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ABSTRACT
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In this article, we examine the content and structure of the
new affirmatively furthering fair housing mapping tool (AFFHT) developed by the US Department of Housing and Urban
Development (HUD) as part of its new assessment of fair
housing (AFH) process. Our analysis is focused on the degree
to which the data included in the AFFH-T is suitable for the
development of plans to site affordable housing in opportunity
neighborhoods, and the utility of this tool as a public participation GIS (PPGIS) platform. Our analysis highlights strengths
and weaknesses of the AFFH-T and we offer recommendations
for its further development.

Affirmatively furthering fair
housing (AFFH); opportunity
neighborhoods; public
participation GIS (PPGIS)

A new rule and a new tool
It has been almost half a century since the Fair Housing Act of 1968 was
signed into law by President Lyndon B. Johnson. For the first time in US
history, the Act prohibited discrimination at any point in the sale or rental of
housing on the basis of race, color, religion, sex, and national origin
(Silverman & Patterson, 2012). The Act designated the US Department of
Housing and Urban Development (HUD) as the federal agency to administer
programs related to fair housing. HUD was authorized to affirmatively
further fair housing (AFFH) in all of its programs and funded activities.
One of the most contested aspects of the law was the federal government’s
mandate to AFFH. Until recently, the definition of this mandate remained
ambiguous and its enforcement was inconsistent across local jurisdictions
(Silverman & Patterson, 2012; Silverman, Patterson, & Lewis, 2013; US
Government Accountability Office, 2010).
Administrative mechanisms to monitor and enforce local jurisdictions’
AFFH efforts have developed incrementally. AFFH was incorporated into
the regulatory requirements of new federal housing programs that were
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adopted subsequent to the passage of the Fair Housing Act of 1968 such as:
the Community Development Block Grant, the Home Investment
Partnership, the Emergency Shelter Grant, Housing Opportunities for
Persons with AIDS, and other programs that followed (HUD, 1996). In
1988, HUD adopted fair housing review criteria for jurisdictions participating in its core grant programs. These criteria required all grantees to prepare
an analysis of impediments (AI) to fair housing choice. The requirement for
an AI was later linked to HUD’s requirement for jurisdictions to develop a
consolidated plan for all of the agency’s core programs in 1995. The following year, HUD released guidelines for the preparation of AI reports (HUD,
1996).
Despite the adoption of these guidelines, the AI process was criticized
for its lack of enforcement and implementation mechanisms (Silverman
et al., 2013; US Government Accountability Office, 2010). For instance,
HUD did not set timetables for regular updates of AI reports, there was
no requirement for the reports to be submitted to HUD for approval, and
there were inconsistencies across AI reports in terms of the quality of data
used in analyses and the levels of community engagement incorporated
into their development. Moreover, there were no administrative mechanisms in place to monitor local jurisdictions’ efforts to implement fair
housing action plans that were developed in AI reports. To address
these shortcomings, HUD initiated a process to revise its fair housing
review criteria in 2009. That process involved extensive consultations with
federal, state, and local agencies and stakeholder groups. That process
unfolded over a six-year period, culminating in the adoption of a new
AFFH rule in 2015.
HUD issued its new AFFH rule in the Federal Register in July of 20151
(Bostic & McFarlane, 2013; Samuels, 2015). This rule required all jurisdictions receiving funding from HUD programs to conduct an assessment of
fair housing (AFH) study every 5 years.2 The AFH was introduced as a
replacement for the earlier AI report. In their AFH studies, jurisdictions
are required to use data provided by HUD to analyze patterns of segregation,
investigate other barriers to affordable housing, and identify strategies to
address impediments to fair housing that can be evaluated during implementation. The baseline data used in AFH studies come from a web-based
AFFH mapping tool (AFFH-T) created by HUD (http://egis.hud.gov/affht/).
The mapping tool includes data measuring community demographics,
affordable housing characteristics, employment patterns, transit access,
school proficiency, and other metrics. The AFFH-T is designed as an open
1

See 80 FR 42271 (July 16, 2015)
HUD rolled out the AFH process in 2016 requiring 22 jurisdictions to conduct studies. In subsequent years all
community development block grant jurisdictions, public housing authorities, and other jurisdictions participating in HUD programs will be scheduled to complete the AFH process.
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source platform to facilitate community engagement in the AFH process. At
the end of the process, AFH studies must be approved by HUD, and
jurisdictions whose studies are not approved can have their housing and
community development funding withdrawn.
In this article, we examine the content and structure of the AFFH-T to
assess (a) the degree to which the data provided is suitable for the development of plans to site affordable housing in opportunity neighborhoods and
(b) the utility of this tool as a public participation GIS (PPGIS) platform. Our
analysis highlights strengths and weaknesses of the AFFH-T and we offer
recommendations for its further development.
Arriving at a framework for AFFH
The new AFFH rule is based on two pillars. First, it is designed to address
segregation, barriers to housing choice, and inequalities in access to housing
and opportunities for upward mobility. Second, it is part of an effort to
expand the scope of public engagement and transparency in relation to local
affordable housing planning processes. Each of these pillars is grounded in
ongoing debates about fair and affordable housing.
Access to opportunity neighborhoods

Residential segregation and unequal access to the full spectrum of housing
choices has been a perennial issue in the United States. After the Fair
Housing Act of 1968 was enacted, patterns of residential segregation
remained entrenched in local jurisdictions and local land use policies continued to impede the development of affordable housing. Also, the enforcement of fair housing laws continued to focus on individual complaints tied to
intentional acts of discrimination rather than systemic barriers to housing
which impact classes of people protected by the law.
The process of changing residential segregation patterns and expanding
housing choices has been incremental. It can be traced back to a number of
victories in the courts and policy initiatives that were spurred by them. Two
of the most notable include the 1975 and 1983 Mount Laurel decisions and
the 1976 Gautreaux decision. The Mount Laurel decisions resolved two sets
of lawsuits filed in state court against the suburb of Mount Laurel, NJ
(Keating, 2011; Massey, Albright, Casciano, Derickson, & Kinsey, 2013).
The original lawsuits were filed in the late 1960s and the second Mount
Laurel decision came in response to a series of appeals that delayed the
enforcement of the 1975 decision. Both decisions aimed to address income
discrimination and remove barriers to affordable housing development in the
suburbs. The lawsuits resulted in a seminal decision by the New Jersey
Supreme Court, known as the Mount Laurel Doctrine. It required all
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municipalities in the state to accept their fair share of regional low- and
moderate-income housing. In response to the decisions, the State passed the
New Jersey Fair Housing Act of 1985. The Act created the counsel on
affordable housing, which was charged with addressing exclusionary zoning
issues in the state and implementing regional fair share housing plans
mandated under the law.
The Gautreaux decision resolved a federal lawsuit filed in 1966 challenging
racial segregation in public housing units managed by the Chicago Housing
Authority (CHA) (de Souza Briggs, Popkin, & Goering, 2010; Rosenbaum,
1995; Shroder & Orr, 2015; Varady & Walker, 2003). The case was the first of
its kind decided by the US Supreme Court, and it had implications for a
series of public policies and subsequent lower court decisions that followed
the precedent it set. The Gautreaux decision ruled that public housing in the
city of Chicago was segregated and ordered that the CHA develop a mobility
counseling program that would give low-income residents access to regional
housing opportunities. That program, known as the Gautreaux Assisted
Housing Program, operated under court order from 1981 to 1998. In addition to the mobility counseling program, a scattered site housing program
was initiated in 1987 in response to the Court’s ruling. That program ended
in 2010.
The Mount Laurel and Gautreaux decisions had implications beyond their
effects on housing policies in New Jersey and Chicago. They established
precedents that influenced subsequent court rulings and the development
of affordable housing programs at the federal, state, and local levels. Yet, the
pace of these achievements was slow. Fair housing advocates faced sustained
resistance from state and local elected officials, real estate interests, and
residents in communities where affordable housing was proposed to be
sited. Litigation for the Mount Laurel and Gautreaux cases began in the
late 1960s and took decades to be resolved by the courts. Both decisions grew
out of housing discrimination complaints filed by individuals seeking court
remedies for overt instances of discrimination. In resolving those complaints,
the courts proscribed remedies that had ripple effects through broader
affordable housing delivery systems. This has been the pattern for subsequent
efforts to desegregate communities and expand housing choices. Court
remedies have been sought by individuals to address overt instances of
discrimination. In some of the more egregious cases, the courts have ordered
remedies that have resulted in changes to the manner in which affordable
housing programs are administered.
Recently, a major shift took place in relation to how fair and affordable
housing complaints are resolved by the courts. In 2015, the US Supreme
Court issued a landmark decision in Texas Department of Housing and
Community Affairs vs. the Inclusive Communities Project, Inc. In this decision, the Court applied a disparate impact standard to the Fair Housing Act.
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This meant that if a housing practice could be shown to have a disproportionately negative impact on a class of people protected under the law, they
would be entitled to a court remedy, even if the discrimination was unintentional (Williams & Brennan, 2015). In the Texas case, the Court applied
this standard to a complaint about the Texas Department of Housing and
Community Affairs (TDHCA) practice of siting affordable housing in segregated and economically disadvantaged neighborhoods. The Court ruled that
the siting practices of the TDHCA had a disparate impact and were in
violation of the Fair Housing Act. The Texas case added strength to lower
court decisions that were moving fair housing enforcement in a similar
direction. A notable example was the Westchester County, NY case where
the county government settled a federal lawsuit filed against it by a nonprofit
housing advocacy organization (Gurley, 2015). The Westchester County case
centered on a complaint that exclusionary land use practices in the county’s
municipalities had a disparate impact on low-income minority groups, and
limited their housing choices. The case was settled in 2009 with an agreement
to construct a designated number of affordable housing units in opportunity
rich areas of the county by 2016. The Court’s decision in the 2015 Texas case
added teeth to efforts to enforce the Westchester County case’s settlement.
On the heels of this shift in fair housing policy, HUD issued its new AFFH
rule. A common thread linking past legal decisions and the new rule is the
emphasis on expanding affordable housing in opportunity neighborhoods.
This thread has been a focus of discussions in academic and policy circles
dating back to the Kerner Commission Report and it continues to resonate in
literature examining the geography of opportunity (de Souza Briggs et al.,
2010, Kain, 1992; Patterson, Silverman, Yin, & Wu, 2016; Powell, Reece,
Rogers, & Gambhir, 2007; Silverman, Patterson, Yin, Ranahan, & Wu, 2016;
Tegeler, Korman, Reece, & Haberle, 2011; The White House, 2011; United
States Kerner Commission, 1968; Wilson, 1990). In the contemporary policy
context, the development of a working definition of opportunity neighborhoods has centered on the argument that siting decisions related to affordable housing must take community amenities that promote opportunities for
upward mobility into consideration. Among these amenities are access to
jobs, high-performing schools, affordable transportation, childcare, and other
supportive services. In addition to these types of amenities, opportunity
neighborhoods also entail access to institutions that promote civic engagement and empowerment (Patterson et al., 2016).
Scholars and practitioners have drawn from the opportunity neighborhoods framework and attempted to develop housing suitability models for
use in the siting of affordable housing (Ackerson, 2013; HUD, 2013;
Jennings, 2012; Thompson, Arafat, O’Dell, Steiner, & Zwick, 2012; Wang,
Blanco, Kim, Chung, Ray, Arafat, O’Dell, & Thompson, 2012). Much of this
work has been influenced by the opportunity mapping approach developed at
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the Kirwin Institute (Powell, 2002; Powell, Reece, & Gambhir, 2005; Powell
et al., 2007; Reece, Rogers, Gambhir, & Powell, 2008). Regardless of whether
these models have a metropolitan or more localized focus, most consider
multiple measures, and target affordable housing development where opportunities for upward mobility are most concentrated. These siting strategies
also use a combination of quantitative data analysis and GIS mapping of
community attributes.
Citizen participation and transparent planning

The AFFH-T provides local jurisdictions and grassroots organizations with a
web-based resource to analyze community conditions and make recommendations for the siting of affordable housing. It was designed to facilitate these
activities within an opportunity neighborhoods framework (Mast, 2015). The
availability of this tool represents an advancement in efforts to promote PPGIS,
which is an approach to integrating community-based mapping and GIS analysis with a broader public participation process (Barndt, 1998; Coulton, Chan, &
Mikebank, 2011; Ghose & Huxhold, 2001; Patterson et al., 2016; Silverman et al.,
2016).
Although HUD has made the AFFH-T available as an open source
resource, the new AFFH rule does not explicitly require local jurisdictions to incorporate PPGIS into their AFH processes. However, the rule
requires that jurisdictions “give the public reasonable opportunities for
involvement” in the development and revision of the AFH (HUD, 2015).
The rule also allows groups that represent low- and moderate-income
people to request technical assistance during the AFH processes. These
provisions suggest that the AFFH-T can be developed as a PPGIS platform and that grassroots organizations can seek out technical assistance
from local government and other institutional partners to develop community-based proposals for the siting of affordable housing in opportunity neighborhoods.
Our analysis of the AFFH-T first examines the degree to which its content
and structure are suitable for the development of plans to site affordable
housing in opportunity neighborhoods, then we turn our attention to the
utility of this tool as a PPGIS platform. After presenting the results of this
analysis, we offer recommendations to enhance the utility of the AFFH-T as a
PPGIS platform.
Methods
In our analysis, we examine the content and structure of the AFFH-T. The
content analysis is guided by policy research techniques described by
Gaber and Gaber (2014), Silverman and Patterson (2015), and Yanow
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(2000). For illustrative purposes, examples are drawn from one HUD
jurisdiction, Buffalo, NY. This jurisdiction was selected for three reasons:
(a) We have extensive knowledge of fair and affordable housing issues in
the jurisdiction from prior research; (b) Buffalo is a medium-sized core
city in a medium-sized metropolitan area, and (c) it is one of the first
cities of this type scheduled by HUD to complete an AFH.3 Our analysis
was conducted after the release of the new AFFH rule and the launch of
the AFFH-T and was completed in April of 2016. It is informed by our
past research measuring characteristics of opportunity neighborhoods in
Buffalo (Patterson et al., 2016; Silverman et al., 2016; Silverman,
Patterson, Yin, & Wu, 2015) and the broader body of scholarship focusing
on the geography of opportunity.
In the analysis, we first focus on assessing the GIS functionality of the
AFFH-T and the suitability of its data for siting affordable housing in
opportunity neighborhoods. We then consider the utility of the AFFH-T
as a PPGIS platform. The criteria for our analysis are drawn from
Barndt’s (1998) work on PPGIS and Ghose and Huxhold’s (2001) extensions to this work. Specifically, the criteria examined include the degree
to which the AFFH-T provides users with access to comprehensive
information, recognizes interrelationships among data, provides current
information, and provides information that is organized in a relevant
format. The criteria also examine the degree to which the AFH allows for
a public participation process that can provide for the collection and
analysis of additional local data to inform the siting of affordable housing
in opportunity neighborhoods. This is heavily dependent on the institutionalization of technical assistance to grassroots organizations from
HUD, local government, nonprofit advocacy organizations, and university partners.
The scope of this analysis focuses on the suitability and organization
of data in the AFFH-T. We see this as a starting point for more in-depth
analysis of how the AFFH-T is actually used in practice by institutional
stakeholders and community-based coalitions in the AFH process. Our
goal is to pursue an analysis of how these data are used in Buffalo’s fair
housing planning process when that jurisdiction conducts its AFH. The
analysis in this study is a crucial precursor, because it identifies constraints and limitations that existing data and the AFFH-T pose for the
AFH process.

3

Buffalo was initially assigned a January 14, 2017 due date for its AFH. This due date was later changed to the fall
of 2018 to align it with the Buffalo Municipal Housing Authority’s AFH due date and the deadline for reporting
the city’s next consolidated plan.
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Results
GIS Functionality and data suitability
Access to comprehensive information
The first criteria for assessing the AFFH-T is the degree to which it makes
comprehensive information available to users. The AFFH-T allows users to
generate 17 GIS maps and 15 tables based on the most recent decennial
census and comparable American Community Survey (ACS) data. The maps
can be generated for a jurisdiction and the region it is located in, with details
such as census tract boundaries and street grids overlayed. The focus of the
mapping function in the AFFH-T is on characteristics of opportunity areas.
Users can map indices for characteristics of opportunity neighborhoods such
as housing choice voucher distribution, housing burden, school proficiency,
labor market participation, employment clusters, commuting times, transit
costs, poverty concentration, and environmental health. Additional data can
be mapped for race, household characteristics, disability status, and the
location of site-based subsidized housing. In addition, race and household
characteristics can be overlayed on maps for the various opportunity neighborhood indices. Figure 1 displays an example of how maps appear in the
AFFH-T. It shows the map and legend for Buffalo’s school proficiency index
with racial characteristics overlayed on it.

Figure 1. Buffalo’s school proficiency index. Source: Affirmatively furthering fair housing mapping tool (AFFH-T) http://egis.hud.gov/affht/
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Table 1. Buffalo’s opportunity indicators by race and ethnicity.
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In addition to the ability to generate maps, the AFFH-T allows users to
display data from 15 tables. The tables include demographic and housing
data, as well as indices for characteristics of opportunity neighborhoods
that mirror the mapping module. Most of the tables present data aggregated at the jurisdictional and regional levels. This allows for comparisons
to be made between a jurisdiction and its region along a number of
measures. The tables also provide additional information such as housing
dissimilarity indices and detailed information about the demographics of
individual site-based subsidized housing properties. Table 1 displays an
example of how tables appear in the AFFH-T. It shows the table comparing Buffalo and its region’s opportunity indicators broken down by race
and ethnicity.
Despite the breadth of data made available to users, the AFFH-T lacks
some information that is often referenced when siting decisions are made for
affordable housing. One of the more glaring omissions are statistics related to
crime and public safety. There are also no data for community health
statistics. Even measures of health insurance subscribership which were
recently added to the ACS are not incorporated into the AFFH-T.
Likewise, information often included in opportunity neighborhood analysis
for recreational amenities, walk-scores, and proximity to anchor institutions
is not incorporated into the database.
Interrelationships among data
The second criteria for assessing the AFFH-T is the degree to which its
data can be integrated. We found that the data are compatible and can be
compared across variables in both the mapping and tables modules. In the
mapping module, layers for core demographic variables related to race
and household characteristics can be added to maps portraying indices
related to characteristics of opportunity neighborhoods. In the tables
module, jurisdictional characteristics can be compared to regional
characteristics.
The main limitation of the data with respect to examining the interrelationship between variables is that the level of detail shown in the maps
generated with the tool is not duplicated in the tables. For instance,
Figure 1 portrays the index of school proficiency for each census tract in
Buffalo. However, the data available in table format does not provide
comparative data at the census tract level. It only compares aggregate
data for jurisdictions and regions. Table 1, which compares jurisdictional
and regional measures for the school proficiency index and other opportunity indicators, provides an example of this limitation. The manner in
which data are organized limits the degree to which neighborhood level
analysis can be conducted with the AFFH-T. Moreover, comparisons
between variables are limited to a discrete set of predetermined variables
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in both the mapping and tables modules. For example, the AFFH-T does
not allow users to overlay the location of subsidized housing on maps
displaying opportunity indices. Thus, the unavailability of census-tractlevel data in the tables module limits users’ ability to make comparisons
between variables, and users are further constrained in making comparisons between variables that are not predetermined. In short, a major
improvement to the AFFH-T would entail the inclusion of additional
raw data in the tables module and more options for users when selecting
which variables to select for comparative analysis.
Current information
The third criteria for assessing the AFFH-T is the degree to which its data is
current and up-to-date. The data used to generate maps and tables are based
on the most recent decennial census paired with comparable data from the
ACS and other sources. This is relatively reliable data for years proximate to
a given decennial census. However, as time elapses, data from a decennial
census year fails to account for demographic shifts in a region, jurisdiction,
and at the census tract levels.
For example, a comparison of population and race characteristics in
Buffalo using 2010 census data and 2014 ACS estimates revealed that the
overall population in the city declined by 0.5%, and the Black and White
populations declined by 3.1% and 0.9% respectively. Similar data at the
regional level revealed that the regional population remained relatively
unchanged, with a 0.1% increase, but the Black and White populations
both declined by 1.3% and 0.9%, respectively. These data reveal three key
points. First, the city continued to lose population after the 2010 decennial
census. Second, the Black population declined noticeably more in the city
than the region as a whole. Finally, it is plausible that the declines in the
Black and White population in both the city and region were being offset by
growth in Asian and other groups.
Although the demographic shifts observed in Buffalo are probably less
pronounced than in other cities and regions, there were observable changes
that could impact the city’s upcoming AFH analysis. Demographic trends
would be expected to be more exaggerated in cities undergoing rapid demographic shifts and have broader implications for the AFH process. This
suggests that there is a need to regularly update the data used in the
AFFH-T. The availability of 5-year ACS estimates that are updated annually
makes it feasible for HUD to consider updating data used in the AFFH-T at
more discrete intervals.
Information is organized in a relevant format
The fourth criteria for assessing the AFFH-T is the degree to which it is
formatted in a relevant manner. Overall, the mapping tool is intuitive and
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user friendly, particularly for novices with limited GIS knowledge. The tables
module is also accessible to a broad spectrum of potential users. One of the
strengths of this module is that users can examine tables on the web and
download them in Microsoft Excel format. The ability to download tables in
a spreadsheet format facilitates users’ independent analysis. The AFFH-T also
includes a link to the HUD web site where a user guide can be downloaded in
PDF and Microsoft Word formats.
Despite these strengths, there are limitations to the ways data and
output are organized in the AFFH-T. One major drawback is that there
is no way to download and save maps generated. The ability to save maps
in .jpeg or .pdf format would constitute a significant enhancement. Two
other enhancements would also improve the mapping tool. First, the GIS
layer displaying census tract boundaries could include corresponding census tract numbers. This enhancement would assist users’ in the application
of data to the AFH and subsequent planning efforts. Second, a legend or
appendix of definitions for the indices representing opportunity neighborhood characteristics could be incorporated into the web interface. Finally,
the main deficiency in the tables module is the lack of data reported at the
census tract level. The addition of this data would facilitate neighborhood
level analysis.
Institutional support structures for PPGIS

The final criteria for assessing the AFFH-T is the degree to which institutional support structures are in place to support PPGIS. When the new
AFFH rule was issued, HUD released the Affirmatively Furthering Fair
Housing Rule Guidebook (HUD, 2015). The guidebook serves as a resource
for jurisdictions and community-based coalitions engaged in the AFH
process. The HUD web site (https://www.hudexchange.info/programs/
affh/resources/) also includes links to webcasts and other online resources
to assist local jurisdictions and community-based coalitions engaged in the
AFH process.
Still, the new AFFH rule is somewhat ambiguous about the scope of
public participation in the AFH process, particularly in relation to the role
of public participation in the initial analysis of data used in the AFH
process and the adoption of action items to remove impediments to fair
housing. At a minimum, public officials, agencies, service providers, and
representatives from the broader community are required to have access
to data used in the AFH process, adequate notice of public hearings, and
opportunities to comment on proposals growing out of the AFH process.
However, the mechanisms to facilitate public participation and expand its
scope beyond those minimum requirements are not delineated. As noted,
groups that represent low- and moderate-income people can request
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technical assistance from HUD to enhance their engagement in the AFH
process. However, the nature of the technical assistance offered to these
groups and how to request it from HUD is not clearly described. In light
of these limitations, two steps can be taken to further institutionalize
PPGIS in the AFH process. First, the AFH guidelines can be more explicit
about the scope of the public participation process and specify that PPGIS
be a component of it. Second, HUD should earmark funding for nonprofit
advocacy organizations and university partners to provide technical assistance and supplementary data to grassroots organizations in the AFH
process.

Recommendations
Our findings identify a number of enhancements that would strengthen the
AFFH-T. First, the tool would benefit from the addition of data related to
crime, public safety, public health, recreational amenities, and anchor institutions. To some extent, HUD attempts to address these types of data
limitation by requiring that jurisdictions supplement data from the AFFHT with local data and knowledge (HUD, 2015). However, HUD could
provide more specific guidelines on what variables jurisdictions are required
to include in the local data component of an AFH. Second, the tool would
benefit from the inclusion of census-tract-level data in the tables module and
corresponding labeling of census tracts in the mapping module to facilitate
neighborhood level analysis. Third, the tool would benefit from planned data
updates at more discrete intervals. Fourth, the tool would benefit if the ability
to download maps in .jpeg or .pdf formats were incorporated into the
mapping module. Finally, grassroots organizations using the tool would
benefit from more explicit HUD guidelines concerning the role of PPGIS
in the AFH process and the availability of funding to support technical
assistance.
In a more general sense, HUD should revisit its strategy for using the
AFFH-T and the AFH process to promote regional fair housing analysis.
When the new AFFH rule was issued, HUD announced AFH due dates for a
number of jurisdictions across the country. However, these due dates were
not entirely consistent with goals to promote regional fair housing analysis.
For instance, the region where Buffalo is located includes six jurisdictions.
The AFH due dates assigned to the region’s core city, Buffalo, was 2017;4 the
other five suburban and rural jurisdictions in the region were assigned 2019
due dates. This approach to scheduling AFH due dates impedes regional fair
housing analysis, because it splits the AFH process in the core city from the
4

This due date was later changed at the city’s request to align its AFH report with the 2018 due date assigned to
the Buffalo Municipal Housing Authority’s and the 2018 deadline for reporting the city’s next consolidated plan.
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rest of its regions. HUD encourages jurisdictions to collaborate and conduct
their AFH analyses together, however this is not mandated (HUD, 2015).
Recognizing that housing segregation is a regional phenomenon, HUD
should increase efforts to align AFH due dates for all jurisdictions in a region
and require them to collaborate on a single, regional AFH rather than
conduct separate analyses.
We recognize that this analysis is exploratory given the newness of the
AFFH rule and the AFH process. Our focus on the suitability and
organization of data in the AFFH-T is meant to serve as a starting
point for more in-depth analysis of how the AFFH-T is actually used in
practice by institutional stakeholders and community-based coalitions in
the AFH process. We encourage continued analysis of the implications of
the new AFFH rule for fair housing enforcement. In particular, we
encourage analysis that promotes the development of the AFFH-T as a
tool for PPGIS and expanded fair housing advocacy.
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