from Fair Housing Organizations Initiative grants; 8 percent of the total enforce-
ment budget for these groups came from FHOI grants, compared with 3 percent for all respondents. In addition to FHIP
FHOI grants, organizations with relatively large enforcement budgets and education and outreach budgets raised a greater
share of their enforcement funds from local city, county, or government sources (6 percent, compared with 3 percent for all
survey respondents), perhaps due to their visibility within their coverage areas (Table 33).

Table 32. PElI Grant Shares of Total Enforcement Budgets by Fair Housing Budget Size, FY 2006

Total Enforcement PEI Shares of Mean PEI Mean Total
and Education Enforcement Enforce_ment Enforce_ment
and Outreach Budget Budget Number of Funding Funding
(%) Respondents %) %)
< $150,000 93 19 8,545 9,235
$150,000-$250,000 73 8 112,343 154,226
$250,001-$400,000 67 14 180,040 268,793
> $400,000 57 10 222,449 387,729
Total 64 51 113,846 177,444

PEI = Private Enforcement Initiative.
Source: Survey of Fair Housing Initiative Program grantees

Table 33. Comparison of Sources of Funding for Enforcement Activities for Large Groups and All Survey Respondents,

FY 2006

Sources of Funding for Total Enforcement and Education and All Survey
Enforcement Activities Outreach Budget Greater Than $400,000 Respondents
FHIP PEI 57% 64%
FHIP EQI 0% 0%
FHIP FHOI 8% 3%
CDBG from city, county, 7% 10%
or state government
Other funding from city, 6% 3%
county, or state government
HUD counseling funds 0% 0%
Proceeds from fair housing settlements 4% 3%
Realtors 0% 0%
Bankers and mortgage companies 0% 1%
Landlord associations 0% 0%
Foundations 4% 6%
Charitable donations 2% 3%
Total enforcement activities 100% 100%
Mean $387,729 $177,444
N 10 51

CDBG = Community Development Block Grant. EOl = Education and Outreach Initiative. FHIP = Fair Housing Initiative Program. FHOI = Fair Housing Organizations
Initiative. HUD = U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development. PEI = Private Enforcement Initiative.

Source: Survey of Fair Housing Initiative Program grantees
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Investigations

PEI funding provides a substantial level of support for individual- and grantee organization-initiated investigation activities.
Respondents reported that they used PEI funds for 70 percent of all individual investigations completed in FY 2006. Al-
though 70 percent of all these investigations were funded with PEI grants, a great deal of variation existed among respon-
dents. Of the survey respondents, 38 percent funded 100 percent of their individual investigations with PEI funds. Another
13 percent funded between 75 percent and 99 percent of their individual investigations with PEI funds. Conversely, 28
percent of respondents funded a relatively small share (less than 25 percent) of their investigations with PEI funds (Table 34).

Survey respondents reported that FHIP PEI funds were used to finance 1,158 (65 percent) of the total 1,775 organization-
initiated investigations completed in FY 2006. When compared with individual investigations, a greater share of respondents
funded all of their organization-initiated investigations with PEI grants. Most respondents (51 percent) funded 100 percent of
their organization-initiated inquiries with PEI grants (Table 35), compared with 38 percent of respondents who funded 100
percent of their inquiries from individuals with PEI grants.

Table 34. Distribution of Share of Individual-Initiated Investigations With PEIl Grant Funding

Percent of Investigations Percent of Investigations
From Individual Complainants Number of From Individual Complainants Percent of

Funded With PEI Grants Respondents Funded With PEI Grants Respondents
<25 11 5 28
25-49 6 39 15
50-74 3 62 8
75-99 5 95 13
100 15 100 38
Total 40 70 100

PEI = Private Enforcement Initiative.
Source: Survey of Fair Housing Initiative Program grantees

Table 35. Distribution of Share of Grantee Organization-Initiated Inquiries Investigated With PEl Grant Funding

Percent of Organization-Initiated
Complaints Resulting

Percent of Investigations Number of in Investigations Percent of
Funded With PEI Grants Respondents Funded With PEI Grants Respondents
Less than 25 8 6 23
25-49 3 29 9
50-74 2 62 6
75-99 4 86 11
100 18 100 51
Total 35 65 100

PEI = Private Enforcement Initiative.
Source: Survey of Fair Housing Initiative Program grantees

Testing

PEI funds supported about two-thirds of the tests that FHIP grantees conducted. (Respondents were not asked to break
out the share of tests from individuals versus organization-initiated inquiries that PEI grants funded.) The share of tests sup-
ported with PEI funds is nearly identical to the share of investigations of individual inquiries supported by PEI funds reported
previously in Table 34. Note that the remaining testing activities were not funded by PEI grants and went unreported to
HUD. This unreported testing activity may be substantial: although the average share of tests funded with PEI grants was
64 percent, 30 percent of respondents funded fewer than one-half of their tests with PEI grants (Table 36).
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.—

Mean Percent of

Percent of Fair Housing Tests Number of Percent of Fair Housing Tests
Conducted With PEI Grants Respondents Respondents Conducted With PEI Grants
<25 6 16 13
25-49 5 14 39
50-74 6 16 64
75-99 9 24 84
100 11 30 100
Total 37 100% 64%

PEI = Private Enforcement Initiative.
Source: Survey of Fair Housing Initiative Program grantees

FHIP Support of Education and Outreach Activities

FHIP grants provided a smaller share of total funding used to support education and outreach activities compared with
enforcement activities. On average, EOI grants provided 30 percent of the funding that survey respondents used in FY 2006
to support education and outreach activities. CDBG funds that local, county, or state governments provided were an
even larger source of support than FHOI grants. Funding from CDBG provided 32 percent of all funds used for education
and outreach activities. HUD counseling funds and foundations each provided 6 percent of funds used for education and
outreach activities; PEI awards provided a small (4 percent) share of funding for education and outreach activities (Table
31). The share of education and outreach activities that PEI grants funded reflects a HUD requirement, as of 20083, that 10
percent of PEI grant funds are to be used for education and outreach activities. Before 2003, HUD required that 5 percent
of PEI grant funds were to be used for education and outreach activities.

FHIP grants accounted for a larger share of survey respondents’ enforcement funding because of activities, such as filing
complaints and judicial actions. Some potential funding sources may be named as defendants in such actions, perhaps
leaving them less likely to fund enforcement activities compared with relatively uncontroversial education and outreach ef-
forts. One interviewee stated—

We were conducting a training [session] for the real estate industry, and | was introduced as the ‘enemy’
to the group. The moderator was doing it as a joke, but it makes it hard to get up before that audience to
explain that we are here as a resource and not have them see you as an enemy.

Given this attitude among some local housing market participants, Education and Qutreach Initiative groups had more suc-
cess receiving funding from other sources.

One case study participant from an organization that was created in 1989 said the organization had chosen to focus
exclusively on fair housing enforcement, which made it difficult to raise funds. This participant uses partnerships to fund
education and outreach activities when it does not have a FHIP grant for that type of initiative. The organization partnered
with groups, such as the American Institute of Architects, Consumer Credit Counseling Services, state real estate commis-
sions, legal services, and other advocacy groups. These groups provided partnerships for actual funding, training facilities,
and case referrals to the FHIP organization. This FHIP recipient increased its chances of obtaining a FHIP grant by leverag-
ing these resources. The FHIP NOFA awards points in the grant selection process based on the percentage of outside FHIP
funding leveraged by the organization.

EQI grants accounted for a much larger share of the total education and outreach activities for organizations that had a
relatively small overall budget for these combined activities, and they represented none of the funding for education and
outreach activities for larger organizations. EQI grants provided 50 percent of the funds for education and outreach activi-
ties for respondents with a combined budget of less than $150,000 for enforcement initiatives and education and outreach
activities. EQI grants’ share of education and outreach activities is even greater at 70 percent (Table 37).

Organizations with relatively large combined enforcement funding and education and outreach budgets were able to fund
a larger share of their education and outreach activities from grants that city, county, or state governments provided. On
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average, such funding sources provided 74 percent of respondents with a total enforcement funding and education and
outreach budgets of more than $400,000, 30 percentage points less than the share of education and outreach activities
funded from these sources for all respondents combined (Table 38).

One case study participant in a major metropolitan area successfully operated without any EOI funding. Representatives

of this organization said distributing newsletters and winning cases was the most effective use of outreach. Because the
organization had been involved in influencing positive outcomes in a substantial number of fair housing cases, this outreach
strategy was effective and, therefore, had no need for EQI grants.

EQI grants can be a valuable source of support for outreach activities, especially for groups too small to receive PEI grants.
For example, one case study participant in a rural area received EOI grants only. Representatives of this organization said
that although they received PEI and EQI grants to do their work, they were too small for a substantial PEI grant. Although
the FHIP NOFA does not make a distinction in terms of size for a grant award, this organization’s staff believes that their
organization cannot support a sizable PEI grant for their performance area.

Table 37. EOI Grants' Share of Total Enforcement Funding and Education and Outreach Budget by Fair Housing Budget

Size, FY 2006

Total Enforcement Funding Total Mean Education
and Education EOI Share of Education Number of Mean EOI and Outreach
and Outreach Budget ($) and Outreach Budget (%) Respondents Funding ($) Budget ($)
Less than 150,000 50 19 35,669 70,728
150,000-250,000 70 8 49,999 71,790
250,000-400,000 9 14 4,048 42,636
Greater than 400,000 0 10 0 128,404
Total 30 51 22,242 74,492

EOI = Education and Outreach Initiative.
Source: Survey of Fair Housing Initiative Program grantees

Table 38. Comparison of Sources of Funding for Education and Outreach Activities for Survey Respondents, FY 2006

Total Enforcement Funding

Sources of and Education and Outreach Budget All Survey
Funding Greater Than $400,000 Respondents

FHIP PEI 9% 4%
FHIP EQI 0% 30%
FHIP FHOI 0% 0%
CDBG from city, county, or state government 42% 32%
Other funding from city, county, or state government 32% 12%
HUD counseling funds 0% 6%
Proceeds from fair housing settlements 1% 0%
Realtors 1% 0%
Bankers/mortgage companies 0% 3%
Landlord associations 1% 1%
Foundations 7% 6%
Charitable donations 1% 3%
Other 4% 3%
Total education and outreach activities 100% 100%
Mean $128,404 $74,492
N 10 51

CDBG = Community Development Block Grant. EOl = Education and Outreach Initiative. FHIP = Fair Housing Initiative Program. FHOI = Fair Housing Organizations
Initiative. HUD = U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development. PEI = Private Enforcement Initiative.

Source: Survey of FHIP grantees
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Funding History

A steady source of funding is critical for any fair housing group’s survival. One case study participant in a large metropolitan
statistical area discussed the problem of inconsistent funding. The organization staff was reduced to two employees when it did
not receive HUD funding during a round in which it applied. At a later date, the organization recruited additional employees, but
the previous job cuts meant a loss to the organization of the fair housing expertise and institutional memory of its former em-
ployees. This organization, which received no HUD funding, sought other sources of financial support and added other services
to ensure its continuation. It now receives foundation funding in addition to FHIP grants to help pay for fair housing activities.

Unfortunately, fair housing budgets for most respondents fluctuated between years. Of the respondents, 45 provided infor-
mation about their fair housing budgets between FY 2004 and FY 2006. The fair housing budgets for 36 percent of these
respondents both increased and decreased during this period. Respondents said that a single year of an organization’s fair
housing budget was not a good predictor for the next year. Of the respondents, 38 percent indicated that their fair housing
budgets either increased or remained the same in every year between FY 2004 and FY 2006. Conversely, fair housing bud-
gets decreased for 16 percent of respondents, and 4 percent of respondents saw a decrease in their fair housing budgets
in at least 1 year without any increases in funding during this period (Table 39).

Respondents were less likely to have their funding increased in every year when looking at a longer period of time. When
asked about funding trends between FY 2001 and FY 2006, only 9 percent of 58 respondents indicated that funding for
fair housing initiatives generally increased over time (Table 40). Twice as many respondents indicated that funding generally
decreased over time. Most respondents, however, indicated that fair housing funding was up and down from year to year.
Of respondents, 21 percent indicated that these changes were modest, but 33 percent indicated that fair housing funding
changed dramatically from year to year (Table 40).

When asked to identify the factors that most influenced year-to-year fair housing funding stability, many organization’s
representatives indicated that HUD funding, especially PEI grants, were critical, reinforcing the findings reported in Table
32, which showed the importance of FHIP PEI grants for funding enforcement activities. One organization’s representative
wrote the following statement:

Most important [for stability] is whether we get a HUD PEI grant from year to year. The CDBG funds in
our states will not support enforcement, and foundations in our states are very limited and will not accept
requests each year. As a result, we rely on FHIP funding for the majority of our casework.

Table 39. Fair Housing Budget Changes for Survey Respondents, FY 2004-FY 2006

Reported Fair Housing Number of Percent of
Budgets Respondents Respondents
Increased every year 12 27
Decreased every year 7 16
Increased in a year without a decrease 3 7
Remained the same in every year 5 11
Decreased in a year without an increase 2 4
Increased and decreased over the period 16 36
Total 45 100

Source: Survey of Fair Housing Initiative Program grantees

Table 40. Fair Housing Funding Changes for Survey Respondents, FY 2001-FY 2006

Fair Housing Funding Pattern Percent
Generally decreased over time 9 156.5
Generally increased over time 5 8.6
Relatively stable from year to year 13 22.4
Up and down modestly from year to year 12 20.7
Up and down significantly from year to year 19 32.8
Total 58 100.0

Source: Survey of Fair Housing Initiative Program grantees
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Although FHIP grants, especially PEI grants, were critically important to most respondents’ abilities to sustain year-to-year
activities, such grants were often made for 1 year only. As a result, respondents said, they faced difficulties making multiyear
plans because they were uncertain about receiving FHIP grants in subsequent years. One respondent wrote the following:

Our FHIP grant provides us with stability. It is the base for the work that we do and is 80-85 [percent] of
our total budget. In the past we received only 1-year FHIP grants, which makes long-range planning and
often staff retention difficult. One-year awards also limit applications for other FHIP funds, primarily the
FHIP EOI funds.

Another respondent indicated that the 1-year grant period restricted their ability to undertake multiyear fair housing
investigations:

It seems futile to plan a multiyear investigation since it is unclear if we will be able to fund it beyond 1 year.
It also hurts our ability to recruit quality employees when we cannot guarantee them any job stability. In
addition, our salaries are significantly below that of other nonprofits because the board is trying to con-
serve resources to ensure our continued existence.

Recipients of multiyear awards indicated that they were able to use the grant funding to increase organizational stability and
raise money, as one respondent wrote:

The stability of a multiyear FHIP contract has greatly enhanced our ability to raise private funds. Individual,
corporate, and foundation donors are confident that their donations will be used well because the HUD
funds are secure. Also, we have additional time to spend on private fundraising when we only have to do
the HUD application once every [3] years.

These responses were typical of those received in the survey and underscored the importance of FHIP grants for FHOs.
Given this importance, respondents indicated that the funding decisions that HUD made influenced their organization’s
ability to retain staff, conduct fair housing enforcement initiatives and education and outreach activities, and raise funds
from other sources. As a result, respondents highlighted the importance of ensuring that FHIP applications, submitted in
response to Notices of Funding Availability, be evaluated in a systematic and objective manner that reflects an organization’s
track record as an FHO.

In addition to the statements from survey respondents, 7 of the 10 FHIP grantees interviewed stated that the funding for
fair housing activities was up and down either moderately or significantly from year to year. Three stated that their funding
for fair housing activities was stable from year to year. Seven grantees said that their organization started conducting fair
housing activities after the creation of FHIP. The three FHIP interviewees with stable funding sources also happened to be
from organizations that were in existence before the program’s implementation. In the past, groups had to raise the funds
for enforcement initiatives and education and outreach activities from nonfederal sources before FHIP existed. It is possible
to surmise that groups that had been created by or after FHIP grants adjusted to having FHIP funding on which to rely.

Descriptive Analysis Summary

Many FHIP organizations work in areas with large populations, and fair housing initiatives play a significant role in their mis-
sions. Respondents were overwhelmingly nonprofit organizations with long-term executive directors who employ ethnically
diverse staffs—up to three-fourths of whom were women. Most employees in respondent organizations had at least a
college degree, 13 percent had a master’s degree, and 27 percent had a law degree. More than 60 percent of their en-
forcement funding came from FHIP grants, but a little less than one-third of their education funding came from FHIP. The
budgets for these organizations fluctuated over time in regard to funding for FHIP. The view of these organizations was that
they need FHIP funding to continue their work but would prefer a guarantee that they will receive FHIP funding in the future.
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Description of Procedures That FHIP Grantees
L Used To Handle Fair Housing Complaints

The complaint process discussed in this section is based on information collected from indepth interviews with representa-
tives of 9 Fair Housing Initiatives Program grantee organizations out of the 10 selected for onsite interviews. These inter-
views were conducted onsite, using the discussion guides presented in the appendix. The representatives were asked to
detail the procedures their organizations used to process fair housing complaints.

Out of concern that this information could be used in litigation, the discussion guides used in these interviews did not include
questions about specific criteria that organizations used to determine if a complaint warranted an investigation or, if it con-
ducted an investigation, the criteria that organizations used to conduct a test. Perhaps because the questions were restrict-
ed to general procedures, most respondents used a similar set of procedures to process fair housing complaints, outlined in
the form of a flowchart with a schematic representation of the general process that FHIP grantees (Figure 10) used.

When they believe they have been subject to some sort of fair housing violation, most complainants contact the organiza-
tion by telephone. When funding allows, respondents said, their organizations run public service announcements and pro-
duce and distribute brochures and newsletters that provide a telephone number for people to call to report discrimination.

During the first stage in the process, a complainant contacts a FHIP grantee organization and completes an intake inter-
view with a fair housing specialist, who collects information about the nature of the complaint.'® The fair housing specialist
collects contact information from the complainant, as well as the telephone number of an individual who is close to the
complainant.

With the information collected during the intake interview, the fair housing specialist determines whether the complaint is
jurisdictional; that is, whether the complaint represents a potential fair housing violation. For example, a complainant may
contact a FHIP grantee organization and allege that a landlord is using a prohibited basis for a reason to evict her. During
the intake interview, the housing specialist will determine if any other reason (that is, nonpayment of rent) exists as the basis
of the eviction that is not a prohibited basis.

If the housing specialist, using information collected at intake, determines that a possible fair housing violation occurred,
he or she refers the complainant to the either the organization’s enforcement coordinator or compliance officer. In general,
complaints referred for indepth investigations typically have the following characteristics:

m The complainant is a member of a protected class.

m The Fair Housing Act covers the housing.

m The Fair Housing Act covers the respondent (person accused of violating the law).
m The complaint is still within the statute of limitations of the act.

Within 1 week of the initial intake, a fair housing staff member conducts a more indepth interview with the complainant. The
information from this interview is recorded on an intake form (see an example of an intake form in Appendix E). During this
interview, the fair housing staff member collects information regarding the property address, owner (if the complaint is about
a rental property), household income information, members of the household, names of other organizations the complain-
ant may have contacted, and information about the property involved, such as availability of property and price terms.

6 Note that FHIP grantee organizations refer to contacts as “complaints” compared with FHEO, which refers to contacts from individuals and
FHIP grantee organizations of FHAP organizations as “inquiries.”
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Figure 10. Flowchart of Process That FHIP Grantees Used for Complaints
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Source: DB Consulting Group, Inc.
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It is important to note that FHIP grantee organizations do not classify discussions with a complainant (whom FHIP grantee
organizations consider a client) the same as an interview with a third-party who may have information about the alleged
fair housing violation. FHIP grantee organizations consider ‘interviews’ to be discussions with people other than the com-
plainant who can provide details about the complaint. Therefore, FHIP grantee organizations can conduct an investigation
without an interview defined by HUD, which is more expansive in its definition of interviews, and includes discussions with
the complainant.

Using the information that the complainant provided during the indepth interview, the FHIP enforcement coordinator deter-
mines whether the complaint is a fair housing-related violation. Complaints that the enforcement coordinator judges to be a
potential fair housing complaint are subject to an indepth investigation. Case study participants reported using the following
alternate techniques in their indepth investigations:

Testing.

Interviewing third-party witnesses.

Researching local building and zoning codes.

Researching area demographics.

Monitoring print advertising.

Conducting property searches.

m Calling the respondent, when necessary, to gather information to determine if there has been a violation
of the law.

FHIP grantee representatives were not asked about the criteria that they use to determine the type of technique used for a
particular investigation, although a FHIP grantee organization’s representative did indicate that testing is not conducted for
complaints related to allegations of differences in the terms and conditions of housing. Although testing may not be the best
method to collect evidence for every type of complaint, 9 out of the 10 FHIP grantee organizations that provided information
about indepth interviews used it. One main reason why these organizations use testing, according to their representatives,
is that they can conduct tests before making any potential contact with the housing provider.

Survey respondents provided more details about the sources of testers used and the types of training their testers received
before testers participate in an investigation. The survey respondents indicated that they used a variety of sources to recruit
testers. The most common method, used by 97 percent of respondents, was to recruit testers referred to the organization
by existing testers. According to 89 percent of respondents, the two most common sources of testers were referrals from
staff and social services organizations (Table 41).

According to the representatives of the 10 FHIP grantee organizations who were interviewed, all testers are screened; the
process includes a background check for felony convictions, a disqualifier by HUD standards. Testers who pass the back-
ground check are required to receive training. Grantee organizations use presentations, role-playing exercises, and quizzes
on fair housing laws to train potential testers. Training classes typically last from 3 to 6 hours in a 2-day period and are usu-
ally conducted in the evening and on weekends to accommodate testers’ schedules.

FHIP grantee organizations must train testers; substantial turnover exists among testers, because many of them are
volunteers (see discussion that follows). According to the survey respondents, they provided training to at least one-half of
the people who conducted tests in FY 2006. Of the respondents, 41 percent indicated that all of their testers who com-

Table 41. Sources That Survey Respondents Used To Recruit Testers

Percent of Respondents Using Number of

Source for Tester Recruitment Respondents
Referrals from current testers 97 38
Informal referrals from staff acquaintances 89 37
Social services organizations 89 36
Graduate school 38 32
Actors guilds or similar 3 29
Advertising in a public paper or flyer 66 35

Source: Survey of Fair Housing Initiative Program grantees
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pleted tests received a training session in the same year; 20 percent provided training to at least three-fourths of testers;
15 percent indicated that less than one-fourth of their testers received training; and the remaining 24 percent trained about
one-half of their testers in FY 2006.

Most respondents said they did not use paid staff to conduct tests; however, 8 percent of respondents indicated that they
employed hourly or salaried staff for such a purpose. The remaining 92 percent of respondents indicated that they paid an
honorarium or stipend to compensate people who conducted tests. No respondents used volunteers or other people to
perform tests without compensation. Most respondents (80 percent) indicated that their testers conducted in-person visits
most of the time, and 5 percent of respondents indicated that testers conducted in-person visits in a few of their tests.

After the FHIP grantee organization completes the investigation, it reviews the evidence with the complainant, including
any testing results (which include information that testers provided in a debrief session with FHIP grantee organization staff
members) and interviews with third parties other than the complainant. Using information from this review, the organization
determines if the evidence supports a finding that the party named in the complaint violated fair housing laws.

If a FHIP grantee organization does not find a violation of the Fair Housing Act, the organization reviews this finding with the
complainant, who usually does not pursue the case any further. If the evidence supports a finding of a fair housing law viola-
tion, however, the organization works with the complainant to identify the best course of action.

One choice available to a complainant is to work with the FHIP grantee organization to conciliate a complaint with a re-
spondent. For such cases the FHIP organization will act as the intermediary between the complainant and respondent and
attempt to craft a resolution that is acceptable to both the complainant and respondent.

As detailed in the next section, FHIP grantee organizations resolve 22 percent of all investigations without referring the com-
plaint to HUD or filing in court. FHIP grantee representatives interviewed for this study indicated that HUD’s current reporting
system does not capture this activity, although these resolutions provide relief to the complainant. As a result, HUD does
not count these resolutions toward a FHIP grantee organization’s number of complaints that are included in its Statements
of Work with HUD, so the current reporting method understates outcomes achieved by FHIP grantee organizations. HUD
recognizes that FHIP organizations may settle a case without referring it to HUD. That is why HUD is beginning to col-

lect these data to enable grantees the opportunity to count the number of settlements. The FHIP database, FICTICOS, is
being populated with information from FHIP organizations on conciliations, settlements, monetary awards received, and
total number of cases. Also, HUD is considering a revision of the eLogic Model for FHIP to allow these settled cases to be
counted in grantees’ final counts of activities undertaken with FHIP funding.

A complainant’s case is closed if a satisfactory resolution through mediation is found. If such a resolution cannot be found,
the FHIP grantee organization will consult with the complainant regarding the next steps to take. The step available to the
complainant is to file a complaint with a state or local fair housing organization, HUD, or the Department of Justice. An-
other option available is that the complainant can file suit in a federal or state court.' FHIP grantee representatives did not
provide information about the criteria that they use to determine where to pursue cases that, through an investigation, show
evidence of a fair housing violation.

Procedures Summary

FHIP organizations tend to follow the same procedures for case processing regardless of the area of the country. A com-
plainant will normally call an agency, which then conducts an intake interview to determine if the Fair Housing Act has been
violated. After an indepth interview, FHIP investigates the complaint using testing, interviews, and other research. If the
evidence indicates housing discrimination, the FHIP organization helps the complainant decide whether to file the case with
HUD or in court. FHIP organizations will help conciliate a settlement between the complainant and violator but may not
receive HUD credit for fair housing complaints that have reached conciliation for FHIP grant-reporting purposes.

" Representatives of organizations interviewed for this study were not asked about the ultimate resolution of cases filed in court.
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FHIP Grantee Organizations’ Investigation
and Testing Activities

\_

This section presents descriptive analyses of the Fair Housing Initiative Program grantee organizations’ activities related to

investigations and testing. The section describes separate testing activities conducted in response to individual complaints
versus those that are grantee organization-initiated. The results presented in this section are based on data provided in the
web-based survey, which asked respondents about their volume of inquiries and investigations, testing, and education ac-
tivities in FY 2006. The reason is that survey respondents were expected to have at hand complete data for that fiscal year
to include in the survey.

Investigations

As discussed in the previous section, FHIP grantee organizations conduct investigations for all complaints that, through the
initial intake interview with the complainant, represent potential fair housing violations. Investigations can be completed us-
ing techniques such as testing, interviews with third-party witnesses, and reviews of zoning and land use regulations.™

A total of 40 respondents conducted 6,208 investigations for a mean of 155 per respondent (or, about three investigations
per week) in FY 2006. The overwhelming share (84 percent) of investigations related to complaints regarding rental housing.
The remaining four types of complaints (sales, lending, insurance, and other) accounted for 16 percent of the investigations
that FHIP grantee organizations completed in 2006 (Table 42). By focusing on rental housing inquiries, it is likely that these
investigations result in relatively fast relief to complainants.'®

Nearly all respondents indicated that they investigated a complaint that was based on a person’s race, national origin, or dis-
ability. A smaller share of respondents conducted an investigation related to a person’s religion or an alleged violation related
to design and construction (Table 43). PEI funds are not used to support every type of investigation. Although nearly every
survey respondent (98 percent) conducted an investigation based on a person’s race, only 85 percent of respondents used
PEI funds to investigate such a complaint. This pattern is similar without regard to the basis of an investigation (Table 43).

Of the respondents, 44 provided information about the outcomes of investigations completed in FY 2006. The most com-
mon outcome was that the investigation resulted in no finding of discrimination (34 percent). This finding is important: about
one-third of investigations that FHIP grantee organizations conducted identify complaints in which no finding of discrimina-
tion exists, and so the case is not referred to HUD for processing. The second most common outcome (22 percent) was
that respondents’ organizations were able to resolve the complaint without referring the matter to HUD or Fair Housing As-
sistance Program. For these complaints the FHIP grantee organization closes the complaint without having to involve HUD,
thereby resulting in a relatively quick resolution of the complaint (Table 44).

Table 42. Number of Fair Housing Investigations That Survey Respondents Undertook by Type, FY 2006

Rental Sales Lending Insurance Other Total
Total 5,185 487 328 75 72 6,147
Mean 136 13 9 2 2 162
Median 98 5 2 0 0 113
N 38 38 38 38 38 38
Percent of total 84% 8% 5% 1% 1% 100%

Source: Survey of Fair Housing Initiative Program grantees

8 Representatives of organizations interviewed for this study were not asked about the ultimate resolution of cases filed in court. FHIP grantee
organizations did not provide information about the share of investigations that were completed with each type of investigation technique.

9 Respondents did not provide breakdowns of investigations by type for individual versus agency-initiated inquiries.
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Table 43. Investigations That FHIP Grantee Organizations Completed by Protected Class, FY 2006
S

hare of Respondents Who

Share of Respondents Who Investigated a Complaint for
Protected Class Investigated a Complaint for Number of the Protected Class Type Number of
Type the Protected Class Type (%) Respondents With PEI funds (%) Respondents
Race 98 44 85 41
Color 59 37 57 30
National origin 95 43 57 30
Familial status 89 44 82 39
Sex 80 41 75 36
Religion 60 40 63 32
Design and construction 77 39 69 32
Disability 93 45 83 40

FHIP = Fair Housing Initiative Program. PEI = Private Enforcement Initiative.
Source: Survey of FHIP grantees

Table 44. Outcomes for Fair Housing Investigations, FY 2006

Number of Percent of All Percent of All Investigations
Outcome Investigations Investigations Closed in FY 2006
Led to fair housing complaint filed with FHAP or HUD 953 12 15
Led to fair housing suit filed in a court 111 1 2
Resolved by organization outside of HUD, a FHAP 1,692 22 27
agency, or court

Investigated but no discrimination found 2,638 34 43
Evidence referred to DOJ 20 0 0
Referred to state licensing agency 5 0 0
Referred to state attorney general 67 1 1
Referred to a state non-FHAP agency 106 1 2
Other 599 8 10
Still under investigation as of the end of FY 2006 1,474 19 NA
Total 7,665 100 100
N 44

DOJ = U.S. Department of Justice. FHAP = Fair Housing Assistance Program. HUD = U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development. NA = Not available.
Note: Most respondents completed their survey between January and April 2008.
Source: Survey of Fair Housing Initiative Program grantees

It is important to note that FHIP grantee organizations only report information to HUD about investigations that are sup-
ported with PEI funds. On average, information is not reported for about one-third of investigations. For some FHIP grantee
organizations, however, this proportion is much greater: PEI grant money funds less than 50 percent of investigations for 17
out of 40 (43 percent) respondents (Table 45).

Of all the investigations, 12 percent resulted in the filing of a fair housing complaint with either a FHAP agency or HUD, and
1 percent of inquiries and investigations led to the filing of a fair housing lawsuit in a court. Of the complaints that were no
longer under investigation as of FY 2006, 43 percent resulted in no finding of discrimination by the FHIP grantee organiza-
tion, and 27 percent resulted in a resolution by the FHIP grantee, FHAP agency, or HUD (Table 46).

Investigations that FHIP grantee organizations completed help to screen out complaints in which no discrimination exists
and complaints that can be resolved relatively quickly, and so they reduce the number of cases referred to HUD. The large
share of investigations for cases that are not referred to HUD reduces the investigative burden for the department and cre-
ates a cost-effective and efficient process to handle fair housing complaints.
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Table 45. Investigations Completed by FHIP Grantee Organizations by Protected Class, FY 2006

Share of Respondents Who Share of Respondents Who
Investigated a Complaint for Investigated a Complaint for
Protected Class the Protected Class Type Number of the Protected Class Type Number of
Type in FY 2006 (%) Respondents With PEI Funds (%) Respondents

Race 98 44 85 41
Color 59 37 57 30
National origin 95 43 57 30
Familial status 89 44 82 39
Sex 80 41 75 36
Religion 60 40 63 32
Design and construction 7 39 69 32
Disability 93 45 83 40

FHIP = Fair Housing Initiative Program. PEI = Private Enforcement Initiative.
Source: Survey of FHIP grantees

Table 46. Outcomes for Fair Housing Inquiries and Investigations, FY 2006

Percent of
Number of Percent of All All Investigations

Investigation Outcome Investigations Investigations Closed in FY 2006
Led to fair housing complaint filed with FHAP or HUD 953 12 15
Led to fair housing suit filed in a court 111 1 2
Resolved by organization outside of HUD, a FHAP 1,692 22 27
agency, or court
Investigated but no discrimination found 2,638 34 43
Evidence referred to DOJ 20 0 0
Referred to state licensing agency 5 0 0
Referred to state attorney general 67 1 1
Referred to a state non-FHAP agency 106 1 2
Other 599 8 10
Still under investigation as of the end of FY 2006 1,474 19 NA
Total 7,665 100 100
N 44

DOJ = U.S. Department of Justice. FHAP = Fair Housing Assistance Program. HUD = U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development. NA = Not available.
Note: Most respondents completed their surveys between January and April 2008.
Source: Survey of Fair Housing Initiative Program grantees

Testing

Some investigations that FHIP grantee organizations completed include testing. Testing is a controlled method of measur-
ing and documenting variations in the quality, quantity, and content of information and services offered or given by real
estate market participants . A test is designed to reveal differences in treatment and to isolate the causes of these differ-
ences (Fair Housing Center of Greater Boston, 20086). Fair Housing Organizations can conduct a number of different tests.
One of the most common is a paired-test, under which two applicants with identical profiles contact a real estate market
participant (such as the management agent of a rental property) and each request the same information. The only dif-
ference between the two people who contact the real estate market participant is their race or ethnicity, age, or gender.
Sometimes testers contact the real estate market participant by phone or visit an office (if feasible) in person. Fair Housing
Organizations can also conduct inspections of multifamily properties to determine if they comply with requirements that
such units are disability-accessible.

Testing is a vitally important component of many FHO activities. One respondent wrote that testing helps to fill an “evidence
gap” by providing information about an alleged discriminatory event. This evidence, the respondent wrote, helps attorneys
represent complainants in administrative or court actions. Another respondent wrote that “testing is the most crucial as-
pect” of all its fair housing activities:
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Testing evidence convinces the general public that discrimination still exists, convinces judges and hearing
officers that a complainant has been harmed, and shows industry contractors where they need to change
their practices to comply with the law. As an independent, mission-driven, nonprofit agency, we provide
this tool in a way that is rigorous and, therefore, trustworthy.

Another respondent wrote the following statement:

Testing conducted under our programs provides the best evidence of housing violations and leads to
positive results.

The comparative analysis presented in section 7 is consistent with the sentiment that this respondent expressed, because
FHIP-referred complaints sent to HUD more often result in a cause finding than non-FHIP-referred complaints.

FHOs conduct tests in response either to complaints from individuals or from agencies. The difference between these two
types of tests is that grantee organization-initiated tests are conducted to identify systematic discrimination, and they have
the potential to help more people than tests conducted for individual complaints. This section discusses tests in response
to individual inquiries and tests conducted in response to organization-initiated inquiries.

Nearly all (82 percent) of survey respondents indicated that their organizations conducted fair housing tests. All of these
organizations have a staff member to coordinate testing; 69 percent of respondents said that this staff member worked at
least 75 percent of the time on test coordination activities. All six agencies interviewed stated that they will conduct testing
on complaints in which the issues are testable. All stated that some of their testing was done for research purposes, or at the
request of another agency to check for housing discrimination and to report on activities of the hiring agency’s employees.
This type of testing is similar to secret shopping that other types of businesses occasionally conduct on their employees.

Of the respondents, 37 said they completed a total of 5,033 tests in FY 2006, an average of 136 tests per respondent.?
PEI funds supported about two-thirds of the tests that FHIP grantees conducted. (Respondents were not asked to break
out the share of tests from individuals versus organization-initiated inquiries funded by PEI grants.) The share of tests sup-
ported with PEI funds is nearly identical to the share of investigations of individual inquiries supported by PEI funds reported
previously in Table 34. Note that the remaining testing activities were not funded by PEI grants and went unreported to
HUD. This unreported testing activity may be substantial: although the average share of tests funded with PEI grants was
64 percent, 30 percent of respondents funded fewer than one-half of their tests with PEI grants (Table 47).

Although fair housing tests can be conducted for a range of real estate transactions, all of the respondents indicated that
they completed a test for a complaint related to rental housing. Of the respondents, 84 percent indicated that they com-
pleted a test in FY 2006 for a complaint related to a purchase transaction, 40 percent conducted a test related to a lending
complaint, and 25 percent completed a test related to an insurance complaint (Table 48).

Respondents conducted tests in FY 2006 for complaints filed by an array of protected classes. Among respondents who
conducted tests for complainants, 97 percent completed a test for a complaint filed by an African American, and

Table 47. Distribution of the Share of PEI-Grant-Funded Tests That Survey Respondents Conducted, FY 2006

Mean Percent of

Percent of Fair Housing Tests Number of Percent of Fair Housing Tests
Conducted With PEI Grants Respondents Respondents Conducted With PEI Grants
<25 6 16 13
25-49 5 14 39
50-74 6 16 64
75-99 9 24 84
100 11 30 100
Total 37 100 64

PEI = Private Enforcement Initiative.
Source: Survey of Fair Housing Initiative Program grantees

20 The web-based survey did not include questions about the factors that respondents used when deciding to conduct a test or the number
of tests conducted per inquiry. In addition, the respondents were not asked about the number of tests they conducted in response to inquiries
received in 2006 only. Therefore, the data do not allow for an analysis of the share of inquiries received in 2006 that resulted in a test.
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92 percent completed a test related to a complaint based on national origin or familial status. Respondents completed a
test for a complaint filed by protected racial or ethnic classes as follows: 87 percent for a Hispanic, 34 percent for an Asian,
29 percent for a Native American or Alaska Native, and 27 percent for a Hawaiian or other Pacific Islander. Respondents
completed a test for a complaint filed by protected classes of people with disabilities as follows: about 8 in 10 respondents
for a person with a physical disability, 50 percent for a complainant with a mental disability, and 34 percent for a complain-
ant with a sensory disability (Table 49).

Of the respondents, 37 reported information about the outcome of tests conducted in response to individual inquiries. One-
half of the respondents indicated that fair housing law enforcement actions (which means that the complaint was referred to
HUD) from testing resulted relatively infrequently. Conversely, 30 percent of respondents indicated that enforcement actions
occurred from roughly one-half of the tests from individual inquiries that they received (Table 50).

It is important to note that tests that do not generate an enforcement action can still result in relief to the complainant. As
shown previously in Table 44, the FHIP grantee organization resolved 22 percent of investigations (regardless of whether
they included testing) without referring the case to HUD, a FHAP, or a court. To the extent that tests result in a similar
proportion of cases being resolved in the same manner, further tests could generate a larger number of resolutions beyond
cases that have an enforcement action.

To build consistency in the testing methodologies of the various agencies that undertake testing, FHIP grantees are man-
dated that HUD approve all testing methodologies before they are implemented. Given this requirement, it is not surprising

Table 48. Proportion of Respondents Conducting Tests by Complaint Type, FY 2006

Type of Number of Respondents Percent of
Complaint Completing a Test Respondents
Rental 38 100
Sales 32 84
Lending 14 40
Insurance 9 25

Source: Survey of Fair Housing Initiative Program grantees

Table 49. Share of Respondents Completing a Test for Complaints Filed by Protected Class Type, FY 2006

Number of Respondents

Protected Class Completing a Test for Complaints Percent of
Type Filed by Protected Class Type Respondents
Black or African American 37 97
Hispanic 34 87
Asian 1 34
Native American or Alaska Native 9 29
Other race 3 10
Native Hawaiian or other Pacific Islander 8 27
Other color 4 13
Religion 13 38
Sex 22 61
National origin 35 92
Familial status 35 92
Design and construction 23 64
Physical disability 30 81
Sensory disability 11 34
Mental disability 17 50
Other 0 0

Source: Survey of Fair Housing Initiative Program grantees
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that nearly all survey respondents (97 percent) had a documented tester training manual. This manual was usually devel-
oped locally (28 percent of respondents), or based on a manual developed by the National Fair Housing Alliance (NFHA) (15
percent of respondents). The manuals that the remaining 57 percent of respondents used were developed with a combina-
tion of local and NFHA information materials.

Respondents used a variety of sources to recruit testers. The most common method, which 97 percent of respondents
used, was to recruit testers that existing testers referred to the organization. The next two most common sources of testers,
according to 89 percent of respondents, were referrals from staff and from social services organizations (Table 51).

Case study grantees also used similar sources to recruit testers. Some FHIP organizations recruit testers from community
events and from advertisements in newspapers and newsletters. Some staff members in larger cities may be called on to
conduct tests for their organizations in the event of a tester shortage. All testers go through a screening process, which is
determined by FHIP organizations. This process includes a background check because HUD requires that testers not have
felony convictions on their records. This screening usually includes questions on a written application—just like an employ-
ment application. One case study grantee made the following statement:

We recruit testers by word of mouth, community events, and personal references. The screening process
includes completing an application. The testers are interviewed by the enforcement director (now ED).
They have a 3-hour mandatory fair housing training, sent on practice sample test, and evaluated to deter-
mine if good tester.

Testers who pass FHIP screening are required to be trained to conduct testing, which involves video presentations, role-
playing exercises, and quizzes on fair housing laws. The training classes can last from 3 to 6 hours in a 2-day period and
are usually conducted in the evening and on weekends to accommodate testers’ schedules. Most survey respondents pro-
vided training to at least one-half of the people who conducted tests in FY 2006. Of the respondents, 41 percent indicated
that all their testers who completed tests received a training session in the same year; 20 percent provided training to at
least three-fourths of their testers; 15 percent indicated that less than one-fourth of their testers received training; and the
remaining 24 percent trained about one-half of their testers in FY 2006.

Most respondents said they did not use paid staff to con-
duct tests, however, 8 percent of respondents indicated that
they employed hourly or salaried staff for such a purpose.
The remaining 92 percent of respondents indicated that
they paid an honorarium or stipend to compensate people Number of Percent of

Respondents Respondents
who conducted tests. No respondent used volunteers

Table 50. Proportion of Individual Inquiries Resulting in

an Enforcement Action

or other people to perform tests without compensation. f/lfs\iv 22 5;
Most respondents (80 percent) indicated that their testers None 3 8
conducted in-person visits most of the time, and 5 percent  Roughly one-half 11 30
of respondents indicated that testers conducted in-person ~ Tota 37 100

visits in a few of their tests Source: Survey of Fair Housing Initiative Program grantees

Table 51. Sources That Survey Respondents Used To Recruit Testers

Percent of Respondents Using Number of

Source for Tester Recruitment Respondents
Referrals from current testers 97 38
Informal referrals from staff acquaintances 89 37
Social services organizations 89 36
Graduate school 38 32
Actors guilds or similar 3 29
Advertising in a public paper or flyer 66 35

Source: Survey of Fair Housing Initiative Program grantees
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Organization-Initiated and FHAP-Initiated Investigations

Some investigations do not result from inquiries that individuals made. Investigations can be ‘organization-initiated,” which
begin with systematic investigations of housing market patterns by FHIP grantee organizations (Table 52). Organization-
initiated investigations have the potential to help a large number of people if they uncover systematic discrimination against
protected classes. Because this type of investigation is more complex, however, it typically requires more time to complete
than an individual complainant investigation.

It appears that a nearly equal number of respondents conducted most of their tests in response to either individual- or
organization-initiated complaints (see the bolded numbers in Table 53). Of 41 respondents, 32 percent conducted most or all
of their tests in response to an organization-initiated complaint and just about the same proportion (29 percent) conducted
most or all of their tests in response to complaints brought by individuals. Of the respondents, 22 percent were equally likely
to conduct tests from individual- or organization-initiated complaints (Table 53).

According to the representatives of FHIP grantee organizations who were interviewed for this study, the number of tests
conducted in response to individual-initiated complaints versus those that were organization-initiated was a function of the
number of testable complaints a FHIP grantee organization received during a year. Some complaints, such as those related
to the availability of either rental or sales housing, or the terms and conditions associated with either type of transaction,
were more easily investigated with testing. Representatives of FHIP grantee organizations said it was difficult to know from
one year to the next what share of individual complaints can be investigated using tests.

In addition to conducting tests for individual- and organization-initiated complaints, some FHIP grantees conducted tests
for local FHAP organizations. Most respondents (53 percent) indicated that they conducted tests in FY 2006 in response
to a request from a HUD or FHAP agency; 38 percent of respondents conducted tests in response to a settlement or court
order, and 36 percent of respondents conducted tests as part of a research program.

Table 52. Distribution of Share of Grantee Organization-Initiated Inquiries Investigated With PEI Grant Funding

Percent of Organization-
Initiated Complaints Resulting

Percent of Investigations Number of in an Investigation Funded Percent of

Funded With PEI Grants Respondents With PEI Grants Respondents
<25 8 6 23
25-49 3 29 9
50-74 2 62 6
75-99 4 86 11
100 18 100 51
Total 35 65 100

PEI = Private Enforcement Initiative.
Source: Survey of Fair Housing Initiative Program grantees

Share of Tests Conducted in Response
to Organization-Initiated Complaints

None or a Few Roughly One-Half Most or All
(%) (%) (%) Total
Share of tests conducted in 10 5 32 46
response to individual-initiated 0 22 0 22
complaints 29 2 0 32
Total 39 29 3% 100

Source: Survey of Fair Housing Initiative Program grantees
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Description of FHIP Grantees’ Education
and Outreach Activities

Enforcement of fair housing laws, in many cases, depends on people who have suffered discrimination making complaints
that can be investigated and remediated. Real estate participants, including realtors, lenders, and property managers,

must be aware of actions that violate fair housing laws and avoid prohibited actions. Many Fair Housing Initiatives Program
grantees conduct education and outreach activities that help to inform people who may be at risk for discrimination and
real estate participants about the rights and responsibilities required by fair housing laws. Several survey respondents wrote
about the importance of providing this service to the community:

Without groups like ours, individuals do not know who to contact to help them or how to navigate the
process and get the evidence they need to show they have been a victim of discrimination. We also
distribute thousands of fair housing publications each year, which help educate housing providers, so they
do not unknowingly discriminate.

Another respondent wrote about education and outreach:

They help the general public become aware of their rights under the Fair Housing Act and learn how to
report a complaint. A broader education and outreach campaign is essential. If people don’t know their
rights, they won't know when they’re making violations or experiencing violations. If they don’t know
there’s a problem, they can’t fix it.

The grantees use education and outreach to increase enforcement activities, according to one case study participant, “We
had a grant ... it was a moving ad, limited to 10 seconds—it doubled client load while it ran.”

Out of 68 respondents, 55 indicated that they provided fair housing education in FY 2006. Survey respondents provided fair
housing training to 167,962 individuals, a mean of 3,054 people per respondent. Of the survey respondents, 52 provided
fair housing training to 1,807 organizations, a mean of 35 organizations per respondent (Table 54).

Respondents referred to a variety of sources for materials they used for education and outreach activities in FY 2006.

Of the respondents, 90 percent indicated they used materials they developed in house. In addition, 80 percent of these
respondents used materials that HUD or the Federal Reserve Board developed. The two most common HUD sources that
respondents used were Fair Housing: Equal Opportunity for All and Fair Housing Act Design Manual.

Table 54. Individuals and Organizations Receiving Fair Housing Education or Training From Respondents, FY 2006

Number of People Receiving Number of Organizations With Staff
Fair Housing Education or Receiving Fair Housing Education or
Training From Respondent Training From Respondent
Total 167,962 1,807
Mean 3,054 35
Median 610 19
Min 100 2
Max 33,000 210
N 55 52

Source: Survey of Fair Housing Initiative Program grantees
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The most common education and outreach activity, which 100 percent of respondents performed in FY 2006, was distrib-
uting educational materials. Other common activities included training landlords and apartment management agencies (96
percent), training real estate agents (83 percent), and convening meetings for representatives of the housing industry and
fair housing groups (85 percent) (Table 55).

Education and outreach activities were not fully supported by Education and QOutreach Initiative funds. Depending on the
activity, such funds were used in FY 2006 to finance between 6 percent and 33 percent of individual education and out-
reach activities (Table 55).

This finding was consistent with the analysis presented previously that showed that EQI funds provided about 30 percent of
respondents’ 2006 budget for education and outreach activities. Presumably, the remaining funds used to finance educa-
tion and outreach activities completed in FY 2006 came from local, county, and state governments, either through Commu-
nity Development Block Grant funds or other sources—the two largest sources of the education and outreach budgets for
survey respondents.

Table 55. Education and Outreach Activities That Respondents Completed and the Proportion of Activities Funded With

EOI Grant Funding, FY 2006

Number of Respondents Percent of Respondents

Education and Undertaking Education and Percent of Who Used EOI Grants

Outreach Activities Outreach Activities Respondents To Finance Activities
Develop educational materials 45 83 24
Distribute educational materials 55 100 29
Analyze local impediments to housing choice 32 59 6
Provide housing counseling and classes 34 62 21
Convene meetings to bring together the housing industry a7 85 26

and fair housing groups

Develop technical materials on accessibility 11 22 27
Launch media campaigns 24 45 33
Training landlord and management agencies 53 96 25
Training real estate agents 45 83 25
Training lenders 17 33 24
Training local government officials 39 74 18
Other 12 63 25

EOI = Education and Outreach Initiative.
Source: Survey of Fair Housing Initiative Program grantees
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.
N

This section?' of the Fair Housing Initiatives Program study presents comparative analyses of outcomes for FHIP-referred
and non-FHIP-referred complaints that were closed between FY 2003 and FY 2005. During this period, approximately 10
percent of the 26,090 complaints that HUD and FHAP agencies closed were FHIP-referred cases. For this section, FHIP

organizations are organizations that have ever received a FHIP grant.

Comparing Outcomes for FHIP-Referred and
Non-FHIP-Referred Complaints

The purpose of this section is to examine four hypotheses about the role FHIP organizations play in the process of enforc-
ing fair housing laws. The hypotheses are as follows:

1. FHIP organizations filter inquiries, reducing burden for HUD and FHAP investigators. The survey in
section 5 shows that only 15 percent of cases that FHIP organizations investigated and closed were referred to
HUD or FHAP agencies for investigation; 43 percent were determined not to have a case; and 27 percent were
resolved by the FHIP organization itself without a referral to HUD or a FHAP agency. FHIP organizations appear
to reduce the number of inquiries without basis for a complaint and some portion of the cases HUD or FHAP
agencies likely would have conciliated. This survey result can be tested by comparing the proportion of inquiries
brought by FHIP organizations to HUD compared with all inquiries brought to HUD. If most FHIP-referred
inquiries are converted to a complaint then, this prescreening role might suggest that FHIP organizations are
reducing the number of inquiries HUD and FHAP staff have to process.

2. FHIP organizations act as a representative for complainants, resulting in better outcomes. Under this
hypothesis, having a FHIP organization represent a complainant helps potential victims of housing discrimination
in their contact with HUD or FHAP investigators and respondents. This approach would presumably lead to
fewer administrative closures and more cause findings and conciliations as compared with other cases without a
FHIP organization representative.

3. FHIP organizations do testing and other investigations that increase the merit of a case and thus
lead to better outcomes for complainants. HUD and FHAP agencies rarely include testing as part of their
investigation. Nearly all cases with testing evidence are those that involve a FHIP organization. The premise is
that testing and other preinvestigation that a FHIP organization conducts increases the merits of a case and
leads to better outcomes for the complainant.

4. FHIP organizations are critical to the investigation of complicated cases. HUD and FHAP agencies react
to complaints from individuals and thus are largely demand driven. Rarely do HUD and FHAP investigators iden-
tify a potential area of discrimination and initiate their own investigations. In contrast, as the survey results show,
FHIP organizations initiate a significant number of their own investigations, particularly related to complicated
cases such as fair lending, design and construction, pattern and practice, and zoning. If FHIP organizations are
involved with most or all complaints related to fair lending, design and construction, pattern and practice, and
zoning, this would support this hypothesis.

Background on FHIP-Referred Complaints
For this analysis, the FHIP-referred complaints are divided into two important subgroups:

1. FHIP organization as the complainant. These are cases in which an FHO s listed as a complainant on a case.
2. FHIP organization as the representative for the complainant. These cases do not have an FHO listed as a
complainant but are instead listed as a representative to the complainant in the case.

2 Todd Richardson of HUD’s Office of Policy Development and Research wrote section 7 of this study.
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The FHIP-referred complaints were identified using a methodology described in section 1. As discussed in that section,
there may be some data reliability issues associated with the way HUD regional offices report data into the Title VIII Auto-
mated Paperless Office Tracking System. Nonetheless, the data are analyzed in this section, as they provide a rich source
of information about outcomes for complaints referred to HUD and FHAP agencies by both FHIP grantees as compared
with cases in which a FHIP organization is not involved.

Before presenting this analysis, it is important to explain the process HUD and FHAP agencies use when they receive an
inquiry about a suspected violation of the Fair Housing Act. For each inquiry?? it receives, HUD or FHAP agencies deter-
mine the jurisdictional elements associated with the allegation contained within the inquiry. If the inquiry is jurisdictional, it is
classified as a complaint and entered and tracked in TEAPOTS. HUD or FHAP agencies investigate all complaints, and the
investigator attempts to close the complaint through conciliation before the conclusion of the investigation.?® The statute
calls for fair housing investigations conducted by FHEO and FHAP offices to be completed within 100 days of the filing of
the complaint or inquiry.

The purpose of the HUD or FHAP investigations is to determine if there is reasonable cause to believe the Fair Housing Act
has been violated. A complaint will be closed through administrative closure if there are problems contacting the complain-
ant or respondent (housing provider) or if it is determined later that the case was not filed in time. If a case is not conciliated
successfully during the investigation, two possible conclusions exist. A determination of reasonable cause can be issued,
which means there is evidence of illegal housing discrimination, and the case is then charged. After the case is charged,

it may be filed in federal court or adjudicated at a HUD administrative hearing. The other possibility is that a determination
of no reasonable cause is issued, which means that the investigator did not find reasonable evidence of illegal housing
discrimination.

Do FHIP Organizations Act As a Filter, Providing Cases More Likely To Be
Jurisdictional and Have Merit?

Table 56 shows the total number of inquiries that HUD received divided by those brought by a FHIP organization as a
complainant or as a representative for a complainant and compares them with all inquiries that HUD received. As the table
shows, 90 percent of FHIP-generated inquiries that are referred to HUD are converted to complaints, compared with 38
percent of inquiries brought directly to HUD. This finding tends to support the survey results from section 6 that only 15 per-
cent of FHIP cases are referred to HUD, suggesting that FHIP organizations play an important filtering role in the number of
inquiries that HUD and FHAP agencies received. Expanding on the survey results that showed FHIP organizations brought
only 15 percent of their inquiries forward as complaints to HUD or FHAP agencies, it is possible to estimate that FHIP orga-
nizations likely reduced the number of fair housing inquiries to HUD (mostly inquiries without merit) by 11,464 in the 3 years
of FY 2003 through FY 2005. That is, FHIP organizations likely reduced HUD’s inquiry workload by nearly one-fourth.

Table 56. Inquiries to HUD Field Offices That Were Converted to Complaints (Jurisdictional)

FHIP Organization as

Non-FHIP-Referred FHIP Organization asa  a Representative for a
Complaints Complainant Complainant Total
Inquiry unfiled 62% 10% 10% 59%
Jurisdictional 38% 90% 90% 41%
Total 100% 100% 100% 100%
N 36,489 754 1,269 38,512

FHIP = Fair Housing Initiative Program. HUD = U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development.

Note: Although Table 56 represents only cases for which HUD received an inquiry directly, all other tables in this section refer to filed complaints with either HUD or a
FHAP agency and recorded in HUD’s Title VIIl Automated Paperless Office Tracking System (TEAPOTS) database.

Source: Authors’ analysis of the HUD TEAPOTS database

22 HUD can receive inquiries from FHAP agencies and directly from individuals. This leads to some confusion regarding terminology. A FHIP
grantee organization refers to a situation in which an individual contacts the organization alleging a fair housing violation as a complaint. HUD, in a
similar circumstance, refers to this activity as an inquiry.

2 42 U.S.C. Section 3610 (b) (1).
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Do FHIP Organizations Improve Outcomes for Complainants, Either as a
Representative or Through Their Supporting Investigations?

The second and third hypotheses presume that a FHIP organization involvement in a case should result in better outcomes
for complainants.

To test these basic hypotheses, data from TEAPOTS are analyzed. HUD uses the TEAPOTS data for all complaints filed either
with HUD or a FHAP agency. Unlike the inquiries discussed previously, HUD or FHAP investigators determined that all the
complaints used in this analysis were under the jurisdiction of either HUD or FHAP, as determined by the Fair Housing Act.

A total of 23 potential outcomes are reported in the TEAPOTS database. To simplify this analysis, these 23 outcomes were
recoded into four categories: (1) administrative closure, (2) conciliation and settlement, (3) a cause finding, and (4) a no
cause finding, using the classification system detailed in Table 57.

As Table 58 shows, 4 percent of the cases closed between 2003 and 2005 were cases in which a FHIP organization was
listed as a complainant and 6 percent were cases in which a FHIP organization was listed as a representative to a com-
plainant. Comparing their overall representation in number of cases to their share of cause cases show that FHIP organiza-
tions have a rate of cause twice their share of all cases (8 percent compared with 4 percent for a FHIP organization as a
complainant and 11 percent compared with 6 percent for a FHIP organization as a representative for a complainant).

In addition, Table 59 shows that 71 percent of the cases in which a FHIP organization is a complainant resulted in a concilia-
tion (63 percent) or a cause (8 percent). These data compare with 37 percent for non-FHIP-referred cases. The 43 percent of
cases that were conciliated or caused in which a FHIP organization was a representative for the complainant is still higher than
the percentage of non-FHIP-referred complaints that resulted in a conciliation or cause outcome, but only by a small margin.

Table 57. Coding Method Used To Reclassify TEAPOTS Outcomes

Outcome Reported Outcome Used
in TEAPOTS in the Analysis

Untimely filed Administrative closure
Dismissed for lack of jurisdiction Administrative closure
Unable to locate complainant Administrative closure
Complainant failed to cooperate Administrative closure
Unable to identify respondent Administrative closure
Complaint withdrawn by complainant without resolution Administrative closure
Unable to locate respondent Administrative closure
Closed because trial has begun Cause finding
Conciliation and settlement successful Conciliation and settlement
Complaint withdrawn by complainant after resolution Conciliation and settlement
No cause determination No cause finding
DOJ dismissal Cause finding
DOJ settlement Cause finding
FHAP judicial consent order Cause finding
FHAP judicial dismissal Cause finding
Litigation ended—discrimination found Cause finding
Litigation ended—no discrimination found Cause finding
Administrative hearing ended—discrimination found Cause finding
Administrative hearing ended—no discrimination found Cause finding
ALJ consent order entered after issuance of charge Cause finding
ALJ dismissal Cause finding
Election made to go to court Cause finding
Appeals Court upholds ALJ finding of discrimination and no appeal Cause finding

ALJ = administrative law judge. DOJ = U.S. Department of Justice. FHAP = Fair Housing Assistance Program. TEAPOTS = Title VIl Automated Paperless Office
Tracking System.

Source: Authors’ analysis of the HUD TEAPOTS database
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Table 58. Comparison of Overall Representation for Non-FHIP-Referred and FHIP-Referred Complaints by Closure Type,

FY 2003-FY 2005

FHIP Organization FHIP Organization
Non-FHIP-Referred as a as a Representative for a

Outcome Complaints Complainant Complainant Total Total Number

Category (%) (%) (%) (%) of Complaints
Administrative closure 91 4 6 100 3,213
Conciliation and settlement 88 6 6 100 9,088
No cause finding 94 1 5 100 12,845
Cause finding 80 8 11 100 944
Total 91 4 6 100 26,090

FHIP = Fair Housing Initiative Program.
Source: Authors’ analysis of the U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development Title VIl Automated Paperless Office Tracking System database

Table 59. Comparison of Reasons for File Closure for Non-FHIP-Referred and FHIP-Referred Complaints, FY 2003-FY 2005

FHIP Organization as

Outcome Non FHIP-Referred FHIP Organization as a a Representative for a

Category Complaints Complainant Complainant Total
Administrative closure 12% 13% 12% 12%
Conciliation and settlement 34% 63% 36% 35%
No cause finding 51% 15% 45% 49%
Cause finding 3% 8% 7% 4%
Total 100% 100% 100% 100%
N 23,675 927 1,488 26,090

FHIP = Fair Housing Initiative Program.
Source: Authors’ analysis of the U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development Title VIl Automated Paperless Office Tracking System database

These findings are difficult to evaluate in terms of the hypothesis on whether or not FHIP organizations improve outcomes
for complainants. FHIP involvement does seem to result in modestly improved outcomes for complainants that they refer
to HUD or FHAP and represent, and much better outcomes for when they are a complainant or co-complainant. These
findings could be due to FHIP organizations operating as a filter of complaints for HUD or FHAP rather than adding value
through their role as a representative for the complainant.

In addition, if FHIP organization involvement leads to a longer investigation time on the part of HUD or FHAP agencies, their
role as a representative could slow down an investigation, and it might lead to less favorable outcomes. Table 60 shows
that FHIP organizations as complainant or as representative result in slightly longer processing times by HUD, which may be
because FHIP organizations refer more complicated cases to HUD and FHAP agencies.

Table 61 shows a more nuanced picture of the average time to process, showing that cause finding cases with a FHIP
organization involved were processed faster than non-FHIP cases, although conciliations and no cause finding cases with
FHIP organization involvement took longer.

The shorter amount of time it takes to investigate a cause finding case is consistent with the theory that FHIP organizations
do a significant amount of the investigation work, including testing, to make a determination for a cause finding easier for
HUD and FHAP investigators than a case that is brought independently by a complainant directly to HUD or a FHAP. This
finding is particularly relevant for cases in which FHIP organizations act as the representative for a complainant.

The longer amount of time it takes for a conciliation to occur once a case has been referred to HUD is consistent with the
FHIP organizations acting as a filter by completing the easy-to-conciliate cases in house. As section 5 shows, FHIP orga-
nizations reported that 27 percent of the cases they investigated were resolved without filing with HUD or FHAP agencies,
implying that FHIP organizations are conciliating the easy-to-conciliate cases without bringing them to HUD or a FHAP
agency and suggesting that the cases being brought to HUD are likely to be the more complicated cases.
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The most compelling evidence supporting the hypothesis that FHIP organization investigation and testing improve out-
comes for complainants is that FHIP organizations are the primary source of the testing evidence used to support a
complaint. FHIP organizations are involved with only 10 percent of the total complaints that FHAP and HUD investigate, but
they represent 85 percent of the cases with testing evidence. Table 62 shows that the bulk of the testing evidence comes
from cases in which the FHIP organization is the complainant (72 percent), which likely explains the very high cause and
conciliation rate for cases in which FHIP is a complainant, as discussed previously. In part, this result is probably because it
is based largely on testing cases that a FHIP organization is likely to file as a complainant or co-complainant, because FHIP
organizations likely choose to involve themselves in cases that have merit based on testing evidence. Of the 927 complaints
in which a FHIP organization was a complainant, 42 percent have testing. This result compares with approximately 5 per-
cent of the cases in which a FHIP organization acts as a representative (and only 0.4 percent for non-FHIP cases).

Table 63 shows that a complaint that has testing involved is much more likely to result in a conciliation or a cause finding as
compared with cases without testing. This finding is probably a large contributor to the much higher rate of complaints with
a FHIP organization as a complainant ending in a cause finding or conciliation relative to other complaints.

Table 64 shows the regional variation in outcome, which indicates the same pattern of higher “good outcomes” for FHIP
organizations as the complainant across regions, with a smaller “better outcome” result for FHIP organizations acting as
representatives for the complainant. Perhaps more interesting is that significant regional variation existed in the share of
complaints processed, ranging from a low of only 3 percent in the Mid-Atlantic Region to a high of 23 percent in the Rocky
Mountain Region. This variation in the proportion of cases that are referred by region raises more questions than it answers.
Is it because of the allocation of FHIP grants or is it that FHIP organizations are more likely or willing to refer cases to HUD
or a FHAP agency in some regions than in others?

The evidence presented here generally supports the hypothesis that FHIP organization involvement in a case improves
outcomes for complainants. Their role as an initial filter for cases and, in particular, their role of providing testing evidence
to support a complaint seem to be their most powerful added values. The evidence that their role as a representative for a
complainant improves complaint outcomes is not well supported from this analysis.

Table 60. Comparison of the Mean Number of Days Between HUD Receiving a Complaint and Closing a File for Non-

FHIP-Referred and FHIP-Referred Complaints, FY 2003-FY 2005

FHIP Organization as a

Total Days From Non-FHIP-Referred FHIP Organization as a Representative for a
Filed Date Complaints Complainant Complainant
Median 149 169 190
Mean 227 291 265

FHIP = Fair Housing Initiative Program. HUD = U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development.
Source: Authors’ analysis of the HUD Title VIl Automated Paperless Office Tracking System database

Table 61. Comparison of the Mean Number of Days Between HUD Receiving a Complaint and Closing a File for Non-

FHIP-Referred and FHIP-Referred Complaints by Closure Type, FY 2003-FY 2005

FHIP Organization as a

Outcome Non-FHIP-Referred FHIP Organization as a Representative for a
Category Complaints Complainant Complainant
Administrative closure 134 119 148
Conciliation and settlement 108 156 149
No cause finding 173 200 207
Cause finding 708 673 495
N 23,675 927 1,488

FHIP = Fair Housing Initiative Program. HUD = U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development.
Source: Authors’ analysis of the HUD Title VIIl Automated Paperless Office Tracking System database
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Table 62. Testing as Part of a Complaint for Non-FHIP-Referred and FHIP-Referred Complaints, FY 2003-FY 2005

FHIP Organization as a

Non-FHIP-Referred FHIP Organization as a Representative for a
Complaints Complainant Complainant Total
Testing 15% 72% 13% 100%
N 83 391 68 542

FHIP = Fair Housing Initiative Program.
Source: Authors’ analysis of the U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development Title VIIl Automated Paperiess Office Tracking System database

Table 63. Case Outcomes for Cases With and Without

Testing for Complaints, FY 2003-FY 2005

Outcome Category Without Testing With Testing
Administrative closure 12% 8%
Conciliation and settlement 34% 63%

No cause finding 50% 23%
Cause finding 4% 6%
N 25,548 542

Source: Authors’ analysis of the U.S. Department of Housing and Urban
Development Title VIl Automated Paperless Office Tracking System database

Table 64. Regional Distribution of FHIP-Referred Cases and the Cause Finding and Conciliation Rate for Complaints by Region, FY 2003-FY 2005

Non-FHIP-Referred FHIP Organization as a FHIP Organization as a
Complaints Complainant Representative for Complainant Total
Total Cause Finding or Total Cause Finding or Total Cause Finding or Total Cause Finding or All FHIP
HUD Region Cases (N) Conciliation (%) Cases (N) Conciliation (%) Cases (N) Conciliation (%) Cases (N) Conciliation (%) Cases (%)
Headquarters 31 10 1 0 1 0 33 9 6
New England 1,363 38 16 88 72 40 1,451 39 6
New York/New Jersey 1,849 31 31 74 56 46 1,936 32 4
Mid-Atlantic 1,767 42 35 51 26 69 1,828 43 3
Southeast/Caribbean 3,966 28 80 63 260 44 4,306 30 8
Midwest 3,856 38 209 74 438 47 4,503 40 14
Southwest 3,089 38 115 63 264 38 3,468 39 11
Great Plains 2,575 45 111 89 87 32 2,773 46 7
Rocky Mountain 694 34 101 74 101 44 896 40 23
Pacific 3,667 39 119 73 103 39 3,889 40 6
Northwest 818 36 109 68 80 44 1,007 40 19

FHIP = Fair Housing Initiative Program. HUD = U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development.
Notes: The Pacific Region includes Hawaii. The Northwest Region includes Alaska.
Source: Authors’ analysis of the HUD Title VIl Automated Paperless Office Tracking System database
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Are FHIP Organizations Critical to Investigating Complicated Cases?

Differences between outcomes for FHIP-referred and non-FHIP-referred complaints could result from a variation in the share
of protected class types among FHIP-referred complaints. Table 65 shows that FHIP organizations acting as a complainant
have a much higher rate of being involved in familial status cases and a much lower rate of being involved in race and eth-
nicity cases, compared with cases in which the FHIP organization is a representative for the complainant, and for non-FHIP-
referred complaints.

Quite striking is that 41 percent of the total cases that FHIP organizations handled as a complainant are familial status com-
plaints compared with 21 percent for FHIP organizations as a representative and 14 percent for cases in which FHIP organi-
zations were not involved (Table 66). Equally striking is that only 25 percent of the cases that the FHIP organization acted as
the complainant were race and ethnicity cases compared with the 51 percent of the non-FHIP-referred complaints.

FHIP organizations also play an extremely important role in bringing design and construction complaints forward. They are
involved in 42 percent of the design and construction complaints.

In some instances, HUD is required to refer cases to DOJ for further investigation. For example, DOJ has exclusive author-
ity for investigating zoning and land use cases. In addition, it has exclusively delegated authority to investigate pattern and
practice cases and can pursue investigations beyond HUD's 1-year statute of limitations.

Table 67 shows that although FHIP organizations are involved in only 10 percent of all cases referred to HUD and FHAP
agencies, FHIP organizations seem to play an important role in pattern and practice cases and a modestly important role in
zoning/land use cases.

FHIP organizations, particularly when they are the complainants, are key contributors to familial status, design and con-
struction, and pattern and practice cases. For these types of cases, they participate in 40 to 60 percent of these complaint
types, although they are involved in only 10 percent of all cases referred to HUD or FHAP agencies.

The summary of findings from this section include (1) FHIP organizations act as a filter of nonjurisdictional complaints, and
FHIP-referred complaints are much more likely to result in a finding of cause or conciliation than are complaints from other
sources; (2) complaints in which FHIP organizations are a complainant are more likely to be closed as a conciliation or
cause finding compared with complaints in which FHIP organizations act as a representative to the complainant and with
non-FHIP-referred complaints; (3) FHIP organizations are the primary source for testing evidence associated with com-
plaints and rely heavily on FHIP grants as a stable source of funding for enforcement and testing activities; and (4) FHIP
organizations play an important role in complex complaints relating to design and construction cases and pattern and prac-
tice cases, and these more complex FHIP-referred complaints may be the reason why FHIP-referred cases may take longer
to close than non-FHIP-referred complaints.

Table 65. Proportion of Cases by FHIP Referral Type—Complaints Closed, FY 2003-FY 2005

FHIP Organization as a

Non-FHIP-Referred FHIP Organization as a Representative for a

Complaints Complainant Complainant Total
Race/ethnicity 51% 25% 46% 50%
Disability 39% 39% 38% 39%
Gender 10% 4% 1% 10%
Familial status 14% 41% 21% 16%
Other 4% 1% 3% 4%
Total* 118% 108% 119% 118%
N 283,587 915 1,487 25,989

FHIP = Fair Housing Initiative Program.
*Sum of the subgroups adds to greater than 100 percent of the total due to multiple class cases.
Source: Authors’ analysis of the U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development Title VIIl Automated Paperiess Office Tracking System database
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Table 66. Proportion of Design and Construction Cases by FHIP Referral Type—Complaints Closed, FY 2003-FY 2005

FHIP Organization as a

Non-FHIP-Referred FHIP Organization as a Representative for a
Complaints Complainant Complainant Total
Design and construction 58% 37% 5% 100%
N 85 54 7 146

FHIP = Fair Housing Initiative Program.
Source: Authors’ analysis of the U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development Title VIIl Automated Paperiess Office Tracking System database

Table 67. Proportion of Types of DOJ Investigations by FHIP Referral Type—Complaints Closed, FY 2003-FY 2005

FHIP Organization as a

DOJ Non-FHIP-Referred FHIP Organization as a Representative for a

Referrals Complaints Complainant Complainant Total
Criminal prosecutions 100% 0% 0% 100%
N 25 0 0 25
Other cases 79% 7% 14% 100%
N 11 1 2 14
Pattern and practice 44% 46% 9% 100%
N 43 45 9 97
Zoning/land use 78% 7% 15% 100%
N 102 9 20 131

DOJ = U.S. Department of Justice. FHIP = Fair Housing Initiative Program.
Source: Authors’ analysis of the U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development Title VIl Automated Paperless Office Tracking System database
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Glossary of Abbreviations and Acronyms

AEIl
ALJ
CDBG
DOJ
EQI
FHA
FHAP
FHEO
FHIP
FHO
FHOI
GPRA
GTR
HBCU
HUD
NFHA
NOFA
OMB
PART
PEI
QFHO
SIP
TEAPOTS

Administrative Enforcement Initiative
administrative law judge

Community Development Block Grant

U.S. Department of Justice

Education and Outreach Initiative

Federal Housing Administration

Fair Housing Assistance Program

Fair Housing and Equal Opportunity

Fair Housing Initiatives Program

Fair Housing Organization

Fair Housing Organizations Initiative
Government Performance Results Act
government technical representative
Historically Black Colleges, and Universities
U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development
National Fair Housing Alliance

Notice of Funding Availability

Office of Management and Budget
Program Assessment Rating Tool

Private Enforcement Initiative

qualified fair housing enforcement organization
Secretary Initiated Projects

Title VIl Automated Paperless Office Tracking System
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Study of the Fair Housing Initiatives Program

Appendix
Icair Housing Initiatives Program Web Survey in

"Telephone Instrument Guide Format

N

Please take a few minutes to complete this survey. DB Consulting is conducting a program evaluation of the Fair Housing
Initiatives Program on behalf of the U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development (HUD). This study is intended
to provide HUD with an in-depth understanding of how fair housing agencies function and what role FHIP funds play in
supporting their operation. This information may be used by HUD as part of future budget justifications for the program,
design of new performance measures, and program changes. Your response to the survey is critical to the success and
validity of this research.

Your participation in this survey is voluntary. The questions have been approved by the United States Office of Manage-
ment and Budget, number xxxxxx. [t is estimated that it will take you between 45 and 90 minutes to complete the survey.
If you do not have time to complete the survey in one sitting, you can return to it at a later time.

Note that this is a survey of all FHIP agencies receiving grants between FY 2003 and FY 2005. Most of the questions are
about your agency in 2006, whether or not you received a grant in FY 2005. This is intentional, as we are interested in how
groups operate in years when they get funding as well as when they do not get funding. We think by asking about 2006,
the information will be most fresh in your mind and we can analyze the data both by current grantees and former grantees.

To make responding to this survey easier for you, you may choose to use calendar year 2006 or your agency'’s fiscal year
2006, whichever you have better data on budget and program operations. Our objective is to have the best data possible
for the most recently completed 12 month period.

Contact Information

In case we need to follow up with you to clarify any response, please provide the following contact information:
A) Name of Primary Person Completing SUNVEY: .....cc.veviiiveeiiiieeeiiiee e
B) THIBT vttt
C) Phone NUMDEIT ...
D) EMAILE oo

Questions

Organizational Mission

As part of this evaluation, HUD is trying to understand the variety of models fair housing organizations use nationwide and in what context of the
agency’s mission does their fair housing work fall. The following questions asked about your organization’s mission and structure:

1) What is the overall mission of your organization?

2) How does fair housing fit within your overall mission?
EXCIUSIVE 0N ...ttt
PrIMIAIY TOIB. .ttt
Significant role among several...........ccccoviiiiiieiiiee.

SECONTANY TOIE... i ettt e e sreaee e

1YL Te T (]I T OSSR R R PPPPPRR
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Organization Structure
3) Which of the following describes your organization?

NON=PFOFIE .t O
State GOVEIMMENT ...ttt O
LOCAl GOVEINMIENT ... O

4a) Does your organization have a Board of Directors?

4b) If yes, what is the size of your organization’s Board of Directors (including vacancies)?
4¢) How many of the Board of Director positions are currently vacant?

4d) Does your Board of Directors include representatives from:

(a) Other civil rights organizations.... ...Yes
(b) Legal professionals ..........cccceceuveeenes ...Yes
(c) Residents of the target service area.. ..Yes
(d) Landlords or landlord organizations.. ..Yes
(e) Real estate agents/organizations...... ..Yes
(f) The lending industry (SUCh @s DanKers)...........cociiiiiiiiiiicicee Yes
(9) GOVEINMENT @ENCIES ...ttt Yes
(h) Faith Based/Clergy ........ccuiuiiiiiiiiiiii e Yes
(i) Other NON=PIOMIES ... Yes
(i) Unions/Labor Organizations .............eoueaiieiieeiie sttt Yes
(k) Individuals representing themsSeIVES............ccviiiiiiiiiii Yes

4e) How many board members have been on the board for:
(@) 10 yEars OF IONGEI? ..veiiiiiiiee ettt
(D) 510 10 YEAIS? ..t
(C) 210 5 YBAIST woveiiiiiee ettt
(d) LESS than 2 YEAIS? ...vvvviiee et

5a) Is your agency an operating member of the National Fair Housing Alliance?
YES (SKID 10 B) 1.vvvreeiiie ettt

Oooooooogood

No
No
No
No
No
No
No
No
No
No
No

Ooooooooood

A-2
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Organization History

As part of this evaluation, HUD wants to know about organization history and where and whom it generally serves. This information will help
understand more about FHIP organization stability and the overall geographic coverage by FHIP agencies nationwide.

8) In what year was your organization founded (legally incorporated)?
9) In what year did it first become active in fair housing activities?

10a) Has your agency’s involvement in fair housing activities been continuous since that time or has it been discontinuous (that is, stopped
doing fair housing activities at some point and then restarted)?

ContinUOUS (SKIP O T1) 1uiiiiiiiiicc e O

DISCONHINUOUS ...ttt e e e e e [l

10b) If discontinuous, why did it stop providing fair housing services?

10c) If discontinuous, in what year did it become active in fair housing activities for the most recent period of continuous activity?

Service Area and Population

11a) Please describe your organization’s fair housing primary service area? (That is, the area where you primarily market your program and
where most of the clients you serve live).

Targeted NeIGhDOrNOOA(S) «...vvieeiiiiiiiiic e O
A SINGIE CILY vt |
A SINGIE COUNTY .ttt et O
A single MEtropoNitan @rea...........covvviiiiiiiiiiicie e O
Multiple cities and/or counties outside of a metropolitan area...................... O
STAIEWITE ..t ]
Multiple states (specify) __ O
NAHONWITE. ... L]
Other (specify) ___ O

11b) What is the approximate population of your fair housing primary service area? (That is, the number of people in the area where you
primarily market your program and where most of the clients you serve live).

12a) In 2006, did your organization primarily market to a specific population or populations?

12b) If yes, what population(s) did your organization primarily market to in 2006 (you may select more than one)?

PErsons With DISADIIHES ...............erverireereiieieics e [
FAMIES ..ttt O
Blacks or Affican AmEeriCans ...........ccccoiiiiiiiiiiiiiic ]
HISPANICS OF LAtiNOS ©.vvvvviiiiiiiiiiiie e [l
AASIBNS ettt e e e e e O
American Indians or Alaska NatiVes.............cccooviiiiiiiiiiii ]
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Native Hawaiians or Other Pacific Islanders..........cccceeeoevviviivieieiiiiiiieeeeen O
IMIMIGIANTS .. O
LOW-INCOME i O

Education and OUIIEACH ........c.ooiiiiiiie e Yes [ No [

Investigations INVOIVING TESHING......coiiiiiiiii e Yes L1 No [

Non-Testing Investigations (such as interviewing friendly witnesses) ................cc..... Yes 1 No [

Referrals to pro-bono or contingency attorneys ..........ccovvvveveiiiiiiiiiieieeeee Yes [ No [

Research INVOIVING TESHING .....oiiiiiiiiiii e Yes L1 No [

OB s Yes L1 No [
Specify

14) If your organization provided other services beyond fair housing in 2006, what were the three largest types of programs provided?
(B) LAIGEST: weveeiiiiie ettt
(D) SECONA LArgESt: ....viiiiiiiiieii e
(C) TRIFd Largest: .occveeeeeiiiee ettt

15a) How do you market your fair housing services? Check each activity you used in 2006.
YEIOW PAGES. « ettt
Radio adVertiSEMENt ..........ciiiiiiiiic e
Newspaper advertisement
Bus advertisement ...
Internet advertiSEMENT ..........cooviiiiiiii

BIOCHUIES ...t

Specify
Specify
Specify

15b) Does your organization have a Web page?
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16b) Please indicate (by numbering 1,2,3), the three most common ways clients reported that they learned about your agency?
YElIOW PAGES. ..ttt
Radio advertisement ...,
Newspaper advertisement ...

Bus advertisement ...
Internet advertisement ...,
Internet search (Google, Yahoo, €tC) .......cccccvviviiiiiiiiiiiiciic
Friend, neighbor, Or relatiVe ...........oooiiiiiiiiii e
Brochures ...

Technology
17a) In 2006, approximately how many of your regular staff had a working computer available for their exclusive use?

‘A O “Most” 0 “Roughly Hal” [ “Afew” (1 “None” [J

17b) In 2006, approximately how many of your regular staff had a working computer available for their exclusive use that also had access to the
internet?

‘Al 1 “Most” 1 “Roughly Half” (1 “Afew” (1 “None” [

17¢) In 2006, did your organization have a working fax machine?

Yes 1 No [

17d) In 20086, did your organization use audio recorders in its fair housing testing? (select only one)

Yes, all of the time (] Yes, some of the time (] No L] Not legal in our state (] We do not do testing []

17e) In 20086, did your organization use any of the following information services as part of its fair housing work?

(@) WESHAW ..o Yes [1 No [
(D) LEXISNEXIS .vvvveevvieeeiiieeeiiireesiieeesireeeniine e Yes [1 No [J
(C) Census Data .........ccovvveeeiiiiieiiiee e ves [ No
(d) OB oo Yes [1 No I
Specify
Specify
Specify
Employees

At the core of any organization are its employees. HUD wants to know about the characteristics of fair housing employees, their education levels,
fair housing training and experience, and length of tenure in employment.

18) How many employees does your overall organization have?

(a) Full time (35-hour workweek - include volunteers who fill regular staff positions, exclude temporary staff and professional services conducted
by third-parties such as accounting, bookkeeping, and legal counsel)?

(b) Part time (less than 35-hour work week - include volunteers who fill regular staff positions, exclude temporary staff and professional services
conducted by third-parties such as accounting, bookkeeping, and legal counsel)?

A-5
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18c¢) How many employees work on fair housing activities as a regular part of their job?
(2) FUIEIMIE? et
(D) Part tIMET? ..t

19a) How many of your fair housing staff (both full-time and part-time) provided the following fair housing services in 2006. Please distinguish
between primary (more than 50%) responsibility and occasional responsibility (less than 50%):

Responsibility Primary Occasional Total

(a) Intake?

b) Education and Outreach?

c) Investigation?

e) Testing?

f) Statistical Analysis/Research?

g) Legal Referrals?

h) Policy Issues?

(
(
(
(
(
(

i) Advocacy?

() Other?
Speciy

19b) How many of your fair housing staff (both full-time and part-time) belong to each of these racial/ethnic groups?
a) Non-Hispanic WhIte? ...........cooiiiiiiiiiiiiiiccc e
b) Non-Hispanic Black or African-American?..........cccccovvveeeiveeeinnn..
C) NON-HISPaNIC ASIANT7.......vviiiiiee e

(
(
(t
(d) Non-Hispanic Native Hawaiian or Other Pacific Islander? .............
(e) Non-Hispanic American Indian or Alaska Native? .............ccccceve...
(f) Non-Hispanic Other Race or Two or More Races? .........ccccvveeeeen.
(g) Hispanic or Latino AND WHIte? ........cccooiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiciiee s
(h) Hispanic or Latino AND Black or African-American?.....................
(i) Hispanic or Latino AND ASIBN? ......ccvviiiiiee e
(j) Hispanic or Latino AND Native Hawaiian or Other Pacific Islander?

k) Hispanic or Latino AND American Indian or Alaska Native? ..........

P

19¢) How many of your fair housing staff (both full-time and part-time) are women, and how many are men?
(8) WOMEBNT 1ttt ra e
(D) BN e

19d) How many of your fair housing staff (both full-time and part-time) have the following as their highest level of education completed?
a) Less than high school graduate?...........ccooveiiiiiiiiiiiiieee,
b) High school graduate only? ..........ccccooiiiiiiiiiiiiiiece

d) 4-year college degree?........uuiiiiiiiiiiie it
€) Masters degree? ..o
) Law degree (J.D.)? .
(g) Doctorate (Ph.D.)? .
(N) NOt KNOWN? 1.t

(
(
(C) 2-year College dEegrEe?........ccuiiiieiiie et
(
(
(

A-6
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19e) How many of your fair housing staff (both full-time and part-time) have worked for your agency...
(@) More than 10 YEAIS? ....ccciuveeiciie e
(D) B 1O 10 YEAIS? .ot
(c) 3to 5 years?....
(
(

) 110 2 YBAIST? .. iiiiie ittt
©) LeSS than 1 YBar?......coiiiiiiiiie et

19f) How many of your fair housing staff (both full-time and part-time) have worked on fair housing issues, whether or not with your agency ...
(@) More than 10 YEAIrS? ....cccivveeiiiee e

b

c

d

e

B 10 1O YBAIST ittt

B0 B YBAIST i

1to2years?..........

(
(
(
(

LeSS than 1 Year?.....cooiiei e

19gi) How many staff in 2006 had responsibility for coordinating tests?

19gii) If you had a test coordinator(s) in 2006, please describe the testing-related training the test coordinator(s) had received and when they received
that training.

19hi) How many staff in 2006 had responsibility for doing complaint intake?

19hii) If you had intake staff in 2006, please describe the intake-related training that they have received and when they received that training.

20a) Over the past five years how many different Executive Directors have you had for your organization?

20b) If different than the Executive Director, over the past five years how many different Fair Housing Program Directors have you had for your
organization?

21) How much did your organization spend in FY 2006 on fair housing related staff training and continuing education?
$

Budget

One of the core goals of this evaluation is to understand the financial stability of fair housing organizations from year-to-year. The following questions
ask about total budget, sources of funding for fair housing activities, and general budget stability from year-to-year.

22) What was your organization’s TOTAL operating budget for its fiscal year 20067
$ _

23) What was your organization’s FAIR HOUSING operating budget for its fiscal years:
(a) 20047 .... .3
(D) 20057 ... $
(€) 20087 ..ottt $

A-7
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24) For the organization’s fiscal year 2006, please indicate the amount of dollars from each source that supported your FAIR HOUSING operations,
please distinguish between enforcement activities and education and outreach activities (if unable to differentiate between activities, please provide
the “Total” amount and indicate “DK” under “Enforcement” and “Education and Outreach”):

Enforcement Education & Outreach Total
(a) FHIP PEI $ $ $
(b) FHIP EOI $ $ $
(c) FHIP FHOI $ $ $
(d) CDBG from City, County, or State $ $ $
(e) Other funding from City, County, or State $ $ $
(f) HUD Housing Counseling Funds $ $ $
(9) Proceeds from fair housing settlement(s) $ $ $
(h) Realtors $ $ $
(i) Bankers/Mortgage Companies $ $ $
() Landlords or Associations $ $ $
(k) Foundations $ $ $
() Charitable Donations $ $ $
(K) Specify

$ $ $

$ $ $

25a) Over the past five years, would you describe your funding FROM ALL SOURCES for fair housing activities to be:

Generally INCreasing OVer tIME..........oiiiiiiiiicciiie e O
Relatively stable from year-to-year...........cccccooiiiiiiiiiiiiieic e O
Up and down modestly from year-to-year .........cccccvveveeiiiiiinieeee i O
Up and down significantly from year-10-year...........ccccoveeiiieniiiiiiiieen, O
Generally decreasing OVEr tIME .......coviiiiiiiiiiieeci e O

25b) Please explain what most affects the stability of your fair housing funding from year-to-year:

264a) In the past five years (since 2001), has your organization received funds from settlements as a result of lawsuits or administrative complaints?

26b) If yes, what is the total amount your organization has received from settlements in the past 5 years as a result of as a result of lawsuits or admin-
istrative complaints? $

Enforcement Activities

Please answer the following questions if your organization conducted any enforcement activities in 2006, whether or not you received a PEI grant.
Enforcement activities involve receiving, initiating, and/or investigating fair housing complaints.

27) Did your organization receive and/or investigate fair housing complaints in 20067

A-8
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Inquiries

28) How do you track and log fair housing inquiries (An inquiry is the initial request for assistance on an allegation of what appears to be unlawful hous-
ing discrimination)? (check all that apply)

(@) Each inquiry is recorded in @ database ..........c.ccevvveeiiiieeiiiiee e O
(b) Each inquiry is recorded in a paper file .......ccccccovviiiiiiiiiiiie e O
(c) Inquiry is noted in some other format..........ccoovviiiiiiiiii O
(d) Inquiries are NOt traCKEA........ccvvvieiiiie et O

(B) NGMIE 1.t Yes L1 No [
(D) ADAIESS .ottt Yes [0 No O
(C) PROME e Yes 1 No [
() Nature Of INQUINY «.vveeiriiee et e e e eraee e Yes L1 No [
(e) Intake specialist IESPONSE ....ccvvviiiiiiiciie et Yes 1 No O

30a) From how many individuals or organizations (excluding your agency) did the agency receive a fair housing inquiry in 20067

30b) How many FAIR HOUSING investigations were “agency initiated” (for example, initiation of a systemic investigation based on renting patterns in a
community)?

31) How many of the FAIR HOUSING inquiries and other investigations in 2006:

(a) Led to fair housing complaints filed with HUD or FHAP?........ccccooviiinnnn. ornone [
(b) Led to fair housing suits filed in COUM? ... ornone [
(c) Were resolved by your organization outside of HUD/FHAP or court? ..... ornone [
(d) Were investigated but no discrimination was confirmed? .............c.c...... ornone [
() Still under INVESHGAtION? ...eiiiiiiieiie e ornone [
(f) Led to evidence being referred to the Department of Justice? ................ ornone [
(g) Were referred to a state licensing agency? .......ccccvvveiiieiieiiieiieieen, ornone [
(h) Were referred to the State Attorney General? .......ccccooovvvviiiieeeieiiinnn. ornone [
(i) Were referred to a state non-FHAP agency? ........cccccccviiviiciiiiiiiiie, ornone [

(f) Resulted in some other outcome?
Other Outcome 1: e
Other Outcome 2: e
Other Outcome 3:

32) What are the total number of FAIR HOUSING inquiries where the agency conducted some sort of an investigation in 2006 (an investigation is any
proactive work by the fair housing agency to obtain evidence to validate the potential complaint)?

33a) How many of the FAIR HOUSING inquiries from individuals were investigated using FHIP PEI funds? ornone [
33b) How many of the “agency initiated” FAIR HOUSING investigation were conducted using FHIP PEI funds? ornone [J

A-9
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34) In 20086, of investigations undertaken, how many were:

What proportion of inquiries investigated were investigated
with PEI funds?
Number All Some None
(a) Rental O O O
(b) Sales O O O
(c) Lending ] | [l
(d) Insurance O O O
(e) Other O O O

35) In 2006, did your FHIP investigate any inquiries involving the following protected classes? If yes, were any investigated using PEI funds?

(B) RACE ovvvveeeeeeeeeee ettt ettt Yes [ No [J; withPEI? Yes [0 No [
(0) COIOF vttt ettt ettt et Yes [J No [J; withPEI? Yes [ No [
(€) NatioNal OFIGIN ........voeveeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeee e, Yes L1 No [I; withPEI? Yes [1 No [
(€) FAMIIAI STALUS +..vevoeveeveeeeeeee e ee et e e Yes [ No [J; with PEI? Yes [0 No [
(1) SEX rveeer ettt ettt ettt et Yes [J No OJ; withPEI? Yes O No I
(@) RENGION ..o Yes L1 No [I; withPEI? Yes [1 No [
() Design and ConStrUCHON .....vecvvveeiiiie e Yes [ No [J; withPEI? Yes [0 No [
(m) Disability (excluding design and construction) ................. Yes [J No OJ; withPEI? Yes O No [
(MYOther e, Yes L1 No [I; withPEI? Yes [1 No [

36) Did you do any investigations in 2006 that used consultants or specialists?

37) For investigations that used consultants or specialists, what types of service did they provide?

(2) Engineering/ArchiteCture ...........ccoocviviiiiiiiiciiccic e Yes [1 No [
(b) Statistical ANAIYSIS.............ooovveeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeen. Yes [1 No [
(C) ONEE it Yes [ No [

Fair Housing Testing

38) Does your organization conduct fair housing tests?

For organizations conducting fair housing tests:

39) Is there a staff person charged with coordinating tests?
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40) If yes, approximately how much of that person’s time in a year is dedicated to coordinating tests?

I s [
CTRMEE-QUAMEIS” ...t O
SROUGNIY HAIF ... O
SONE-GUAIMET OF I8SS” ...t ee et O

41) Do you have documented tester training manual?

Primarily locally develOpEd .........uviiieiiiiiiiiieieee e O
Primarily NFHA developed manual ..............oooiiiiiiiieeiiiiiiiiieeee e ]
Primary Housing Discrimination Study (HDS) manual ...........c.cccccooviiiiinnnn. ]
Other ]
43) Indicate if any testers were recruited in 2006 from the following methods:
Referrals from current teSters ..ot Yes 1 No [
Informal referrals from staff acquaintances ...........ccccccveeiiiiiiie i Yes L1 No [
SOCial SEIVICE AQENCIES .....eiutiieiiii ettt Yes L1 No [
Graduate SCNOO! .......cuiiiiiiiiiicc e Yes 1 No [
ACtors guilds OF SIMIIAN.......uvvveiieii i Yes [ No [
Advertising in a public paper or posting flyers..........ccccvvvieiiiieiiinn. Yes [J No [
No testers recruited in 2006 .......ccccovviiiiiiiiiiiieiie e |

44) Of the testers conducting tests in 2006, about what proportion were NEW testers in 20067

I s [
CTRMEE-QUAMETS” ...t O
SROUGNIY HAIF oot ee et s et ee et O
“ONE-QUAIET OF I8SS” 1..viiii it ettt O

45) Of the testers conducting tests in 2006, about what proportion had attended a tester training session in 20067

A e [
TRMEE-QUAITEIS” .t e e e e O
SROUGNIY HaIf” ..o, O
“ONE-QUAIET OF I8SS” ...ttt O

46) How did you compensate the majority of your testers in 20067

Volunteers (N0 COMPENSALION) ......vvveiiiiieiiiii et O
Paid an honorarium of StPENd ..........coiiiiiiiiii e O
Paid staff (Nourly Or Salary) ........cccccoiveeiiiieeiiie e O




Study of the Fair Housing Initiatives Program

47) Approximately what proportion of your testing in 2006 was based on a complaint of discrimination from an individual complainant (excluding your
own “agency initiated” tests or tests initiative at the request of HUD or a FHAP agency)?

“Ar O “Most” 0 “Roughly Hal” [ “Afew” (] “None” [J

48) Approximately what proportion of your testing in 2006 was “agency initiated” (for example, initiation of a systemic investigation based on renting
patterns in a community)?

‘Al 1 “Most” L1 “Roughly Half” [1 “A few” L1 “None” [

49) Were any tests conducted in 2006 in response to a request from HUD or FHAP agency?

53) How many TOTAL fair housing tests were conducted by the agency in 20067
54) How many TOTAL fair housing tests were conducted by the agency in 2006 that were funded with FHIP PEI funds?

55) Please indicate if in 2006 you conducted one or more of the following type of fair housing test:

(B) RENTAL ...t Yes [0 No O
(D) SAIES. ..t Yes (1 No [
(€) LEBNTING .., Yes 1 No O
() INSUIBNCE ...ttt e e e e e e Yes L1 No [

(@) Black or African AMEIICAN ..........cciirieiiiee e se e Yes L1 No [
(b) HispaniC or Latino ........cccviiiiiiiiiii i Yes L1 No [
(C) ASIAN ...ttt Yes L1 No O
(d) American Indian or Alaska Native ..........c.cccvvveiiiiiiiie e Yes L1 No [
(e) Native Hawaiian or Other Pacific Islander.............cccoceveiiiiiinicnnn. Yes [J No [
() Other RACE. ... vii it Yes [0 No O
(9) OB COlOT ... Yes [J No [
(N) REHGION ..t Yes [0 No O
() Xttt Yes L1 No [
() NAONA! OFIGIN ..o Yes [1 No [
(K) Familial STAtUS ....vvveeeviieeciie e nre e Yes L1 No [
(1) Design and CONSIIUCTION ........ccoviiiiiiiiiiiieice e Yes L1 No [
(m) Physical Disability (excluding design and construction) ................. Yes [0 No O
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(n) Sensory Disability (excluding design and construction) ...........cccocveeieviiiriennnn. Yes L1 No [
(0) Mental Disability (excluding design and conStruction) .............cooeeeeererenennn. Yes [J No [
(o) I =T PSPPSR Yes [ No [

57) Approximately what proportion of your testing is done through in-person visits?

‘A O “Most” [ “Roughly Hal” [ “Afew” (] “None” [J

58) Approximately what proportion of your testing based on individual (non “agency-initiated”) complaints in 2006 resulted in some type of enforce-
ment action?

“Ar O “Most” [ “Roughly Hal” [ “A few” [ “None” [J

59) Approximately what proportion of your agency initiated testing in 2006 resulted in some type of enforcement action?
Al - “Most” L “Roughly Half” ] “Afew’ [ “None”

I ducation and Outreach Activities

Please answer the following questions if your organization conducted any education and outreach activities in 2006, whether or not you received
an EOI grant. Education and outreach activities are activities that include developing education materials, analyzing local impediments to housing
choice, providing housing counseling and classes, convening meetings that bring together the housing industry with fair housing groups, devel-
oping technical materials on accessibility, and mounting public information campaigns.

60) Did your organization undertake any FAIR HOUSING education and outreach activities in 20067

61) Please indicate which of the listed fair housing education materials your organization uses in its education and outreach activities (please only
indicate a brochure is used if 10 or more individuals received or used the material in 2006).

Fair Housing: Equal Opportunity for All (English/Spanish) - HUD ........c..coiiiiiii s
Fair Housing Act Design Manual - HUD
Fair Housing for HOME PartiCiDants = HUD .......coiuiiiiiiiiiiii ettt ettt et e e e e
Fair Housing Planning GUIAE = HUD .......oiiiiiiiiiiie bbbt

Putting Your Home on the Loan Line is Risky Business (English/Spanish) - Federal RESErve ..........cccccovvvveiiiiiieiiinieiieeciieen

62) If you used other educational materials in 2006 created by an outside group, please provide the names and source of each (for example, a
brochure developed by the National Fair Housing Alliance (NFHA), your state’s civil rights office, or another fair housing group):

i. Name: Source:
ii. Name: Source:
iii. Name: Source:

63) Has your organization developed its own education materials (only indicate “yes” if the materials are currently used in your education and
outreach activities)?

64) For educational material developed locally, please provide a title, purpose, target audience, language, and if its development was paid for
with the FHIP EQI grant (if more than three developed, list three used most often in 2006).

i. Title of locally developed material

Purpose (i.e., How to spot a predatory loan)
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Target Audience (i.e., Hispanic homebuyers)

Language (i.e., English)

Funded with current or past EOl grant: .........ccccooviiiiiinennn. Yes L1 No [

ii. Title:

Purpose:

Target Audience

Language :

Funded with current or past EOl grant: .........cccccoevviiiieiinnns Yes L1 No [

jii. Title:

Purpose:

Target Audience

Language :

Funded with current or past EOl grant: .........ccccocveviiiiicninns Yes O No [

65) Please describe any fair housing education material that you think HUD should be developing and producing.

66) What types of Education and Outreach activities did your organization undertake in 20067 For each, indicate if it was undertaken at all fol-
lowed by whether or not it was funded all or partially with FHIP EQI funds.

(a) Develop education MaterialS?...........ccivvreiiiie e Yes [J No [J: withEOI? Yes [ No [
(b) Distribute education MatEralS? .............coccovvveeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeees Yes 1 No [; withEOI? Yes [ No [
(c) Analyze local impediments to housing ChoICE? ..........ccccvvvveiiiieeiiieeccien Yes [ No [J; withEOI? Yes [0 No [
(d) Provide housing counseling and Classes? .........ccccevvveiiiiiieiiieeiiecieeiens Yes L1 No [I; withEOI? Yes O No [
(e) Convene meetings that bring together the housing industry with

falr NOUSING GrOUDS? .. ...vooeeeeeeeeeeee e, Yes 1 No [; withEOI? Yes [ No [
(f) Develop technical materials on accessibility?.........covvveeiiieeeiiiee e Yes [ No [J; withEOI? Yes [0 No [
(g) Mount media CamMPAIGN(S)? ... vveireraireiieeeiie ettt Yes [J No [J: withEOI? Yes [ No [
(h) Training to landlords/management agenCies? .........cccvevvviviieiiiieiiiiiieeiens Yes 1 No [; withEOI? Yes [ No [
(i) Training to real estate ageNtS? ......ccuviiiiire e Yes [ No [J; withEOI? Yes [0 No [
() Training tO IBNAEIST ..c.viiiiiiciii e Yes [J No [J: withEOI? Yes [ No [
(k) Training to local government officials?...........cocviviiiiiiiiiii Yes [1 No [1; withEOI? Yes [ No [
() OLNEL (SDECHY) +vevveeveerreereeeeeeereeeeeee e e eeeeseeseeees s s s s s eeee s e es s eeeeens Yes [ No [J; withEOI? Yes [0 No [

67) How many total people received direct fair housing education or training from your organization in 20067

68) How many separate organization’s did you provide fair housing training to their staff in 20067

69) Do you undertake customer service survey of individuals after they receive training?
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FHIP Program Overall

This final section of the survey is seeking information on challenges with current FHIP program implementation and your opinions on possible
program changes.

70) To what extent have there been implementation problems, notable hardships, or significant costs associated with the administration of your
FHIP grant?

(@) Implementation ProbIEMS ..........cciiireiiiee e Yes [ No [
(1) NOLEDIE NAIGSNIDS .. vvveeeeeeve et e s ettt s et s e et es et eeeereenes Yes [J No [
(C) SIGNIfICANT COSTS .ttt Yes L1 No [
(d) If yes to any, please specify

71) What are the most significant challenges for organizations fair housing program?

Very Somewhat Not at all

significant significant significant
Consistent funding for enforcement operations O | O
Consistent funding for education and outreach activities O O O
Staff retention O ] O
Staff expertise/training O | O
Other ] ] ]

72) Please rate your agreement with the following statements about HUD’s role in supporting private fair housing organizations with appropriation
levels held constant?

Agree a Disagree a | Disagree a

Agree a lot little little lot
HUD should set standards for FHIP agency investigations O O O O
IStandards for testing should be developed so FHIP agencies could have “certified
testing programs” O L] L] L]
Make all PEI grants 3-year awards, but have fewer PEl and EQI grants each year O O O O
Discontinue PEI 3-year awards and fund more EOI grants O O O O
Discontinue PEI 3-year awards and fund more PEI grants O | [l |
Reinstate the FHOI Program and have fewer overall PEI grants ] ] ] ]

73) In your own words, in what ways do the services your group provides add value to promoting and enforcing fair housing laws?

74) Please tell us what things you see as being problems with the FHIP program and what you think might be done to fix those problems.

75) Please use the following space to provide any further comments on either the challenges facing FHIP agencies, HUD’s role in supporting
FHIP agencies, or concerns that were not captured in the survey.

Thank you very much for your participation in this survey. If you have any questions regarding the survey please contact the survey director, xxx
of DB Consulting group, toll-free at 1-888-xxx-xxxx or email at xxx@DBConsulting.com.
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Appendix
Interviewer Guide for Key Informants of the

Program History

N

Introduction

HUD & DB’s role

The basic purposes of these telephone interviews are to obtain information. To understand better the history of the Fair
Housing Initiatives Program (FHIP), HUD has asked DB Consulting Group, Inc. to conduct interviews with key informants
from the history of the FHIP program. These interviews are necessary to gather a full history of FHIP and to understand how

the recipients have changed over the years. Through these telephone interviews, we will gather anecdotal information that
may only be available through interviews rather than a document review.

Use of the information

The data collected will be used to create a full history of the FHIP program from 1988 until 2006. The principal user of the
data is the United States Department of Housing and Urban Development (HUD).

Description

This telephone interview should take about 30-45 minutes of time for you to complete. You will tape record the conversa-
tion and will complete a summery of the interview afterwards. Interviews will have been previously scheduled via telephone
and advance letters will have been sent to the key informants reminding them of their scheduled interview time and the
purpose of such interview.

Confidentiality

This interview is confidential. You must avoid mentioning or disclosing any materials that would link a specific interviewee with
the interview outside of DB. When discussing your job you should never reveal any information, you obtain during an interview
with an unauthorized person. Unauthorized disclosure of individual information collected is subject to federal privacy protec-
tions. Unauthorized disclosure of information and the falsification of information are immediate grounds for dismissal.

You must assure respondents that the information provided will be used solely for the purpose of the study and only by HUD.

Conducting the Telephone Interview

m Introducing the interview
All of these steps must be followed in all cases:

a. Introduce yourself. Give the following introduction (or a similar one):
“l'am ___ from DB Consulting Group, Inc., on behalf of the United States Department of Housing and Urban
Development. We are conducting telephone interviews of key informants of the history of the Fair Housing
Initiatives Program throughout the country.”

b. Introduce the Advance Letter:
“You may remember receiving a letter a few days/weeks ago. This letter explains the interview. | would
like to take the time to read this important information to you now.” Read the key points in the letter to the
respondent.

c. Then ask:
“Do you have any questions regarding what | have read/you have read about the interview?
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d. After answering this question ask:
“Are you able to conduct the interview at our scheduled time?”
If s, begin explaining the interview to the respondent.

If the response is no:
If a respondent is not available, (this should not be the case since the interviews have been prescheduled)
begin to explain again the purpose of the interviews and the time sensitive

Explaining the telephone interview/survey

m General explanation
Building rapport with respondents begins when you first call them and they answer the phone. Maintaining this
rapport throughout the interview is critical to ensuring that you collect full and valid information. Providing a
sincere and friendly atmosphere with the respondent will foster honesty and full answers.

A few respondents will want additional information about the interview. Try to identify his/her specific objections
and tailor your answer accordingly. A thorough understanding of the interview is key to a good explanation.

You may provide the following general explanation:

“Your participation is critical to providing a full history of the FHIP program. Please be as candid and detailed
in your answers. Please be assured that your answers will not be used outside of the study and history that is
being created for HUD.”

Duration

“The interview will take 30-45 minutes to complete.”

Beginning the Interview
How to ask questions

Ask questions exactly as worded and ask every question. Since the interview involves gathering information for to create a
history, respondents may offer information that is not asked. Please follow up on such responses by asking, “Why is that?”
The point of the interview is to gain as much knowledge of the history of FHIP as possible. If a respondent misunderstands
or misinterprets a question you can repeat the question and give the respondent another chance to answer the question.

Getting Respondents to answer

When a respondent’s answers do not meet the objective of the question, you can probe to clarify an answer. Brief assent-
ing comments show the respondent that you are giving your attention to an answer and stimulate them to talk further. You
should expect pauses during the interview, so please give the respondent time to answer a question. Repeating a question
is useful when a respondent does not understand or misinterprets a question, is indecisive about and answer or strays from
the subject. Repeating the respondents answer is also useful in helping to clarify responses and prompting the respondent
to enlarge his/her statement. Please refrain from interjecting your ideas, which may influence interviewee responses.

Clarifying answers

Neutral questions and probes in a neutral tone of voice will elicit clear answers. These types of questions will show interest;
however, you must quickly recognize when respondents answers fail to meet the question’s objective and when it is neces-
sary to get correct information. Maintaining rapport is key to eliciting answers while attempting to clarify answers. Your man-
ner of answering questions must not be demanding or sharp. When a respondent provides an unclear answer, there are
technigues to obtain a clearer answer. One such technique that you may wish to use sparingly is to indicate in your probe

that is you who does not understand the question. This may arouse the respondents desire to help. Stimulating discussion
does not mean unnecessarily prolonging the interview or influencing respondent answers.
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Interviewer demeanor

Your role as an interviewer is to remain objective. In order to do this you must adopt a professional and friendly business-
like-attitude. Your tone and attitude is key to developing a rapport that will elicit answers. You must not indicate personal
opinion about replies to questions including your tone of voice.

Respondents

HUD and DB have already identified the key informants and will provide their information to you. Persons to be interviewed
will include HUD headquarters officials, executive directors of fair housing organizations, and authors of different fair housing
articles and books.

Script
You will be provided specific questions for the interview that are attached and will use a computer where to input the re-
spondents’ answers to each question.

Instrument Features

m The interviewer will collect the information in a computer database.
Components:

m Verification of interviewee contact information

m Questionnaire

B-3



Study of the Fair Housing Initiatives Program

4 Appendix
Interviewer Guide for Case Studies
for Data Collection
Attachment

Customized Interview Questions for the Site

Introduction
HUD & DB’s role

The basic purpose of these site visit interviews is to obtain information. To understand better the process by which a Fair
Housing Initiatives Program (FHIP) grantee processes complaints and conducts education and outreach, HUD has asked
DB Consulting Group, Inc. to conduct interviews with FHIP grantees that were selected through a web survey, grantee
applications and final reports. These interviews are necessary to conduct a process evaluation of the grantees. Through
these site visit interviews, we will gather anecdotal information that may only be available through interviews rather than a
document review.

Use of the information

The data collected will be used to conduct a process evaluation of FHIPs. The principal user of the data is the United States
Department of Housing and Urban Development (HUD).

Description
This site visit should take no more than two days to complete. You will tape record any interviews conducted and transcribe
them. You will also complete a summary of the interview afterwards. You will gather documents that are not confidential for

analysis. The site visits will have been previously scheduled via telephone and confirmed with letters reminding the agencies
of their scheduled site visit time and the purpose of the visit.

Confidentiality

This site visit interview is confidential. You must avoid mentioning or disclosing any materials that would link a specific
interviewee with the interview outside of DB. When discussing your job you should never reveal any information, you obtain
during an interview with an unauthorized person. Unauthorized disclosure of individual information collected is subject

to federal privacy protections. Unauthorized disclosure of information and the falsification of information are grounds for
immediate dismissal. You must assure respondents that the information provided will be used solely for the purpose of the
study and only by HUD.

How the Site Visit Should Be Conducted

This guide contains allocation of how to divide the site visit. All of the information provided is subject to change to accom-
modate the staff of the site. The following information should be used as a guide.

m First Day
You should conduct as many interviews as you can on the first day. The interview of the Executive Director or
Program Manager will take approximately two hours. The interviews of other fair housing staff will take approxi-
mately one hour each.

After the interviews are complete, the DB staff member should begin collection and review of documents with
the time remaining on the first day.
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Second Day

The DB staff member should resume collection and review of documents on the second day. If there are other
questions based upon the information collected onsite, those questions should be asked onsite. Any follow-up
interviews should take no more than approximately half an hour each.

Conducting the Site Visit Interview

Introducing the Interview

All of these steps must be followed in all cases:

Introduce yourself. Give the following introduction (or a similar one):

“l'am ___ from DB Consulting Group, Inc., on behalf of the United States Department of Housing and Urban
Development. | am here to conduct an interview of your staff for a process evaluation of the Fair Housing
Initiatives Program grantees throughout the country.”

Introduce the Confirmation Letter:
“You may remember receiving an e-mail a few days/weeks ago. This letter explains the interview. | would like to
take the time to read this important information to you now.” Read the key points in the letter to the respondent

Then ask:
“Do you have any questions regarding what | have read/you have read about the interview?

After answering this question ask:
“Are you able to begin he interview at our scheduled time?”
If s0, begin explaining the interview to the respondent.

If the response is no — then set another time for the interview during the visit. Also, remind the interviewee that
time is of the essence since the interviews were designed to be conducted while onsite.

Explaining the site visit interview

General explanation

Building rapport with respondents begins when you first meet them and introduce yourself. Maintaining this rap-
port throughout the interview is critical to ensuring that you collect full and valid information. Providing a sincere
and friendly atmosphere with the respondent will foster honesty and full answers.

A few respondents will want additional information about the interview. Try to identify his/her specific objections
and tailor your answer accordingly. A thorough understanding of the interview is key to a good explanation.

You may provide the following general explanation:

“Your participation is critical to providing a full evaluation of the FHIP grantees. Please be as candid and detailed
in your answers. Please be assured that your answers will not be used outside of the study and evaluation that
is being created for HUD. HUD has agreed to take the answers in aggregate fashion and will not know who
gave what answer to what question.”

Duration
“The interviews will take approximately 30-45 minutes to complete.” Explain that for the program director or
executive director — it will probably be 1 hour to 2 hours.
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m Beginning the Interview

Ask questions exactly as worded and ask every question. Since the interview involves gathering information for
a process evaluation, respondents may offer information that is not asked. Please follow up on such responses
by asking, “Why is that?” The point of the interview is to gain as much knowledge of the FHIP grantee as pos-
sible. If a respondent misunderstands or misinterprets a question you can repeat the question and give the
respondent another chance to answer the question.

Getting Respondents to answer

When a respondent’s answers do not meet the objective of the question, you can probe to clarify an answer.
Brief assenting comments show the respondent that you are giving your attention to an answer and stimulate
them to talk further. You should expect pauses during the interview, so please give the respondent time to
answer a question. Repeating a question is useful when a respondent does not understand or misinterprets a
question, is indecisive about and answer or strays from the subject. Repeating the respondents answer is also
useful in helping to clarify responses and prompting the respondent to enlarge his/her statement. Please refrain
from interjecting your ideas, which may influence interviewee responses.

Clarifying answers

Neutral questions and probes in a neutral tone of voice will elicit clear answers. These types of questions will
show interest; however, you must quickly recognize when respondents answers fail to meet the question’s ob-
jective and when it is necessary to get correct information. Maintaining rapport is key to eliciting answers while
attempting to clarify answers. Your manner of answering questions must not be demanding or sharp. When a
respondent provides an unclear answer, there are techniques to obtain a clearer answer. One such technique
that you may wish to use sparingly is to indicate in your probe that is you who does not understand the ques-
tion. This may arouse the respondents desire to help. Stimulating discussion does not mean unnecessarily
prolonging the interview or influencing respondent answers.

Interviewer demeanor

Your role as an interviewer is to remain objective. In order to do this you must adopt a professional and friendly
businesslike-attitude. Your tone and attitude is key to developing a rapport that will elicit answers. You must not
indicate personal opinion about replies to questions including your tone of voice.

Respondents

HUD and DB have already identified the agencies for these visits and will provide their information to you. Persons to be
interviewed will include executive directors of fair housing organizations, enforcement directors and staff, and education
directors and staff.

Script

You will be provided a laptop and a spreadsheet to capture the respondents’ answers to each question. After each
interview, you will write a summary and dictate notes into your digital recorder to allow you to complete your interview report
later. You are to follow-up with your own questions for any issues or interesting items that you see on site. The information
will be inputted into the interview report at the end of the day’s interviews.

Equipment

You will be provided a digital recorder and laptop for the site visits. These pieces of equipment will be your responsibility
while on-site for these interviews.
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Document Gathering

You will gather documents during these site visits from the agency. These documents will give more information regarding
the agencies activities. The list of documents should include but not be limited to the following:

Educational materials for the public

Marketing materials for different types of media

Historical documentation on the agency

Any enforcement activity information that is not confidential, including any tester training materials
Any past proposals

Any HUD reports

Any reports to other agencies that are not confidential

Any other documents that the agency volunteers.

These documents can be photocopied and can only be used for the purpose of the research study. Any other use of the
documentation such as for personal business shall be grounds for immediate dismissal.

Ending the Visit

Please thank the agency for hosting you and direct any other inquiries they may have to Tracy McCracken at 877-589-4020
or Judson James, who is the Government Technical Representative for the study, at 202-402-5707.
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Appendix
Mission Statements of Survey Respondents

N

Mission

Enforcing civil rights laws through compliance, mediation, advocacy, and education.

Role of Fair Housing

in Mission

Significant role
among several

To increase affordable housing opportunities for all. The organization contributes to this mission by helping individuals and
families remove barriers to housing choice based upon who they are, not what they can afford.

Significant role
among several

The mission of the organization is to promote and protect civil rights, particularly the civil rights of poor, minority, and disad-
vantaged people, in order to facilitate their participation in the social, economic, and political systems of our nation.

Significant role
among several

To create affordable housing and community development opportunities for very low- to moderate-income families and
individuals.

Significant role
among several

We are part of a legal aid program that provides free civil legal services to low-income and disadvantaged people.

Significant role
among several

Housing is a basic human right, which is integral to the well-being of both the individual and the community. The organiza-
tion is an innovative, regional non-profit corporation, whose purpose is to improve the quality of life by improving housing
conditions for all residents of area, particularly low-income households, those with special needs, and those who face
discrimination. The organization seeks to eliminate physical, economic, and social barriers, thereby, ensuring a broad and
diverse choice of decent, safe, and affordable housing that meets each individual’s needs and provides secure and stable
tenure. We work to accomplish this by providing a comprehensive array of services to assist people in securing adequate
housing at an affordable price; promoting the creation and preservation of affordable housing; and forging partnerships
with public officials, community groups, and private institutions to build broad-based support and public awareness.

Significant role
among several

To plan, develop, and implement programs that foster self-sufficiency through educational, social, physical, and economic
development.

Significant role
among several

The organization is a private non-profit corporation which provides legal representation to farm worker, minority, and low
income communities throughout rural areas of the state. Its mission is to provide legal advocacy for the rural poor through
litigation and community education in priority areas of housing, civil rights, employment, health and environmental justice,
and education.

Significant role
among several

The organization works to maintain or improve the health of people with HIV/AIDS by resolving their legal issues.

Significant role
among several

The organization seeks to increase affordable home ownership opportunities for low- and moderate-income immigrants in
our city and its suburbs through the provision of technical assistance and counseling, and affordable, accessible second
mortgage loans. Through its work, we help immigrant homebuyers and homeowners to surmount barriers to discrimina-
tion, cultural, and linguistic isolation and unfamiliarity with the housing, mortgage, and banking systems in this country.

Significant role
among several

The organization fosters the dignity, pride, and self-esteem of people with disabilities and enhances the options available to
them, so they may choose and maintain individualized and satisfying lifestyles. We offer peer-oriented independent living;
services; public education, awareness and development; individual and systemic advocacy; and enforcement of civil rights
on behalf of people with disabilities. We recognize the innate rights, abilities, needs, and diversity of people with disabili-
ties, and work toward their integration into community life, and serve as an agent of social change.

Significant role
among several

The primary mission of our organization is to provide equal access to justice for persons not able to pay for legal and
other essential services. It is a vehicle for keeping many low-income people from falling permanently into the category of
chronically poor. It is also a vehicle by which many low-income people successfully get back on their feet and become
self-sustaining.

Significant role
among several

Protect, promote, and expand the legal and civil rights of persons with disabilities.

Significant role
among several

Our commitment is to provide quality civil legal services to individuals and non-profit groups whose circumstances limit
their access to legal assistance. As part of our commitment to clients we try to prevent and solve legal problems, so they
will have an opportunity for a more self-reliant life.

Significant role
among several

To provide management and oversight over all the U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development (HUD) and other
federal funding received in the city that is designed to assist low- to moderate-income citizens.

Significant role
among several
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Mission

The mission of the organization is to work collaboratively toward the prevention of homelessness and the creation of last-
ing solutions for homeless and at-risk families, children, and individuals throughout our state. The organization advocates
for and provides a continuum of housing and a variety of services to improve the health, well-being, and stability of those it
serves.

Role of Fair Housing

in Mission

Significant role
among several

Promoting equal, affordable, and accessible housing opportunities for all.

Significant role
among several

The organization is committed to providing high-quality civil legal advice, representation, and education to the disadvan-
taged of our coverage area, so as to protect their personal safety, enhance their opportunities and living conditions, and
promote self-sufficiency. Our work helps our clients deal with many of life’s most basic needs: a safe home, enough food
to eat, a quality education, and protection against exploitation and discrimination.

The organization’s mission is to facilitate the production and preservation of housing, community, and economic develop-
ment opportunities in partnership with for-profit and non-profit organizations by leveraging local and federal funds with
other financing sources to:

e create and maintain stable neighborhoods,
e retain and expand the city’s tax base, and

e promote economic opportunities through community empowerment, and retain and create jobs and business opportuni-
ties for the benefit of our city’s residents.

Significant role
among several

To use legal skills to reduce the causes and effects of poverty.

Significant role
among several

The mission of the organization is to positively affect the lives of coverage-area citizens with developmental and other
disabilities and their families across the life span, and to work toward increasing their independence, productivity, and
integration into their communities.

Significant role
among several

To provide human services and advocacy that will enable African Americans, and other minority groups residing in our
metropolitan area, to cultivate and develop their individual and group potential on a par with all other residents of the area.

Significant role
among several

Our mission is to promote social and economic empowerment as a means of overcoming poverty and dependency, thus,
stimulating the sustainable development of communities and its residents, especially those of our coverage area.

Significant role
among several

The organization offers free legal services for low-income persons and those over 60 who have serious civil legal problems
and need legal help to solve them. Our mission is to provide or coordinate the delivery of high quality legal services to low-
income individuals, families, and groups.

Significant role
among several

To provide high-quality free legal assistance to low-income residents of our coverage area with civil legal needs.

Significant role
among several

Provide civil legal services to low-income and elderly residents in housing and benefits cases.

Significant role
among several

The organization’s mission is to work together with neighbors to provide services and create opportunities, which em-
power individuals, and build strong interdependent communities.

Secondary role

The mission of the organization, a historically African American university, includes teaching, research, and public service.
To expand its community and public-service role, the organization was established in 1988. The mission of the organiza-
tion is to address the pressing developmental needs of affordable housing, neighborhood revitalization, and economic op-
portunity for persons in our city, county, and surrounding rural communities. Funded in part by HUD, the program primarily
concentrates on housing-related services, including housing rehabilitation, home buyer education and counseling, and fair
housing education.

Secondary role

To end discrimination.

Secondary role

To eliminate illegal discrimination in housing, especially racial discrimination, and to promote balanced living patterns. Primary role
To improve disadvantaged neighborhoods and fund public services and programs through grants management, consoli- Primary role
dated and neighborhood planning. Also includes funding for affordable housing and economic development activities for

low- and moderate-income persons.

To provide all coverage-area citizens, within constitutional limitations, fair housing services that will result in the protection Primary role
of equal housing opportunity from discrimination based upon race, color, national origin, sex, religion, familial status, or

disability.

Our mission is to work to eliminate housing discrimination and assure choice in our coverage area by providing those at Primary role
risk with effective information, intervention, and advocacy.

Working to sustain and expand the availability of quality affordable housing for low- and moderate-income residents of Primary role

our coverage area. We provide outreach, counseling, and education to homeowners, landlords, tenants, and the public
regarding local housing issues.
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Role of Fair Housing

Mission in Mission
Serve as a catalyst for coordinating resources and partnerships that promote economic self-sufficiency, family strengthen- Primary role
ing, and enhance the quality of life for children, families, and seniors.
To fight housing discrimination in our cover age area and to ensure equal housing opportunities throughout our state. Primary role
To end discrimination in housing and public accommodations and to ensure that all people are fairly and decently housed. Primary role
To ensure equal access to credit and capital for the under-served populations and communities throughout the state Primary role
through education, outreach, advocacy, and legislation.
To ensure that all who seek housing have an equal opportunity to rent, purchase, finance, or insure the property they Primary role
choose. The organization is a private, non-profit organization, which has effectively served the metropolitan area since
1975.
To eradicate housing discrimination in the northern portion of our state through teaching fair housing education and investi- Primary role
gating complaints of housing discrimination.
Our mission is the elimination of unlawful housing discrimination and promotion of decent and affordable housing through Primary role
advocacy and education.
The organization seeks to eliminate all forms of illegal discrimination that can impede equal access to housing and housing Primary role
services for all.
Dedicated to promoting and developing fairness and equal housing opportunity for all people. Primary role
To promote fair housing, fair public accommodations, and economic opportunities through advocacy, education, and Primary role
public and/or private partnerships.
To eliminate housing discrimination in our state. Primary role
The promotion of a unitary housing market that eliminates discrimination based upon race and all other protected classes, Primary role

and the fostering of stable, long-term diverse communities.

The organization is committed to a process of eliminating all forms of housing discrimination in our coverage area through
fair housing education, enforcement, and advocacy.

Exclusive role

The mission of the organization is to ensure that all people have equal access to housing opportunities in our state.
Because our state’s low-income residents are particularly affected by discriminatory housing practices, the organization
devotes its scarce resources principally to assisting the state’s low-income residents.

Exclusive role

Our mission is to promote fair housing and work to eliminate discrimination in housing.

Exclusive role

The organization was established in the early 1960s specifically to combat housing discrimination. The mission is to
assure the people of seven counties an equal opportunity to live in the housing and communities of their choice through
education, advocacy, enforcement of fair housing laws, and creation of housing opportunities.

Exclusive role

Our mission is to eliminate housing discrimination and ensure equal opportunity in housing for all people. Specifically, we
are seeking to eliminate housing discrimination against all persons because of race, color, religion, national origin, sex,
disability, familial status, and sexual orientation. In furthering this goal, we engage in activities designed to encourage fair
housing practices through educational efforts; assist people who believe they have been victims of housing discrimination;
identify barriers to fair housing in order to counteract and eliminate discriminatory housing practices; work with elected and
government representatives to protect and improve fair housing laws; and take all appropriate action to ensure that the fair
housing laws are properly and fairly enforced.

Exclusive role

The organization’s mission is to eliminate practices of housing discrimination and to promote diverse, open communities
through education and advocacy.

Exclusive role

To promote fair housing throughout our coverage area by working to guarantee all people equal access to housing oppor-
tunities and by working to create and maintain integrated housing patterns.

Exclusive role

To eliminate or reduce unlawful housing discrimination, to inform and educate protected classes of fair housing rights, and
to inform housing providers of their fair housing responsibilities and obligations.

Exclusive role

To secure fair and equal housing opportunities in our coverage area in accordance with local, state, and federal fair hous-
ing laws.

Exclusive role

Our mission is to eliminate housing discrimination in our state through education, counseling, and advocacy.

Exclusive role

The mission of the organization is to ensure equal access to housing opportunities for all persons. To achieve its mis-
sion, the organization educates the public on fair housing laws, provides assistance to individuals who have experienced
housing discrimination, monitors the community for compliance with applicable housing laws, and offers information and
counseling on housing-related issues.

Exclusive role

The organization works to eliminate housing discrimination and to ensure equal housing opportunities for all.

Exclusive role
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Role of Fair Housing
Mission in Mission

A non-profit corporation for the production and protection of affordable housing. The purpose of the corporation is exclu- Exclusive role
sively for educational and charitable purposes:

e to produce and to advocate for the production of affordable housing;

e to prevent from loss of, or displacement from, existing housing;

e to eliminate discrimination in housing; and

e to bring together diverse groups and individuals to aggressively work toward solutions.

We work to eliminate housing discrimination and promote open communities in our metropolitan region. Exclusive role
The organization is dedicated to eliminating housing discrimination and furthering equal housing opportunities through Exclusive role
education, outreach, advocacy, and enforcement of fair housing laws.

The mission is to assure equal access to housing and other related services to the residents of our coverage area. The Exclusive role
organization will achieve this purpose through education, investigation, and enforcement of applicable laws.

To educate and advocate for equal access to quality, affordable housing for everyone in our coverage area. Exclusive role
To ensure equal housing opportunity for all residents of the state. Exclusive role
To ensure equal housing opportunity and educate the community on the value of diversity. Exclusive role
To provide equal access to housing through education and enforcement of the fair housing laws. Exclusive role
To eliminate housing discrimination and ensure equal housing opportunity for all people in our region. Exclusive role
The organization is dedicated to the creation of racially and economically integrated communities and the elimination of Exclusive role

housing discrimination.

Note: References to a survey respondent’s name or coverage area were removed to retain anonymity.
Source: Survey of Fair Housing Initiative Program grantees
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Appendix
Sample FHIP Grantee Organization Intake Form

Fair Housing Council

Intake Sheet

Date:
Case No.:
Interviewer.

Complainant Name(s)

Mailing Address:

Physical Address (if different):

Phone No.: ( ) Other No.s.: ( )

Contact Person

Address

Phone ( ) Message Phone ( )

M F FHH Age_ MaritalStatus S M W D Other

Race National Origin Disability Y N

U.S. Citzen 'Y N  Other

Household Income Mo/Yr

Source of Income/Employer,

Claimants Source of Income

Household Members Source of Income

Reason/Basis for Contacting FHC:

Other People/Organizations You Have Contacted

Household Members:

Name Age Race Gender Relationship
Case No.:

A:/Intake.Wpd
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Property Information:

Name:

Address:

Phone: ()

Unit No.: Bedrooms: Baths: Rent Amount $ Deposit Amount $
Application/Credit Check Fee $
Current Tenant 'Y N

Respondent Information:

Owner On-Site Manager Maintenance Broker/Management Company Realtor Insurance Company Municipality

Housing Authority Advertiser Lender Homeowner Association Developer Other

Name:

Address:

Phone: ( )

Owner Information:

Owner On-Site Manager Broker/Management Company Realtor Insurance Company Municipality Housing

Authority Advertiser Lender Homeowner Association Developer Other

Name:

Address:

Phone: ()

Referral Information:

Initial Referrals:

Case No.:
A:/Intake.Wpd

E-2



Study of the Fair Housing Initiatives Program

Complete Chronological Narrative of Client Complaint:

Page Of
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