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Cover Sheet for Assessment of Fair Housing (AFH) Plan 

1.  Submission Date: June 13, 2017 

2.  Submitters Name: Municipality of Anchorage 
3.  Type of Submission: Single Program Participant 
4.  Type of Program Participant: Formula Grant Recipient 
5.  For PHA, Jurisdiction in which the program participant is located: NA 

6.  Submitter Members: NA 

7.  Sole Contact Information:  

 Name: Melinda L. Freemon 
 Title: Director 
 Department: Health and Human Services 
 Street Address: 825 L Street/ P.O. Box 196650 
 City: Anchorage 
 State: Alaska 
 Zip Code: 99519-6650 
8.  Period Covered by this Assessment: January 1, 2018 - December 31, 2022 

9.  Number of Submission: Initial AFH 

10.  To the best of its knowledge and belief, the statement and information contained herein are 
true, accurate, and complete and the program participant has developed this AFH in compliance 
with the requirements of 24 CFR §§5.150-5.180 or comparable replacement regulations of the 
Department of Housing and Urban Development; 

11.  The program participant will take meaningful actions to further the goals identified in its 
AHF conducted in accordance with the requirements in §§5.150 through 5.180 and 24 CFR 
§§91.225(a), 91.325(a), 91.425(a)(1), 570.487(b)(1), 570.601, 903.7(o), and 903.15(d), as 
applicable. 

 

_________________________________________________________ _June 13, 2017_ 

Melinda L. Freemon, Director, Department of Health & Human Services  Date 
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II.  Executive Summary 

The Federal Fair Housing Act of 1968 and the Fair Housing Amendments Act of 1988 (42 USC 
§§3601-3631) prohibit discrimination related to the sale, rental lease or negotiation for real 
property. Federal law prohibits discrimination based on race, color, national origin, religion, sex, 
disability, and familial status. There are three Federal exemptions: owner/lessor/manager 
occupied building with 4 units or less; home sold/rented by owner, if owner doesn’t own more 
than 3 homes or use a real estate agency or has sold multiple homes in the last 24 months; and, 
housing owned/operated by religion organization or private club for non-commercial purposes. 

 
The Alaska State Statutes (AS §§18.80.210, 240) prohibits discrimination based on race, color, 
national origin, religion, sex, disability, marital status, changes in marital status, pregnancy and 
age.  The State statutes adds marital status, changes in marital status, pregnancy and age 
protected groups to the Federal Fair Housing Act. The State however, drops familial status from 
the Federal Fair Housing Act.  The State has no exemptions. 
 
The Anchorage Municipal Code (AMC §§5.20.020, 5.25.025) prohibits discrimination based on 
race, color, national origin, religion, sex, disability, familial status, marital status, sexual 
orientation, gender identity and age. The Municipal codes add sexual orientation and gender 
identity to the State statutes and Federal Fair Housing Act. There are two Municipal exemptions: 
owner/lessor/manager occupied building with 4 units or less; and, housing owned/operated by 
religion organization or private club for non-commercial purposes. 
 
The U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development (HUD) requires a grant recipient or 
Jurisdiction, such as the Municipality of Anchorage (MOA), Department of Health and Human 
Services (DHHS), to affirmatively further fair housing, to conduct an analysis of patterns of 
discrimination and to promote fair housing choice. The HUD definition of affirmatively 
furthering fair housing means to take meaningful actions to combat discrimination, overcome 
patterns of segregation and foster inclusive communities free from barriers that restrict access to 
opportunity based on protected characteristics. 
 
The HUD analysis of Anchorage has identified one (1) Racially or Ethnically Concentrated Area 
of Poverty (R/ECAP), the Mountain View/Government Hill neighborhoods. HUD calculates 
R/ECAP area based on the 2010 Census Tract data. R/ECAP is 2010 Census Tract 6 where at 
least 50% of the population is non-white and/or Hispanic and has an income threshold that looks 
at the poverty rate.  The poverty rate on that census tract has to be either 40% or more or three 
times the rate of the poverty rate for that Municipality as a whole. 
 
The HUD analysis of the communities of the Municipality has identified the Core-based 
Statistical Area (CBSA) Region to include the geographic area of Alaska from as far north as 
Talkeetna, south as Portage, west as Susitna and east as Eureka Roadhouse. The largest and most 
significant population in the CBSA Region is the Matanuska-Susitna (Mat-Su) Borough. When 
referencing the CBSA Region in the Assessment to Fair Housing Plan, the Mat-Su Borough will 
be referenced since the borough communities are the only communities in the Region that may 
be impacted by the Municipality’s policies in the plan. 
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The HUD Affirmative Furthering Fair Housing (AFFH): Final Rule dated July 16, 2015, 24 CFR 
Part 5, 91, 92, requires the MOA to submit an Assessment of Fair Housing (AFH) plan to HUD 
by April 6, 2017. The AFH plan must be approved by HUD in order for the MOA to receive the 
approximately $2.3 million in annual grant funds for low-income housing and development in 
the Municipality of Anchorage that includes the communities of Anchorage, Eagle River, 
Chugiak, Peters Creek, Eklutna and Girdwood (Turnagain Arm). The annual formula-based 
grants received from HUD are the Community Development Block Grant (CDBG), Home 
Investment Partnerships Program (HOME) and Emergency Solutions Grant (ESG). After the first 
AFH plan, the MOA must submit an AFH plan at least every five years. 
 
Contributing factors to the fair housing issues in the Municipality of Anchorage were identified 
after a review of HUD data, local data sources, comments during community meetings and 
events, community survey results, and work sessions/interviews with partner agencies. 
Representatives from the Municipality of Anchorage’s Department of Public Transportation, 
Alaska Housing Finance Corporation – Public Housing, Anchorage School District, and 
Governor’s Council on Disabilities and Special Education helped review and write their sections 
of the AFH plan. 
 
Contributing factors to fair housing issues in the Municipality of Anchorage include: 

 
1. Availability of affordable and accessible units in a range of sizes 
2. Lack of access to opportunity due to high housing costs 
3. Displacement of residents due to economic pressures 
4. Land use and zoning laws 
5. Loss of affordable housing 
6. Lack of assistance for housing accessibility modifications 
7. Sources of income discrimination 
8. Availability, type, frequency, and reliability of public transportation 
9. Community opposition 
10. Lack of local private fair housing outreach and enforcement 

 
The AFH plan’s goals to address the fair housing contributing factors in the Municipality of 
Anchorage were identified after a review of HUD data, local data sources, comments during 
community meetings and events, community survey results, and work sessions/interviews with 
partner agencies. The following goals, not listed in order of priority, are: 
 

1. Consider actions that will affirmatively further fair housing in decisions regarding land 
use and allocation of housing opportunities, and regarding zoning or land use regulations 
which may inhibit the development of housing for persons in protected classes. 

2. Promote balanced neighborhoods with diverse infill housing, and provide opportunities 
for development of affordable and accessible housing that avoids creating areas of 
concentrated low-income housing. 

3. Expand and market housing assistance programs for the protected classes of the residents. 
4. Facilitate access to safe, affordable and supportive housing upon prisoner reentry into the 

community. 
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5. Partner with other agencies to provide public education about protected classes under the 
Fair Housing Act and Municipal law to housing professionals, landlords, renters and 
homebuyers. 

6. Expand the educational and marketing materials of fair housing laws available in English 
and the top four languages spoken in Anchorage (Tagalog, Spanish, Korean, and 
Tongan). 

 
III. Community Participation Process 

1.  Describe outreach activities undertaken to encourage and broaden meaningful community 
participation in the AFH process, including the types of outreach activities and dates of public 
hearings or meetings. Identify media outlets used and include a description of efforts made to 
reach the public, including those representing populations that are typically underrepresented in 
the planning process such as persons who reside in areas identified as R/ECAPs, persons who 
are limited English proficient (LEP), and persons with disabilities. Briefly explain how these 
communications were designed to reach the broadest audience possible. 
 
Public Hearing and Comment Period 
The MOA held two public hearings to obtain public comments on the AFH plan for Anchorage 
and communities of the Municipality.  The MOA held hearings covered by the AFH plan at 
times and locations convenient to potential and actual beneficiaries, and with accommodation for 
residents with disabilities.  MOA would provide interpreters at public hearings when the MOA 
expected a significant number of non-English speaking residents to attend or upon request. No 
interpreters were requested at the two public hearings. 
 
The first 30 day public comment period to introduce the AFH planning process started on May 
10, 2016 and ended at 4:00pm on June 13, 2016. The public comment period and hearing notice 
was advertised in the Alaska Dispatch News classified section on May 10, 2016. The notice was 
emailed to 394 on the citizen participation list maintained by DHHS, emailed to the 40 
community councils, emailed to 38 news medias, and emailed to the Anchorage Coalition to End 
Homelessness membership list. 
 
The MOA held the first public hearing on May 25, 2016 that started at 3:30pm at the MOA, 
DHHS, 825 L Street, conference room 423. The public hearing was attended by seven persons 
from the public. MOA introduced the AFH planning process and answered questions from 
representatives of the public. All public agencies represented gave oral testimony. See Appendix 
C for a transcript of the testimonies. 
 
The second 30 day public comment period to review the draft AFH plan started on January 18, 
2017 and ended at 4:00pm on February 21, 2017.  The public comment period and hearing notice 
was advertised in the Alaska Dispatch News classified section on January 18, 2017. The AFH 
plan was posted on the Municipality’s DHHS website and for 3 weeks on the Municipality’s 
front page website, emailed to 394 on the citizen participation list maintained by DHHS, emailed 
to the 40 community councils, emailed to 38 news medias, emailed to the Anchorage Coalition 
to End Homelessness membership list, and emailed to partner agencies that participated in 
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drafting the AFH plan. Paper copies were made available at the Loussac Library, Anchorage 
Coalition to End Homelessness office and Public Housing’s Anchorage Family Investment 
Center. 
 
The MOA held the second public hearing on February 1, 2017 that started at 4:00 pm at the 
MOA, City Hall, 632 W. 6th Avenue, conference room 155. The public hearing was an 
opportunity for representatives from agencies, organizations and residents of the MOA to 
address the proposed strategies and actions for affirmatively furthering fair housing in the AFH 
plan presented by the MOA. The public hearing was attended by three persons from the public. 
One public agency represented gave oral testimony. See Appendix C for a transcript of the 
testimony. 
 
The participation of all residents was encouraged and reasonable accommodation was offered for 
those residents with disabilities who need auxiliary aids, services, or special modifications and 
non-speaking English residents. No one from the public requested accommodations or 
interpreters at the two public hearings. 
 
The Municipality departments have access to a system called Language Link, which has dozens 
of translators on hand. The individual points to their language on the poster of the department 
that they are in, the Municipal employee calls the 1-800 number and the number connects them 
to a translator. The translator then speaks via speaker phone to the individual. 
 
Outreach Activities 
For the AFH plan, the MOA consulted with other public and private agencies that provide 
assisted housing, health services, and social services, including those focusing on services to 
children, elderly persons, persons with disabilities, persons with HIV/AIDS and their families, 
homeless persons, organizations that represent protected class members and organizations that 
enforce fair housing laws.  Additionally, the MOA consulted with the Alaska Housing Finance 
Corporation regarding public housing programs, neighborhood improvement programs, and 
resident programs and services. 
 
The MOA co-sponsored with the local Anchorage HUD office two AFFH events that involved 
training provided by HUD fair housing representatives and participation by public agencies and 
municipal departments. On August 9, 2016, a training titled, “Integrating Fair Housing into 
Planning & Development in Anchorage”, was delivered by Sarah Lindsley, Senior Management 
Analyst at HUD Region X, and attended by 26 participants from public agencies representing 
HUD, MOA DHHS and Planning Departments, Public Housing, affordable housing developers 
and social service agencies. 
 
The second AFFH event that the MOA co-sponsored with the local Anchorage HUD office was 
held on September 20, 2016 as a work session titled, “Coordinating Fair Housing, Land Use, 
Transportation and Schools in Anchorage”. Danielle Arigoni, Acting Director of Economic 
Resilience at HUD Washington D.C. was the guest speaker. The work session included short 
presentations by representatives from the MOA DHHS on fair housing trends, MOA Planning 
Department on the Anchorage land use plan, MOA Department of Public Transportation on the 
public transportation plan, and the Anchorage School District’s programs that assist with 
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minority and low-income/homeless students. The work session was attended by 22 participants 
from public agencies representing HUD, MOA DHHS, Planning Department, Transit and 
Transportation, Public Housing, Anchorage School District and affordable housing developers. 
 
MOA developed a short four question fair housing survey that was reviewed by the Fair Housing 
Enforcement Project Director at Alaska Legal Services Corporation. The survey took less than 5 
minutes to complete. The survey was used as a tool to encourage the community to participate in 
the AFH plan discussion and talk about their fair housing concerns to MOA staff at the meetings 
and events. Whenever possible, MOA partnered with the Fair Housing Enforcement Project 
Director at Alaska Legal Services Corporation when invited to give a presentation on AFFH 
process in developing the AFH plan for the MOA and distribute the fair housing survey. MOA 
staff would provide both a written and oral fair housing survey for persons with disabilities 
and/or limited English proficiency. 
 
MOA’s strategy for effectively reaching as many of the different public and private agencies was 
to go to their meetings and events instead of inviting them to MOA’s AFH plan meetings and 
hoping they would come. MOA communicated with organizations serving various race/ethnic 
groups to insure adequate involvement within Anchorage. MOA disseminated fair housing 
materials and the fair housing survey to nonprofit organizations serving the Anchorage’s 
culturally diverse population. 
 
MOA offered language interpreters to clients with limited English proficiency (LEP) at the 
DHHS Public Health Services (PHS) and Women Infants & Children (WIC) offices, including 
the WIC office located on the Alaska Native health campus, where the surveys were distributed. 
As an incentive for completing the survey at the PHS and WIC offices, two $50 grocery store 
gift cards were awarded to the winners of drawings held for each office. 
 
MOA’s attendance at two neighborhood Mobile Food Pantry events that presented an 
opportunity to discuss fair housing concerns with low-income residents, and residents with 
disabilities and LEP. Additionally, MOA’s attendance at the Brother Francis Shelter provided an 
opportunity to discuss and survey 30 homeless residents some with disabilities about fair housing 
concerns. 
 
Three work sessions were held with the Municipality of Anchorage’s DHHS, Department of 
Public Transportation and Planning Department. These work sessions were important as all three 
departments were in planning phases and coordination was essential to the outcomes of the 
plans.  
 
The Planning Department’s Anchorage 2040 Land Use Plan established some of the following 
housing objectives: 

1. Plan enough space for the kinds of housing that will be needed. 
2. Identify where the housing growth will occur. 
3. Focus more growth in commercial districts (downtown). 
4. Enhance neighborhood characteristics and appeal in areas of growth. 
5. Show a plan to invest in infrastructure in area of growth. 
6. Show a plan to incentivize development of needed housing. 
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7. Provide for equity in housing, access to jobs, good neighborhoods 
 
These housing objectives address many of the fair housing contributing factors and assist in 
implementing the goals of the AFH plan. The Municipality’s Planning Department, Anchorage 
2040 Land Use Plan website at 
http://www.muni.org/Departments/OCPD/Planning/Projects/AnchLandUse/Pages/default.aspx 
 
The Department of Public Transportation’s introduced to Anchorage residents two concepts that 
shift public transit service away from coverage in neighborhoods towards higher ridership. The 
two concepts are an 80/20% ridership-coverage split and a 100% ridership. The outcome of 
increased ridership results in some neighborhoods no longer covered by public transit. Those 
neighborhoods that are covered will have more frequent public transit service. The public 
comment period on the two concepts ended on December 31, 2106. The MOA expects to 
implement one of these new ridership concepts in August 2017. 
 
See the Municipality’s Department of Public Transportation, People Mover website at 
www.peoplemover.org/transittalks to view the report titled “Anchorage Talks Transit, Choices, 
Outreach and Future Alternatives” by Jarrett Walker + Associates that includes maps and tables. 
 
Representatives from the Municipality of Anchorage’s Department of Public Transportation, 
Alaska Housing Finance Corporation – Public Housing, Anchorage School District, and 
Governor’s Council on Disabilities and Special Education helped review and write appropriate 
sections of the AFH plan. 
 
2.  Provide a list of organizations consulted during the community participation process. 
 
Community Presentations, Survey Distribution, Work Sessions and Q&A 

 2018-2022 AFH Plan Date Community Representation 
Number of 

Participants 

1 
AK Work Sources & Tuta’n 
Recovery (staff & clients) 

6/3/2016 
AFH Presentation & 

Survey 
Persons with disabilities, 

prisoner re-entry & homeless 27 

2 Sand Lake Community Council 

6/6/2016 
AFH Presentation & 

Survey Neighborhood representatives 25 

3 
Russian Jack Community 
Council 

6/8/2016 
AFH Presentation & 

Survey Neighborhood representatives 12-15 

4 Mountain View Street Fair  
6/11/2016 

AFH Survey R/ECAP neighborhood 10 

5 ADA Advisory Commission 

6/21/2016 
AFH Presentation & 

Survey 
Representing individuals with 

disabilities 9 

6 
Anchorage Women’s 
Commission 

6/21/2016 
AFH Presentation & 

Survey Women 9 

7 
Senior Citizens Advisory 
Commission 

6/22/2016 
AFH Presentation & 

Survey Seniors 9 

http://www.muni.org/Departments/OCPD/Planning/Projects/AnchLandUse/Pages/default.aspx
http://www.peoplemover.org/transittalks
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8 Alaska PrideFest 
6/25/2016 

AFH Survey LGBT 22 

9 
DHHS Public Health Services 
(clients) 

7/5/2013 – 
7/29/2016 

AFH Survey 
Health services includes 

children, LEP  

 
 
58 

10 DHHS WIC (clients) 

7/5/2013 – 
7/29/2016 

AFH Survey Services to children, LEP 

 
 
73 

11 
Mobile Food Pantry (Lutheran 
Church of Hope) 

8/2/2016 
AFH Survey 

LGBT, seniors & persons with 
disabilities, LEP 

 
5 

12 

Housing & Neighborhood 
Development (HAND) 
Commission 

8/3/2016 
AFH Presentation & 

Survey 
Housing & homeless 

representatives  

 

8 

13 

HAND Commission’s Oversight 
Subcommittee on Homelessness 
(HCOSH) 

8/3/2016 
AFH Presentation & 

Survey 
Housing & homeless 

representatives 

 

5 

14 

Integrating Fair Housing into 
Planning & Development in 
Anchorage 

8/9/2016 
Work Session 

Public Transit, Planning, 
Affordable Housing, Mental 

Health Services, Public Housing 

 
 
27 

15 
Covenant House (Passage 
House) 

8/10/2016 
AFH Presentation & 

Survey Youth 

 
 
3 

16 
Mobile Food Pantry (Centennial 
Village) 

8/17/2016 
AFH Survey 

LGBT, seniors & persons with 
disabilities, LEP 5 

17 
Catholic Social Services 
(directors meeting) 

8/25/2016 
AFH Presentation & 

Survey 
Homeless, seniors & persons 

with disabilities 12-15 

18 Tudor Community Council 

9/1/2016 
AFH Presentation & 

Survey Neighborhood representatives 

 
 
10-12 

19 Spenard Community Council 

9/7/2016 
AFH Presentation & 

Survey Neighborhood representatives 15-20 

20 
Abused Women Aid In Crisis 
(staff) 

9/8/2016 
AFH Presentation & 

Survey Domestic violence victims 15 

21 Fairview Community Council 

9/8/2016 
AFH Presentation & 

Survey Neighborhood representatives 

 
 
20-25 

22 

Coordinating Fair Housing, Land 
Use, Transportation & Schools in 
Anchorage 

9/20/2016 
Work Session 

Public Transit, Land Use 
Planning, Affordable Housing, 

Schools 

 
 
22 

23 Brother Francis Shelter (clients) 
9/26/2016 

AFH Survey 
Homeless & persons with 

disabilities, LEP 30 

24 

Coordinating Fair Housing, Land 
Use, Transportation in 
Anchorage 

10/20/2016 
Work Session 

Public Transit, Land Use 
Planning, Affordable Housing 12-15 

25 
Habitat for Humanity Anchorage 
(staff & homeowners) 

10/25/2016 
AFH Survey 

Seniors, persons with disabilities 
and potential homebuyers 12 

26 
Alaskan AIDS Assistance 
Association (staff & clients) 

10/28/2016 
AFH Presentation & 

Survey Persons with HIV/AIDS 10 

27 
Anchorage Equal Rights 
Commission 

11/15/2016 
AFH Q & A Fair housing enforcement 1 
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28 

Governor’s Council on 
Disabilities and Special 
Education 

11/10/2016 
AFH Q & A 

AFH Reviewer Persons with disabilities 

 
 
2 

29 
Ombudsman Office of 
Anchorage 

11/17/2016 
AFH Q & A Fair housing enforcement 1 

30 
Alaska Legal Services 
Corporation 

11/17/2016 
AFH Q & A Fair housing enforcement 

 
1 

31 

Coordinating Fair Housing, Land 
Use, Transportation in 
Anchorage 

11/21/2016 
Work Session 

Public Transit, Land Use 
Planning, Affordable Housing 12-15 

32 
Department of Public 
Transportation 

12/15/2016 
AFH Reviewer Public transportation 3 

33 
AHFC – Public Housing 
Department 

12/15/2016 
AFH Reviewer Public housing 2 

34 Anchorage School District 
12/20/2016 

AFH Reviewer School district k-12 1 

35 

Coordinating Fair Housing, Land 
Use, Transportation in 
Anchorage 

12/15/2016 
Work Session 

Public Transit, Land Use 
Planning, Affordable Housing 12-15 

 
3.  Describe whether the outreach activities elicited broad community participation during the 
development of the AFH. If there was low participation, or low participation among a particular 
protected class groups, what additional steps might improve or increase community 
participation in the future, including overall participation or among specific protected class 
groups? 
 
The fair housing survey was a successful tool for encouraging the community to participate in 
the AFH planning discussion and talk about their fair housing concerns to MOA staff at the 
meetings and events. The MOA received 332 completed surveys that were distributed at most of 
the meetings and events listed in the table above. The MOA would start the AFH planning phase 
earlier so that more protected class groups could participate in the AFH survey. 
 
The MOA will attempt to attended more meetings and events located in the R/ECAP 
neighborhood of Mountain View. During the next AFH planning phase, MOA will coordinate 
earlier in the planning phase with the Mountain View and Government Hill Community Councils 
and attend their meetings. MOA would coordinate earlier to attend the Mobile Food Pantry held 
almost weekly in the Mountain View neighborhood. MOA’s attendance at other neighborhood 
Mobile Food Pantry events presented an opportunity to discuss fair housing concerns with low-
income residents, and residents with disabilities and LEP.  
 
4.  Summarize all comments obtained in the community participation process. Include a 
summary of any comments or views not accepted and the reasons why. 
 
The MOA received comments at the first public hearing on May 25, 2016 from the seven 
persons from public agencies represented at the hearing. The public agencies represented were 
Alaska Legal Services Corporation, Valley Residential Services, Cook Inlet Housing Authority, 
Habitat for Humanity Anchorage and Rural Alaska Community Action Program. The comments 
received at the hearing were fair housing concerns for the very vulnerable populations that 
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included; elderly, families with young children, persons with disabilities and victims of domestic 
violence.  This population of residents often don’t know what they can do once they get a notice 
that they are being evicted and potentially losing their Section 8 Housing Vouchers.  Fair 
housing concerns were expressed for residents with criminal backgrounds being denied housing 
in Anchorage.  As a result, a number of housing providers both subsidized housing providers and 
private landlords, have overly broad rental policies that limit access to housing. See Appendix C 
for transcripts of the testimonies. 
 
The MOA received comments at most of the outreach activities through the 332 completed fair 
housing assessment surveys. Thirty-two percent (32%) of the respondents felt that they had 
experienced some form of housing discrimination. Respondents identified the top three reasons 
why they felt they were discriminated against as income/bad credit, criminal history and age. 
Thirty-eight percent (38%) of the respondents were not aware of agencies that handled fair 
housing discrimination. Respondents identified the top three ways they felt they were 
discriminated against as landlord refusal to rent to them, told a rental was unavailable when it 
was, and shown rentals only in certain neighborhoods. All respondents who had purchased a 
home felt they had not experienced fair housing discrimination when purchasing a home. 
 
On August 9, 2016, at the “Integrating Fair Housing into Planning & Development in 
Anchorage” work session co-sponsored by MOA and local HUD office was attended by 27 
participants.  Representatives from the Municipality of Anchorage’s Department of Health & 
Human Service, Department of Public Transportation, Planning Department and ADA 
Coordinator participated at the work session. Partner agencies participating at the work session 
included Alaska Housing Finance Corporation, Anchorage School District, Cook Inlet Housing 
Authority, NeighborWorks Alaska, and Rural Alaska Community Action Program. Comments 
received from the participants were about the Municipality’s biggest impact with fair housing 
concerns due to the increase in the immigrant population along with an increase in limited 
English proficiency; and the need to think of more effective ways to connect with the people in 
which English is not their first language. Comments included discussion that instead of 
speculating, maybe Anchorage could be surveyed asking if neighborhoods would prefer to have 
more housing and opportunities available in their neighborhoods or would they prefer to live 
somewhere else such as the south side of Anchorage where there are good opportunities for 
schools and jobs. Comments included discussion of the most widely used and most effective 
tools for addressing the lack of affordable housing and segregation. One of the tools for 
responding to segregation is inclusionary zoning; where a multiple family housing developer is 
incentivized or required to build a certain percentage of units as affordable housing. 
 
On September 20, 2016, at the “Coordinating Fair Housing, Land Use, Transportation and 
Schools in Anchorage” work session co-sponsored by MOA and the local HUD office was 
attended by 22 participants. Representatives from the Municipality of Anchorage’s Department 
of Health & Human Service and Department of Public Transportation participated at the work 
session. Partner agencies participating at the work session included Alaska Housing Finance 
Corporation, Alaska Legal Services Corporation, Anchorage Community Mental Health 
Services, Anchorage Housing Initiatives, Anchorage School District, Cook Inlet Housing 
Authority, NeighborWorks Alaska, Rural Alaska Community Action Program and Volunteers of 
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America. Comments included discussion of the most effective use of the limited land in the 
Anchorage bowl and how to address the lack of affordable housing. 
 
At the second public hearing on February 1, 2017 the MOA received comments from the one 
person from Alaska Legal Services Corporation at the hearing.  Alaska Legal Services 
Corporation disagrees with the AFH plan’s conclusion that Anchorage doesn’t have race/ethnic 
segregated housing patterns and does have income segregated housing patterns. Also Alaska 
Legal Services Corporation disagree with the AFH plan’s conclusion that the R/ECAP 
neighborhood of Mountain View has no relevant characteristics that set the neighborhood apart 
from other Anchorage neighborhoods. MOA will not make a statement about whether or not 
Anchorage has race/ethnic segregated housing patterns in neighborhoods. MOA will state 
Anchorage has income segregation patterns in neighborhoods in the final AFH plan. MOA 
believes that the HUD and local data supports this conclusion. 
 
Alaska Legal Services Corporation comments included strengthening the goals, activities and 
adding outcomes in the AFH plan. MOA reviewed the section and added outcomes. MOA added 
language explaining more thoroughly the community participation process that included the fair 
housing survey, meetings, events and work sessions that had not been included in the draft AFH 
plan. Lastly, Alaska Legal Services Corporation commented that MOA did not address HUD 
questions in the AFH plan. MOA agrees that there were some inadequate answers in the AFH 
plan when HUD and local data was not available to adequately answer the questions. MOA was 
instructed by HUD to write that the question cannot be answered due to lack of sufficient data. 
See Appendix C for a transcript of the testimony. 
 
On February 15, 2017, MOA received written comments from the Planning Department. The 
Planning Department recommended that MOA include the importance of the Anchorage 2020 
Land Use Plan in address housing goals in the AFH plan. The Planning Department also 
commented that MOA DHHS should review the AFH plan for clarity, discrepancies and explain 
the HUD tables and local data/maps in more detail. MOA has reviewed the AFH plan and re-
wrote some sections to improve clarity and detail in the final AFH plan. See Appendix C for a 
transcript of the testimony. 
 
IV. Assessment of Past Goals, Actions and Strategies 
 
1. Indicate what fair housing goals were selected by the program participant in recent Analyses 
of Impediments (AIs), Assessment of Fair Housing or other relevant planning documents. 
 
a. Discuss what progress has been made towards the achievement of fair housing goals.  
 
The impediments selected by MOA in the Analysis of Impediments (AI) to Fair Housing, 
February 2015, by Susan Fison & Associates, are similar to the impediments in the AFH plan. 
The AI six impediments and goals to fair housing in Anchorage are as follows: 
 
AI goals for impediment #1 lack of knowledge of the classes of people protected by fair housing 
laws. 
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a. Municipality DHHS should work with Alaska Housing Finance Corporation and 
Alaska Legal Services Corporation to increase visibility of fair housing issues; 

b. Distribute the AIFHC report to Municipal officials, Assembly, and relevant 
government, non-profit and businesses; 

c. Form working group to review AIFHC report, prioritize and track progress; 
d. Plan Fair Housing Month; and 
e. Collaborate with Alaska Housing Finance Corporation on the next fair housing 

survey. 
 
AI goals for impediment #2 low awareness of available fair housing enforcement mechanisms, 
caused at least in part by lack of fair housing advocacy organizations. 

a. Municipality (AERC & DHHS) support Alaska Legal Services Corporation with the 
Fair Housing Initiatives Program grant award from HUD;  

b. Alaska Legal Services Corporation with the FHIP grant will: 
i. Expand fair housing enforcement; 

ii. Increase intake, referrals and advocacy resources to victims; 
iii. Increase resources to conduct investigations; 
iv. Provide referrals to agencies and private attorneys; and 
v. Provide education and outreach to community members, landlords and social 

service providers. 
 
AI goals for impediment #3 financial barriers and lack of accessible housing stock limit housing 
opportunities for persons with disabilities. 

a. Fair Housing Accessibility First training scheduled on April 29, 2015 in Anchorage. 
Alaska Housing Finance Corporation is sponsoring the training and the Municipality 
is a co-sponsor; 

b. Municipality’s Aging and Disability Resource Center should develop a plan to 
increase awareness opportunities for seniors to age in place; 

c. Consider using Municipality’s HUD Community Development Block Grant funds 
towards universal design modifications to assist seniors to age in place; and 

d. Collaborate with Alaska Housing Finance Corporation on developing housing for 
individuals with disabilities. 

 
AI goals for impediment #4 Municipal regulations and various administrative policies, 
procedures and practices. 

a. Partner with Alaska Legal Services Corporation and Alaska Housing Finance 
Corporation to take an active role in educating the public about the need for more 
housing for people with disabilities and seniors; 

b. Review the cost versus benefit of special limitations placed on group housing, such 
as, zoning ordinances 

 
AI goals for impediment #5 lack of available affordable housing stock designed to meet the 
needs of people in one or more protected classes. 

a. Reduce excessive parking requirements for rental housing; 
b. Allow smaller lot sizes in R-1 Districts; 
c. Facilitate increased density for infill lots; 
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d. Facilitate redevelopment of blight areas; 
e. Encourage more Accessory Dwelling Units; and 
f. Plan ahead for the potential redevelopment of mobile home parks.  

 
AI goals for impediment #6 neighborhood opposition to group housing, increased residential 
density and rental housing. 

a. Develop programs to educate community councils about the Fair Housing Act; 
b. Presentations to community councils about the need and benefits of group housing, 

supportive housing and rental housing; 
c. Promote full continuum of supported housing; and 
d. Promote awareness of fair housing through the Municipal and community channels 

and address areas where fair housing is impeded. 
 
b. Discuss how successful in achieving past goals, and/or how it has fallen short of achieving 

those goals (including potentially harmful unintended consequences). 
 
The MOA addressed the impediment #1 goals to increase the visibility of fair housing by 
distributing the AI report to the Municipal departments, assembly members, non-profit 
organizations and posting the report on the MOA website. The MOA was not successful in 
working with the Municipality’s Housing and Neighborhood Development Commission to form 
a task group to track the progress of the report. 
 
For the impediment #1 goals, the MOA collaborated with HUD, Alaska Housing Finance 
Corporation and Alaska Legal Services Corporation to celebrate and publicize Fair Housing 
Month in April 2016. The goal to increase the visibility of fair housing remains the same goal in 
the AFH plan as well as other collaborative activities to increase public awareness of fair 
housing laws. 
 
The MOA addressed the impediment #2 goals to support Alaska Legal Services Corporation 
with their Fair Housing Initiatives Program grant award from HUD and also awarded 
Community Development Block Grant funds to help pay for legal services for low-income 
families facing possible evictions. The MOA also partnered with Alaska Legal Services 
Corporation at some of the community outreach efforts for the AFH plan. 
 
The MOA addressed the impediment #3 goals to co-sponsor with HUD and Alaska Housing 
Finance Corporation a fair housing accessibility training on April 29, 2015. The AFH goal is to 
schedule and co-sponsor a similar fair housing accessibility training during the 5 year AFH plan. 
The MOA and Alaska Housing Finance Corporation continue to collaborate with funding 
housing development projects for individuals with disabilities. The Municipality’s Aging and 
Disability Resource Center continues to work to increase awareness opportunities for persons 
with disabilities and seniors. 
 
The MOA addressed the impediment #5 goals of increasing the available housing stock of low-
income residents with disabilities and low-income seniors. An outcome of the community 
outreach efforts the MOA’s DHHS, Department of Public Transportation, Planning Department 
have begun to meet and work collaboratively to set policy for increasing mix-income housing 
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that is affordable and accessible for the residents of Anchorage, Eagle River, Chugiak, Peters 
Creek, Eklutna and Girdwood (Turnagain Arm). 
 
The MOA did not successfully address the impediment #6 goals to educate the community 
councils about fair housing and promote fair housing awareness through Municipal channels. 
The Alaska Legal Services Corporation with their Fair Housing Initiatives Program grant award 
from HUD work to promote awareness of fair housing through the Municipal and community 
channels and address areas where fair housing is impeded. 
 
c. Discuss any additional policies, actions, or steps that the program participant could take to 

achieve past goals, or mitigate the problems it has experienced. 
 
An outcome of the community outreach efforts is that the MOA’s DHHS, Department of Public 
Transportation, Planning Department have begun to meet and work collaboratively to set policy 
for increasing mix-income housing that is affordable and accessible for the residents of 
Anchorage, Eagle River, Chugiak, Peters Creek, Eklutna and Girdwood (Turnagain Arm). These 
collaborative meetings will continue quarterly or twice a year and include Alaska Housing 
Finance Corporation in order for the MOA to be successful in achieving this goal in the AFH 
plan. 
 
The MOA will collaborate within the MOA’s DHHS, Anchorage’s Equal Rights Commission, 
Ombudsman Office of Anchorage and the Alaska Legal Services Corporation to educate the 
community councils about fair housing and promote fair housing awareness through Municipal 
and other channels. 
 
Anchorage has a continued need for fair housing information and training for tenants and 
landlords as the tenants and landlords transition in an out of residential properties. The MOA will 
continue to work with local and regional partners to provide coordinated training and 
enforcement of fair housing laws. 
 
d. How has the experience by program participant with past goals influenced the selection of 

current goals? 
 
The AFH plan’s goal to address the fair housing contributing factors in the Municipality of 
Anchorage were identified after a review of HUD data, local data sources, comments during 
public meetings and events, public survey results, work sessions/interviews with partner 
agencies. 
 
Contributing factors to fair housing issues in the Municipality of Anchorage include: 

 
1. Availability of affordable and accessible units in a range of sizes 
2. Lack of access to opportunity due to high housing costs 
3. Displacement of residents due to economic pressures 
4. Land use and zoning laws 
5. Loss of affordable housing 
6. Lack of assistance for housing accessibility modifications 



Municipality of Anchorage 
Assessment of Fair Housing Plan 

Final 2017 
Page 16 of 131 

7. Sources of income discrimination 
8. Availability, type, frequency, and reliability of public transportation 
9. Community opposition 
10. Lack of local private fair housing outreach and enforcement 

 
The contributing factors listed above are similar to the Analysis of Impediments to Fair Housing 
Choice in 2015 which are listed here: 
 

1. Lack of knowledge of the classes of people protected by fair housing laws. 
2. Low awareness of available fair housing enforcement mechanisms, caused at least in part 

by lack of fair housing advocacy organizations. 
3. Financial barriers and lack of accessible housing stock limit housing opportunities for 

persons with disabilities. 
4. Municipal regulations and various administrative policies, procedures and practices. 
5. Lack of available affordable housing stock designed to meet the needs of people in one or 

more protected classes. 
6. Neighborhood opposition to group housing, increased residential density and rental 

housing. 
 
V. Fair Housing Analysis Section A. Demographic Summary 

A. Demographic Summary 
 
1. Describe demographic patterns in the Jurisdiction and Region, and describe trends over time 

(since 1990). 
 

 
 
According to the 2010 U.S. Census, the geographic area of the communities of the Municipality 
has a total land area of 1,704.68 square miles and includes the Anchorage, Eagle River, Chugiak, 
Peters Creek, Eklutna and Girdwood (Turnagain Arm).  The Municipality of Anchorage is 
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considered a county under the U.S. Census Bureau, and is identified as a unified home rule 
municipality, which means city government and borough governments are merged.  Anchorage 
is the northern most major city in the United States.  According to the U.S. Census Bureau, the 
estimated population in 2016 of the Municipality of Anchorage was 299,037 residents and the 
Mat-Su Borough was 102,598.  Anchorage is the largest city in Alaska and constitutes 
approximately 41% of the State’s total population. Anchorage ranks 30th among 366 
metropolitan areas in the diversity index and is fifth among medium-sized U.S. cities. 
 
The HUD table 2 Demographic Trends for Anchorage in 1990 the race/ethnicity are White 
78.69%, Black 6.23%, Hispanic 4.08%, Asian or Pacific Islander 4.59%, and Native American 
6.23%. 
 
The HUD table 2 Demographic Trends for Anchorage in 2000 and 2010 the race/ethnicity for all 
groups increases with the exception of White that decreases. Anchorage in 2010 the 
race/ethnicity groups are White 62.64%, Black 7.05%, Hispanic 7.56%, Asian or Pacific Islander 
11.62%, and Native American 10.88%. 
 
In HUD table 2 Demographic Trends for Anchorage currently the race/ethnicity for Hispanic 
continues to increase while all other groups decreased. Anchorage currently the race/ethnicity 
groups are White 62.19%, Black 5.35%, Hispanic 7.67%, Asian or Pacific Islander 10.00%, and 
Native American 7.67%. 
 
In HUD table 2 Demographic Trends for Anchorage, foreign-born population increases from 
1990 to the current year; 1990 5.90%, 2010 9.00% and current 9.51%.  For Anchorage, limited 
English proficiency population increases from 1990 to the current year; 1990 3.36%, 2010 5.74% 
and current 5.83%. 
 
In HUD table 2 Demographic Trends for Anchorage, families with children population decreases 
from 1990 to the current year; 1990 60.15%, 2010 50.60% and current 50.60%. 
 
The HUD table 2 Demographic Trends for the Region in 1990 the race/ethnicity are White 
80.65%, Black 5.40%, Hispanic 6.01%, Asian or Pacific Islander 4.01%, and Native American 
3.75%. 
 
The HUD table 2 Demographic Trends for the Region in 2000 and 2010 the race/ethnicity for all 
groups increases with the exception of White that decreases. The Region in 2010 the 
race/ethnicity groups are White 67.35%, Black 5.80%, Hispanic 6.66%, Asian or Pacific Islander 
9.45%, and Native American 10.52%. 
 
In HUD table 2 Demographic Trends for the Region currently the race/ethnicity for White and 
Hispanic remained the same while all other groups decreased. The Region currently the 
race/ethnicity groups are White 67.35%, Black 4.23%, Hispanic 6.66%, Asian or Pacific Islander 
7.95%, and Native American 7.03%. 
 
In HUD table 2 Demographic Trends for the Region, foreign-born population increases from 
1990 to the current year; 1990 5.31%, 2010 7.61% and current 8.11%.  For the Region, limited 
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English proficiency population increases from 1990 to the current year; 1990 3.02%, 2010 4.67% 
and current 4.84%. 
 
In HUD table 2 Demographic Trends for the Region, families with children population decreases 
from 1990 to the current year; 1990 60.56%, 2010 50.30% and current 50.30%. 
 
V. Fair Housing Analysis Section B. General Issues 

B. General Issues 
 
i. Segregation/Integration 
 
1. Analysis 
 
a. Describe and compare segregation levels in the Jurisdiction and Region. Identify the 
race/ethnic groups that experience the highest levels of segregation. 
 
See HUD maps 1 Race/Ethnicity and 2 Race/Ethnicity Trends for Anchorage in Appendix A.  
 

 
 
The dissimilarity index measures the degree to which two groups are evenly distributed across a 
geographic area and is commonly used for assessing residential segregation between two groups. 
Values range from 0 to 100, where higher numbers indicated a higher degree of segregation 
among the two groups measured. Because the index measures only two groups at a time, it is less 
reliable as a measure of segregation in areas with multiple demographic groups. Any 
dissimilarity level that is below 40 represents a low level of segregation. Dissimilarity levels 
between 40 and 54 represent a moderate level of segregation and levels over 55 indicate a high 
level of segregation. 
 
The dissimilarity index for Anchorage has a low segregation level for all four race/ethnic 
populations over the 20 year period between 1990 and 2010. Any dissimilarity index that is 
below 40 represents a low level of segregation. The 20 year trend for Anchorage has an increase 
for the four race/ethnic dissimilarity indexes but still a low segregation value. The highest level 
of segregation is between Black and White at 39.07. The second highest level of segregation is 
between Asian or Pacific Islander and White at 38.97. The third highest level of segregation is 
between Non-White and White at 31.37. The fourth highest level of segregation is between 
Hispanic and White at 27.71. 
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The dissimilarity index for the Region has a low segregation level for all four race/ethnic 
populations in 1990. Over the 20 year period between 1990 and 2010, two race/ethnic 
populations increased but remained a low level of segregation, Hispanic and Non-White. Over 
the 20 year period between 1990 and 2010, two race/ethnic populations increased to a moderate 
level of segregation, Asian or Pacific Islander and Black. Currently the highest level of 
segregation is between Black and White at 46.55. The second highest level of segregation is 
between Asian or Pacific Islander and White at 46.41. The third highest level of segregation is 
between Non-White and White at 35.58. The fourth highest level of segregation is between 
Hispanic and White at 31.04. 
 
b. Identify areas in the Jurisdiction and Region with relatively high segregation and integration 
by race/ethnicity, national origin, or LEP group, and indicate the predominant groups living in 
each area. 
 
See HUD maps 1 Race/Ethnicity, 2 Race/Ethnicity Trends and 12 Demographics and Poverty for 
Anchorage and the Region in Appendix A.  
 

 
 
HUD table 4 R/ECAP Demographics identifies one R/ECAP area, the neighborhoods of 
Mountain View/Government Hill.  Mountain View/Government Hill neighborhood is in 2010 
Census Tract 6 with a total population of 7,747 and a White population of 1,860 (24%). 
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Anchorage’s neighborhoods are unique because they include members of all seven demographic 
categories/groups recognized by the government, White, Black, Hispanic/Latino, Alaska 
Native/American Indian, mixed race, Asian and Native Hawaiian/Pacific Islander in large 
numbers. The diversity index is defined as the race/ethnic groups in a Jurisdiction or Region. The 
more equally sized they are then the more demographic diversity you have in an area. The trend 
in Anchorage has been toward less segregation based on race/ethnicity with the exception of the 
six census tracts with high minority populations noted in the following paragraph. 
 
HUD map 1 Race/Ethnicity indicates that Anchorage has a low level of segregation. In viewing 
the map, it is estimated that Anchorage has six census tracts located in the north area of the city 
that have high concentration (less than 45% of White population) of minority populations. The 
census tracts are 6 (Mountain View/Government Hill), 7.02 and 7.03 (Northeast), 8.01 and 8.02 
(Russian Jack), 9.01 (Airport Height). There are no census tracts in HUD map 1 for Eagle River, 
Chugiak, Peters Creek, Eklutna, Girdwood (Turnagain Arm) and the Region 
 
c. Explain how these segregation levels and patterns in the Jurisdiction and Region have 
changed over time (since 1990). 
 
Dissimilarity trends between 1990 and current year on HUD table 3 indicate that the segregation 
in Anchorage has remained low for all race/ethnicity. The dissimilarity index levels in 
Anchorage appears to have an upward trend. The dissimilarity between Non-white and White 
populations has increased by about a third from 23.49 in 1990 to 31.37 in current year. The 
dissimilarity between Black, Hispanic and Asian or Pacific Islander populations has increase by 
about a third or less in 1990 to current year. 
 
Dissimilarity trends between 1990 and current year on HUD table 3 indicate that the segregation 
in the Region has remained low in two race/ethnicity populations and increased to moderate in 
two race/ethnicity populations. The dissimilarity index identifies that all race/ethnicity 
population in the Region appears to have upward trends. The dissimilarity between Non-white 
and White populations has increased by about a third from 27.28 in 1990 to 35.58 in current 
year. The dissimilarity between Black, Hispanic and Asian or Pacific Islander populations has 
increase by about a third or less in 1990 to current year. The dissimilarity index between Black 
and White populations is the highest level at 46.55 for current year. The dissimilarity index 
between Asian or Pacific Islander populations is the second highest level at 46.41 for current 
year. 
 
HUD map 2 Race/Ethnicity Trends identifies that Anchorage has become a more diversified city 
from 1990 through 2010. The Municipality’s communities of Eagle River, Chugiak, Peters 
Creek, Eklutna and the Region have even become more diversified communities from 1990 
averaging 90+% White populations compared to 2010 averaging 80+% White populations. 
 
d. Consider and describe the location of owner and renter occupied housing in Jurisdiction and 
Region in determining whether such housing in located in segregation or integration areas, and 
describe trends over time. 
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In viewing the HUD map 1 Race/Ethnicity, it is estimated that Anchorage has six census tracts 
located in the north area of the city that have high concentration (less than 45% of White 
population) of minority populations. The census tracts are 6 (Mountain View/Government Hill), 
7.02 and 7.03 (Northeast), 8.01 and 8.02 (Russian Jack), 9.01 (Airport Height). These 
neighborhoods of concentrated race/ethnicity populations are zoned high density residential and 
contain older single family homes, multifamily housing developments, and mobile home parks. 
 
In 2010 Census Tract 6, the neighborhoods of Mountain View/Government Hill, 18% of the 
residents live in owner occupied housing and 82% of the residents live in renter occupied 
housing. 
 
Minority residents living in many of the neighborhoods throughout Anchorage which reflect the 
diversity of the population. The low concentration of minority residents are easily identified as in 
the business districts with low residential housing or the upper Hillside or Prospect Heights 
neighborhoods that have low density housing. 
 
e. Discuss whether there are any demographic trends, policies, or practices that could lead to 
higher segregation in the Jurisdiction in the future. 
 
According to the U.S. Census Bureau, the estimated population in 2016 of the Municipality of 
Anchorage was 299,037 residents and the Mat-Su Borough was 102,598.  Anchorage is the 
largest city in Alaska and constitutes approximately 41% of the State’s total population. 
Anchorage ranks 30th among 366 metropolitan areas in the diversity index and is fifth among 
medium-sized U.S. cities. The HUD table 2 Demographic Trends for Anchorage in 1990 and 
2010 show that the race/ethnicity for all groups increases with the exception of White population 
which decreases. Anchorage in 2010 the race/ethnicity populations are White 62.64%, Black 
7.05%, Hispanic 7.56%, Asian or Pacific Islander 11.62%, and Native American 10.88%. 
 
In January 2016, the Alaska Department of Labor and Workforce Development showed that 
Mat-Su Borough had broken through the 100,000 ceiling population, surpassing Fairbanks 
sometime in 2015 as the second largest community in Alaska. The HUD table 2 Demographic 
Trends for the Region in 1990 and 2010 the race/ethnicity for all groups increases with the 
exception of White population that decreases. The Region in 2010 the race/ethnicity populations 
are White 67.35%, Black 5.80%, Hispanic 6.66%, Asian or Pacific Islander 9.45%, and Native 
American 10.52%. 
 
Both Anchorage and the Region’s populations are experiencing an increase in all race/ethnicity 
groups with the exception of White population that is decreasing. The Anchorage neighborhoods 
that are identified as having higher minority populations appear to be in neighborhoods with 
numerous low-rent houses, apartments, mobile home parks and older housing units. These 
neighborhoods are also located with many resources such as employment options, proficient 
schools, public transportation and services. 
 
2. Additional Information 
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a. Beyond the HUD-provided data, provide additional relevant information, if any, about 
segregation in the Jurisdiction and Region affecting groups with other protected characteristics. 
 
The Municipality’s Planning Department, Anchorage 2040 Land Use Plan was adopted by MOA 
in February 2016. The plan’s key growth strategies include housing and neighborhoods as 
defined as providing a diverse supply of affordable, quality housing that meets the needs and 
preferences of the city’s residents, at all income levels, in safe and livable neighborhoods. The 
strategies are: 

1. Balanced regional growth 
2. Infill and redevelopment 
3. Centers and corridors 
4. Housing and neighborhoods 
5. Coordinated and focused public investment 
6. Land use ‐ transportation coordination 
7. Industrial land prioritization 
8. Compatible land use 
9. Open space and greenbelts 
10. Anchor institutions and facilities 

 
The Anchorage 2040 Land Use Plan identified that housing of all types and sizes are needed in 
order to provide a range of housing opportunities for all residents. The 2012 Anchorage Housing 
Market Analysis identified that the remaining supply of vacant buildable lands in the Anchorage 
area must be more efficiently developed. Housing will need to be more “compact” in form if 
there is to be enough housing to meet future need. This compact form includes small‐lot 
“cottage” homes, accessory dwellings where appropriate, attached dwellings (duplex and 
triplex), townhouses, multifamily, and residential units built as part of commercial developments 
(mixed‐use). 
 
The 2012 Anchorage Housing Market Analysis and HUD maps and tables showed that seniors 
and minority populations as the fastest growing population groups, desire compact housing that 
is located near services, jobs, transportation, and parks and trails. Anchorage’s inadequate 
housing supply makes affordable and accessible housing an important priority for the MOA to 
redirect near term resources, actions, and solutions to address housing needs. 
 
b. The program participant may also describe other information relevant to its assessment of 
segregation including activities such as place-based investment and geographic mobility options 
for protected class groups. 
 
Anchorage has no place-based investments and mobility options for specific protected class 
groups other than for persons who live in public housing or have a Housing Choice Voucher who 
are trying to move. 
 
3. Contributing Factors of Segregation 
Consider the listed factors and any other factors affecting the Jurisdiction and Region. Identify 
any factors that significantly create, contribute to, perpetuate or increase the severity of 
segregation. 
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• Community opposition 
• Displacement of residents due to economic pressures 
• Lack of community revitalization strategies 
• Lack of private investments in specific neighborhoods 
• Lack of public investments in specific neighborhoods, including services or amenities 
• Lack of regional cooperation 
• Land use and zoning laws 
• Lending discrimination 
• Location and type of affordable housing 
• Loss of affordable housing 
• Occupancy codes and restrictions 
• Private discrimination 
• Source of income discrimination 
• Other 

 
Segregation in Anchorage while increasing remains low based on the HUD provided tables and 
maps. The neighborhoods that have high levels of both low-income and race/ethnicity 
populations appear to be located where the cost of rental housing has remained lower. Some of 
these neighborhoods have older homes and mobile home parks that are sometimes lost because 
of being replaced by higher cost condominiums. Affordable housing units are also located in 
neighborhoods that do not have concentrations of poverty or race/ethnicity populations. Some 
income segregation may be occurring as low-income residents cannot afford the high rent and 
high income neighborhoods in Anchorage. 
 
ii. Racially or Ethnically Concentrated Areas of Poverty (R/ECAPs) 
 
1. Analysis 
 
a. Identify any R/ECAPs or groupings of R/ECAP tracts within the Jurisdiction and Region. 
 
HUD calculates a Racially or Ethnically Concentrated Area of Poverty (R/ECAP) neighborhood 
based on the 2010 Census Tract data. R/ECAP is a census tract where at least 50% of the 
population is non-White and/or Hispanic and has an income threshold that looks at the poverty 
rate.  The poverty rate on that census tract has to be either 40% or more or three times the rate of 
the poverty rate for Anchorage as a whole. 
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The HUD map 1 Race/Ethnicity, map 3 National Origin, and table 4 R/ECAP Demographics for 
Anchorage has identified one R/ECAP, the Mountain View/Government Hill neighborhoods. A 
reason why Mountain View ranks as so diverse may not seem intuitive at first. People from 
around the world live there but a significant percentage (24%) of White residents also live there. 
Government Hill neighborhood has very few residential housing since it is mostly occupied by 
the Ship Creek neighborhood that is industrial land operated by the railroad and Port of 
Anchorage. 
 
The HUD maps and table has identified no R/ECAPs in the Region. 
 
b. Describe and identify the predominant protected classes residing in R/ECAPs in the 
Jurisdiction and Region. How do these demographics of the R/ECAPs compare with the 
demographics of the Jurisdiction and Region? 
 
In the R/ECAP neighborhoods of Mountain View/Government Hill, 7,747 residents live in these 
neighborhoods. HUD table 4 R/ECAP Demographics data identifies that the highest 
race/ethnicity population in the R/ECAP are Asian or Pacific Islander at 25.88% compared to the 
total 11.62% of Anchorage’s Asian or Pacific Islander population. White residents are 24.01% 
compared to the total 62.64% of Anchorage’s White population. Native American residents are 
15.98% compared to the total 10.88% of Anchorage’s Native American population. Black 
residents are 12.71% compared to the total 7.05% of Anchorage’s Black population. Hispanic 
residents are 11.89% compared to the total 7.56% of Anchorage’s Hispanic population. 
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The HUD table 4 reflects the diversity in the R/ECAP neighborhoods’ national origin. The 
Dominican Republic (2.10%) as the highest number of residents in Mountain View/Government 
Hill neighborhoods from this national origin. Other residents in these neighborhoods identify 
their national origin as Philippines (1.99%), Other South Central Asia (1.43%), Thailand 
(1.43%), Nepal (1.02%), Honduras (.90%), Laos (.85%), Other Australia & New Zealand 
(.72%), Guatemala (.62%) and Grenada (.52%). 
 
Additional comparisons to the R/ECAP neighborhood and Anchorage are contained in the 
sections below. 
 
The HUD maps and table has identified no R/ECAPs in the Region. 
 
c. Describe how R/ECAPs have changed over time in the Jurisdiction and Region (since 1990). 
 
The R/ECAP neighborhood of Mountain View has received a consistent public investment in 
infrastructure and public facilities in an effort to improve the neighborhood. The R/ECAP 
neighborhoods of Mountain View/Government Hill are located with many resources such as 
employment options, proficient schools, public transportation and services.  
 
The Mountain View Targeted Neighborhood Plan was officially adopted by the Municipal 
Assembly on September 13, 2016. Mountain View is becoming a community of choice due to 
the hard work of residents and community leaders who are catalyzing transformation. In a 2012 
study (the Mountain View Community Indicators Report), 57% of respondents living in the 
neighborhood rated Mountain View as an excellent place to live. Families are staying to raise 
their children and the children are doing better in school. Residents feel revitalization efforts are 
strengthening the community and are headed in the right direction. Always known as a 
neighborhood for working-class families, the neighborhood is starting to now work for all kinds 
of families. 
 
In the 1990s this was not always the case for Mountain View has experienced the opposite. The 
Mountain View poverty rate climbed steadily from 7.5% in 1970 to 16.2% in 1980 to 23.3% in 
1990 to 25.1% in 2000. In 2010, Mountain View had a poverty rate of 24.3%. The citywide 
poverty rate remained roughly 7% throughout this entire period. While the portion of residents 
experiencing poverty five years before each census increased from 22% in 1970 to 57.3% in 
2010 for Anchorage as a whole, for Mountain View during the same time period that proportion 
increased at a slower rate from 20% to 40.8%. While the proportion of residents without a high 
school diploma decreased for the city as a whole from 12% in 1980 to 8.1% in 2010, for 
Mountain View during the same time period that proportion increased from 22% to 32%. 
 
Mountain View continues to have a much higher crime rate, when adjusted for population size, 
than Anchorage as a whole. The Anchorage Police Department Annual Statistical Report from 
2010 reveals alarming rates of reported homicide, sexual assaults, missing persons, assaults, and 
theft when compared to Anchorage as a whole. This report indicates that in 2010, 23.5% of 
Anchorage homicides occurred in Mountain View, as did 19.3% of thefts; 18.5% of the city’s 
missing persons cases were reported from Mountain View, as were 32.4% of reported assaults. 

http://www.adn.com/opinions/2016/10/05/mountain-view-long-range-plan-is-reason-to-celebrate/
http://www.adn.com/opinions/2016/10/05/mountain-view-long-range-plan-is-reason-to-celebrate/
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The Anchorage Police Department (APD) became a major partner in Mountain View through a 
Weed N ’Seed Department of Justice grant that was active from 2006-2011. Over time patrols in 
the community, paid for by $230,000 of the grant, increased law enforcement presence in the 
community. Through this program, APD saw a positive change in the community. 
 
Over the last decade, revitalization efforts have brought new investment into Mountain View. 
New businesses, such as Bass Pro Shops as the anchor for other businesses, continue to enter the 
neighborhood, and existing businesses have been reinvesting in Mountain View by remodeling 
their exteriors. Housing developers, such as Cook Inlet Housing Authority, NeighborWorks, and 
Habitat for Humanity, have collectively invested over $100 million in Mountain View’s Housing 
Stock. Between 2003 and 2014, over 10% of Mountain View’s housing stock, and a substantial 
amount of its commercial and retail spaces, have been redeveloped. 
 
The Municipality of Anchorage rebuilt Clark Middle School and built the Mountain View branch 
library. Along with the new branch of Credit Union 1, those institutions have brought valuable 
services to the community. The State of Alaska’s new Glenn Highway - Bragaw Street overpass 
connected Mountain View with the rest of the Anchorage. Redevelopment of the commercial 
corridor, through the Anchorage Community Land Trust’s work and private investors such as JL 
Properties, which owns the Glenn Square Mall, has removed blight and created commercial 
activity in formerly vacant spaces. Reinvestment fostered by these partnerships has brought 
Mountain View a long way in the last decade. 
 
2. Additional Information 
 
a. Beyond the HUD-provided data, provide additional relevant information, if any, about 
R/ECAPs in the Jurisdiction and Region affecting groups with other protected characteristics. 
 
The HUD table 4 R/ECAP Demographics, the neighborhoods of Mountain View/Government 
Hill identifies that the 76% of the population are other race/ethnicity than at White 24%. The 
HUD table 4 reflects the diversity in the R/ECAP neighborhoods’ national origin with the 
Dominican Republic (2.10%) as the highest number of residents. 
 
The R/ECAP neighborhood of Mountain View has received a consistent public investment in 
infrastructure and public facilities in an effort to improve the neighborhood. These 
neighborhoods are located with many resources such as employment options, proficient schools, 
public transportation and services. 
 
b. The program participant may also describe other information relevant to its assessment of 
R/ECAPs, including activities such as place-based investments and geographic mobility options 
for protected class groups. 
 
Anchorage has no place-based investments and mobility options for specific protected class 
groups other than for residents who live in public housing or have a Housing Choice Voucher 
who are trying to move. 
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3. Contributing Factors of R/ECAPs 
 
Consider the listed factors and any other factors affecting the Jurisdiction and Region. Identify 
factors that significantly create, contribute to, perpetuate, or increase the severity of R/ECAPs. 
 

• Community opposition 
• Deteriorated and abandoned properties 
• Displacement of residents due to economic pressures 
• Lack of community revitalization strategies 
• Lack of local or regional cooperation 
• Lack of private investments in specific neighborhoods 
• Lack of public investments in specific neighborhoods, including services or amenities 
• Land use and zoning laws 
• Location and type of affordable housing 
• Loss of affordable housing 
• Occupancy codes and restrictions 
• Private discrimination 
• Source of income discrimination 
• Other 

 
Anchorage has income segregated housing patterns. The high demand for housing in Anchorage 
and in the Region is causing displacement of low-income residents including protected classes of 
residents due to economic pressures and loss of affordable housing due to re-development. As a 
result, land use, zoning and occupancy restrictions can have a significant impact on the 
Anchorage segregated housing patterns. Housing development has to be affordable if rent and 
home ownership are going to be affordable for low and moderate-income residents for all 
race/ethnicity. 
 
Land that is available to develop or re-develop in Anchorage is limited. Land use and zoning 
need to support mixed-income housing development if Anchorage is going to address income 
segregated housing patterns. Occupancy restrictions can help or inhibit the housing development 
of higher density housing which can reduce the cost of housing development. Family size may be 
influenced by the ethnicity of the parents so there is a need for housing development with 3 or 
more bedrooms that is affordable for rent or home ownership. 
 
Some neighborhoods in Anchorage oppose changes in land use, zoning and occupancy 
restrictions that result in these neighborhoods not being areas to develop or re-develop affordable 
housing for moderate to low-income residents. For example, when a neighborhood does not have 
access to municipal water and sewer in their neighborhood, housing development costs increase 
due to the cost of including a water well and septic systems. 
 
iii. Disparities in Access to Opportunities 
 
1. Analysis 
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a. Education 
 
i. For the protected class groups HUD has provided data, describe any disparities in access to 
proficient schools in the Jurisdiction and Region. 
 
There is one school district in the Municipality, the Anchorage School District, who manages 
and operates 59 elementary schools. Anchorage public schools lead the nation in diversity. The 
nation’s 19 most diverse elementary schools are in Anchorage, led by Wonder Park, North Star, 
Airport Heights, Russian Jack, Ptarmigan and Mountain View (located in the R/ECAP). 
 
The Anchorage School District manages and operates 11 middle and 9 high schools. Anchorage 
public schools lead the nation in diversity. Among public high schools, East, Bartlett and West 
are the three most diverse in the nation. Even Anchorage’s less diverse schools score in the top 
1% nationally. At middle school level, Clark ranked first nationally, followed by Begich, 
Wendler and Romig. Central and Hanshew were ranked sixth and seventh. 
 

 
 
In HUD table 12 Opportunity Indicators by Race/Ethnicity the School Proficiency Index 
measurements are based on test scores of 4th grade students. A review of HUD table 12 reveals 
that the Anchorage population’s school proficiency index has all race/ethnicity above 60 with a 
high of 70.08 for White and a low of 61.58 for Black. The Region population’s school 
proficiency index has all race/ethnicity above 60 with a high of 70.08 for White and a low of 
61.58 for Black. The Anchorage and Region populations’ school proficiency indexes for 
race/ethnicity are the same. 
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A review of HUD table 12 reveals that the Anchorage population’s school proficiency index has 
all race/ethnicity below the federal poverty level are above 50 with a high of 64.03 for Hispanic 
and a low of 53.90 for Black. The Region population’s school proficiency index has all 
race/ethnicity below the federal poverty level are above 50 with a high of 66.98 for White and a 
low of 54.70 for Black. 
 
ii. For the protected class groups HUD has provided data, describe how the disparities in 
access to proficient schools relate to residential living patterns in the Jurisdiction and Region. 
 
As indicated by the higher proficiency by all race/ethnicity in Anchorage and the Region, all 
race/ethnicity including those living below the federal poverty line have access to proficient 
schools. The HUD map 7 Demographics and School Proficiency identifies that all race/ethnicity 
in Anchorage live in close proximity to proficient schools. 
 
iii. Informed by community participation, any consultation with other relevant government 
agencies, and the participant’s own local data and local knowledge, discuss programs, policies, 
or funding mechanisms that affect disparities in access to proficient schools. 
 
The Anchorage School District’s newcomer center is located at Wendler Middle School where 
students from other countries spend their first days in the district. The center is staffed with 
English teachers who work with students struggling to learn a new language.  Approximately 
20% of the district’s population has either been in the English Language Learners (ELL) 
program or is currently in it. 
 
Among the ELL students in the Anchorage School District, 23% report Spanish as their first 
language, followed by Hmong (18%), Samoan (17%), Filipino (13%) and Yup’ik (5%). Lao, 
Inupiaq, Nuer, Korean and Russian round out the top 10 languages. These are the most common 
languages but the Anchorage School District has students who speak 99 different languages 
other than English. The Anchorage School District doesn’t only teach English to students, the 
district offers free beginner and intermediate level adult English classes. To communicate with 
non-English speaking parents, the Anchorage School District has three main sources for 
interpreters. 
 
If a parent or guardian feels that a school other than the neighborhood school would be a better 
fit for their child, there are a lot of different options. The Anchorage School District has an open 
enrollment policy for students who attend a school outside their regular attendance areas. A 
lottery system is used to provide an equal opportunity for students who request participation in 
an alternative school or program. Lotteries are held twice a year. 
 
Alternative schools at the elementary level include ABC (Anchorage Basic Curriculum) schools 
that use a back-to-basic approach, a Montessori school with a child-centered focus and Open 
Optional schools that recognize individual strengths, needs and interests. 
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At the middle and high school levels, alternative programs offer a variety of choices from a 
science focus, to International Baccalaureate, to programs for at-risk teens and many other 
choices in between. 
 
Charter schools are public schools that offer alternative teaching methods or curriculum. They 
operate under a contract with the district and have more independence than neighborhood 
schools. 
 
b. Employment 
 
i. For the protected class groups HUD has provided data, describe any disparities in access to 
jobs and labor markets by protected class groups in the Jurisdiction and Region. 
 
The University of Alaska Anchorage, Institute of Social and Economic Research (ISER), reports 
that Alaska’s jobs are concentrated in a few areas, with jobs in the Anchorage and adjoining 
Mat-Su Borough, making up more than half of all jobs in the State at 53% in 2014. The 
definition of jobs means employment that pays wages or salaries. Therefore, jobs do not include 
the active-duty military personnel in Anchorage working at Joint Base Elmendorf-Richardson 
(JBER) and the self-employed people, including fisherman. In 2014, about 76% of wage and 
salary jobs were in the private industry. Government jobs, including local governments and 
school districts, account for about 11.5% of jobs. State jobs account for 8% and federal jobs 
4.5%. From March 2014 to March 2016 Anchorage lost 1% or 1,485 jobs while Mat-Su Borough 
gained 5% or 1,133 jobs. 
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HUD table 12 Opportunity Indicators by Race/Ethnicity the Labor Market Engagement Index 
provides a measure of the unemployment rate, labor force participation rate and the percent of 
the population age 25 and above with at least a bachelor’s degree, by neighborhood. The Labor 
Market Index in HUD table 12 for the total population identifies a slightly better labor market 
engagement in Anchorage than in the Region for all protected classes. The White population in 
Anchorage has the highest labor market index at 68.30 and the Black population has the lowest 
index at 52.46.  The Anchorage’s labor market indexes for the Asian or Pacific Islander 
population is 58.48, Native American population is 58.21 and Hispanic population is 58.03. The 
HUD map 8 Demographics and Labor Market identifies job options located near main roads and 
public transit access. 
 
The Labor Market Index in HUD table 12 identifies the White population in the Region has the 
highest labor market index at 58.72 and the Black population has the lowest index at 51.59. The 
Region’s labor market indexes for the Asian or Pacific Islander population is 57.53, Hispanic 
population is 55.00 and Native American population is 53.65. 
 
The White population below the federal poverty level in Anchorage has the highest labor market 
index at 59.11 and the Asian or Pacific Islander population has the lowest index at 38.66.  The 
Anchorage’s labor market indexes for the Hispanic population is 55.10, Native American 
population is 53.33 and Black population is 45.98. 
 
The Hispanic population below the federal poverty level in the Region has the highest labor 
market index at 52.60 and the Asian or Pacific Islander population has the lowest index at 38.73.  
The Region’s labor market indexes for the Native American population is 48.78, White 
population is 47.59 and Black population is 45.49. 
 
The Jobs Proximity Index in HUD table 12 for the total population identifies Anchorage and the 
Region as the same proximity to jobs for all protected classes. The Native American population 
has the highest proximity to jobs at 49.42 and the Asian or Pacific Islander population has the 
lowest index at 45.07.  The Anchorage and Region’s job proximity indexes for the Black 
population is 49.00, Hispanic population is 48.49 and White is 45.77. 
 
The Hispanic population below the federal poverty level in Anchorage has the highest job 
proximity index at 54.02 and the Black population has the lowest index at 45.83.  The 
Anchorage’s job proximity indexes for the Native American population is 52.62, White 
population is 48.92 and Asian or Pacific Islander population is 47.25. The HUD map 8 
Demographics and Job Proximity identifies job options located near main roads and public 
transit access. 
 
The Hispanic population below the federal poverty level in the Region has the highest job 
proximity index at 55.32 and the Black population has the lowest index at 46.33.  The Region’s 
job proximity indexes for the Native American population is 52.60, White population is 49.89 
and Asian or Pacific Islander population is 47.99. 
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ii. For the protected class groups HUD has provided data, describe how disparities in access to 
employment related to residential living patterns in the Jurisdiction and Region. 
 
Distance from a potential employer can limit options for persons applying for jobs. Reliable 
transportation in the form of a personal vehicle or reliable public transit options often is a 
determining factor as to whether a person will apply for a job at all. Travel time to work using a 
personal vehicle or public transportation requires time and money. For low-income residents 
reliable public transit decides which neighborhood they can afford to live in. 
 
Jobs are concentrated in downtown and midtown Anchorage. The R/ECAP neighborhoods of 
Mountain View/Government Hill are located beside the downtown Anchorage. These 
neighborhoods would have access to public transit since the main bus terminal is located in 
downtown Anchorage. There are few jobs concentrated east of Boniface, west of Minnesota and 
south of O’Malley roads. From north Anchorage, downtown to south Dimond road, jobs seem to 
be more concentrated along the main roads with public transit, such as Arctic, C Street and Old 
Seward. Public transit routes along Arctic frequency is every 30 minutes and C Street and Old 
Seward is every 60 minutes. 
 
iii. Informed by community participation, any consultation with other relevant government 
agencies, and the participation’s own local data and local knowledge, discuss whether there are 
programs, policies or funding mechanisms that affect disparities in access to employment. 
 
According to the most recent American Community Survey data, the Mountain View 
neighborhood suffers from an unemployment rate of 22%, over three times the city average. 
Particularly hard hit by unemployment are the Polynesian and Alaska Native communities as 
well as younger workers more generally. Recognizing the gravity of the situation, in 2016, 
Anchorage Community Land Trust (ACLT) partnered with the Mountain View Branch Library, 
the Alaska Department of Labor, and the Municipality of Anchorage, to facilitate biannual job 
fairs in the neighborhood as well host a Department of Labor Job Technician to help residents 
fine-tune their resumes and conduct their job searches.  
 
In March 2017, The Alaska Department of Labor and Workforce Development and the MOA 
hosted an employment roundtable and announced expanded Job Center services, new 
apprenticeships, and development of mobile application to improve accessibility of Job Center 
programs.  This partnership in Mountain View started over a year ago in recognition of steep 
unemployment in the community. 
 
c. Transportation 
 
i. For the protected class groups HUD has provided data, describe any disparities in access to 
transportation related to costs and access to public transit in the Jurisdiction and Region. 
 
The Municipality of Anchorage operates the public transit bus service in Anchorage, limited bus 
service in Eagle River, Chugiak, and Peters Creek, and commuter ride share service in the Mat-
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Su Borough. The Eagle River Connection is a flexible transit service connecting Eagle River, 
Chugiak, Peters Creek and East Anchorage. According to the 2010-2014 U.S. Census American 
Community Survey 5-Year Summary File, about 2% of residents in Anchorage use public transit 
as their primary means of transportation to work.  In certain parts of Anchorage, larger numbers 
of residents do commute by transit.  
 
The existing public transit routes provide service to the highest minority residents, especially 
since most of these neighborhoods are located near main roads in Anchorage. The public transit 
line, 45-Mountain View, is useful and reliable enough that 5%, and in more limited cases 15%, 
of residents are choosing to rely on it. 
 
Areas in Anchorage with a significant density of households without access to cars include areas 
in Government Hill, and between downtown and the University areas. The neighborhoods with 
the highest number of zero-vehicle households are some of the same neighborhoods with the 
highest minority residents. 
 

 
 
HUD table 12 Opportunity Indicators by Race/Ethnicity the Low Transportation Cost Index 
measures the cost of transport and proximity to public transportation by neighborhood. The 
higher the index the lower the cost. The Transit Index measures how often low-income families 
in a neighborhood use public transportation. The higher the index the more likely residents of a 
neighborhood will access public transportation. 
 
HUD table 12 Low Transportation Cost Index for the total population of Anchorage are above 70 
for all race/ethnic populations. The White population is at the lowest index (highest cost) at 
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71.29 and the Asian or Pacific Islander population is at the highest index (lowest cost) at 80.04.  
The Black population’s index is at 79.12, Native American population’s index is at 79.09, and 
the Hispanic population’s index is at 77.41. 
 
HUD table 12 Low Transportation Cost Index for the total population of Anchorage below the 
federal poverty level are above 80 for all race/ethnic populations except the White population. 
The White population is at the lowest index (highest cost) at 78.52 and the Asian or Pacific 
Islander population is at the highest index (lowest cost) at 84.08.  The Native American 
population’s index is at 82.49, Black population’s index is at 82.32, and the Hispanic 
population’s index is at 81.84. HUD map 11 Demographics and Low Transportation Costs 
confirm that residents that are closer to the main roads in Anchorage and public transit have 
lower transportation costs. 
 
HUD table 12 Low Transportation Cost Index for the total population of the Region are above 70 
for all race/ethnic populations with the exception of the White population. The White population 
is at the lowest index (highest cost) at 61.26 and the Asian or Pacific Islander population is at the 
highest index (lowest cost) at 78.22.  The Black population’s index is at 77.07, Hispanic 
population’s index is at 72.17, and the Native American population’s index is at 71.64. 
 
HUD table 12 Low Transportation Cost Index for the total population of the Region below the 
federal poverty level are above 70 for all race/ethnic populations except the White population. 
The White population is at the lowest index (highest cost) at 61.59 and the Asian or Pacific 
Islander population is at the highest index (lowest cost) at 82.83.  The Black population’s index 
is at 80.66, Hispanic population’s index is at 76.41, and the Native American population’s index 
is at 72.84. 
 
The HUD table 12 Transit Index tells a slightly different story. The transit index for the total 
population of Anchorage are above 50 for all race/ethnic populations except the White 
population. The White population is at the lowest index (less likely to use) at 47.06 and the 
Asian or Pacific Islander population is at the highest index (most likely to use) at 55.47.  The 
Native American population’s index is at 54.19, the Black population’s index is at 54.18, and the 
Hispanic population’s index is at 52.19. 
 
HUD table 12 Transit Index for the total population of Anchorage below the federal poverty 
level are above 50 for all race/ethnic populations. The White population is at the lowest index 
(less likely to use) at 53.66 and the Black population is at the highest index (most likely to use) at 
58.93.  The Asian or Pacific Islander population’s index is at 58.35, Native American 
population’s index is at 56.88, and the Hispanic population’s index is at 54.31. HUD map 10 
Demographics and Transit Trips confirm that residents that are closer to the main roads in 
Anchorage and public transit have higher use of public transit. 
 
HUD table 12 Transit Index for the total population of the Region are close to 50 for all 
race/ethnic populations with the exception of the White population. The White population is at 
the lowest index (less likely to use) at 39.03 and the Asian or Pacific Islander population is at the 
highest index (most likely to use) at 53.91.  The Black population’s index is at 52.61, Native 
American population’s index is at 48.05, and the Hispanic population’s index is at 48.02. 
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HUD table 12 Transit Index for the total population of the Region below the federal poverty 
level are close to or above 50 for all race/ethnic populations except the White population. The 
White population is at the lowest index (less likely to use) at 38.30 and the Black population is at 
the highest index (most likely to use) at 57.54.  The Asian or Pacific Islander population’s index 
is at 56.82, Hispanic population’s index is at 50.35, and the Native American population’s index 
is at 48.68. 
 
ii.  For the protected class groups HUD has provided data, describe how disparities in access to 
transportation related to residential living patterns in the Jurisdiction and Region. 
 
The combination of low transportation cost index and transit index identifies that the White 
population in Anchorage has the highest transportation cost and least likely to use public transit 
and the Asian or Pacific Islander has the lowest transportation cost and most likely to use public 
transit. Asian or Pacific Islander, Black, Native American and Hispanic populations are above 50 
in the transit index (most likely to use) and would be most impacted by a lack of a reliable, 
affordable public transit services between their place of residence and jobs, daycares, schools 
and services in Anchorage. 
 
For the population below the federal poverty level the combination of low transportation cost 
index and transit index identifies the White population in Anchorage has the highest 
transportation cost and least likely to use public transit. The Asian or Pacific Islander has the 
lowest transportation cost and most likely to use public transit. The Asian or Pacific Islander and 
Black populations are close to 60 and the White, Native American and Hispanic populations are 
above 50 in the transit index (most likely to use). All race/ethnic populations below the federal 
poverty level would be most impacted by a lack of a reliable, affordable public transit services 
between their place of residence and jobs, daycares, schools and services in Anchorage. 
 
iii. Informed by community participation, any consultation with other relevant government 
agencies, and the participation’s own local data and local knowledge, discuss whether there are 
programs, policies, or funding mechanisms that affect disparities in access to transportation. 
 
The MOA Public Transportation Department provides AnchorRIDES which is the Anchorage 
Coordinated Paratransit System providing accessible Dial-A-Ride transportation for eligible 
persons through pre-scheduled trip reservations for local, state and non-profit organizations. 
 
Using accessible AnchorRIDES vehicles, Eagle River Connect provides deviated fixed route 
transportation for the general public on weekdays both within Eagle River/Chugiak/Peters Creek 
and to/from East Anchorage. AnchorRIDES and Eagle River Connect are provided under 
municipal contract by MV Transportation, Inc. and as an HCB Medicaid Waiver provider for the 
State of Alaska, Division of Senior and Disability Services. The staff and drivers of 
AnchorRIDES are qualified and trained to provide safe and professional transportation for 
Anchorage residents and visitors. 
 
The MOA Public Transportation Department provides vans for Anchorage's commuters who use 
Share-A-Ride vanpooling to save money, reduce stress, reduce traffic, and improve air quality 
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when traveling from Eagle River, Girdwood and the Mat-Su region. The MOA Public 
Transportation Department provides vanpool group subsidies and oversight of Enterprise 
Rideshare, hired to manage and operate vanpooling for the Anchorage commute area. 
 

 
 
Starting in April 2016, the MOA Public Transportation Department introduced to the residents of 
the communities of the Municipality two concepts that shift public transit service away from 
coverage in neighborhoods towards higher frequency in more densely populated areas. Such a 
shift would prioritize ridership growth in areas with high transit propensity and higher 
concentrations of minority and low-income populations. To achieve higher frequency in these 
areas without increasing the public transit budget, some neighborhoods with relatively low 
ridership would no longer receive public transit bus service. 
 
The two concepts are an 80/20% ridership-coverage split and a 100% ridership/minimal 
coverage split. In both the 80% and 100% concepts the low ridership rush-hour-only service to 
Eagle River and Chugiak is no long offered. Eagle River Connect still remains. 
 
In both concepts a larger number of Anchorage residents and jobs would be within walking 
distance of public transit arriving every 15 minutes instead of every 60 minutes. In both 
concepts, most residents and jobs are within 1/4 to half mile walk of some public transit service. 
As a result, some residents who today have a bus stop very close by, would in these concepts 
need to walk farther to access service. In the 100% concept, geographic coverage is reduced, so 
that service can be concentrated into more frequent routes. The neighborhoods south of Dimond 
Road will have no public transit service if the 100% concept is implemented. 
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Density Maps Explanations: 
In the public transit plan, density maps are meant to convey how many residents per square mile 
in each block group share a common attribute, such as poverty or minority status. These maps 
focus on the concentration of residents in a given area, even if that number is relatively low. For 
example, a very small block group might have a very high concentration of residents in poverty, 
even if the total number is lower than in some larger block groups. Mapping the density of an 
attribute also helps reduce uncertainty resulting from the margins of error in the American 
Community Survey estimates, because density focuses on the more general magnitude of an 
attribute in a block group rather than the total number in that block group. 
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Maps utilizing standard deviation, on the other hand, are meant to show high total numbers of 
residents in each block group that share a common attribute, regardless of density. This is useful 
for determining where, for example, large numbers of minorities reside even if they are a 
relatively low percentage of the total population of the block group. However, this can 
sometimes have the effect of overemphasizing large block groups at the expense of smaller block 
groups where the percentage of minorities relative to the total population might be much higher. 
When using totals instead of density, categorizing block groups by standard deviation helps 
reduce the uncertainty of the margin of error in American Community Survey estimates by 
focusing on block groups that are meaningfully higher than the Muni-wide average. 
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Equity Analysis for Route Concepts 

 
 
Equity Analysis Summary: 
As discussed, implementing the 80% Concept or the 100% Concept would increase the level of 
transit service in some areas, but it would also reduce public transit bus services’ overall service 
footprint. It is important to MOA Public Transportation Department that neither minorities nor 
families living in poverty are disproportionately affected by any service change. In an attempt to 
quantify the potential impact that a significant service change resulting from Anchorage Talks 
Transit could have on minority and poverty populations in Anchorage, MOA Public 
Transportation Department used the Remix web platform to produce an equity analysis that 
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compares coverage to those groups under the existing system, the 80% Concept, and the 100% 
Concept. 
 
For the purposes of this analysis, “minority” was defined as all individuals reporting as non-
white or Hispanic, and “poverty” was defined as families living at 100% or less of the federal 
poverty level. The equity analysis uses American Community Survey (ACS) 5-year estimates for 
the total population, minority groups, and poverty groups (in the table these are titled Population 
2015, Minority 2015, and Poverty 2015, respectively). The equity analysis used that data to 
calculate how many residents within each category fall within a ¼ mile and ½ mile of bus routes 
in each concept. 
 
Using the available data, and whether considering only those living within ¼ mile of routes or 
those living within up to ½ mile of routes, the table shows that both the 80% Concept and the 
100% Concept: 
a. remove less service coverage from minority or poverty groups than from the population as a 

whole (shown in “Population within [¼ mile and ½ mile] of Bus Stops”), and  
b. actually dedicate a greater percentage of the remaining service coverage to minority and 

poverty groups than the existing system does (shown in “Breakdown of Population within [¼ 
mile and ½ mile] of Bus Stops”). 

 
This equity analysis indicates that implementing the 80% Concept or 100% Concept would not 
disproportionately impact poverty or minority groups in Anchorage. MOA Public Transportation 
Department is considering these results, in conjunction with other factors such as concentrations 
of existing ridership, to analyze the potential impacts of service changes that could result from 
the Anchorage Talks Transit process. 
 
Whichever ridership concept that the MOA Public Transportation Department implements may 
have varying impacts on residents who rely on public transit to get to jobs, daycares, schools, 
entertainment and services. The impact would be positive when residents have direct access to 
more frequent bus service every 15 minutes instead of every 60 minutes. The impact would be 
negative when residents have to walk ¼ to half mile to a bus stop or no longer have access to 
public transit in their neighborhoods. The public comment period on the two concepts ended on 
December 31, 2106. The MOA expects to implement one of these new ridership concepts in 
August 2017. 
 
d. Access to Low Poverty Neighborhoods 
 
i. For the protected class groups HUD has provided data, describe any disparities in access to 
low poverty neighborhoods in the Jurisdiction and Region. 
 
Approximately half of Anchorage residents are devoting 35-75% of their income on housing. 
(United Way of Anchorage and Fison & Associates). In Anchorage, there are nearly 3,000 
households with subsidized rent and more than double that number on the waiting list (Public 
Housing Department at Alaska Housing Finance Corporation). 
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HUD table 12 Opportunity Indicators by Race/Ethnicity the Low Poverty Index in HUD table 12 
uses rates of family poverty by household (based on the federal poverty line) to measure 
exposure to poverty by neighborhood. A higher score generally indicates less exposure to 
poverty at the neighborhood level. In Anchorage, Asian or Pacific Islander population has the 
most exposure to poverty based on the lowest index score of 61.74, followed by the Black 
population with a score of 61.75. The 3rd highest exposure to poverty is the Native American 
population with a score of 62.69, followed by Hispanic population with a score of 66.52. The 
White population has the lowest exposure to poverty with a score of 75.95. The same order of 
highest to lowest is maintained for the populations living below the federal poverty in Anchorage 
with the Asian or Pacific Islander population at 43.16, Black population at 50.84, Native 
American population at 55.72, Hispanic population at 58.52, and White population at 63.48. 
 
In the Region, Black population has the most exposure to poverty based on the lowest index 
score of 61.70, followed by the Asian or Pacific Islander population with a score of 61.75. The 
3rd highest exposure to poverty is the Native American population with a score of 62.13, 
followed by Hispanic population with a score of 65.90. The White population has the lowest 
exposure to poverty with a score of 71.92. The order changes in the Region from highest to 
lowest poverty exposure for the populations living below the federal poverty with the Asian or 
Pacific Islander population at 43.75, Black population at 51.11, Native American population at 
57.39, Hispanic population at 58.73, and White population at 60.82. 
 
ii. For the protected class groups HUD has provided data, describe how disparities in access to 
low poverty neighborhoods relate to residential living patterns of those groups in the 
Jurisdiction and Region. 
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The HUD map 12 Demographics and Poverty identifies neighborhoods exposure to poverty as 
being distributed in many of the neighborhoods throughout Anchorage, Eagle River, Chugiak, 
Peters Creek and Eklutna. The neighborhoods that are identified in Anchorage with a higher 
poverty index are Mountain View/Government Hill (Census Tract 6) with a 14 index, Russian 
Jack (Census Tract 8.02 and 8.01) with 27 and 35 indexes respectively, Airport Heights (Census 
Tract 9.01) with a 28 index, Midtown (Census Tract 19) with a 31 index, and Spenard (Census 
Tract 22.02) with a 36 index.  Three of these neighborhoods, Mountain View/Government Hill, 
Russian Jack and Airport Heights, are identified as the same Anchorage neighborhoods having 
higher concentrations of race/ethnic populations. However, some of these exposure to poverty 
neighborhoods are not neighborhoods identified as having high concentrations of race/ethnic 
populations. The neighborhoods with exposure to poverty appear to be located in neighborhoods 
in north Anchorage with older single family houses, large housing developments, apartments, 
and manufactured housing/trailer parks. 
 
iii. Informed by community participation, any consultation with other relevant government 
agencies, and the participant’s own local data and knowledge, discuss whether there are 
programs, policies, or funding mechanisms that affect disparities in access to low poverty 
neighborhoods. 
 
In 2016 the Anchorage average adjusted rent for a 1 bedroom was $1,259 and an estimated 3.8% 
vacancy (Rental Survey by Alaska Department of Labor and Workforce Development). The 
average rent for a one-bedroom apartment in Anchorage increased from $1,112 in 2015 to 
$1,259 in 2016 (Rental Survey by Alaska Department of Labor and Workforce Development). 
Two out of five residents, or 40% of Anchorage’s population, are renters. 
 
The Municipality’s Planning Department, Anchorage 2040 Land Use Plan was adopted by MOA 
in February 2016. The plan’s key growth strategies include housing and neighborhoods as 
defined as providing a diverse supply of affordable, quality housing that meets the needs and 
preferences of the city’s residents, at all income levels, in safe and livable neighborhoods. The 
strategies are: 

1. Balanced regional growth 
2. Infill and redevelopment 
3. Centers and corridors 
4. Housing and neighborhoods 
5. Coordinated and focused public investment 
6. Land use ‐ transportation coordination 
7. Industrial land prioritization 
8. Compatible land use 
9. Open space and greenbelts 
10. Anchor institutions and facilities 

 
The Anchorage 2040 Land Use Plan identified that housing of all types and sizes are needed in 
order to provide a range of housing opportunities for all residents. The 2012 Anchorage Housing 
Market Analysis identified that the remaining supply of vacant buildable lands in the Anchorage 
area must be more efficiently developed. Housing will need to be more “compact” in form if 
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there is to be enough housing to meet future need. This compact form includes small‐lot 
“cottage” homes, accessory dwellings where appropriate, attached dwellings (duplex and 
triplex), townhouses, multifamily, and residential units built as part of commercial developments 
(mixed‐use). 
 
Anchorage has income segregated housing patterns. The high demand for housing in Anchorage 
and in the Region is causing displacement of low-income persons including protected classes of 
residents due to economic pressures and loss of affordable housing due to re-development. As a 
result, land use, zoning and occupancy restrictions can have a significant impact on the 
Anchorage segregated housing patterns. Housing development has to be affordable if rent and 
home ownership are going to be affordable for low and moderate-income residents for all 
race/ethnicity. 
 
e. Access to Environmentally Healthy Neighborhoods 
 
i. For the protected class groups HUD has provided data, describe any disparities in access to 
environmentally healthy neighborhoods in the Jurisdiction and Region. 
 

 
 
HUD table 12 Opportunity Indicators by Race/Ethnicity the Environmental Health Index listed in 
HUD table 12 indicates the health of a neighborhood based on exposure to air pollution (the 
lowest score the higher the exposure to air pollution). The environmental health index measures 
exposure based on EPA estimates of air quality carcinogenic, respiratory and neurological toxins 
by neighborhood. In Anchorage, Asian or Pacific Islander population has the most exposure to 



Municipality of Anchorage 
Assessment of Fair Housing Plan 

Final 2017 
Page 45 of 131 

air pollution based on the lowest index score of 15.65, followed by the Native American 
population with a score of 17.58. The 3rd highest exposure to air pollution is the Hispanic 
population with a score of 22.45, followed by Black population with a score of 23.36. The White 
population has the lowest exposure to air pollution with a score of 28.09. 
 
In Anchorage, Hispanic population below the federal poverty level has the most exposure to air 
pollution based on the lowest index score of 12.39, followed by the Native American population 
with a score of 13.32. The 3rd highest exposure to air pollution is the Asian or Pacific Islander 
population with a score of 16.92, followed by Black population with a score of 19.48. The White 
population has the lowest exposure to air pollution with a score of 19.64. 
 
In the Region, Asian or Pacific Islander population has the most exposure to air pollution based 
on the lowest index score of 16.72, followed by the Native American population with a score of 
21.33. The 3rd highest exposure to air pollution is the Black population with a score of 24.30, 
followed by Hispanic population with a score of 24.88. The White population has the lowest 
exposure to air pollution with a score of 34.34. The order changes in the Region from highest to 
lowest exposure to air pollution for the populations living below the federal poverty with the 
Hispanic population at 15.17, Native American population at 16.82, Asian or Pacific Islander 
population at 18.29, Black population at 19.48, and White population at 28.90. 
 
ii. For the protected class groups HUD has provided data, describe how disparities in access to 
environmentally healthy neighborhoods relate to residential living patterns in the Jurisdiction 
and Region. 
 
HUD map 13 Demographics and Environmental Health reflex population patterns of race/ethnic, 
national origin groups and families with children overlaid by shading showing the level of 
exposure to environmental health hazards for the Anchorage and the region. The higher the 
environmental health index indicates a better environmental health level or less exposure to 
toxins harmful to human health. 
 
iii. Informed by community participation, any consultation with other relevant government 
agencies, and the participant’s own local data and knowledge, discuss whether there are 
programs, policies, or funding mechanisms that affect disparities in access to environmentally 
healthy neighborhoods. 
 
No neighborhoods in Anchorage and the other communities of the Municipality have any known 
low or high levels of other environmental health hazards. The MOA’s Real Estate Department 
and Anchorage Community Land Trust manage the Municipal lands to ensure that any 
environmental health hazards are addressed or remediated properly.  
 
f. Patterns in Disparities in Access to Opportunities 
 
i. For all the protected class groups HUD has provided data, identify and discuss any 

overarching patterns of access to opportunity and exposure to adverse community factors. 
Include how these patterns compare to patterns of segregation, integration, and R/ECAPs. 
Describe these patterns for the Jurisdiction and Region. 
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Anchorage and the Region have no identifiable overarching patterns of access to opportunity and 
exposure to adverse community factors based on race/ethnicity, national origin or familial status. 
Anchorage and the Region have no readily identifiable areas that experience an aggregate of 
poor access to opportunity and high exposure to adverse factors. Anchorage and the Region have 
no protected classes that are either moderately segregated or highly segregated other than the one 
R/ECAP neighborhood. 
 
The R/ECAP neighborhood of Mountain View has received a consistent public investment in 
infrastructure and public facilities in an effort to improve the neighborhood. The R/ECAP 
neighborhoods have many resources such as employment options, proficient schools, public 
transportation and services. Anchorage neighborhoods that are identified as having high 
concentrations of race/ethnicity and low to moderate income households are located either within 
or in close proximity to areas of high opportunity including employment options, proficient 
schools, public transportation and services. 
 
ii. Based on the opportunity indicators assessed above, identify areas that experience: (a) high 
access; and (b) low access across multiple indicators. 
 
The MOA has no additional HUD or local data to address this question. 
 
2. Additional Information 
 
a. Beyond the HUD-provided data, provide additional relevant information, if any, about 
disparities in access to opportunity in the Jurisdiction and Region affecting groups with other 
protected characteristics. 
 
Following incarceration, many returning citizens join the growing number of residents in 
Anchorage struggling to obtain safe, affordable, and supportive housing. Former offenders face 
additional barriers in seeking access to the scarce housing options available. Court orders, state 
laws, local ordinances, and conditions of release often restrict the locations in which a returning 
citizen can seek housing. In the private rental market, many landlords are unwilling to rent to 
individuals with a criminal record. Due to exclusions in federal housing assistance policy and the 
broad discretion of local public housing authorities to add exclusions, individuals with a criminal 
history are not eligible for many forms of public housing assistance.  
 
Alaska prisoners are disproportionately a minority race/ethnicity. Consequently, criminal 
records-based barriers to housing are likely to have a disproportionate impact on minority 
housing seekers. Given these barriers, incarceration puts returning prisoners at greater risk of 
homelessness. A certain proportion of incoming prisoners were homeless before their 
incarceration, and at least as many end up homeless for some period of time after leaving prison. 
For those with histories of mental illness, the likelihood is still greater. Nationally, surveys of 
homeless assistance providers and individuals who use their services have found that about half 
of currently homeless clients had been in jail or prison at some point in their lives. Parolees 
without stable housing may face a higher risk of parole failure, whether through re-arrest for a 
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new crime or failure to meet basic parole requirements. Reference “The Alaska Department of 
Corrections Recidivism Reduction Plan”, March 2015. 
 
b. The program participant may also describe other information relevant to its assessment of 
disparities in access to opportunity, including any activities aimed at improving access to 
opportunities for areas that may lack such access, or in promoting access to opportunity (e.g. 
proficient schools, employment opportunities, and transportation). 
 
Whichever ridership concept (80% or 100%) that the MOA Public Transportation Department 
implements may have varying impacts on residents who rely on public transit to get to jobs, 
daycares, schools, entertainment and services. The impact would be positive when residents have 
direct access to more frequent bus service every 15 minutes instead of every 60 minutes. The 
impact would be negative when residents have to walk ¼ to half mile to a bus stop or no longer 
have access to public transit in their neighborhoods. The public comment period on the two 
concepts ended on December 31, 2106. The MOA expects to implement one of these new 
ridership concepts in August 2017. 
 
3. Contributing Factors of Disparities in Access to Opportunity 
 
Consider the listed factors and any other factors affecting the Jurisdiction and Region. Identify 
factors that significantly create, contribute to, perpetuate, or increase the severity of disparities 
in access to opportunity. 
 

• Access to financial services 
• Availability, type, frequency, and reliability of public transportation 
• Impediments to mobility 
• Lack of access to opportunity due to high housing costs 
• Lack of private investments in specific neighborhoods 
• Lack of public investments in specific neighborhoods, including services or amenities 
• Lack of local or regional cooperation 
• Land use and zoning laws 
• Lending discrimination 
• Location and type of affordable housing 
• Location of employers 
• Location of environmental health hazards 
• Location of proficient schools and school assignment policies 
• Loss of affordable housing 
• Occupancy codes and restrictions 
• Private discrimination 
• Sources of income discrimination 
• Other 

 
The MOA Public Transportation Department plans to implement a new ridership concept in 
August 2017 that would have varying impacts on residents who rely on public transit to get to 
jobs, daycares, schools, and services. 
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In 2016 the Anchorage average adjusted rent for a one bedroom was $1,259 and an estimated 
3.8% vacancy (Rental Survey by Alaska Department of Labor and Workforce Development). 
The average rent for a one-bedroom apartment in Anchorage increased from $1,112 in 2015 to 
$1,259 in 2016 (Rental Survey by Alaska Department of Labor and Workforce Development). 
Two out of five residents, or 40% of Anchorage’s population, are renters. 
 
The Municipality’s Planning Department, Anchorage 2040 Land Use Plan was adopted by MOA 
in February 2016. The plan’s key growth strategies include housing and neighborhoods as 
defined as providing a diverse supply of affordable, quality housing that meets the needs and 
preferences of the city’s residents, at all income levels, in safe and livable neighborhoods. 
 
The Anchorage 2040 Land Use Plan identified that housing of all types and sizes are needed in 
order to provide a range of housing opportunities for all residents. The 2012 Anchorage Housing 
Market Analysis identified that the remaining supply of vacant buildable lands in the Anchorage 
area must be more efficiently developed. Housing will need to be more “compact” in form if 
there is to be enough housing to meet future need. This compact form includes small‐lot 
“cottage” homes, accessory dwellings where appropriate, attached dwellings (duplex and 
triplex), townhouses, multifamily, and residential units built as part of commercial developments 
(mixed‐use). 
 
Anchorage has income segregated housing patterns. The high demand for housing in Anchorage 
and in the Region is causing displacement of low-income persons including protected classes of 
residents due to economic pressures and loss of affordable housing due to re-development. As a 
result, land use, zoning and occupancy restrictions can have a significant impact on the 
Anchorage segregated housing patterns. Housing development has to be affordable if rent and 
home ownership are going to be affordable for low and moderate-income residents for all 
race/ethnicity. 
 
iv. Disproportionate Housing Needs 
 
1. Analysis 
 
a. Which protected class groups (by race/ethnicity and familial status) experience higher rates 
of housing problems (cost burdens, overcrowding, or substandard housing) when compared to 
other groups for the Jurisdiction and Region? Which groups also experience higher rates of 
severe housing cost burdens when compared to other groups? 
 
In HUD table 9 Demographics of Households with Disproportionate Housing Needs the four 
housing problems are: incomplete kitchen facilities, incomplete plumbing facilities, more than 
one person per room, and cost burden greater than 30%. The four severe housing problems are: 
incomplete kitchen facilities, incomplete plumbing facilities, more than one person per room, 
and cost burden greater than 50%. 
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In Anchorage and the Region, residents who identify as Black have the highest percentage of 
households more likely than other race/ethnic groups to experience housing cost burden, 
overcrowding or substandard housing at 51.89% and 51.76% respectively.  The second highest 
are residents who identify as Asian or Pacific Islander who experience housing cost burden, 
overcrowding or substandard housing at 48.82% in Anchorage and 48.62% in the Region. 
 
In Anchorage and the Region, residents who identify as Asian or Pacific Islander have the 
highest percentage of households more likely than other race/ethnic groups to experience severe 
housing cost burden, overcrowding or substandard housing at 31.69% and 30.99% respectively. 
The second highest are residents who identify as Black who experience severe housing cost 
burden, overcrowding or substandard housing at 27.40% in Anchorage and 26.82% in the 
Region. 
 
In Anchorage, family households greater than five and non-family households are close by 
percentages in experiencing housing cost burden, overcrowding or substandard housing at 
48.47% and 41.94% respectively. In the Region, family households greater than five and non-
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family households are almost equal percentages in experiencing housing cost burden, 
overcrowding or substandard housing at 48.13% and 48.21% respectively. 
 
b. Which areas in the Jurisdiction and Region experience the greatest housing burdens? Which 
of these areas align with segregated areas, integrated areas, or R/ECAPs and what are the 
predominant race/ethnicity or national origin groups in such areas? 
 
HUD map 6 Housing Problems identifies the darkest areas of the map representing those five 
neighborhoods with the highest housing burdens are located in the R/ECAP neighborhoods of 
Mountain View/Government Hill (Census Tract 6) with 51.36% of total households with four 
housing problems. In Downtown neighborhood (Census Tract 11) with 54.32% of total 
households with four housing problems. In the Airport Heights neighborhood (Census Tract 
9.01) with 51.89% of total households with four housing problems. In the Midtown 
neighborhood (Census Tract 19) with 51.16% of total households with four housing problems. In 
the Spenard neighborhood (Census Tract 20) with 54.58% of total households with four housing 
problems.  
 
The most predominant race/ethnic populations with housing burdens in Mountain 
View/Government Hill (Census Tract 6) is the Asian or Pacific Islander population is over 50% 
of the population. In the Airport Heights neighborhood (Census Tract 9.01), Midtown 
neighborhood (Census Tract 19) and Spenard neighborhood (Census Tract 20) the White 
population is over 50% of the population. In Downtown neighborhood (Census Tract 11) the 
White population is over 60% of the total population. 
 
HUD map 6 Housing Problems the Region for the Chugach area (Census Tract 3) almost 50% of 
the households have four housing problems. The White population in Census Tract 3 is 67.04% 
of the race/ethnic of the total population. 
 
c. Compare the needs of families with children for housing units with two, and three or more 
bedrooms with the available existing housing stock in each category of publicly supported 
housing for the Jurisdiction and Region. 
 

 
 



Municipality of Anchorage 
Assessment of Fair Housing Plan 

Final 2017 
Page 51 of 131 

In HUD table 9 Demographics of Households with Disproportionate Housing Needs identifies in 
Anchorage, family households greater than five and non-family households are close by 
percentages in experiencing housing cost burden, overcrowding or substandard housing at 
48.47% and 41.94% respectively. In the Region, family households greater than five and non-
family households are almost equal percentages in experiencing housing cost burden, 
overcrowding or substandard housing at 48.13% and 48.21% respectively. 
 
HUD table 11 Publicly Supported Housing indicates that in Public Housing units, 56.48% of 
households have children. Of all Public Housing units, 33.33% of the units are 0-1 bedroom, 
41.46% of the units are 2 bedroom and 24.63% of the units are 3 or more bedrooms in size. 
Table 11 also shows that Project-based Section 8 units are 51.96% occupied by households with 
children. Section 8 units are comprised of 35.33% 0-1 bedroom units, 28.41% 2 bedroom units 
and 35.80% 3 or more bedroom units. 
 
The Other Multifamily units listed in HUD table 11 show that none of the households have 
children and all units, 82.61%, are 0-1 bedrooms. Housing Choice Vouchers (HCV) program 
participating households are 42.94% households with children. HCV households units are 
34.39% 0-1 bedroom units, 39.43% 2 bedroom units and 42.94% are 3 or more bedrooms units. 
 
d. Describe the differences in rates of renter and owner occupied housing by race/ethnicity in 
the Jurisdiction and Region. 
 

 
 
HUD table 16 Homeownership and Rental Rates by Race/Ethnicity, provides both 
homeownership and rental rates by race/ethnicity for Anchorage and the Region.  In both 
Anchorage and the Region, the White population is the only race/ethnic population with the 
percentage of homeowners are higher than the percentage of renters. Anchorage’s White 
population has 78.16% homeowners compared to 58.52% renters. The Region’s White 
population has 81.35% homeowners compared to 62.38% renters. 
 
All other race/ethnic populations identified in HUD table 16 are higher percentages of renters 
than homeowners.  Anchorage’s Asian or Pacific Islander are the second highest percentage of 
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homeowners at 5.48% and renters at 8.83%. The third highest homeowners is the Hispanic 
population at 5.27% and renters at 7.67%. The fourth highest homeowner is the Native American 
population at 4.25% and renters at 7.99%. The Black population has the lowest percentage of 
homeowners at 3.12% and renters at 10.18%. 
 
In the Region, Hispanic are the second highest percentage of homeowners at 4.52% and renters 
at 7.04%. The third highest homeowners is the Asian or Pacific Islander population at 4.19% and 
renters at 7.70%. The fourth highest homeowner is the Native American population at 3.94% and 
renters at 7.53%. The Black population has the lowest percentage of homeowners at 2.49% and 
renters at 8.90%. 
 
2. Additional Information 
 
a. Beyond the HUD-provided data, provide additional relevant information, if any, about 
disproportionate housing needs in the Jurisdiction and Region affecting groups with other 
protected characteristics.  
 
There were 240 unsheltered homeless individuals reported in Anchorage on January 2016 during 
the Point-in-Time (PIT) count. In the PIT count, 467 individuals, 35 households with at least one 
adult and one child, and 3 household with only children reported living in emergency shelters. 
Homeless individuals often find it difficult to obtain housing because of poor credit, interactions 
with the criminal justice system or other issues even if they have access to a housing voucher or 
sufficient income to pay rent. 
 
While chronic homelessness encompasses only about 15% of those experiencing homelessness 
in Anchorage, they are the highest users of community resources.  If this segment of the 
homeless population can be housed, valuable resources could be available for others. 
 
Rent in the Anchorage market is very expensive and many low-income individuals have a 
difficult time paying rent at current market rates while still being able to afford other essentials 
of life such as food and medical care. In 2016 the Anchorage average adjusted rent for a one 
bedroom was $1,259 and an estimated 3.8% vacancy (Rental Survey by Alaska Department of 
Labor and Workforce Development). The average rent for a one-bedroom apartment in 
Anchorage increased from $1,112 in 2015 to $1,259 in 2016 (Rental Survey by Alaska 
Department of Labor and Workforce Development). 
 
Approximately half of Anchorage residents are devoting 35-75% of their income on housing. 
(United Way of Anchorage and Fison & Associates). In Anchorage, there are nearly 3,000 
households with subsidized rent and more than double that number on the waiting list (Public 
Housing Department at Alaska Housing Finance Corporation). Without some type of financial 
assistance, individuals experiencing homelessness cannot afford housing if it becomes available. 
 
b. The program participant may also describe other information relevant to its assessment of 
disproportionate housing needs. 
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The Municipality’s Planning Department, Anchorage 2040 Land Use Plan predicts that 
Anchorage will need to accommodate up to 27,000 additional households, 62,000 more 
residents, and 44,000 additional jobs by 2040. The Anchorage 2040 Land Use Plan is designed to 
accommodate that growth in a way that enhances the quality of life for residents. It provides for 
more housing and businesses, while also building on strong communities, and preserving 
resources for the next generation. 
 
Housing of all types and sizes are needed in order to provide a range of housing opportunities for 
all. The 2012 Anchorage Housing Market Analysis identified that the remaining supply of vacant 
buildable lands in Anchorage must be more efficiently developed. Housing will need to be more 
compact in form if there is to be enough housing to meet future need. 
 
3. Contributing Factors of Disproportionate Housing Needs 
 
Consider the listed factors and any other factors affecting the jurisdiction and region.  Identify 
factors that significantly create, contribute to, perpetuate, or increase the severity of 
disproportionate housing needs. 
 

• Availability of affordable units in a range of sizes 
• Displacement of residents due to economic pressures 
• Displacement of and/or lack of housing support for victims of domestic violence, dating 

violence, sexual assault, and stalking 
• Lack of access to opportunity due to high housing costs 
• Lack of private investments in specific neighborhoods 
• Lack of public investments in specific neighborhoods, including services or amenities 
• Land use and zoning laws 
• Lending discrimination 
• Loss of Affordable Housing  
• Source of income discrimination 
• Other 

 
The lack of affordable housing in Anchorage and the Region is evidenced by the very low 
homeowner rates of all minority race/ethnicity populations. Many times this is most acutely felt 
by renters who are low-income residents and residents with large families. In the rental market, 
the waiting list in Anchorage indicates that one and two bedroom waiting lists are in the highest 
demand, and units with three or more bedrooms are very much needed. 
 
Land that is available to develop or re-develop in Anchorage is limited. Land use and zoning 
need to support mixed-income housing development if Anchorage is going to address income 
segregated housing patterns. Occupancy restrictions can help or inhibit the housing development 
of higher density housing which can reduce the cost of housing development. Family size may be 
influenced by the ethnicity of the parents so there is a need for housing development with 3 or 
more bedrooms that is affordable for rent or home ownership. 
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V. Fair Housing Analysis Section C. Publicly Supported Housing 
Analysis 

 
1. Analysis 
 
a. Publicly Supported Housing Demographics 
 
i. Are certain race/ethnic groups more likely to be residing in one program category of publicly 
supported housing than other program categories (public housing, project-based Section 8, 
Other Multifamily Assisted developments, and Housing Choice Voucher (HCV)) in the 
Jurisdiction?  
 

 
 
In HUD table 6 Publicly Supported Households by Race/Ethnicity, the highest percentage of 
Anchorage residents residing in publicly supported housing are the White population ranging 
from 57.14% for Other Multifamily housing to 31.37% for Project-based Section 8 housing. The 
second highest percentage of residents residing in publicly supported housing are the Asian or 
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Pacific Islander population range from 37.14% for Other Multifamily housing to 12.43% for 
Housing Choice Voucher (HCV) Program housing. The Black population residing in publicly 
supported housing range from 27.76% HCV Program housing and 2.86% Other Multifamily 
housing. The Hispanic population residing in publicly supported housing range from 14.15% 
Project-based Section 8 housing and 0% Other Multifamily housing. There is no data on the 
Native American population residing in publicly supported housing in Anchorage. 
 
ii. Compare the race/ethnic demographics of each program category of publicly supported 
housing for the Jurisdiction to the demographics of the same program category in the Region. 
 
In HUD table 6 Publicly Supported Households by Race/Ethnicity, the highest percentage of the 
Region residents residing in publicly supported housing are the White population similar to the 
Anchorage population ranging from 57.14% for Other Multifamily housing to 31.37% for 
Project-based Section 8 housing. The second highest percentage of residents residing in publicly 
supported housing in the Region and similar to Anchorage population are the Asian or Pacific 
Islander population range from 37.14% for Other Multifamily housing to 10.94% for Housing 
Choice Voucher (HCV) Program housing. The Black population residing in publicly supported 
housing in the Region and similar to Anchorage population range from 24.24% HCV Program 
housing and 2.86% Other Multifamily housing. The Hispanic population residing in publicly 
supported housing in the Region and similar to Anchorage population range from 14.15% 
Project-based Section 8 housing and 0% Other Multifamily housing. There is no data on the 
Native American population residing in publicly supported housing in the Region. 
 

iii. Compare the demographics, in terms of protected class, of residents of each program 
category of publicly supported housing (public housing, project-based Section 8, Other 
Multifamily Assisted developments, and HCV) to the population in general, and persons who 
meet the income eligibility requirements for the relevant program category of publicly supported 
housing in the Jurisdiction and Region.  Include in the comparison, a description of whether 
there is a higher or lower proportion of groups based on protected class.  
 
In the HUD table 6 Publicly Supported Households by Race/Ethnicity, the Hispanic population 
in Anchorage and the Region appears to be under represented in Other Multifamily housing 
(0%). The Hispanic population appears to be over represented in the very low-income household 
(0-30% of AMI) at 7.37% in Anchorage and 5.97% in the Region. 
 
The Black population in Anchorage and the Region appears to be under represented in the 
Multifamily housing at 2.86% for both. The Black population appears to be under represented in 
the high low-income household (0-80% of AMI) at 8.73% in Anchorage and 6.71% in the 
Region. 
 
In Anchorage, the Asian or Pacific Islander and Black populations are similar by percentages in 
the very low-income households (0-30% of AMI) at 11.51% and 11.52% respectively. In the 
Region the same comparison could be made, the Asian or Pacific Islander and Black populations 
are similar by percentages in the very low-income households (0-30% of AMI) at 8.48% and 
8.92% respectively. 
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b. Publicly Supported Housing Location and Occupancy 
 
i. Describe patterns in the geographic location of publicly supported housing by program 
category (public housing, project-based Section 8, Other Multifamily Assisted developments, 
HCV, and LIHTC) in relation to previously discussed segregated areas and R/ECAPs in the 
Jurisdiction and Region. 
 
HUD map 5 Publicly Supported Housing and Race/Ethnicity identifies that publicly supported 
housing in the four categories is distributed throughout Anchorage, Eagle River, Chugiak and the 
Region. The darker shading represents a heavier concentration of Housing Choice Voucher 
(HCV) Program housing. There are no discernable patterns between the R/ECAP neighborhoods 
of Mountain View/Government Hill or neighborhoods of high concentrations of 
ethnicity/poverty and the location of publicly supported housing. The concentration of HCV 
Program housing is distributed in Anchorage neighborhoods with higher density of Multifamily 
rental housing.  
 
There is only one publicly supported housing development located in the R/ECAP 
neighborhoods of Mountain View/Government Hill. The R/ECAP neighborhoods are identified 
having higher concentration of HCV Program housing. 
 
ii. Describe patterns in the geographic location for publicly supported housing that primarily 
serves families with children, elderly persons, or persons with disabilities in relation to previously 
discussed segregated areas or R/ECAPs in the Jurisdiction and Region.  
 
HUD map 5 Publicly Supported Housing and Race/Ethnicity identifies the publicly supported 
housing in the four categories distributed throughout Anchorage, Eagle River, Chugiak and the 
Region. The map does not identify publicly supported housing that primarily serves families with 
children, elderly persons, or persons with disabilities. 
 
The MOA has no additional HUD or local data to address this question. 
 
iii. How does the demographic composition of occupants of publicly supported housing in 
R/ECAPS compare to the demographic composition of occupants of publicly supported housing 
outside of R/ECAPs in the Jurisdiction and Region?  
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The highest percentage of Anchorage households residing in publicly supported housing are 
elderly ranging from 81.82% in Other Multifamily housing to 21.32% in Housing Choice 
Voucher (HCV) Program housing. The households with children are the second highest 
percentage of household residing in publicly supported housing at 51.96% in Project-based 
Section 8 housing to 0% in Other Multifamily housing. The Anchorage households with 
disabilities residing in publicly supported housing range from 24.57% in Public Housing to 
5.00% in Other Multifamily housing. 
 
The highest percentage of Anchorage households residing in R/ECAP neighborhoods of 
Mountain View/Government Hill living in publicly supported housing are families with children 
ranging from 67.98% in Public Housing to 53.90% in Housing Choice Voucher (HCV) Program 
housing. The elderly households in the R/ECAP neighborhoods are the second highest 
percentage of household residing in publicly supported housing at 17.98% in Public Housing to 
11.83% in HCV Program housing. The households with disabilities residing in publicly 
supported housing in the R/ECAP neighborhoods range from 13.80% in HCV Program housing 
to 11.80% in Public Housing. 
 
iv.  (A) Do any developments of public housing, properties converted under the RAD, and 
LIHTC developments have a significantly different demographic composition, in terms of 
protected class, than other developments of the same category for the Jurisdiction?  Describe 
how these developments differ. 
 
A review of HUD table 8 Publicly Supported Households by Race/Ethnicity indicated that there 
are some differences among the composition of protected class households in the three public 
housing categories, Public Housing, Project-based Section 8 and Other Multifamily Housing. 
 
The Alaska Housing and Finance Corporation (AHFC) maintains three (3) Public Housing 
developments in Anchorage. One (1) Public Housing development, Anchorage Central, has 120 
units with no children. Anchorage Central is populated with 51% White residents, 4% Black 
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residents, 3% Hispanic and 34% Asians or Pacific Islander residents. The Public Housing 
development, Anchorage East, has 193 units with 68% children. Anchorage East is populated 
with 26% White residents, 23% Black residents, 10% Hispanic and 16% Asians or Pacific 
Islander residents. The Public Housing development, Anchorage South, has 177 units with 83% 
children. Anchorage South is populated with 26% White residents, 21% Black residents, 12% 
Hispanic and 11% Asians or Pacific Islander residents. 
 

 
 
Of the six (6) Project-Based Section 8 developments in Anchorage. One (1) Project-Based 
Section 8 development, Chugach View, has 120 units with no children and the highest 
percentage of White residents. Chugach View is populated with 46% White residents, 11% 
Black residents, 8% Hispanic and 25% Asians or Pacific Islander residents.  
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The Project-Based Section 8 development, Chester Creek Estates, has 56 units with 61% 
children and the highest percentage of Black residents. Chester Creek Estates is populated with 
23% White residents, 21% Black residents, 9% Hispanic and 32% Asians or Pacific Islander 
residents.  
 
The Project-Based Section 8 development, Chester Park Estates, has 114 units with 76% children 
and the highest percentage of Hispanic and Asian or Pacific Islander residents. Chester Park 
Estates is populated with 14% White residents, 15% Black residents, 31% Hispanic and 38% 
Asians or Pacific Islander residents.  
 
The Project-Based Section 8 development, Ptarmigan Park, has 17 units with 75% children and 
one of the two developments with the highest percentage of Asian or Pacific Islander residents. 
Ptarmigan Park is populated with 37% White residents, 13% Black residents, 0% Hispanic and 
38% Asians or Pacific Islander residents. 
 
The fourteen (14) Other Multifamily developments in Anchorage, Eagle River and Chugiak. Of 
the one (1) Other Multifamily development, New Neighbors Inc., with 14 units has 8% children 
and is the highest percentage of Hispanic residents. New Neighbors Inc. is populated with 67% 
White residents, 8% Black residents, 8% Hispanic and 0% Asians or Pacific Islander residents.  
 
The Other Multifamily development, Denali View Senior Housing, has 20 units and 100% White 
residents. The Other Multifamily development, Muldoon Manor, has 19 units and the highest 
percentage of Black residents. Muldoon Manor is populated with 53% White residents, 21% 
Black residents, 5% Hispanic and 16% Asians or Pacific Islander residents.  
 
The Other Multifamily development, Independence Park Manor II, has 19 units and one of the 
two developments with the highest percentage of Asian or Pacific Islander residents. 
Independence Park Manor II is populated with 37% White residents, 0% Black residents, 0% 
Hispanic and 63% Asians or Pacific Islander residents.  
 
The Other Multifamily development, Russian Jack Manor, has 19 units and two of the two 
developments with the highest percentage of Asian or Pacific Islander residents. Russian Jack 
Manor is populated with 26% White residents, 0% Black residents, 0% Hispanic and 63% Asians 
or Pacific Islander residents. 
 
(B) Provide additional relevant information, if any, about occupancy, by protected class, in other 
types of publicly supported housing for the Jurisdiction and Region.  
 
The MOA has no additional HUD or local data to address this question. 
 
v. Compare the demographics of occupants of developments in the Jurisdiction, for each 
category of publicly supported housing (public housing, project-based Section 8, Other 
Multifamily Assisted developments, properties converted under RAD, and LIHTC) to the 
demographic composition of the areas in which they are located.  For the Jurisdiction, describe 
whether developments that are primarily occupied by one race/ethnicity are located in areas 



Municipality of Anchorage 
Assessment of Fair Housing Plan 

Final 2017 
Page 60 of 131 

occupied largely by the same race/ethnicity. Describe any differences for housing that primarily 
serves families with children, elderly persons, or persons with disabilities. 
 

 
 
HUD table 5 Publicly Supported Housing Units by Program Category, identifies 113,032 
housing units located in the communities of Anchorage, Eagle River, Chugiak, Peters Creek, 
Eklutna, and Girdwood (Turnagain Arm). Publicly supported housing developments are located 
in Anchorage, Eagle River, and Chugiak. There are 490 Public Housing units, 461 Project-based 
Section 8 housing units, 237 Other Multifamily housing units and 2,665 Housing Choice 
Voucher (HCV) participants located throughout these communities. 
 
A review of HUD table 8 Publicly Supported Households by Race/Ethnicity compared to HUD 
map 5 Publicly Supported Housing and Race/Ethnicity indicated that there are some differences 
among the composition of protected class households in the four public housing categories. 
 
The six (6) Project-Based Section 8 developments in Anchorage. One (1) Project-Based Section 
8 development, Chugach View, located in Anchorage has 120 units with no children and the 
highest percentage of White (46%) residents. Chugach View located in 2010 Census Tract 902 is 
populated with 25.55% White, 21% Black, 11.01% Hispanic and 26.43% Asians or Pacific 
Islander populations. 
 
The Project-Based Section 8 development, Chester Creek Estates, has 56 units with 61% 
children and the highest percentage of Black (21%) residents. Chester Creek Estates located in 
2010 Census Tract 1702 is populated with 61.4% White, 7.56% Black, 6.74% Hispanic and 
6.16% Asians or Pacific Islander populations. 
 
The Project-Based Section 8 development, Chester Park Estates, located in Anchorage has 114 
units with 76% children and the highest percentage of Hispanic (31%) and Asian or Pacific 
Islander (38%) residents. Chester Park Estates located in 2010 Census Tract 802 is populated 
with 50.8% White, 13.38% Black, 7.11% Hispanic and 12.72% Asians or Pacific Islander 
populations. 
 
The Project-Based Section 8 development, Ptarmigan Park, located in Anchorage has 17 units 
with 75% children and one of the two developments with the highest percentage of Asian or 
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Pacific Islander (38%) residents. Ptarmigan Park located in 2010 Census Tract 902 is populated 
with 25.55% White, 21% Black, 11.01% Hispanic and 26.43% Asians or Pacific Islander 
populations. 
 
The fourteen (14) Other Multifamily developments in Anchorage, Eagle River and Chugiak. Of 
the one (1) Other Multifamily development, New Neighbors Inc., located in Anchorage with 14 
units has 8% children and is the highest percentage of Hispanic (8%) residents. New Neighbors 
Inc. located in 2010 Census Tract 702 is populated with 42.61% White, 14.61% Black, 11.14% 
Hispanic and 9.58% Asians or Pacific Islander populations.  
 
The Other Multifamily development, Denali View Senior Housing, located in Chugiak has 20 
units and 100% White residents. Denali View Senior Housing located in 2010 Census Tract 102 
is populated with 83.29% White, 18% Black, 3.76% Hispanic and 1.47% Asians or Pacific 
Islander populations.  
 
The Other Multifamily development, Muldoon Manor, located in Anchorage has 19 units and the 
highest percentage of Black (21%) residents. Muldoon Manor located in 2010 Census Tract 1731 
is populated with 83.29% White, 7.52% Black, 7.35% Hispanic and 15.8% Asians or Pacific 
Islander populations. 
 
The Other Multifamily development, Independence Park Manor II, located in Anchorage has 19 
units and one of the two developments with the highest percentage of Asian or Pacific Islander 
(63%) residents. Independence Park Manor II located in 2010 Census Tract 2811 is populated 
with 54.65% White, 4.91% Black, 10.35% Hispanic and 16.05% Asians or Pacific Islander 
populations. 
 
The Other Multifamily development, Russian Jack Manor, located in Anchorage has 19 units and 
two of the two developments with the highest percentage of Asian or Pacific Islander residents. 
Russian Jack Manor located in 2010 Census Tract 802 is populated with 37.99% White, .66% 
Black, 13.1% Hispanic and 24.02% Asians or Pacific Islander populations. 
 
c. Disparities in Access to Opportunity 
 
i. Describe any disparities in access to opportunity for residents of publicly supported 
housing in the Jurisdiction and Region, including within different program categories (public 
housing, project-based Section 8, Other Multifamily Assisted Developments, HCV, and 
LIHTC) and between types (housing primarily serving families with children, elderly 
persons, and persons with disabilities) of publicly supported housing. 
 
Publicly supported housing are located throughout the communities of Anchorage, Eagle River, 
Chugiak, Peters Creek, Eklutna, and Girdwood (Turnagain Arm). As stated earlier, Anchorage 
has no readily identifiable areas that experience poor access to opportunity and high exposure to 
adverse factors. The R/ECAP neighborhood of Mountain View has received a consistent public 
investment in infrastructure and public facilities in an effort to improve the neighborhood. The 
R/ECAP neighborhoods of Mountain View/Government Hill are located with many resources 
such as employment options, proficient schools, public transportation and services.  
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Neighborhoods that are identified as having high concentrations of ethnicity and concentrations 
of low to moderate-income households are located either within or in close proximity to areas of 
high opportunity including transportation services, jobs and proficient schools. 
 
2. Additional Information 
 
a. Beyond the HUD-provided data, provide additional relevant information, if any, about 
publicly supported housing in the Jurisdiction and Region, particularly information about 
groups with other protected characteristics and about housing not captured in the HUD-
provided data. 
 
Alaska Housing Finance Corporation (AHFC) provides safe, quality and affordable Public 
Housing rental units for low-income Alaskans. Public Housing is available in 13 communities 
across Alaska including Anchorage. AHFC currently owns and operates more than 1,600 
housing units statewide in a variety of bedroom sizes and types. 
 
AHFC has an HCV program in Anchorage. There are an insufficient number of vouchers for the 
HCV program in Anchorage based on the waiting list demand. In Anchorage, there are nearly 
3,000 households with subsidized rent and more than double that number on the waiting list 
(Public Housing Department at AHFC). As of June 2016 in Anchorage there were over 262 
families on the HCV waiting list with a lottery opening on July 1, 2016 and over 5,461 on the 
waiting list for various AHFC-owned rental assistance units statewide.  
 
Additional factors include the lack of low-income housing options and a low vacancy rate in 
Anchorage. In Anchorage, for a one-bedroom, 1,116 households are waiting for subsidized rent 
in 32 one-bedroom units. The turnover is only about eight each year, translating to a wait of 
more than 40 years list (Public Housing Department at AHFC). 
 
In 2016, the Anchorage average adjusted rent for a 1 bedroom was $1,259 and an estimated 3.8% 
vacancy. The Mat-Su Borough average adjusted rent for a 1 bedroom was $1,224 and an 
estimated 3.6% vacancy (Rental Survey by Alaska Department of Labor and Workforce 
Development). With the low vacancy rate in Anchorage, landlords may not accept HCV 
vouchers and rent to higher income tenants. 
 
b. The program participant may also describe other information relevant to its assessment of 
publicly supported housing.  Information may include relevant programs, actions, or activities, 
such as tenant self-sufficiency, place-based investments, or geographic mobility programs. 
 
Alaska Housing Finance Corporation (AHFC) is a statewide public housing authority. As such, it 
serves 12 Alaskan communities with HCV. Generally, each AHFC jurisdiction encompasses an 
area within 50 miles of the local AHFC office. 
 
AHFC conducts briefing classes for new families and continuing participants prior to issuance of 
a voucher. Each briefing class covers a family’s right to either move to another AHFC voucher 
community or port their voucher if they meet portability requirements. Under its Empowering 
Choice Housing Program (a special voucher reserved for referrals from the Alaska Network on 



Municipality of Anchorage 
Assessment of Fair Housing Plan 

Final 2017 
Page 63 of 131 

Domestic Violence and Sexual Assault), AHFC supports the safety of these families by waiving 
its rules relating to moves to enable families to seek safe housing in an alternate AHFC HCV 
community. 
 
3. Contributing Factors of Publicly Supported Housing Location and Occupancy 
 
Consider the listed factors and any other factors affecting the Jurisdiction and Region.  Identify 
factors that significantly create, contribute to, perpetuate, or increase the severity of fair housing 
issues related to publicly supported housing, including Segregation, R/ECAPs, Disparities in 
Access to Opportunity, and Disproportionate Housing Needs. For each contributing factor that 
is significant, note which fair housing issue(s) the selected contributing factor relates to. 
 

• Admissions and occupancy policies and procedures, including preferences in publicly 
supported housing  

• Community opposition 
• Displacement of residents due to economic pressures 
• Displacement of and/or lack of housing support for victims of domestic violence, dating 

violence, sexual assault, and stalking 
• Impediments to mobility 
• Lack of access to opportunity due to high housing costs 
• Lack of meaningful language access 
• Lack of local or regional cooperation 
• Lack of private investment in specific neighborhoods 
• Lack of public investment in specific neighborhoods, including services and amenities 
• Land use and zoning laws 
• Loss of Affordable Housing 
• Occupancy codes and restrictions 
• Quality of affordable housing information programs 
• Siting selection policies, practices and decisions for publicly supported housing, including 

discretionary aspects of Qualified Allocation Plans and other programs 
• Source of income discrimination 
• Other 

 
The public support has been either silent or opposed to publicly supported housing Public 
Housing, Project-based Section 8, other Multifamily Housing (Section 202/Senior, Section 
811/Disabilities), LIHTC and Housing Choice Vouchers (HCV). Neighborhoods have opposed 
the Housing First Model of publicly supported housing developments in their neighborhoods. 
The Housing First Model or similar permanent supported housing provides housing for residents 
who are chronically homeless persons with disabilities including substance abuse. 
Neighborhoods are generally silent about other types of publicly supported housing projects in 
their neighborhoods. 
 
The principal challenges faced by residents with HCV’s in acquiring housing are the lack of 
affordable, accessible and supportive housing in Anchorage and the Region. In addition, when a 
resident finds housing that meets their needs, private landlords may not accept HCV vouchers. 
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V. Fair Housing Analysis Section D. Disability and Access Analysis 
 
1. Population Profile 
 
a. How are persons with disabilities geographically dispersed or concentrated in the Jurisdiction 
and Region, including R/ECAPs and other segregated areas identified in previous sections? 
 
HUD map 14 Disability by Type identifies that residents with disabilities live throughout 
Anchorage with no particular concentration of neighborhoods. In the Region, concentrations of 
residents with disabilities appear to be in the more populated communities of Wasilla and 
Palmer.  
 

 
 
HUD table 13 Disability by Type presents data that residents with disabilities in Anchorage as a 
percentage of the population are similar to the percentages in the Region. Residents with hearing 
difficulty are 3.56% of Anchorage and 3.63% of the Region populations. Residents with vision 
difficulty are 1.92% of Anchorage and 1.93% of the Region populations. Residents with 
cognitive difficulty are 4.51% of Anchorage and 4.46% of the Region populations. Residents 
with ambulatory difficulty are 5.38% of Anchorage and 5.60% of the Region populations. 
Residents with self-care difficulty are 2.49% of Anchorage and 2.40% of the Region populations. 
Residents with independent living difficulty are 3.30% of Anchorage and 3.29% of the Region 
populations. The difference between Anchorage and the Region for each type of disability is 
never more than 0.22%. 
 
b. Describe whether these geographic patterns vary for persons with each type of disability or for 
persons with disabilities in different age ranges for the Jurisdiction and Region. 
 
HUD map 15 Disability by Age Group identifies that residents with disabilities in different age 
ranges live throughout Anchorage with no particular concentration of neighborhoods. In the 
Region, concentrations of residents with disabilities in different age ranges appear to be in the 
more populated communities of Wasilla and Palmer.  
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HUD table 14 Disability by Age Group identifies Anchorage having percentages of the 
population with disabilities in age ranges that are similar to the percentages in the Region. In 
Anchorage the highest percentage of residents with disabilities are in the 18-54 age range at 6.94%. 
The second highest age range plus 65 residents with disabilities at 3.25% followed by the age 
range 5-17 residents with disabilities at .92%. The Region the highest percentage of residents with 
disabilities are in the 18-54 age range at 7.00%. The second highest age range plus 65 residents 
with disabilities at 3.37% followed by the age range 5-17 residents with disabilities at .96%. The 
difference between Anchorage and the Region for each type of disability is never more than 
0.12%. 
 
2. Housing Accessibility 
 
a. Describe whether the Jurisdiction and Region have sufficient affordable, accessible housing 
in a range of unit sizes. 
 
The MOA has no additional HUD or local data to address this question. 
 
b. Describe the areas where affordable accessible housing units are located in the Jurisdiction 
and Region. Do they align with R/ECAPs or other areas that are segregated? 
 
The MOA has no additional HUD or local data to address this question. 
 
Low-Income Housing Tax Credit (LIHTC) developments in Anchorage require at least 5% of the 
units are accessible. The table that follows identifies the location of LIHTC developments in 
Anchorage neighborhoods including higher populations of race/ethnicity and low-income 
neighborhoods. 
 

 Project Name Program Type Neighborhood 
1 Access Apartments LIHTC South Anchorage 
2 Adelaide SRO Project LIHTC Downtown 
3 Brighton Park  LIHTC East Anchorage 
4 Chester Creek LIHTC Midtown 
5 Chester Park LIHTC Midtown 
6 Creekside Manor Apartments LIHTC South Anchorage 
7 Discovery Luxury Rentals LIHTC South Anchorage 
8 Hampstead Heath LIHTC South Anchorage 
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9 Hillpoint Park LIHTC Downtown 
10 Kenaitze Pointe LIHTC East Anchorage 
11 Loussac Place LIHTC Midtown 
12 Loussac Sogn Apartments LIHTC Downtown 
13 Mountain View Scattered (Phase 1) LIHTC Mountain View 
14 Ridgeline Terrace LIHTC Mountain View 
15 Spruce View Apartments LIHTC South Anchorage 
16 Strawberry Rose Cottages LIHTC Jewel/Sand Lake 
17 Susitna Square LIHTC East Anchorage 
18 Mountain View Scattered (Phase 3) LIHTC Mountain View 
19 Grass Creek LIHTC East Anchorage 
20 Jewel Lake Villa LIHTC-Bond Jewel/Sand Lake 
21 325 East 3rd Avenue LIHTC Downtown 
22 Mountain View Scattered (Phase 2) LIHTC-Bond Mountain View 
23 Ridgeline Terrace LIHTC-Senior Mountain View 
24 Southside Senior LIHTC-Senior South Anchorage 
25 Tyonek Terrace LIHTC-Senior East Anchorage 

 
c. To what extent are persons with different disabilities able to access and live in the different 
categories of publicly supported housing in the Jurisdiction and Region?  
 

 
 
HUD table 15 Disability by Publicly Supported Housing Program Category identifies Anchorage 
having percentages of the population with disabilities in living in publicly supported housing 
exactly the same as the percentages in the Region, except for the Housing Choice Voucher 
(HCV) Program with a .42% difference. In Anchorage the highest percentage of residents with 
disabilities are receiving housing with the HCV Program at 21.87% and the Region at 22.29%. In 
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Anchorage and the Region the second highest percentage of residents with disabilities at 19.75% 
are receiving housing at Public Housing. Followed by residents with disabilities at 17.09% 
receiving housing at Project-based Section 8 housing and 4.78% are receiving housing at Other 
Multifamily housing in Anchorage and the Region. 
 
3. Integration of Persons with Disabilities Living in Institutions and Other Segregated 
Settings 
 
a. To what extent do persons with disabilities in or from the Jurisdiction or Region reside in 
segregated or integrated settings? 
 
In Anchorage and the Region, there are no large psychiatric hospitals, development centers, other 
institutions, board and care homes, group homes, nursing homes and personal care homes. Most 
persons with disabilities needing assisted-living reside in single-family residences that are 
scattered throughout Anchorage and the Mat-Su Borough. There are only six assisted-living 
facilities in Anchorage with 20 beds or more. The largest assisted-living facility is the Pioneer 
Home. Most of the other large assisted-living homes in Alaska are administered by the Division 
of Alaska Pioneer Homes. 
 
In Anchorage, there are 490 Public Housing program units, of which 120 serve elderly/disabled 
populations exclusively. There are 137 Project-based Section 8 new Multifamily housing 
program units, of which 120 serve elderly/disabled populations exclusively. There are monthly 
rental subsidy equivalent to 46 Project-based vouchers for persons at the Karluk Manor, a 
Housing First Model, targeting chronically homeless individuals with disabilities including 
substance abuse and alcohol addictions. 
 
b. Describe the range of options for persons with disabilities to access affordable housing and 
supportive services in the Jurisdiction and Region. 
 
Access Alaska is a private, non-profit, consumer-controlled organization that provides 
independent living services to people who experience a disability. As an Independent Living 
Center, their mission is to encourage and promote the total integration of people who experience 
a disability and Alaskan elders to live independently in the community of their choice. Through 
assistance and support individuals with disabilities identify and obtain needed services in an 
effort to maintain their independence as opposed to living in an institution. 
 
Statewide Independent Living Council of Alaska (SILC) is made up of representatives, the 
majority of whom have disabilities, from around the State. Council members are appointed by 
the Governor. The SILC is a non-profit organization; it is a consumer controlled, non-
governmental organization which develops, monitors and evaluates the federally mandated 
Alaska State Plan for Independent Living. The SILC promotes the independent living philosophy 
statewide, and provides support and technical assistance to the entire network of Centers for 
Independent Living (CILs). 
 
The Arc of Anchorage is a private, non-profit organization dedicated to serving children and 
adults who experience developmental disabilities or mental health issues so they can lead rich, 

http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Independent_living#Centers_for_Independent_Living
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Independent_living#Centers_for_Independent_Living
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full, satisfying lives of dignity and purpose. The Arc of Anchorage is a chapter of The Arc of the 
United States, a grassroots organization with more than 140,000 members who are affiliated with 
nearly one thousand state and local chapters across the country. The Arc of Anchorage provides 
support that encourages independence and participation in the community, allowing adults with 
developmental disabilities to live on their own, with roommates, and/or staff. The Arc also offers 
in-home assistance and respite care for children with developmental disabilities or complex 
medical conditions who live with their families or with foster families. 
 
Hope Community Resources Inc. is a non-profit organization providing community supports to 
hundreds of individuals and families who experience intellectual and developmental disabilities, 
traumatic brain injury and mental health challenges. The clients range in age from infancy to the 
elderly, are of diverse ethnic background, and experience a range of disabilities. Each person is 
individual and unique in the supports they need and request. Hope Community Resources Inc. 
owns and/or leases over 50 assisted-living homes and apartment clusters providing supported 
living for adults. In addition to adult services, there is a growing focus on family services, 
including foster care supports. It is also home to the Discovery Center at Hope, which houses 
Hope Studios and Gallery as well as a recreational facility that offers a variety of activities, 
classes and camps throughout the year. 
 
4. Disparities in Access to Opportunity 
 
a. To what extent are persons with disabilities able to access the following in the Jurisdiction and 
Region?  Identify major barriers faced concerning: 
 

i. Government services and facilities 
ii. Public infrastructure (e.g., sidewalks, pedestrian crossings, pedestrian signals) 
iii. Transportation 
iv. Proficient schools and educational programs 
v. Jobs 

 
The principal challenge faced by persons with disabilities in acquiring housing are the lack of 
affordable, accessible and supportive housing in Anchorage and the Region. The housing 
assistance application forms and approval process can be burdensome for persons with 
disabilities. In addition, when a person with disabilities finds housing that meets their needs, the 
landlords may not accept Housing Choice Vouchers (HCV) or want to rent to someone with a 
disability (Housing Barriers Report 2015 from the Governor’s Council on Disabilities & Special 
Education). 
 
The MOA Public Transportation provides AnchorRIDES which is the Anchorage Coordinated 
Paratransit System providing accessible Dial-A-Ride transportation for eligible persons through 
pre-scheduled trip reservations for local, state and non-profit organizations. The MOA Public 
Transportation Department plans to implement a new ridership concept in August 2017 that will 
have varying impacts on residents with disabilities who rely on public transit to get to jobs, 
daycares, schools and services. 
 

http://www.thearc.org/
http://www.thearc.org/
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Anchorage is the only community in the Municipality of Anchorage that has taxi service. The 
number of accessible taxi cabs is inadequate to meet the demand by residents with disabilities 
per the Housing Barriers Report 2015 from the Governor’s Council on Disabilities & Special 
Education. During peak daytime hours, residents with disabilities may have long wait times. 
 
The MOA has no additional HUD data to address this question. 
 
b. Describe the processes that exist in the Jurisdiction and Region for persons with disabilities 
to request and obtain reasonable accommodations and accessibility modifications to address the 
barriers discussed above. 
 
For persons with disabilities to request and obtain reasonable accommodations related to 
transportation accessibility, the person would contact the MOA Transportation Department and 
Planning Department or attend a public meeting with the Planning & Zoning Commission or the 
Anchorage Metropolitan Area Transportation Solutions (AMATS) Citizens Advisory 
Committee. 
 
The Planning & Zoning Commission reviews and recommends transportation planning 
documents and road designs to the AMATS and the Assembly. The commission develops, 
reviews, and recommends policies, plans, and ordinances to the Municipal Assembly, to 
implement the municipal function of planning for the economic, social, and land use needs of the 
community. 
 
The Citizens Advisory Committee (CAC) was established to review, comment, and guide the 
Policy Committee, through the Technical Advisory Committee on matters related to 
transportation. These efforts include, but are not limited to the Unified Planning Work Program, 
the Metropolitan Transportation Plan, the Transportation Improvement Program, and the Public 
Participation Plan. 
 
c. Describe any difficulties in achieving homeownership experienced by persons with 
disabilities and by persons with different types of disabilities in the Jurisdiction and Region. 
 
The MOA has no additional HUD or local data to address this question. 
 
5. Disproportionate Housing Needs 
 
a. Describe any disproportionate housing needs experienced by persons with disabilities and by 
persons with certain types of disabilities in the Jurisdiction and Region.  
 
HUD table 9 Demographics of Households with Disproportionate Housing Needs, HUD table 10 
Demographics of Households with Severe Housing Cost Burden and HUD map 6 Housing 
Problems identifies disproportionate housing needs in Anchorage and the Region. The data is not 
specific to residents with disabilities, however, a highly probable conclusion is that 
disproportionate housing needs are experienced by residents with certain types of disabilities in 
Anchorage and the Region at a similar rate to low-income households in Anchorage and the 
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Region. The greatest contributing factor is the general lack of affordable and accessible housing 
units for residents with disabilities and low-income households. 
 
6. Additional Information 
 
a. Beyond the HUD-provided data, provide additional relevant information, if any, about 
disability and access issues in the Jurisdiction and Region including those affecting persons with 
disabilities with other protected characteristics. 
 
The principal challenge faced by persons with disabilities in acquiring housing are the lack of 
affordable, accessible and supportive housing in Anchorage and the Region. The housing 
assistance application forms and approval process can be burdensome for persons with 
disabilities. In addition, when a person with disabilities finds housing that meets their needs, the 
landlords may not accept Housing Choice Vouchers (HCV) or want to rent to someone with a 
disability (Housing Barriers Report 2015 from the Governor’s Council on Disabilities & Special 
Education). 
 
The housing assistance programs may not always include considerations that residents with 
intellectual or developmental disabilities have families of their own, or wish to one day. Housing 
programs for resident with disabilities should accommodate larger family size rather than one-
bedroom apartments. 
 
b. The program participant may also describe other information relevant to its assessment of 
disability and access issues. 
 
For some residents using publicly supported housing, like seniors or those with disabilities, long-
term stable housing assistance is critical. Alaska Housing Finance Corporation (AHFC) Public 
Housing Department developed the Classic Program to meet these resident’s needs and simplify 
the process. In the Classic Program a family’s shelter burden drops from 30% to 28.5% of gross 
income. The decrease allows for a streamlined rent calculation with no deductions and housing 
costs that are stable for a three-year period. To be part of the Classic Program, household 
members must be age 62 or older or adult household members must be identified as persons with 
a disability. Live-in attendants and full-time student dependents younger than age 24 will not 
disqualify a family from participating in the Classic Program. 
 
AHFC Public Housing Department’s Moving Home Program is a voucher set-aside program for 
persons with disabilities directly referred from the State of Alaska Department of Health and 
Social Services with a 150 vouchers statewide (70 vouchers in Anchorage). 
 
7. Disability and Access Issues Contributing Factors 
 
Consider the listed factors and any other factors affecting the Jurisdiction and Region.  Identify 
factors that significantly create, contribute to, perpetuate, or increase the severity of disability 
and access issues and the fair housing issues, which are Segregation, R/ECAPs, Disparities in 
Access to Opportunity, and Disproportionate Housing Needs. For each contributing factor, note 
which fair housing issue(s) the selected contributing factor relates to. 
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• Access for persons with disabilities to proficient schools 
• Access to publicly supported housing for persons with disabilities 
• Access to transportation for persons with disabilities 
• Inaccessible government facilities or services 
• Inaccessible public or private infrastructure  
• Lack of access to opportunity due to high housing costs 
• Lack of affordable in-home or community-based supportive services 
• Lack of affordable, accessible housing in range of unit sizes 
• Lack of affordable, integrated housing for individuals who need supportive services 
• Lack of assistance for housing accessibility modifications 
• Lack of assistance for transitioning from institutional settings to integrated housing 
• Lack of local or regional cooperation 
• Land use and zoning laws 
• Lending discrimination 
• Location of accessible housing 
• Loss of Affordable Housing  
• Occupancy codes and restrictions 
• Regulatory barriers to providing housing and supportive services for persons with disabilities  
• Source of income discrimination 
• State or local laws, policies, or practices that discourage individuals with disabilities from 

living in apartments, family homes, supportive housing, shared housing and other integrated 
settings 

• Other 
 
The housing stock in Alaska is low. In Anchorage alone, the vacancy rate has fallen below the 
“ideal” rate of 5% and currently is at 3%. Anchorage would need approximately 900 new units 
built per year; however, only 350 units are typically built annually (Fison & Associates 2015:20). 
The accessible housing stock is even lower. Alaska Housing Finance Corporation’s statewide 
survey of rental property managers reported that nearly 40% of respondents indicated that 0% of 
their units were accessible or they refused to answer the question. Participants in the survey 
recommended that universal design be incentivized so that all new housing stock includes 
accessible features. 
 
The lack of affordable housing in the Anchorage area is evidenced by the very low vacancy 
rates. Many times this is most acutely felt by low-income residents and residents with 
disabilities. In particular, the waiting list in Anchorage indicates that one and two bedroom 
waiting lists are in the highest demand, and units that provide accessible features for the disabled 
are very much needed. 
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V. Fair Housing Analysis Section E. Enforcement, Outreach 
Capacity and Resources Analysis 
 
1. List and summarize any of the following that have not been resolved:  

• A charge or letter of finding from HUD concerning a violation of a civil rights-related 
law;  

• A cause determination from a substantially equivalent state or local fair housing agency 
concerning a violation of a state or local fair housing law; 

• Any voluntary compliance agreements, conciliation agreements, or settlement 
agreements entered into with HUD or the Department of Justice;  

• A letter of findings issued by or lawsuit filed or joined by the Department of Justice 
alleging a pattern or practice or systemic violation of a fair housing or civil rights law;  

• A claim under the False Claims Act related to fair housing, nondiscrimination, or civil 
rights generally, including an alleged failure to affirmatively further fair housing; or  

• A pending administrative complaints or lawsuits against the locality alleging fair housing 
violations or discrimination. 

 
MOA has no unresolved HUD civil rights violations, no letters of findings, claims or lawsuits by 
the Department of Justice and no False Claims Act allegations. 
 
2. Describe any state or local fair housing laws.  What characteristics are protected under each 
law? 
 
The Alaska State Statutes (AS §§18.80.210, 240) prohibits discrimination based on race, color, 
national origin, religion, sex, disability, marital status, changes in marital status, pregnancy and 
age.  The State statutes adds marital status, changes in marital status, pregnancy and age 
protected groups to the Federal Fair Housing Act. The State drops familial status from the 
Federal Fair Housing Act.  The State has no exemptions. 
 
The Anchorage Municipal Code (AMC §§5.20.020, 5.25.025) prohibits discrimination based on 
race, color, national origin, religion, sex, disability, familial status, marital status, sexual 
orientation, gender identity and age. The Municipal codes add sexual orientation and gender 
identity to the State statutes and Federal Fair Housing Act. There are two Municipal exemptions: 
owner/lessor/manager occupied building with 4 units or less; and, housing owned/operated by 
religion organization or private club for non-commercial purposes. 
 
3. Identify any local and regional agencies and organizations that provide fair housing 
information, outreach, and enforcement, including their capacity and the resources available to 
them. 
 
In the Municipality there are six agencies and organizations that may assist in fair housing 
analysis and investigation: Alaska Legal Services Corporation, Alaska State Human Rights 
Commission, Anchorage Disability Law Center, Anchorage Equal Rights Commission, HUD 
and Ombudsman of Anchorage. 
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The Alaska Legal Services Corporation (ALSC) administers the Fair Housing Enforcement 
Project that is Alaska’s only statewide full-service fair housing organization. ALSC works to 
eliminate housing discrimination and to ensure equal housing opportunity for all people in 
Alaska through education, outreach, public policy initiatives, and enforcement. The Fair Housing 
Enforcement Project provides services to members of all protected classes, with special emphasis 
upon underserved areas and populations including Alaska Natives; immigrants; residents who 
are non-English speaking or have limited English proficiency; rural residents; persons with 
disabilities; homeless individuals; and persons residing in areas with large concentrations of 
people of color. All fair housing services are provided free of charge. There are no income 
eligibility requirements. 
 
The Alaska State Human Rights Commission employs staff that accepts complaints of 
discrimination from persons alleging violations of the Alaska Human Rights Law; investigates 
complaints in a fair and impartial manner; attempts early settlement of complaints whenever 
possible; dismisses complaints when no violation of the Alaska Human Rights Law is found; 
conciliates complaints when staff finds substantial evidence that the Alaska Human Rights Law 
has been violated; gives technical assistance and advice on the Alaska Human Rights Law; and 
conducts workshops and training on the Alaska Human Rights Law. 
 
In addition, the commissioners of Alaska State Human Rights Commission hold public hearings 
to consider cases where conciliation efforts have failed; issue final decisions and orders applying 
the Alaska Human Rights Law to cases; order back pay, reinstatement, or other appropriate relief 
to complainants; order the elimination of discriminatory practices; and enforce commission 
decisions and orders in the Alaska courts. 
 
The Anchorage Disability Law Center is an independent non-profit law firm providing legal 
advocacy for people with disabilities living in Alaska. The mission of the Anchorage Disability 
Law Center is to provide protection and advocacy services to Alaskans with disabilities through 
legal representation, education and strategic advocacy.  
 
The Anchorage Equal Rights Commission (AERC) mission is to enforce federal and municipal 
anti-discrimination laws and provide equal opportunity to all persons in Anchorage. The AERC 
provides free and confidential services to the public in cases involving discrimination and 
harassment. In appropriate cases, the AERC staff prepares a complaint of discrimination for 
client’s signature and impartially investigates allegations. In cases that are outside of the 
commission’s jurisdiction, the staff may make referrals to other organizations that can assist. 
 
HUD investigates complaints of housing discrimination based on race, color, religion, national 
origin, sex, disability, or familial status. At no cost, HUD will investigate complaints and try to 
conciliate the matter with both parties. The mission of the HUD’s Office of Fair Housing and 
Equal Opportunity (FHEO) is to eliminate housing discrimination, promote economic 
opportunity, and achieve diverse, inclusive communities by leading the nation in the 
enforcement, administration, development, and public understanding of federal fair housing 
policies and laws. FHEO protects people from discrimination on the basis of race, color, religion, 
sex, national origin, disability, and familial status. In addition, housing providers that receive 

http://www.fairhousingalaska.org/
http://www.fairhousingalaska.org/
http://portal.hud.gov/hudportal/HUD?src=/program_offices/fair_housing_equal_opp/aboutfheo/aboutfheo
http://portal.hud.gov/hudportal/HUD?src=/program_offices/fair_housing_equal_opp/aboutfheo/aboutfheo
http://portal.hud.gov/hudportal/HUD?src=/program_offices/fair_housing_equal_opp
http://portal.hud.gov/hudportal/HUD?src=/program_offices/fair_housing_equal_opp
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HUD funding, have loans insured by the Federal Housing Administration (FHA), as well as 
lenders insured by FHA, may be subject to HUD program regulations intended to ensure equal 
access of LGBT persons. 
 
The Municipality of Anchorage’s Ombudsman's Office was established in addition to other 
remedies or rights of appeal, as an independent, impartial municipal office, readily available to 
the public, responsible to the Assembly, empowered to investigate the acts of municipal agencies 
and the Anchorage School District, and to recommend appropriate changes toward the goals of 
safeguarding the rights of persons and of promoting higher standards of competency, efficiency, 
and equity in the provision of municipal services (A.M.C. Chapter 2.60). The office was 
established in 1977 by AO 1977-94. 
 
4. Additional Information 
 
a. Provide additional relevant information, if any, about fair housing enforcement, outreach 
capacity, and resources in the Jurisdiction and Region. 
 
The MOA has no additional relevant information about fair housing enforcement, outreach 
capacity, and resources in Anchorage and the Region. 
 
b. The program participant may also include information relevant to programs, actions, or 
activities to promote fair housing outcomes and capacity. 
 
The MOA awards an annual agreement with HUD Community Development Block Grant 
(CDBG) funds to Alaska Legal Services Corporation to assist low-income individuals and 
families living in the communities of the Municipality with fair housing legal counseling 
services. 
 
5. Fair Housing Enforcement, Outreach Capacity, and Resources Contributing Factors 
 
Consider the listed factors and any other factors affecting the jurisdiction and region.  Identify 
factors that significantly create, contribute to, perpetuate, or increase the lack of fair housing 
enforcement, outreach capacity, and resources and the severity of fair housing issues, which are 
Segregation, R/ECAPs, Disparities in Access to Opportunity, and Disproportionate Housing 
Needs. For each significant contributing factor, note which fair housing issue(s) the selected 
contributing factor impacts. 
 
• Lack of local private fair housing outreach and enforcement 
• Lack of local public fair housing enforcement 
• Lack of resources for fair housing agencies and organizations 
• Lack of state or local fair housing laws 
• Unresolved violations of fair housing or civil rights law 
• Other 
 

http://portal.hud.gov/hudportal/HUD?src=/program_offices/fair_housing_equal_opp/LGBT_Housing_Discrimination
http://portal.hud.gov/hudportal/HUD?src=/program_offices/fair_housing_equal_opp/LGBT_Housing_Discrimination
http://www.muni.org/Departments/Assembly/Ombudsman/Documents/A.M.C.%20Chapter%202.60.pdf
http://www.muni.org/Departments/Assembly/Ombudsman/Documents/AO%201977-094%20OCR.pdf
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In Anchorage and the Region, Alaska Legal Services Corporation is funded by HUD for 
advocacy, education and enforcement. The MOA has no funding for audit testing and as such no 
good data on the extent of fair housing violations. There is a lack of resources for fair housing 
agencies and organizations and lack of private fair housing outreach and enforcement.  None of 
the fair housing enforcement agencies reported any patterns of substantiated discrimination 
violations of the fair housing laws in Anchorage in 2016. 
 
VI. Fair Housing Goals and Priorities 

 
1. For each fair housing issue as analyzed in the Fair Housing Analysis section, prioritize the 
identified contributing factors.  Justify the prioritization of the contributing factors that will be 
addressed by the goals set below in Question 2.  Give the highest priority to those factors that 
limit or deny fair housing choice or access to opportunity, or negatively impact fair housing or 
civil rights compliance. 
 
Contributing factors to fair housing issues in the Municipality of Anchorage include: 

 
1. Availability of affordable and accessible units in a range of sizes 
2. Lack of access to opportunity due to high housing costs 
3. Displacement of residents due to economic pressures 
4. Land use and zoning laws 
5. Loss of affordable housing 
6. Lack of assistance for housing accessibility modifications 
7. Sources of income discrimination 
8. Availability, type, frequency, and reliability of public transportation 
9. Community opposition 
10. Lack of local private fair housing outreach and enforcement 

 
The contributing factors listed above are listed in order of priority with #1 being the highest 
priority and #10 being the lowest priority. 
 
1. Lack of affordable and accessible housing in a range of unit sizes. 
The housing stock in Alaska is low. In Anchorage alone, the vacancy rate has fallen below the 
“ideal” rate of 5% and currently is at 3%. Anchorage would need approximately 900 new units 
built per year; however, only 350 units are typically built annually (Fison & Associates 2015:20). 
The accessible housing stock is even lower. Alaska Housing Finance Corporation’s statewide 
survey of rental property managers reported that nearly 40% of respondents indicated that 0% of 
their units were accessible or they refused to answer the question. Participants in the survey 
recommended that universal design be incentivized so that all new housing stock includes 
accessible features. 
 
The lack of affordable housing in the Anchorage area is evidenced by the very low vacancy 
rates. Many times this is most acutely felt by low-income residents and residents with 
disabilities. In particular, the waiting list in Anchorage indicates that one and two bedroom 
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waiting lists are in the highest demand, and units that provide accessible features for the disabled 
are very much needed. 
 
Additional factors include the lack of low-income housing options and a low vacancy rate in 
Anchorage. In Anchorage, for a one-bedroom, 1,116 households are waiting for subsidized rent 
in 32 one-bedroom units. The turnover is only about eight each year, translating to a wait of 
more than 40 years list (Public Housing Department at Alaska Housing Finance Corporation). 
 
2. Lack of access to opportunity due to high housing costs. 
Rent in the Anchorage market is very expensive and many low-income individuals have a 
difficult time paying rent at current market rates while still being able to afford other essentials 
of life such as food and medical care. In 2016 the Anchorage average adjusted rent for a one 
bedroom was $1,259 and an estimated 3.8% vacancy (Rental Survey by Alaska Department of 
Labor and Workforce Development). The average rent for a one-bedroom apartment in 
Anchorage increased from $1,112 in 2015 to $1,259 in 2016 (Rental Survey by Alaska 
Department of Labor and Workforce Development). 
 
Approximately half of Anchorage residents are devoting 35-75% of their income on housing. 
(United Way of Anchorage and Fison & Associates). In Anchorage, there are nearly 3,000 
households with subsidized rent and more than double that number on the waiting list (Public 
Housing Department at Alaska Housing Finance Corporation). Without some type of financial 
assistance, individuals experiencing homelessness cannot afford housing if it becomes available. 
 
3. Displacement of residents due to economic pressures. The high demand for housing in 
Anchorage and in the Region is causing displacement of low-income persons including protected 
classes of residents due to economic pressures and loss of affordable housing due to re-
development. As a result, land use, zoning and occupancy restrictions can have a significant 
impact on the Anchorage segregated housing patterns. Housing development has to be affordable 
if rent and home ownership are going to be affordable for low and moderate-income residents for 
all race/ethnicity. 
 
4. Land Use and Zoning Laws. The Municipality’s Planning Department, Anchorage 2040 
Land Use Plan, was adopted by MOA in February 2016. The plan’s key growth strategies 
include housing and neighborhoods as defined as providing a diverse supply of affordable, 
quality housing that meets the needs and preferences of the city’s residents, at all income levels, 
in safe and livable neighborhoods. 
 
The Anchorage 2040 Land Use Plan identified that housing of all types and sizes are needed in 
order to provide a range of housing opportunities for all residents. The 2012 Anchorage Housing 
Market Analysis identified that the remaining supply of vacant buildable lands in the Anchorage 
area must be more efficiently developed. Housing will need to be more “compact” in form if 
there is to be enough housing to meet future need. This compact form includes small‐lot 
“cottage” homes, accessory dwellings where appropriate, attached dwellings (duplex and 
triplex), townhouses, multifamily, and residential units built as part of commercial developments 
(mixed‐use). 
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5. Loss of affordable housing. 
The lack of affordable housing in Anchorage and the Region is evidenced by the very low 
homeowner rates of all minority race/ethnicity populations. Many times this is most acutely felt 
by renters who are low-income residents and residents with large families. In the rental market, 
the waiting list in Anchorage indicates that one and two bedroom waiting lists are in the highest 
demand, and units with three or more bedrooms are very much needed. 
 
Land that is available to develop or re-develop in Anchorage is limited. Land use and zoning 
need to support mixed-income housing development if Anchorage is going to address income 
segregated housing patterns. Occupancy restrictions can help or inhibit the housing development 
of higher density housing which can reduce the cost of housing development. Family size may be 
influenced by the ethnicity of the parents so there is a need for housing development with 3 or 
more bedrooms that is affordable for rent or home ownership. 
 
6. Lack of assistance for housing accessibility modifications. 
The principal challenge faced by residents with disabilities in acquiring housing are the lack of 
affordable, accessible and supportive housing in Anchorage and the Region (Housing Barriers 
Report 2015 from the Governor’s Council on Disabilities & Special Education). 
 
7. Sources of income discrimination. 
The principal challenges faced by residents with Housing Choice Vouchers (HCV) in acquiring 
housing are the lack of affordable, accessible and supportive housing in Anchorage and the 
Region. In addition, when a resident finds housing that meets their needs, private landlords may 
not accept HCV. 
 
Alaska prisoners are disproportionately a minority race/ethnicity. Consequently, criminal 
records-based barriers to housing are likely to have a disproportionate impact on minority 
housing seekers. Given these barriers, incarceration puts returning prisoners at greater risk of 
homelessness. A certain proportion of incoming prisoners were homeless before their 
incarceration, and at least as many end up homeless for some period of time after leaving prison. 
For those with histories of mental illness, the likelihood is still greater. Nationally, surveys of 
homeless assistance providers and individuals who use their services have found that about half 
of currently homeless clients had been in jail or prison at some point in their lives. Parolees 
without stable housing may face a higher risk of parole failure, whether through re-arrest for a 
new crime or failure to meet basic parole requirements (The Alaska Department of Corrections 
Recidivism Reduction Plan dated March 2015). 
 
8. Availability, type, frequency, and reliability of public transportation. 
The MOA Public Transportation Department plans to implement a new ridership concept in 
August 2017. Whichever ridership concept that the MOA’s Public Transportation Department 
implements may have varying impacts on residents who rely on public transit to get to jobs, 
daycares, schools, entertainment and services. The impact may be positive when residents have 
direct access to more frequent bus service every 15 minutes instead of every 60 minutes. The 
impact may be negative when residents have to walk ¼ to half mile to a bus stop or no longer 
have access to public transit in their neighborhoods. 
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9. Community Opposition. 
The public support has been either silent or opposed to publicly supported housing Public 
Housing, Project-based Section 8, other Multifamily Housing (Section 202/Senior, Section 
811/Disabilities), LIHTC, and Housing Choice Vouchers (HCV). Neighborhoods have opposed 
the Housing First Model of publicly supported housing developments in their neighborhoods. 
The Housing First Model or similar permanent supported housing provides housing for residents 
who are chronically homeless persons with disabilities including substance abuse. 
Neighborhoods are generally silent about other types of publicly supported housing projects in 
their neighborhoods. 
 
Some neighborhoods in Anchorage oppose changes in land use, zoning and occupancy 
restrictions that result in these neighborhoods not being areas to develop or re-develop affordable 
housing for moderate to low-income residents. For example, when a neighborhood does not have 
access to municipal water and sewer in their neighborhood, housing development costs increase 
due to the cost of including a water well and septic systems. 
 
10. Lack of local private fair housing outreach and enforcement. 
In Anchorage and the Region, Alaska Legal Services Corporation is funded by HUD for 
advocacy, education and enforcement. The MOA has no funding for audit testing and as such no 
good data on the extent of fair housing violations. There is a lack of resources for fair housing 
agencies and organizations and lack of private fair housing outreach and enforcement.   
 
2. For each fair housing issue with significant contributing factors identified in Question 1, 
set one or more goals.  Using the table below, explain how each goal is designed to overcome 
the identified contributing factor and related fair housing issue(s).  For goals designed to 
overcome more than one fair housing issue, explain how the goal will overcome each issue and 
the related contributing factors.  For each goal, identify metrics and milestones for determining 
what fair housing results will be achieved, and indicate the timeframe for achievement. 
 
A1 Goal: Consider actions that will affirmatively further fair housing in decisions 
regarding land use and allocation of housing opportunities, and regarding zoning or land 
use regulations which may inhibit the development of housing for persons in protected 
classes. 
 
Contributing Factors: 
Availability of affordable and accessible units in range of sizes 
Displacement of residents due to economic pressures 
Land use and zoning laws 
Loss of affordable housing 
Community opposition 
 
Fair Housing Issues: 
Disproportionate housing needs 
Disparities in access to opportunity 
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Discussion: The projected population growth of Anchorage will require better use of existing 
lands and public infrastructure. Infill development and redevelopment can put residents closer to 
employment and commercial centers, thereby reducing impacts on transportation systems, 
boosting public transit, supporting local businesses, and creating more mixed-income 
neighborhoods. 
 
MOA decisions and actions on land use and infrastructure improvements play an important role 
in housing development within land use areas identified for growth. Future targeted area 
rezoning and/or lot consolidation help secure land use areas for new housing development. 
Future amendments to Title 21 development codes and review procedures need to encourage 
compact forms of housing that is affordable and accessible housing. Consistent decisions on 
rezones and conditional use applications with a focus on protection and preserving scarce 
residential lands for housing development should be a priority. Coordinated capital improvement 
decisions further enhance the identity and character of existing urban neighborhoods that have a 
traditional urban street grid and sidewalks, a small lot pattern, served by urban water and sewers 
and are mixed-income neighborhoods. 
 
A1 Metrics, Milestones and Timeframes for Achievements: DHHS will budget a portion of 
HUD CDBG grant funds for rehabilitation for health and safety in housing owned by low-
income residents in the Municipality of Anchorage each year of the 5 years of the AFH Plan. 
 
A1 Metrics, Milestones and Timeframes for Achievements: MOA DHHS, Planning and 
Transportation Departments and Alaska Housing Finance Corporation will meet at least twice a 
year to evaluate and monitor barriers to fair housing and the progress of mix-income, affordable 
and accessible housing development in the Municipality of Anchorage. 
 
A1 Metrics, Milestones and Timeframes for Achievements: MOA DHHS and the Department 
of Real Estate will explore options to establish and fund a Housing Trust Fund to increase 
affordable housing development in Municipality of Anchorage in year 1 and 2 for the AFH plan. 
 
A1 Outcome: An increase in the number of affordable and accessible housing stock in the 
Municipality of Anchorage at the end of 2022. First need to establish existing affordable and 
accessible housing stock by the beginning of 2020. 
 
A1 Responsible Program Participant(s): MOA DHHS, Planning Department, Transportation 
Department, Real Estate Department and Alaska Housing Finance Corporation. 
 
B1 Goal: Promote balanced neighborhoods with diverse infill housing, and provide 
opportunities for development of affordable and accessible housing that avoids creating 
areas of concentrated low-income housing. 
 
Contributing Factors: 
Availability of affordable and accessible units in range of sizes 
Lack of access to opportunity due to high housing costs 
Land use and zoning laws 
Loss of affordable housing 
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Community opposition 
 
Fair Housing Issues: 
Disproportionate housing needs 
Disparities in access to opportunity 
 
Discussion: MOA decisions and actions on land use and infrastructure improvements play an 
important role in affordable and accessible housing development within land use areas identified 
for growth. Future amendments to Title 21 development codes and review procedures need to 
encourage compact forms of housing that is affordable and accessible housing. These housing 
development decisions should include consideration that many people with families of their own, 
or wish to one day, should accommodate larger family size rather than one-bedroom apartments. 
 
B1 Metrics, Milestones and Timeframes for Achievements: MOA will co-sponsor with 
AHFC a Universal Design training in Anchorage for architect and housing developers once 
during the 5 years of the AFH Plan. 
 
B1 Metrics, Milestones and Timeframes for Achievements: MOA DHHS, Planning and 
Transportation Departments and Alaska Housing Finance Corporation will meet at least twice a 
year to evaluate and monitor barriers to fair housing and the progress of mix-income, affordable 
and accessible housing development in the Municipality of Anchorage. 
 
B1 Outcome: Affordable housing developers will increase the number of fully assessable units 
by 10% of the required HUD limit on all development housing projects at the end of 5 years. 
 
B1 Responsible Program Participant(s): MOA DHHS, Planning and Transportation 
Departments and Alaska Housing Finance Corporation. 
 
C1 Goal: Expand and market housing assistance programs for the protected classes of the 
residents. 
 
Contributing Factors: 
Availability of affordable and accessible units in range of sizes 
Lack of access to opportunity due to high housing costs 
Displacement of residents due to economic pressures 
Lack of assistance for housing accessibility modifications 
 
Fair Housing Issues: 
Disparities in access to community assets and exposure to adverse community factors 
Disparities in access to opportunity 
 
Discussion: Anchorage residents indicated trouble finding information about housing assistance 
programs and that the application and approval processes were burdensome. MOA decisions and 
actions can play an important role in increasing and simplifying housing assistance programs for 
residents with disabilities. An important part of increasing housing assistance programs are 
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widespread advertisement, so that residents can learn about their options and have opportunities 
for mobility. Developing an accessible housing registry, or some other centrally located source 
of information where residents with disabilities can easily find housing that fits their needs. 
 
C1 Metrics, Milestones and Timeframes for Achievements: MOA DHHS will collaborate 
with Alaska Housing Finance Corporation’s Public Housing Department on advertising, 
educating and developing an accessible housing registry for residents on housing assistance 
programs available in the Municipality of Anchorage. 
 
C1 Metrics, Milestones and Timeframes for Achievements:  MOA will support and assist the 
State Department of Health and Social Services on expanding Medicaid services for home and 
community based programs. 
 
C1 Outcome: An accessible housing registry will be available on the Alaska Housing Finance 
Corporation housing registry at the beginning of 2020. 
 
C1 Outcome: Medicaid services for home and community base programs will be expanded at 
the end of 2020. 
 
C1 Responsible Program Participant(s): MOA DHHS, Alaska Housing Finance Corporation’s 
Public Housing Department, and Continuum of Care Landlord Liaison. 
 
C2 Goal: Facilitate access to safe, affordable and supportive housing upon prisoner reentry 
into the community. 
 
Contributing Factors: 
Sources of income discrimination 
Lack of local private fair housing outreach and enforcement 
 
Fair Housing Issues: 
Disproportionate housing needs 
Disparities in access to opportunity 
 
Discussion: There are housing providers, both subsidized housing providers and private 
landlords that have overly broad policies that are limiting access to housing to re-entering 
citizens who have already paid their debt to society.  MOA decisions and actions play an 
important role in the policies that take an individualized assessment of the crime that was 
committed, when it was committed and other mitigating factors that might be present so that the 
safety of housing provider staff and residents is ensured while providing better access to housing 
for re-entering citizens. 
 
MOA’s fair housing policies could include developing guidelines for housing providers and 
landlords to have formal written rules and agreements defining the standard practice for 
screening re-entering citizens as potential tenants. In order to make certain that returning citizens 
are not discharged from prison into homelessness, citizens leaving prison without a documented 
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housing plan and those with histories of homelessness are included among the homeless priority 
population in order to facilitate their access to supportive housing and other housing services.  
 
C2 Metrics, Milestones and Timeframes for Achievements: MOA Anchorage Equal Rights 
Commission and DHHS will work with Alaska Legal Services Corporation to develop and 
distribute guidelines for housing providers and landlords defining standard practices for 
screening re-entering citizens as potential tenants during the 5 years of the AFH Plan. 
 
C2 Outcome: Guidelines for housing providers and landlords that define standards practices for 
screening re-entering citizens will be available at the beginning of 2020. 
 
C2 Responsible Program Participant(s): MOA DHHS, Anchorage Equal Rights Commission 
and Alaska Legal Services Corporation. 
 
D1 Goal: Partner with other agencies to provide public education about the provisions of 
the Fair Housing Act and Municipal law to housing professionals, landlords, renters and 
homebuyers about protected classes. 
 
Contributing Factors: 
Sources of income discrimination 
Lack of local private fair housing outreach and enforcement 
 
Fair Housing Issues: 
Disproportionate housing needs 
Disparities in access to opportunity 
 
Discussion: A barrier to fair housing choice is private landlords that are not accepting vouchers. 
In fair housing laws this could be considered a source of income discrimination. Income 
discrimination also might be limiting access to areas of opportunity in Anchorage if landlords in 
certain neighborhoods tend to not accept vouchers. 
 
The 2015 AHFC’s housing survey found that only 30% of property managers knew that it was 
illegal to discriminate against a potential renter based on their disability status. This is a change 
from AHFC’s 2010 data, where property managers at that time were more likely to report 
disability as a form of illegal discrimination. 
 
Because discrimination appears to be occurring (however underreported), MOA decisions and 
actions play an important role in increasing and improving training of landlords and property 
managers on fair housing laws and how to make reasonable accommodations for a variety of 
disabilities. 
 
D1 Metrics, Milestones and Timeframes for Achievements: MOA will plan and participate in 
Fair Housing Month every April with Alaska Legal Services Corporation, Alaska Housing 
Finance Corporation and the local HUD office during the 5 years of the AFH Plan. 
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D1 Metrics, Milestones and Timeframes for Achievements: MOA will promote fair housing 
topics on the front page of the MOA website during the 5 years of the AFH Plan. 
 
D1 Outcome: Guidelines for housing providers and landlords that define standard practices for 
screening re-entering citizens will be available at the beginning of 2020. 
 
D1 Responsible Program Participant(s): MOA DHHS, Alaska Legal Services Corporation, 
Alaska Housing Finance Corporation and the local HUD office. 
 
D2 Goal: Expand the educational and marketing materials of fair housing laws available in 
English and the top four languages spoken in Anchorage (Tagalog, Spanish, Korean, and 
Tongan). 
 
Contributing Factors: 
Lack of access to opportunity due to high housing costs 
Displacement of residents due to economic pressures 
 
Fair Housing Issues: 
Disproportionate housing needs 
Disparities in access to opportunity 
 
Discussion: MOA decisions and actions play an important part of developing housing assistance 
programs advertisement in the top four languages spoken in Anchorage, so that LEP residents 
can learn about their options and have opportunities for mobility. Developing a housing registry, 
or some other centrally located source of information in the top four languages spoken in 
Anchorage where LEP residents can easily find housing that fits their needs. 
 
D2 Metrics, Milestones and Timeframes for Achievements: MOA DHHS will collaborate 
with Alaska Housing Finance Corporation’s Public Housing Department on developing 
marketing materials, advertising and educating the community on available housing assistance 
programs. 
 
D2 Outcome: Residents of the Municipality of Anchorage with LEP will have quarterly access 
to fair housing education materials and a better understanding of housing options. 
 
D2 Responsible Program Participant(s): MOA DHHS and Alaska Housing Finance 
Corporation’s Public Housing Department. 
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Appendix A – List of HUD and Local Data Sources 
 
All grant recipients must use the HUD provided data, which includes data for the jurisdictions 
and regions, to complete the AFH plan. HUD provided data will help grant recipients assess 
local fair housing issues and contributing factors and set priorities and goals to overcome them.  
The HUD provided data for Anchorage is located at: 
https://www.hudexchange.info/resource/4867/affh-data-and-mapping-tool/ 
 
Certain HUD provided data has limitations, including limitations in how the data applies to 
geographic areas with different characteristics (e.g. minority and low-income access to schools, 
jobs and public transportation). For this reason, MOA supplemented the HUD provided data with 
current local data and knowledge citing local data websites in the AFH plan. The Census Block 
Group Anchorage maps are according to the 5-Year 2014 American Community Survey can be 
found at: 
https://www.dropbox.com/sh/4ry6t82rgg7a4yl/AABI5Y4f_UsgNqUkNAVQe4qna?dl=0 
 
The Municipality’s Planning Department, Anchorage 2040 Land Use Plan website at 
http://www.muni.org/Departments/OCPD/Planning/Projects/AnchLandUse/Pages/default.aspx 
 
The Municipality’s Department of Public Transportation, People Mover website at 
www.peoplemover.org/transittalks to view the report titled “Anchorage Talks Transit, Choices, 
Outreach and Future Alternatives” by Jarrett Walker + Associates that includes maps and tables. 
 
 

https://www.hudexchange.info/resource/4867/affh-data-and-mapping-tool/
https://www.dropbox.com/sh/4ry6t82rgg7a4yl/AABI5Y4f_UsgNqUkNAVQe4qna?dl=0
http://www.muni.org/Departments/OCPD/Planning/Projects/AnchLandUse/Pages/default.aspx
http://www.peoplemover.org/transittalks
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Appendix B – 2014 5 Year American Community Survey Maps 
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Appendix C – Public Comments 
 

Public Hearing 
May 25, 2016 

Department of Health & Human Services 
825 L Street, 4th Floor Conference Room 423 

 

MOA Representatives Guests  

Nancy Anderson, Program Manager CSD 
James Boehm, Senior Neighborhood Planner 
Melinda Freemon, Director, DHHS 

Maggie Humm, Alaska Legal Services Corp. 
Tom Edmiston, Alaska Legal Services Corp. 
Jeremy Baker, Alaska Legal Services Corp. 
Ron Fassett, Valley Residential Services 
Carel Nagata, Cook Inlet Housing Authority 
Alicia Cook, Habitat for Humanity Anchorage 
Corrine O’Neill, RurAL CAP 

 

Presentation on Housing and Community Development Consolidated Plan 2018 – 2022 

Presentation on Action Plan 2017 

Presentation on Assessment of Fair Housing 

Presentation on Housing Trust Fund 
 
Mr. Boehm and Ms. Anderson gave a presentation on the five-year 2018 – 2022 Consolidated 
Plan, 2017 Action Plan, Assessment of Fair Housing Plan and the Housing Trust Funds. 
 
Maggie Humm, Anchorage Legal Services Corporation - I am a supervising attorney at 
Alaska Legal Services Corporation (ALSC), I supervise our Anchorage office.  As you know 
from listening to the presentation we provide free civil legal services to folks that are low income 
and we’ve been a recipient of CDBG Public Service funds for several years.  We continue to be a 
recipient today and there are certainly folks who are homeless or at risk of homelessness that 
have a number of legal needs; and eviction defense is sort of an integral piece of the work that 
we do with these funds and other funding and so I wanted to share sort of the importance of this 
eviction defense work that we do and tell you a little bit more of what we do.  Every day at 
ALSC we get calls, we have clients walk in who are being evicted in all parts of Anchorage from 
all types of housing.  The reasons that they are evicted range from non-payment of rent, 
allegations of lease violations to the owner of the condo or whatever being foreclosed upon, any 
range of issues that we see on a daily basis.  The people that we see do not have many resources 
and they are certainly very vulnerable populations; elderly, families with young children, folks 
with physical and mental disabilities and victims of domestic violence are another large group 
that we see.  Without a lawyer, tenants often don’t know what they can do once they get that 
notice that they are being evicted, so they don’t know if the fact that they’ve gone without heat 
or hot water, or if they’re living in a roach infested apartment is any sort of defense.  They often 
times don’t show up to court once they’re served with a summons, so they may just be defaulted 
and the landlord gets a writ of assistance.  If they do go to court they may not know what legal 
arguments to make if they don’t have an attorney.  After the tenant is evicted, the landlord then 
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may go to the damages phase of the case and pursue money damages for whatever it is they’re 
alleging, unpaid rent, some damage to the apartment, those sorts of things; again the tenant often 
might not show up to this piece especially if they’ve already been evicted, and they don’t have 
money to pay it.  This can result in a money judgment against the defendant driving them deeper 
into debt and hurting their credit, making it really difficult to get a good reference from the 
landlord; you can see all these things on court view when you go to look up somebody.  And 
those that have Section 8 Vouchers might lose their vouchers as a result of all this.  If ALSC 
represents a tenant in this situation, a lot of this can be avoided.  Using CDBG Public Service 
funds, we’ve represented a number of, hundreds of families; our success rate for work like this is 
about 97%.  Our work is really efficient we’ve been doing this for a long time.  Often time we 
can just negotiate with the landlord, we don’t even have to go to court we can just call up the 
landlords and try to straighten things out.  We also work closely with AHFC to help folks 
maintain their housing vouchers.  If indeed they do need to part ways with the landlord, we can 
help them to maintain that voucher and take it with them to the next apartment or home they’re 
in. 
We try to be innovative without work; we don’t just stop at representing clients.  A few projects 
that we have done in the last few years, just this last year we implemented a Housing Court 
Justice project and that places a volunteer leader at the court house two days a week and 
represents tenants, offers representation to tenants where the landlord is represented.  That is a 
project that has been successful so far. 
 
In 2013 we started a landlord/tenant help line that’s staffed by volunteer trainees two evenings a 
week and for years we’ve been teaching legal clinics in the community also staffed by volunteer 
attorneys.  Again we try not to just focus on the day-to-day crises intervention; we try to have a 
broader impact by having these other projects.  Our work we think is certainly evidence based, 
projects like the Housing Court Just project I mentioned, studies of those projects in other states 
have shown that when folks are offered a lawyer, tenants are more likely to stay housed and just 
overall they fare better financially. 
 
Our works save the community money.  In 2011 the Mental Health Trust funded an economic 
and social study of our services, ALSC’s services specifically and they found that our eviction 
defense works saves Alaskan communities $640,000 in emergency shelter costs annually. 
 
I guess to sort of wrap up, continued theme for our eviction defense work we think is essential.  
You know, there is a serious justice gap in Alaska; most low income households do not have 
access to an attorney.  There’s approximately one civil legal aid attorney in Alaska for every 
10,000 people at 200% or below the federal poverty guidelines, about every one person we assist 
we have to turn one away.  We are the only provider of free legal services to folks facing 
eviction. 
 
There were no questions. 
 
Corrine O’Neill, Supportive Housing Division Director for RurAL CAP - Thank you for 
having me here today and taking public testimony on the Fair Housing, Action Plan and 
Consolidated Plan.  On the fair housing assessment I would just like to comment HUD has some 
new guidance on criminal background and I think this is a really important topic in Anchorage 
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and I would like to see the municipality in their assessment do something around discrimination 
towards people with criminal backgrounds thereby discriminating by race because I think it’s a 
problem across the community.  In regards to CDBG funding, I’d like to see Public Service 
funding have a continual emphasis on homelessness in 2018 and thank the municipality for 
continuing the Public Service funding as it stands in 2017.  It’s really important for operational 
programs to have continuity in funding in order to sort of maximize good practice and 
operational standards I appreciate that those grants have run more than one year, because I think 
it almost takes you one year sometimes to even get up and running and then for the Housing 
Trust Fund I think RurAL CAP would like to see a maximization of the operational set aside and 
see if that can’t be aligned with some housing choice vouchers. 
 
The community just got back their Continuum of Care scores for this community which were not 
great and we lost three points in that round just for not having collaboration or set aside with our 
housing authority.  Because the housing trust fund money is not very large and the operational 
set aside is not very large, I think coupling that would be good leverage for that funding and also 
because operational funding is so hard to come by. 
 
I think the municipality knows HSMG just ran and there were over double the amount of 
applicants as there were funding, I think that would be a really important use.  And then we 
would like to see the municipality keep their CHDO operating assistance program going, 
unfortunately compliance never pays for itself in programs like HOME programs even though 
it’s a very, very small amount of funding.  We think it really does help even just a little bit with 
capacity.  Ms. Anderson stated it was $9,000. Ms. O’Neill said that it still pays the rent.  Also 
the Continuum of Care just lost its Rapid Re-Housing for AWAIC and with that the CoC is 
going to have difficulties scoring and being competitive and therefore, we cannot get any bonus 
projects around Rapid Re-Housing.  I’d like to see an emphasis on ESG in regards to Rapid Re-
Housing and maybe not this year but eventually looking at that for TBRA as well. 
 
I think we run Safe Harbor Muldoon that has 330 people that were served in the last year; most 
children under the age of 5 and we’re carrying an 11 person waiting list as are Clare House and 
McKinnel right now and we need to do something to get some people out of the system faster if 
we are going to really drop our family homelessness count in this community.  And there’s 
certainly people that could get out the system, it’s just we have no continuum to get them out of 
the system that fast.  So I’d like to see an emphasis more moving one ESG towards Rapid Re-
Housing and looking at that eventually for TBRA.  And then I’d think going back to my final 
comment on the Housing Trust Fund it’s again targeted towards 30% of the median income.  We 
know when we serve 30% of the median income, that you really shouldn’t do that, that’s often a 
very high needs population, if you’re going to serve 30% of the median income, I think it should 
really be looked at for permanent supportive housing.  Thank You. 
 
Ms. Anderson asked if there were any questions for Ms. O’Neill.  A member of the audience 
asked what the HSMG.  Ms. O’Neill answered Human Services Matching Grant; it’s an 
operational non-profit funding that’s also administered by the municipality. 
 
Ms. Anderson – I have just one question, you’re talking about the 30% operational for the 
Housing Trust Fund, and you’re saying use it towards tenant based rental assistance.  Ms. O’Neil 
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– No, just that you maximize the set-aside because it’s a choice.  Ms. Anderson – So maximize 
it, you’re saying with the housing choice vouchers?  Ms. O’Neill – No, I’m saying take the 
maximum and then I’m saying see if you can and then if AHFC can somehow match that with 
Section 8 vouchers because it’s not that much money, if you’re going to do like a supportive 
housing project you’re going to need the vouchers, just like Special Needs Housing Grant you 
need the operational and the vouchers, right to make the project work.  Particularly since the 
CoC is also losing points on not having any connection to the housing authority on homeless 
projects right now.  We certainly need every point that we can get. 
 
Another guest question – How would we demonstrate that we made so much progress in the 
CoC with shifting RurAL CAP’s Homeward Bound program from transitional housing to 
permanent housing in the John Thomas project, so that was a gain and that took and enormous 
amount of work and kudos to you and your whole team.  But how would we demonstrate that 
because what I hear you saying is we need to operationalize, cooperation or partnership with the 
AHFC, so could you describe a little bit about what you had envisioned with that?  Ms. O’Neill 
– No I didn’t envision, I mean maybe it would help the CoC eventually if we could use the 
Housing Trust Funds because we are not able to be competitive enough to get anymore federal 
funds.  Like we didn’t get any of our bonus projects this year and we got our award cut because 
we are not reducing homelessness, we’re not reducing the length of time of homelessness and so 
we’re kind of in this place where we’re not competitive enough to keep up our own funding 
resource.  I just think the Housing Trust is not that much money so if we are going to do it, we’re 
going to have to leverage.  I think too, the loss of the Rapid Re-Housing piece is a problem 
coming up.  The other place we scored really poorly was on diverting people fast enough out of 
the system.  I think this has to do with Rapid Re-Housing, right?  Because people are sitting in 
our system to long because we have no Rapid Re-Housing continuum to get them out, so we lost 
like six points or something like that on that category of not tracking who was staying in the 
system, getting them out of the system, reducing the length of days people are in the homeless 
system and so that was a big point loss. 
 
Melinda Freemon, Director Department of Health and Human Services – We really 
appreciate this feedback, it’s tremendously important whether you do it in writing or whether 
you do it here in this meeting or you connect with Nancy, it’s very, very important.  The 
decisions we make as a community, if you have suggestions on what Nancy and I spoke about 
earlier.  When James was talking was taking a survey, it used to be many, many pages so when 
Jeremy, assistants, and Nancy and the team, it’s been reduced now to four pages; which you 
can’t imagine how much more user friendly that is than when I filled this out before.  If we could 
get these to the community councils, either the federation or have the team go out to the 
community councils to find out if members and/or residents have experienced housing 
discrimination and the community’s housing needs. 
 
Ms. Anderson – We will be getting them out and we probably will be contacting some of your 
organizations, like Cook Inlet Housing Authority and do a short presentation and get feedback on 
both those surveys.  Any other testimony, anybody else wants to talk? 
 
Carel Nagata, Cook Inlet Housing Authority – The Land Use Plan Map is out for review right 
now.  Ms. Anderson – Yes and they are doing the final public comment and review.  Carel 



Municipality of Anchorage 
Assessment of Fair Housing Plan 

Final 2017 
Page 95 of 131 

Nagata, Cook Inlet Housing Authority – I just saw that on the 23rd they will maybe be at the 
Assembly, I guess presenting at the Assembly.  My question is, has there been any discussion 
with the city about, they have some areas in their map proposing like reinvestment or transit 
supported corridors, things that will open somebody’s housing development.  Has there been any 
discussion with, I guess the Planning Department about their ideas, because I guess these are 
proposals? Ms. Anderson – As far as with our actually meeting with them and discussing with 
them, there haven’t been any major discussions.  They’ve come to the HAND Commission and 
did a presentation and talked about the plan and they’ve kept up with the e-mail notice, as I get 
the e-mail notice I just basically send it out to all our people on the list to make sure the people 
are available for making comments.  What I’ve seen them doing, as far as with just me observing 
from my position, is that I think that they’re getting some good comments and they’re making 
some good decisions as far as making it more builder friendly and more affordable, and that’s 
pretty much our overlap. 
Carel Nagata, Cook Inlet Housing Authority – I guess is there any contemplation about 
getting some of the federal funds to kind of line up with those targeted areas they’re looking at.  
Like if the city is committed to invest in certain areas whether it’s the public infrastructure like 
tax abatement, like getting some of the HUD money. Ms. Anderson – For us targeting certain 
areas we can target neighborhoods that are more low income, we do have that population in Mt. 
View.  If we look at the census map and we look at where the lower income populations live, the 
census map will look at blocks of communities or as the Municipality of Anchorage, we can 
target blocks of communities like Mt. View area.  Otherwise, for us to be able to put any money 
in a project like that it would have to be serving the low income population.  Any housing project 
we would have to have a percentage of those people moving into that housing project meet the 
low income qualifications. 
 
Ms. Anderson asked for anymore comments. 
 
Jeremy Baker, Director Fair Housing Enforcement Project, Alaska Legal Services 
Corporation – I want to thank the municipality for the opportunity to testify today and also for 
asking for our input and collaboration as you work on the Assessment of Fair Housing process.  
I’m just going to highlight a couple of areas to Fair Housing choice that we’ve heard about from 
community members.  Today I’ll probably be giving additional input throughout the process, but 
today I just want to mention a couple of things.  The first was already brought up by Corrine, and 
that is overly broad criminal backgrounds screening policies.  As soon as an area of emphasis for 
HUD, at the moment it’s also kind of dovetails with all the work that is being done around 
prisoner re-entry in Alaska and nationally.  A number of housing providers both subsidized 
housing providers and private landlords do have overly broad policies that are limiting access to 
housing and are kind of continuing to punish re-entering citizens who have already paid their 
debt to society.  There are ways to address this by having policies that look at, take an 
individualized assessment of the crime that was committed, when it was committed and other 
mitigating factors that might be present so that you can ensure the safety of housing provider 
staff and residents while providing better access to housing for our re-entering citizens. 
 
The second barrier to fair housing choice that I want to mention today was private landlords that 
are not taking vouchers, housing choice vouchers or Section 8 vouchers as they are sometimes 
called.  In the fair housing rule we call this a source of income discrimination.  It is something 
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that has been prohibited in a number of states and municipalities around the country and it’s an 
especially big issue in Anchorage today with the type of rental market that we have, the source of 
income discrimination is closing off a significant portion of the rental market to folks that have 
housing vouchers.  And it also might be limiting access to areas of opportunity in town if 
landlords in certain neighborhoods tend to not take vouchers; so we hope that that source of 
income discrimination is something that the municipality will take a look at in the AFH process.  
Thanks. 
 
Ms. Anderson asked if there were any questions for Jeremy.  There were none.  
 
Ms. Anderson asked if there were any other comments.  Ms. Anderson informed everybody if 
they had comments later they can send it in an e-mail, fax or mail it in to her through June 13th.  
There will be other comment periods.  We are looking at December 2016 for the 2017 Action 
Plan.  Our 5-year plan that starts in 2018.  The Assessment to Fair Housing, our plan to HUD has 
to be there by early April.  The surveys, we will be doing presentation all through the fall and 
will be completed by December. 
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Public Hearing 
February 1, 2017 

City Hall 
632 West 6th Avenue, Conference Room 155 

 
Municipality DHHS Representative Guests  

Nancy Anderson, Program Manager CSD Jeremy Baker, Alaska Legal Services 
James Croft, Alaska Legal Services 
Stephanie Smithson, Catholic Social Services 
Eddie P., Aviator Hotel 

 

 
Presentation on Municipality’s Assessment of Fair Housing (AFH) Plan: 
Ms. Anderson gave a PowerPoint presentation on a summary of the Assessment of Fair Housing 
Plan. 
 
Jeremy Baker, Alaska Legal Services Corporation (ALSC) – Thank you for this opportunity 
to comment on the Municipality’s Draft Assessment of Fair Housing. First, I want to 
acknowledge the work that went into the preparation of the Municipality’s Draft AFH, 
particularly by the staff of the Department of Health and Human Services. 
 
HUD’s Affirmatively Furthering Fair Housing, or AFFH, final rule was published in July 2015, 
less than 2 years ago, so I appreciate that there were challenges in putting this regulation into 
practice while trying to apply a relatively new and evolving set of requirements. 
 
The Municipality’s work on this AFH is contributing to raising awareness about, and helping to 
continue discussions around, issues relating to housing discrimination and equality in housing 
rights, and I look forward to continued collaboration as we work together in identifying and 
addressing fair housing issues, and barriers to access to opportunity, in our community. 
Alaska Legal Services Corporation will be submitting detailed written comments on the Draft 
Assessment of Fair Housing, so I will keep my comments today relatively brief. 
 
At least 6 times in the Draft AFH, some variation on the following statement is repeated when 
prompted to discuss housing issues in terms of racial or ethnic groups.  

“Anchorage doesn’t have race/ethnic segregated housing patterns. Anchorage does have 
income segregated housing patterns.” 

 
This statement is problematic on a number of levels. First, Anchorage has a racially or ethnically 
concentrated area of poverty, as defined by the federal government. Therefore, it is not consistent 
with the HUD-provided information to say that we don’t have any racially or ethnically 
segregated housing patterns. Furthermore, when you look at the low-income population in 
Anchorage, for example individuals at 125% of the poverty level or less, the majority are people 
of color. So, in reality, income-segregated housing patterns are racially segregated housing 
patterns. And the AFH must acknowledge and address this. 
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I think revisiting the definition and explanation of what AFFH means can provide helpful 
context: 

AFFH is defined by federal regulation to mean "taking meaningful actions, in addition to 
combating discrimination, that overcome patterns of segregation and foster inclusive 
communities free from barriers that restrict access to opportunity based on protected 
characteristics. Specifically, affirmatively furthering fair housing means taking 
meaningful actions that, taken together, address significant disparities in housing needs 
and in access to opportunity, replacing segregated living patterns with truly integrated 
and balanced living patterns, transforming racially and ethnically concentrated areas of 
poverty into areas of opportunity, and fostering and maintaining compliance with civil 
rights and fair housing laws.” 

 
This Draft AFFH seems to simply state that we do not have race-related housing issues in 
Anchorage, even in the face of data to the contrary.  
Furthermore, looking at ways to increase access to areas of opportunity and improve fair housing 
choice for all residents is at the heart of the AFFH rule, but there is far too little of this discussion 
in the Draft AFH. 
 
For example, Source of Income discrimination, or in other words refusal to rent to someone with 
a housing voucher, is identified as a potential barrier to fair housing choice in the Draft AFH.  
However, a discussion of how this might be addressed is lacking, despite HUD providing 
specific examples of how a local government might deal with SOI discrimination and how this 
can increase fair housing choice and provide access to areas of opportunity in the community. 
 
With regards to public participation, the AFFH final rule says that “communication means 
designed to reach the broadest audience.” To the best of my knowledge, the only public notices 
regarding the Assessment process were published in the notices section of the Alaska Dispatch 
News in English.  
 
Information on the Assessment of Fair Housing process was not even readily available on the 
Muni’s website. There was apparently little to no targeted outreach to groups with Limited 
English Proficiency.  
 
While the Muni did visit a number of organizations to distribute a survey on Housing 
Discrimination, this survey only asked about past experiences of discrimination. It did not 
address many of the crucial aspects of the AFFH requirement, including disproportionate 
housing needs and access to community assets and areas of opportunity. Outside of the written 
public comment process, which suffered from the notice issues I just mentioned, there was no 
mechanism for public input on these foundational components of AFFH. And it appears that not 
all verbal comments made at these events were included and addressed in the Draft AFH as 
required. This represents a missed opportunity to solicit input from those most affected by fair 
housing issues and housing policy. 
 
In addition, the content of the Draft AFH is not consistent with HUD’s requirements. HUD has 
released an “AFH Tool” which grantees are to use in completing their Assessments. This tool 
contains specific prompts that must be addressed, generally by analyzing HUD-provided data 
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based on various protected classes. The Draft AFH contains some, but it appears not all, of the 
HUD-required content. In addition to omissions, the responses to many of the prompts did not 
address the question asked or did not contain the required analysis.  For example, on p 47, in the 
section addressing disability issues in housing, the prompt says: 

“Do the Jurisdiction and Region have sufficient affordable, accessible housing in a range 
of unit sizes? Include a discussion of affordable units with accessibility features for 
individuals who use wheelchairs, individuals who are deaf or hard of hearing, and 
individuals who are blind or have low vision.” 

 
In response, a table is provided listing the numbers of people with certain types of disabilities but 
no information on housing. The response continues, saying  

“One of the common complaints expressed by residents with disabilities is the 
insufficient number of affordable and accessible housing ranging in unit sizes in 
Anchorage and the Mat-Su Borough. The largest percentage of residents with a disability 
in Anchorage are in need of accessible housing for ambulatory difficulty (5.38%). There 
is a demand for housing built on one-level or access to an elevator plus other ambulatory 
modifications.” 

 
So, in the response there is no data on the housing stock suited to people with various 
disabilities, and nothing related to the required discussion of vision and hearing impairments.  
I will give one more example. We have one racially or ethnically concentrated area of poverty 
under the federal definition – the Mtv. View/Govt Hill area. On p. 13, a prompt says, “for each 
identified R/E CAP, describe the relevant characteristics that set it apart from non-R/E CAPs, 
including patterns of financial investment, transportation and other basic services, infrastructure, 
health and safety condition, and geographic isolation.” 
 
The response Draft AFH is “There are no relevant characteristics that set Mountain View and 
Government Hill” apart from other neighborhoods in Anchorage.  
 
I think it is fair to say that these are representative of the responses and analysis in the Draft 
AFH. Again, this is not compliant with HUD’s requirements. In addition, it represents a missed 
opportunity to gather and analyze data, for use by the Municipality and housing providers in 
planning, and for use by advocates in identifying and addressing areas of need.  
 
The final area I want to address has to do with the goals and action plans set out in the Draft 
AFH. The applicable regulation, at 24 CFR 5.154, states that for each goal,  

“a program participant must identify one or more contributing factors that the goal is 
designed to address, describe how the goal relates to overcoming the identified 
contributing factor(s) and related fair housing issue(s), and identify the metrics and 
milestones for determining what fair housing results will be achieved.” 

 
The goals in the Muni’s Draft AFH do not meet this requirement. There is no clear discussion of 
how the goals relate to contributing factors, and the goals generally do not include meaningful 
metrics for determining results. 
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For example, there is no goal specifically relating to increasing the stock of accessible housing, 
even though as noted a moment ago, that was described as an area of need.  Looking at the goals 
that are included, one of them is: “Expand and market housing assistance programs for the 
protected classes of the residents.” 
 
The measureable action items associated with this goal are: 

• First, for MOA and AHFC to “collaborate” in developing and marketing “an accessible 
housing registry for residents on housing assistance programs” and  

• (2) for the MOA to “support and assist” the State on Medicare expansion to cover some 
of these programs. 

 
I agree the expansion of housing assistance programs is an urgent issue, but this goal and the 
associated measurable, like most in this Draft AFH, are much too vague. Indeed, there are no 
metrics and milestones for determining results. Goals should be set with specific deliverables and 
timeframes so that results can be measured, as required. 
 
In closing, I’d like to note that HUD issued a revised AFH tool for local governments on January 
13, 2017. That is the version of the tool that is currently in effect and that HUD says must be 
used for completing the AFH. I encourage the municipality to consult this resource in revising 
the Draft AFH. 
 
Thank you again for the opportunity to comment today. 
 
Municipality of Anchorage, Department of Health & Human Services (DHHS) Response 
#1. The draft AFH plan includes HUD Table 3 – Race/ethnic Dissimilarity Trends on page 
12. The dissimilarity index measures the degree to which two groups are evenly distributed 
across a geographic area and is commonly used for assessing residential segregation between 
two groups. Values range from 0 to 100, where higher numbers indicated a higher degree of 
segregation among the two groups measured. The dissimilarity index for Anchorage has a low 
segregation level (0-39) for all four race/ethnic populations. The 10 year trend for Anchorage has 
an increase for the four race/ethnic dissimilarity indexes but still a low segregation value. 
 
Anchorage race/ethnic trends over the last 15 years shows the White population declining and all 
other race populations growing with the greatest growth in the Asian or Pacific Islander and 
Hispanic origin populations. Anchorage ranks 30th among 366 metropolitan areas in the diversity 
index and is fifth among medium-sized U.S. cities (page 10 of draft AFH plan). 
 
Anchorage’s neighborhoods are unique because they include members of all seven demographic 
categories/groups recognized by the government, White, Black, Hispanic/Latino, Alaska 
Native/American Indian, mixed race, Asian and Native Hawaiian/Pacific Islander in large 
numbers. The diversity index is defined as the race/ethnic groups in a Jurisdiction or Region. The 
more equally sized they are then the more demographic diversity you have in an area.  
 
There are no neighborhoods in Anchorage that have mostly non-White residents. Even the HUD 
Table 4 R/ECAP Demographics identified the R/ECAP neighborhood of Mountain View as 
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having 24% of the residents identified as White. Therefore, the AHF plan concluded that, 
Anchorage doesn’t have race/ethnic segregated housing patterns. Anchorage does have income 
segregated housing patterns. 
 
DHHS Response #2. The draft AFH plan includes one of the four goals to address landlords 
refusing to rent to a person with a housing voucher.  On page 60 of the draft AFH plan is the goal 
as stated, D1 Goal: Partner with other agencies to provide public education about the provisions 
of the Fair Housing Act and Municipal law to housing professionals, landlords, renters and 
homebuyers about protected classes. D1 Activity Measure: MOA will plan and participate in 
Fair Housing Month every April with ALSC, AHFC and HUD during the 5 years of the AFH 
Plan. D1 Activity Measure: MOA will promote fair housing topics on the front page of the 
MOA website during the 5 years of the AFH Plan. 
 
DHHS Response #3. The Municipality followed the Citizen Participation Plan that was 
amended to include the AHF plan and submitted and approved by HUD on April 18, 2016.  This 
was required by HUD before the Municipality could start working on the AHF plan. The 
amended Citizen Participation Plan will be included in the Municipality’s Housing and 
Community Development Consolidated Plan for 2018-2022. 
 
The AFH plan was posted as a Public Notice for a 30 day public comment period in the Alaska 
Dispatch, posted on the Municipality’s DHHS website and later on the Municipality’s front page 
website, emailed to the citizen participation list maintained by DHHS and the Anchorage 
Coalition to End Homelessness (ACEH) membership list, emailed to partner agencies that 
participated in drafting the AHFC plan, and paper copies were made available at the Loussac 
Library, ACEH office and Public Housing’s Anchorage Family Investment Center. The 
participation of all residents was encouraged and reasonable accommodation was offered for 
those residents with disabilities who need auxiliary aids, services, or special modifications and 
non-speaking English residents. 
 
As stated on page 53 of the draft AFH plan, the Municipality departments have access to a 
system called Language Link, which has dozens of translators on hand. The individual points to 
their language on the poster of the department that they are in, the Municipal employee calls the 
1-800 number and the number connects them to a translator. The translator then speaks via 
speaker phone to the individual. 
 
As stated in the draft AFH plan on page 5, MOA communicated with organizations serving 
various race/ethnic groups to insure adequate involvement within Anchorage. MOA 
disseminated fair housing materials and the fair housing survey to nonprofit organizations 
serving the Anchorage’s culturally diverse population. MOA staff would provide both a written 
and oral Fair Housing Survey for persons with disabilities and/or limited English proficiency. 
MOA offered language interpreters to clients with limited English proficiency at the DHHS 
Public Health Services (PHS) and Women Infants & Children (WIC) offices that included the 
Native Health Services campus where the survey was distributed. As an incentive for completing 
the survey at the PHS and WIC offices, two $50 grocery store gift cards were awarded to the 
winners of drawings held for each office. 
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DHHS Response #4. The AFH survey was drafted by the Municipality and vetted by Jeremy 
Baker, the Director of the Fair Housing Project at Alaska Legal Services Corporation, before the 
survey was finalized. MOA developed a short four question fair housing survey that took less 
than 5 minutes to complete. As stated in the draft AFH plan on page 5, the survey was used as a 
tool to encourage the public to participate in the AFH plan discussion and talk about their fair 
housing concerns to the Municipality staff at the meetings and events. Whenever possible, the 
Municipality staff partnered with Jeremy Baker, Fair Housing Enforcement Project Director at 
Alaska Legal Services Corporation, when invited to give a presentation on AFFH process in 
developing the AFH plan for the Municipality and distribute the fair housing survey. 
 
The Municipality will include transcripts of public comments received during the two 30-day 
public comment periods, May 25, 2016 and February 1, 2017, in the final AFH plan. The AFH 
survey results are summarized on page 8 of the AFH plan, as well as the two HUD work sessions 
held on August 9, 2016 and September 20, 2016. 
 
DHHS Response #5.  There is no HUD or local data on specific housing stock available for 
residents with disabilities in Anchorage. The Municipality will make this statement clearer in the 
AHF plan.  HUD tables 13 Disability Type, 14 Disability by Age Group and 15 Disability by 
Public Supported Housing Program Category, were reference in the draft AFH plan on pages 47 
and 48. The Municipality referred to the data in the HUD tables when responding to the 
questions.  
 
The Municipality researched local data to respond to the questions and contacted the Governor’s 
Council on Disabilities & Special Education. The director of the Governor’s Council provided 
the Municipality with the Housing Barriers Report 2015 from the Governor’s Council on 
Disabilities & Special Education. The report provided the Municipality with local information 
about residents with disabilities fair housing concerns and issues that were included in the AFH 
plan. The director of the Governor’s Council reviewed and vetted the AFH plan’s IV. Analysis 
Section E: Disability and Access before the draft AFH plan was posted for public comments. 
There is no HUD or local data on specific housing stock available for residents with disabilities 
in Anchorage. 
 
DHHS Response #6. HUD calculates R/ECAP area based on the 2010 census data. R/ECAP is a 
Census Tract where at least 50% of the population is non-White and/or Hispanic and has an 
income threshold that looks at the poverty rate.  The poverty rate on that Census Tract has to be 
either 40% or more or three times the rate of the poverty rate for that Municipality as a whole. 
 
The HUD analysis of Anchorage has identified one (1) Racially or Ethnically Concentrated Area 
of Poverty (R/ECAP), the Mountain View and Government Hill neighborhoods. Other than the 
R/ECAP designation, the neighborhoods of Mountain View and Government Hill have no 
relevant characteristics that set these neighborhoods apart from some other neighborhoods in 
Anchorage. Throughout the AFH plan, data supports that both neighborhoods have access to 
financial investment, public transportation, schools, jobs and other basic services. Mountain 
View neighborhood has had improvement in infrastructure such as schools, affordable housing, 
and health and safety conditions. Neither neighborhood is geographic isolated. 
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DHHS Response #7. The Municipality’s AHF plan goals and activities were written with the 
intent for the Municipality to be able to implement the activities in the 5 years of the AHF plan. 
As stated on page 3 of the draft AFH plan, the HUD Affirmative Furthering Fair Housing 
(AFFH): Final Rule dated July 16, 2015, 24 CFR Part 5, 91, 92, requires the MOA to submit an 
Assessment of Fair Housing (AFH) plan to HUD by April 6, 2017. The AFH plan must be 
approved by HUD in order for the MOA to receive the approximately $2.3 million in annual 
grant funds for low-income housing and development in the Municipality of Anchorage that 
includes the communities of Anchorage, Eagle River, Chugiak, Peters Creek, Eklutna and 
Girdwood (Turnagain Arm). The $2.3 million that the Municipality that is awarded by HUD 
limits the Municipality’s ability to implement fair housing and development goals without 
partnering with other agencies with financial resources. 
 
DHHS Response #8. On January 13, 2017 (Friday) HUD announced the availability of the 
updated Assessment Tool for local governments that receive HUD formula funding to conduct 
and submit an AFH. A comparison of the Revised Assessment Tool to the Final Assessment 
Tool for which the notice was published in the Federal Register on December 31, 2015 was also 
provided so that local governments could review all changes made. 
 
The Municipality had one day to review the HUD notice on January 17, 2017 (Tuesday) since 
Monday, January 16, 2017, was the Martin King Jr. holiday.  The Municipality noted that there 
were no significant changes to the HUD Assessment Tool so went forward as scheduled with the 
30-day public comment period for the draft AFH plan on January 18, 2017 (Wednesday). The 
Municipality will incorporate all modifications to the AFH plan in the final AFH plan. 
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Assessment of Fair Housing (AFH) Plan 
Public Comment Received on 

February 21, 2017 
 

Municipality DHHS Representative Comments  
Nancy Anderson, Program Manager CSD Jeremy Baker, Alaska Legal Services Corporation  

 
Alaska Legal Services Corporation (ALSC) – These comments, submitted by the Fair Housing 
Project of Alaska Legal Services Corporation (ALSC), address the Municipality of Anchorage’s 
Draft Assessment of Fair Housing Plan (Draft AFH). The Fair Housing Project of ALSC is the 
state’s only full-service fair housing program and works to eliminate housing discrimination and 
to ensure equal housing opportunity for all people in Alaska. These comments are informed by 
our work as legal aid practitioners and fair housing advocates. 
 
The federal Fair Housing Act requires the United States Department of Housing and Urban 
Development (HUD) to “administer [its] programs and activities relating to housing and urban 
development in a manner affirmatively to further the policies of [the Fair Housing Act].” 42 
U.S.C. § 3608(e)(5). A similar provision, 42 U.S.C. § 3608(d), applies to all federal agencies 
with housing and community development programs. To effectively implement this long-
standing statutory requirement, HUD promulgated an Affirmatively Furthering Fair Housing 
(AFFH) Final Rule in 2015. 
 
HUD's AFFH Final Rule provides an effective planning approach to aid program participants in 
taking meaningful actions to overcome historic patterns of segregation, promote fair housing 
choice, and foster inclusive communities that are free from discrimination. As provided in the 
rule, AFFH means "taking meaningful actions, in addition to combating discrimination, that 
overcome patterns of segregation and foster inclusive communities free from barriers that restrict 
access to opportunity based on protected characteristics. Specifically, affirmatively furthering 
fair housing means taking meaningful actions that, taken together, address significant disparities 
in housing needs and in access to opportunity, replacing segregated living patterns with truly 
integrated and balanced living patterns, transforming racially and ethnically concentrated areas 
of poverty into areas of opportunity, and fostering and maintaining compliance with civil rights 
and fair housing laws. The duty to affirmatively further fair housing extends to all of a program 
participant's activities and programs relating to housing and urban development. 
 
Pursuant to the AFFH Final Rule, the Municipality is required to prepare an Assessment of Fair 
Housing (AFH), which is intended to help communities comply with their obligations under the 
Fair Housing Act. HUD has provided an “AFH Tool” that, along with instructions and data, 
consists of a serious of questions designed to help grantees identify fair housing issues in their 
communities. The AFFH Final Rule requires that the AFH be incorporated into the Consolidated 
Plan and other planning documents. 
 
We appreciate the Municipality’s efforts in preparing this Draft AFH. To meet the requirements 
of the AFFH Final Rule and to fulfill its obligations to affirmatively further fair housing, 
however, we believe that the Municipality must revise the draft AFH to include necessary 
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information and data, analysis of fair housing issues, identification of contributing factors, and 
meaningful and measureable goals. These requirements are not merely an empty process. Rather, 
the AFFH rule encourages a more engaged and data-driven approach to assessing fair housing 
and planning actions, and establishes basic parameters to help guide public sector housing and 
community development planning and investment decisions. The Assessment of Fair Housing 
should be an effective planning document that lays out the path the Municipality will follow to 
increase equitable access to opportunity and to ensure that Anchorage continues to be a diverse 
and inclusive city. 
 
We have identified four general categories of deficiencies in the Draft AFH.  
 
ALSC Comment #1. First, there were serious issues with the Municipality’s Community 
Participation process. The methods used by the Municipality did not reach a large audience nor 
did they effectively solicit input from the traditionally marginalized and undeserved groups that 
are most likely to be directly impacted by the Municipality’s fair housing policies. They also did 
not result in effective input regarding reducing barriers to fair housing choice and increasing 
access to areas of opportunity. This not only fails to meet HUD’s requirements, it represents a 
missed opportunity. The community participation process offers a tremendous chance for the 
Municipality to gather important information and perspectives on the most pressing fair housing 
needs in the community and promising strategies for addressing them. It also offers community 
stakeholders a voice on important housing and community development issues and priorities. We 
recommend that the Municipality consider continuing to solicit input from community members 
and groups, as well as other relevant local and state government agencies, as it works to 
complete the AFH. 
 
DHHS Response #1. The Municipality complied with the Citizen Participation Plan that was 
amended to include the AHF plan, as required and approved by HUD, before the Municipality 
could start working on the AFH plan. The amended Citizen Participation Plan will be included in 
the Municipality’s Housing and Community Development Consolidated Plan for 2018-2022. 
 
The AFH plan was posted as a Public Notice for a 30 day public comment period in the Alaska 
Dispatch, posted on the Municipality’s DHHS website and later on the Municipality’s front page 
website, emailed to the citizen participation list maintained by DHHS and the Anchorage 
Coalition to End Homelessness (ACEH) membership list, emailed to partner agencies that 
participated in drafting the AHFC plan, and paper copies were made available at the Loussac 
Library, ACEH office and Public Housing’s Anchorage Family Investment Center. The 
participation of all residents was encouraged and reasonable accommodation was offered for 
those residents with disabilities who need auxiliary aids, services, or special modifications and 
non-speaking English residents. 
 
As stated on page 53 of the draft AFH plan, the Municipality departments have access to a 
system called Language Link, which has dozens of translators on hand. An individual points to 
their language on the poster and a Municipal employee calls the 1-800 number to connect them 
to a translator. The translator then speaks via speaker phone to the individual and the Municipal 
employee. 
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As stated in the draft AFH plan on page 5, MOA communicated with organizations serving 
various racial/ethnic groups to insure adequate involvement within Anchorage. MOA 
disseminated fair housing materials and the Fair Housing Survey to nonprofit organizations 
serving the Anchorage’s culturally diverse population. MOA staff would provide both a written 
and oral Fair Housing Survey for persons with disabilities and/or limited English proficiency. 
MOA offered language interpreters to clients with limited English proficiency at the DHHS 
Public Health Services (PHS) and Women Infants & Children (WIC) offices, including the WIC 
office at the Native Health Services campus, where the survey was distributed. As an incentive 
for completing the survey at the PHS and WIC offices, two $50 grocery store gift cards were 
awarded to the winners of drawings held for each office. 
 
ALSC Comment #2. Second, throughout the Draft AFH, the Municipality fails to ask or address 
numerous required questions/prompts posed by HUD’s AFH Tool. When the Municipality does 
ask the questions posed by the AFH Tool, the Draft AFH sometimes rewords the questions in 
ways that make a substantive difference. By failing to ask the right questions, the Draft AFH sets 
itself up to provide insufficient data and analysis. We recommend that the Municipality consider 
revising the Draft AFH so that it follows the format set out in the AFH Tool, including all 
required questions/prompts. 
 
DHHS Response #2. On January 13, 2017 (Friday) HUD announced the availability of the 
updated Assessment Tool for local governments that receive HUD formula funding to conduct 
and submit an AFH plan. The Municipality had one day to review the HUD notice on January 
17, 2017 (Tuesday) since Monday, January 16, 2017, was the Martin King Jr. holiday.  The 
Municipality noted that there were no significant changes to the HUD Assessment Tool so went 
forward as scheduled with the 30-day public comment period for the draft AFH plan on January 
18, 2017 (Wednesday). The Municipality will incorporate all required information in the final 
AFH plan. 
 
ALSC Comment #3. Third, the Municipality’s responses to questions posed by AFH Tool (or 
the Municipality itself, where questions do not track the content of the AFH Tool) are often 
deficient in various ways. Some responses fail to address the question. Some responses 
contradict the evidence provided by HUD for the Draft AFH. Many responses lack analysis and 
detail. We recommend that the Municipality review the responses in the Draft AFH to ensure 
that they all address the question asked, contain the necessary data and information, and contain 
the required analysis. Based on these responses and the accompanying data, we recommend that 
the Municipality identify and prioritizing contributing factors to fair housing issues in 
Anchorage. 
 
DHHS Response #3. On January 13, 2017 (Friday) HUD announced the availability of the 
updated Assessment Tool for local governments that receive HUD formula funding to conduct 
and submit an AFH plan. The Municipality noted that there were no significant changes to the 
HUD Assessment Tool so went forward as scheduled with the 30-day public comment period for 
the draft AFH plan on January 18, 2017 (Wednesday). The Municipality will incorporate all 
required information in the final AFH plan. The Municipality will review the responses in the 
draft AFH plan to ensure that all questions are addressed with the necessary data, information, 
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and analysis. When the Municipality determines that HUD and local data is not available to 
address a question, the Municipality will state this is the case in the final AFH plan. 
 
ALSC Comment #4. Fourth, the Municipality’s Draft AFH fails to create acceptable fair 
housing goals. The Municipality’s goals in the Draft AFH lack metrics, milestones, and 
timeframes for achievement. The goals do not provide a strategy for addressing the Mountain 
View and Government Hill Regionally or Ethnically Concentrated Area of Poverty (R/ECAP). In 
short, the goals are vague and do not seem designed to have an impact of fair housing issues. We 
recommend that the Municipality reconsider and revise its goals so that they will contribute to 
affirmatively furthering fair housing. 
 
DHHS Response #4. HUD calculates R/ECAP area based on the 2010 census data. R/ECAP is a 
Census Tract where at least 50% of the population is non-White and/or Hispanic and has an 
income threshold that looks at the poverty rate.  The poverty rate on that Census Tract has to be 
either 40% or more or three times the rate of the poverty rate for that Municipality as a whole. 
 
The HUD analysis of Anchorage has identified one (1) Racially or Ethnically Concentrated Area 
of Poverty (R/ECAP), the Mountain View and Government Hill neighborhoods. Throughout the 
AFH plan, data supports that both neighborhoods have access to financial investment, public 
transportation, schools, jobs and other basic services. Mountain View neighborhood has had 
substantial improvement in infrastructure such as schools, affordable housing, and health and 
safety conditions. Neither neighborhood is geographic isolated. 
 
The Municipality will revise the fair housing goals section of the AFH plan to include metric 
milestones that measures outcomes and performance. 
 
ALSC Community Participation Comment #5. HUD’s AFH Tool 3 requires that the 
Municipality describe efforts it made to “include those representing populations that are typically 
underrepresented in the planning process such as persons who reside in areas identified as 
R/ECAPs, persons who are limited English proficient, and persons with disabilities.” The 
Municipality was also required to “[b]riefly explain how [the Municipality’s outreach activities] 
were designed to reach the broadest audience possible.” 
 
On pages 4-5 of the Draft AFH, the Municipality describes its community engagement methods. 
The Municipality’s public outreach did not include specific outreach to areas identified as 
R/ECAP, Mountain View and Government Hill. For instance, per Table 1, the Municipality did 
not meet with the Mountain View, Government Hill, or Fairview Community Councils. There is 
no indication that the Alaska Mental Health Trust Authority was consulted as required by the 
Municipality’s Citizen Participation Plan. The Municipality also did not describe how its 
methods for public participation were designed to reach the broadest audience possible.  
 
DHHS Response #5. The Municipality will updated the list of community participants in the 
final AFH plan to include the contact with the neighborhoods of Mountain View and Fairview 
that were omitted in the draft AFH plan. The Municipality followed the Citizen Participation 
Plan that was amended to include the AFH plan, as required and approved by HUD, before the 
Municipality could start working on the AFH plan. The amended Citizen Participation Plan will 
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be included in the Municipality’s Housing and Community Development Consolidated Plan for 
2018-2022. The Municipality will include a complete description of all community participation 
in the final AFH plan. 
 
ALSC Community Participation Comment #6. In addition, the Draft AFH includes summaries 
from oral comments from just 2 of the 30 events listed in Table 1. It is therefore not clear if or 
how oral comments from these events were incorporated. For example, as noted in the Draft 
AFH, Municipality staff met with staff from Alaska Legal Services Corp. on November 17, 
2016. At that meeting, Jeremy Baker of ALSC noted that displacement of mobile home residents 
is an issue, and recommended that the Municipality consider strategies to address this. However, 
there is no discussion of strategies to counter displacement of mobile home owners in the Draft 
AFH. 
 
DHHS Response #6. The Municipality will include transcripts from the two public hearings and 
public comment periods as an appendix to the final AFH plan. The Municipality included as a 
goal/activity in the draft AFH plan that DHHS will budget a portion of HUD grant funds for 
repairing roofs and boilers in housing owned by low-income residents in the Municipality of 
Anchorage each year of the 5 years of the AFH Plan this would include mobile homes (see A1 
Goal and A1 Activity). 
 
ALSC Community Participation Comment #7. The AFH Tool also required the Municipality 
to analyze the success of “efforts at eliciting meaning community participation,” and to explain 
any reasons for low participation. The Municipality’s answer to this question, on page 6 of the 
Draft AFH, merely summarizes the strategy used by the Municipality. It does not assess the 
success of those efforts. Notably, no detail is provided on outreach efforts and success to 
R/ECAP residents, Limited English Proficiency residents, and persons with disabilities. On page 
8, the Municipality notes it received 332 completed surveys, which is approximately a tenth of a 
percent (0.1%) of Anchorage’s population. This appears to be low participation and the Draft 
AFH does not offer any analysis. A review of the Municipality’s public outreach strategy and its 
effectiveness is required and is likely to yield insight into how to improve future public 
participation. For example, the Municipality could consider whether including and promoting the 
AFH process on its website or publication of the notice in a different format, in additional places, 
and in languages would have been efficient ways to increase public participation. 
 
DHHS Response #7. The draft AFH plan was posted as a Public Notice for a 30 day public 
comment period in the Alaska Dispatch, posted on the Municipality’s DHHS website and later 
on the Municipality’s front page website, emailed to the citizen participation list maintained by 
DHHS and the Anchorage Coalition to End Homelessness (ACEH) membership list, emailed to 
partner agencies that participated in drafting the AHFC plan, and paper copies were made 
available at the Loussac Library, ACEH office and Public Housing’s Anchorage Family 
Investment Center. The participation of all residents was encouraged and reasonable 
accommodation was offered for those residents with disabilities who need auxiliary aids, 
services, or special modifications and non-speaking English residents. 
 
As stated on page 53 of the draft AFH plan, the Municipality departments have access to a 
system called Language Link, which has dozens of translators on hand. The individual points to 
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their language on a poster of the department and the Municipal employee calls the 1-800 number 
which connects them to a translator. The translator then speaks via speaker phone to the 
individual. 
 
As stated in the draft AFH plan on page 5, the Municipality communicated with organizations 
serving various racial/ethnic groups to insure adequate involvement within Anchorage. The 
Municipality disseminated fair housing materials and the Fair Housing Survey to nonprofit 
organizations serving the Anchorage’s culturally diverse population. Municipal staff would 
provide both a written and oral Fair Housing Survey for persons with disabilities and/or limited 
English proficiency. The Municipality offered language interpreters to clients with limited 
English proficiency at the DHHS Public Health Services (PHS) and Women Infants & Children 
(WIC) offices, which included the Native Health Services campus, where the survey was 
distributed. As an incentive for completing the survey at the PHS and WIC offices, two $50 
grocery store gift cards were awarded to the winners of drawings held for each office. 
 
The Municipality determined that the efforts at eliciting meaningful community participation for 
the AFH plan was successful. The 332 survey responses is viewed as a success. The 
Municipality does not believe that posting a fair housing survey on the Municipal website would 
improve the outcome of a survey and reach the protected class groups of Anchorage residents.  
The Municipality believes the best way to involve the protected class groups of Anchorage 
residents is to go into the communities where they are meeting. 
 
ALSC Community Participation Comment #8. Furthermore, the Municipality’s survey only 
asked about past experiences of discrimination. It did not address many of the crucial aspects of 
the AFFH requirement, including disproportionate housing needs and access to community 
assets and areas of opportunity. The survey did indicate relatively high rates of people who had 
experienced housing discrimination as well as low rates of awareness of where to get help. This 
suggests a need for more fair housing education and enforcement. 
 
DHHS Response #8. The AFH survey was drafted by the Municipality and vetted by Jeremy 
Baker, the Director of the Fair Housing Project at Alaska Legal Services Corporation, before the 
survey was finalized. A short four question Fair Housing Survey was developed that took less 
than 5 minutes to complete. As stated in the AFH plan on page 5, the survey was used as a tool 
to encourage the public to participate in the AFH plan discussion and talk about their fair 
housing concerns to the Municipality staff at the meetings and events. Whenever possible, the 
Municipality staff partnered with Jeremy Baker, Fair Housing Enforcement Project Director at 
Alaska Legal Services Corporation, when invited to give a presentation on AFFH process in 
developing the AFH plan for the Municipality and distribute the Fair Housing Survey. 
 
ALSC Community Participation Comment #9. Comments noted but not accepted were not 
explained. For example, on page 8 of the Draft AFH, the Municipality notes that source of 
income discrimination against voucher holders was identified as an issue in comments on May 
25, 2016, but there is no discussion in the Draft AFH of possible strategies to increase fair 
housing choice by eliminating source of income discrimination and no explanation as to why this 
what not considered. Similarly, later on the same page, the Municipality notes that inclusionary 
zoning was raised in comments on August 9, 2016. The Draft AFH does not offer a discussion of 
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inclusionary zoning as a strategy to address fair housing choice, nor an explanation as to why it 
was not considered. 
 
DHHS Response #9. The Municipality will include transcripts from the two public hearings and 
public comment periods as an appendix to the final AFH plan. The Municipality included as a 
goal/activity in the draft AFH plan that the Municipality’s DHHS, Planning and Transportation 
Departments and Alaska Housing Finance Corporation will meet at least twice a year to evaluate 
and monitor barriers to fair housing and the progress of mix-income, affordable and accessible 
housing development in the Municipality of Anchorage (see A1 Goal and A1 Activity). 
 
ALSC Community Participation Comment #10. The AFFH rule required the Municipality to 
amend its Citizen Participation Plan. It did, but the Municipality’s website has not yet been 
updated to reflect the AFH public participation process. We recommend that the Municipality 
update this website to help increase understanding of the role that the AFH plays in the planning 
process. 
 
DHHS Response #10. The Municipality followed the Citizen Participation Plan that was 
amended to include the AHF plan, as required and approved by HUD, before the Municipality 
could start working on the AHF plan. The amended Citizen Participation Plan will be included in 
the Municipality’s Housing and Community Development Consolidated Plan for 2018-2022. 
 
DHHS Response #11 -#26. Instead of repeating this text over numerous times, the following 
text should be referenced when reading DHHS responses #10 to #26.  On January 13, 2017 
(Friday) HUD announced the availability of the updated Assessment Tool for local governments 
that receive HUD formula funding to conduct and submit an AFH plan. The Municipality noted 
that there were no significant changes to the HUD Assessment Tool so went forward as 
scheduled with the 30-day public comment period for the draft AFH plan on January 18, 2017 
(Wednesday). The Municipality will incorporate all modifications in the final AFH plan. The 
Municipality will review the responses in the draft AFH plan to ensure that all questions are 
addressed with the necessary data, information, and analysis. When the Municipality determines 
that HUD and local data is not available to address a question, the Municipality will state this is 
the case in the final AFH plan. 
 
ALSC Problems with Questions Comment #11. For the sake of clarity, it is best to address 
these issues in list format. The AFH Tool sets out six required components of the AFH, 
identified by roman numerals: I. Cover Sheet; II. Executive Summary; III. Community 
Participation Process; IV. Assessment of Past Goals and Actions; V. Fair Housing Analysis; VI. 
Fair Housing Goals and Priorities. (References to the AFH below will use these roman 
numerals.) 
 
One of the six required components of an AFH is an “Assessment of Past Goals, Actions, and 
Strategies.” See AFH Tool at IV on page 1. The Municipality’s Draft AFH does not contain this 
section. We recommended that this section be added, including a discussion of strategies and 
progress towards meeting fair housing issues identified in past Analysis of Impediments to Fair 
Housing reports, as well as other fair housing efforts (e.g., amending Title V to add additional 
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protected classes in 2015). This section should also discuss the Municipality’s 2015 Conciliation 
Agreement with HUD and its implementation. 
 
DHHS Response #11 The section on the assessment of past goals, actions, and strategies can be 
found on pages 60-61 in the draft AFH plan. The Municipality’s 2015 Conciliation Agreement 
with HUD was resolved in 2015 and is not required to be included in the AFH plan for 2018-
2022. 
 
ALSC Problems with Questions Comment #12. The Municipality’s Draft AFH does not 
contain or address the AFH Tool’s prompt to “describe the location of homeowners and renters 
in the jurisdiction and region, and describe trends over time,” located at V(A)(2) in the AFH 
Tool.  
 
DHHS Response #12. The section on the location of homeowners and renters in the jurisdiction 
and region as presented in HUD table 16 and Census Tract 2010 data on Anchorage 
neighborhoods will be added to the final AFH plan. 
 
ALSC Problems with Questions Comment #13. The Municipality rewords the AFH Tool’s 
prompt at IV(B)(i)(1)(c). The AFH Tool says to “Identify areas with relatively high segregation 
and integration by race/ethnicity, national origin, or LEP group, and indicate the predominant 
groups living in each area.” In the Municipality’s Draft AFH, this question appears as “Identify 
neighborhoods or areas in the Jurisdiction and Region where racial/ethnic groups are segregated 
and indicate the predominant groups of each” (pg. 12). The Municipality’s rephrasing misses the 
point of the AFH Tool’s prompt, which asks about “areas of relatively high segregation and 
integration.”  
 
DHHS Response #13. The section on areas with relatively high segregation and integration by 
race/ethnicity, national origin, or LEP group, and indicate the predominant groups living in each 
area can be found on pages 12-16 in the draft AFH plan and HUD tables 1, 3 and 4. The 
Municipality will review Census Tract 2010 data on Anchorage neighborhoods race/ethnicity 
and include the data in the final AFH plan. 
 
ALSC Problems with Questions Comment #14. The Municipality’s Draft AFH does not 
contain or address the AFH Tool’s prompt to “consider and describe the location of owner and 
renter occupied housing in determining whether such housing is located in segregated or 
integrated areas,” at V(B)(i)(1)(d).  
 
DHHS Response #14. The section on race/ethnicity of homeowners and renters in the 
jurisdiction and region as presented in HUD table 16 will be added to the final AFH plan. 
 
ALSC Problems with Questions Comment #15. The Municipality’s Draft AFH does not 
contain or address the AFH Tool’s prompt to “discuss whether there are any demographic trends, 
policies, or practices that could lead to higher segregation in the jurisdiction in the future,” at 
V(B)(i)(1)(f).  
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DHHS Response #15. The section on demographic trends can be found on pages 11-12 in the 
draft AFH plan and HUD table 3. 
 
ALSC Problems with Questions Comment #16. The Municipality’s Draft AFH does not 
contain the “Contributing Factors of Segregation” analysis required by V(B)(i)(3). On page 16 of 
the Draft AFH, the Municipality purports to be examining “Determination of Segregation/ 
R/ECAPs.” However, the AFH Tool indicates that a separate discussion of these two topics is 
needed, as there may be differences in the applicability and priority of contributing factors. In 
addition, it is not clear that all potential contributing factors included in the AFH Tool for 
Segregation and R/ECAPs were considered  
 
For example, the second potential contributing factor for R/ECAPs provided in the AFH Tool 
(pg. 3) is “Deteriorated and abandoned properties.” The Mountain View Community 
Neighborhood Plan, which was adopted by the Anchorage Assembly on September 13, 2016 and 
is available on the home page of the Municipality’s Planning Division, lists “Encourage 
redevelopment of blighted and vacant properties” as one of the report’s Top Five Priorities for 
Mountain View. Despite the prompt from HUD and the presence of local knowledge indicating 
that this deteriorated and vacant properties are a significant problem, it does not appear in the 
Municipality’s discussion of R/E CAP contributing factors.  
 
The Municipality’s Draft AFH does not contain the AFH Tool’s prompt to “describe how 
R/ECAPs have changed over time (since 1990),” located at V(B)(ii)(1)(c) of the AFH Tool.  
 
DHHS Response #16. The Municipality will add to the final AFH plan more recent data and 
information from the Mountain View Community Neighborhood Plan, which was adopted by the 
Anchorage Assembly on September 13, 2016. 
 
ALSC Problems with Questions Comment #17.  Pursuant to section IV(B)(iii)(1)(b)(iii) of the 
AFH Tool, the Municipality’s Draft AFH should have answered the question “which 
racial/ethnic, national origin, or family status groups are least successful in accessing 
employment?” The Municipality did not ask nor answer this question in its Draft AFH.  
 
DHHS Response #17. The section on racial/ethnic, national origin, or family status groups that 
are least successful in accessing employment can be found on pages 32-33 in the draft AFH plan 
and HUD table 12. 
 
ALSC Problems with Questions Comment #18.  The Municipality’s Draft AFH prompt at 
page 34 assesses transportation access in the context of race, ethnicity and national origin. 
However, the AFH Tool’s prompt at (V)(B)(iii)(1)(c)(i), on page 4, includes “disparities in 
access to transportation based on place of residence, cost or other transportation related factors.”  
 
DHHS Response #18. The section on the disparities in access to transportation based on place of 
residence, cost or other transportation related factors can be found on pages 33-41 in the draft 
AFH plan and HUD table 12. 
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ALSC Problems with Questions Comment #19.  On page 42 of its Draft AFH, the 
Municipality asks the question “Which neighborhood or areas stand out as having particularly 
low and particularly high exposure to neighborhood poverty? Identify the predominant 
race/ethnicity, national origin or family status of the residents of each.” However, the AFH Tool 
splits this analysis into three questions with a different focus. See V(B)(iii)(1)(d)(ii)-(iv).8 In 
short, the Municipality’s phrasing of its question misses the point of the AFH Tool’s question 
and lacks the AFH Tool’s specificity.  
 
DHHS Response #19. The section on neighborhood or areas as having particularly low and 
particularly high exposure to neighborhood poverty can be found on pages 41-43 in the draft 
AFH plan and HUD table 12 
 
ALSC Problems with Questions Comment #20.  The Draft AFH’s “Determinants of 
Disparities in Access to Community Assets and Adverse Community Factors” on page 45 does 
not correspond to the AFH Tool’s “Contributing Factors of Disparities in Access to Opportunity” 
at V(B)(iii)(3) on page 5. It is not clear that all potential contributing factors included in the AFH 
Tool were considered.  
 
DHHS Response #20. The Municipality will review the responses in the draft AFH plan to 
ensure that all questions are addressed with the necessary data, information, and analysis. When 
the Municipality determines that HUD and local data is not available to address a question, the 
Municipality will state this is the case in the final AFH plan. 
 
 
ALSC Problems with Questions Comment #21. The Draft AFH does not contain or address 
the AFH Tool’s prompt at V(B)(iv)(1)(d), “Describe the differences in rates of renter and owner 
occupied housing by race/ethnicity in the jurisdiction and region.”  
 
DHHS Response #21. There is no HUD data or local data to answer the AFH tool question 
“Describe the differences in rates of renter and owner occupied housing by race/ethnicity in the 
jurisdiction and region.” The Municipality will make this statement in the final AFH plan. 
 
ALSC Problems with Questions Comment #22.  The Municipality’s Draft AFH does not 
contain or address the prompt located at V(C)(1)(b)(iv) on page 7 of the AFH Tool regarding 
demographics in subsidized housing.  
 
DHHS Response #22. The section on the demographics in subsidized housing can be found on 
pages 17-21 in the draft AFH plan and HUD table 6, 7 and 8. 
 
ALSC Problems with Questions Comment #23.  The Draft AFH’s “Determinants of 
Segregation/R/ECAPs Related to Publicly Supported Housing Location and Occupancy” does 
not conform to the AFH Tool’s “Contributing Factors of Publicly Supported Housing Location 
and Occupancy” on page 8. It is not clear that all potential contributing factors included in the 
AFH Tool were considered.  
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DHHS Response #23. The Municipality will review the responses in the draft AFH plan to 
ensure that all questions are addressed with the necessary data, information, and analysis. When 
the Municipality determines that HUD and local data is not available to address a question, the 
Municipality will state this is the case in the final AFH plan. 
 
ALSC Problems with Questions Comment #24.  The Draft AFH does not contain or 
sufficiently address the AFH Tool’s prompt to “Describe any disproportionate housing needs 
experienced by persons with disabilities and by persons with certain types of disabilities,” 
located at V(D)(5)(a) on page 9.  
 
DHHS Response #24. The disproportionate housing needs experienced by persons with 
disabilities and by persons with certain types of disabilities can be found on pages 45-54 in the 
draft AFH plan and HUD tables 13, 14 and 15. 
 
ALSC Problems with Questions Comment #25.  The Municipality’s Draft AFH does not 
contain or sufficiently address the AFH Tool’s prompt to “Describe any state or local fair 
housing laws. What characteristics are protected under each law?” located at V(E)(2) on page 10. 
The Draft AFH’s Executive Summary (p. 3) does include a statement that Alaska and Anchorage 
law add some additional protected classes, but the Draft AFH fails to mention that sexual 
orientation and gender identity became protected classes in the Municipality in 2015.  
 
DHHS Response #25. The Municipality will list the additional State and Municipal protected 
classes in the Executive Summary of the final AFH plan. 
 
ALSC Problems with Questions Comment #26.  On page 56, the Draft AFH assesses “Fair 
Housing and Compliance and Infrastructure Determinants.” It is unclear what the origin of this 
section is but its most likely analog in the AFH Tool is at V(E)(5) “Fair Housing Enforcement, 
Outreach Capacity, and Resources Contributing Factors” on page 11 of the AFH Tool. It is not 
clear that all potential contributing factors included in the AFH Tool for this section were 
considered.  
 
As the illustrated by the list above, there are many times in the Municipality’s Draft AFH where 
either 1) a question or prompt from the AFH Tool is omitted or 2) a question or prompt from the 
AFH Tool is rephrased in a way that substantively changes it. Given the extent of this problem 
we recommend that the Municipality revise the Draft AFH to track the content and prompts as 
set forth in the AFH Tool. 
 
DHHS Response #26. The Municipality will incorporate all modifications in the final AFH plan. 
The Municipality will review the responses in the draft AFH plan to ensure that all questions are 
addressed with the necessary data, information, and analysis. When the Municipality determines 
that HUD and local data is not available to address a question, the Municipality will state this is 
the case in the final AFH plan. 
 
ALSC Problems with Responses Comment #27. For the sake of clarity, it is best to address 
these issues in list format. The Draft AFH’s Executive Summary does not “summarize the fair 
housing issues, significant contributing factors, and goals” identified in the Draft AFH. It also 
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does not “include an overview of the process and analysis used to reach the goals.” This content 
is required in the executive summary by the AFH Tool at II (pg. 1).  
 
DHHS Response #27. The section on the summarize the fair housing issues, significant 
contributing factors, and goals can be found on pages 57-60 in the draft AFH plan. The 
Municipality will add an overview of the process and analysis used to reach the goals in the final 
AFH plan. 
 
ALSC Problems with Responses Comment #28. On page 10, the Draft AFH contains the 
prompt to “Describe and compare segregation levels in the Jurisdiction and Region. Identify the 
racial/ethnic groups that experience the highest levels of segregation in the Jurisdiction and 
Region.” The Draft AFH’s answer does not identify specific racial or ethnic groups that 
experience the highest levels of segregation. It also does not address the Mountain View and 
Government Hill R/ECAP, which is relevant to the prompt.  
 
DHHS Response #28. The section that describes and compares segregation levels in the 
jurisdiction and region can be found on pages 10-17 in the draft AFH plan and HUD tables 1, 3 
and 4.  The Municipality will review the responses in the draft AFH plan to ensure that all 
questions are addressed with the necessary data, information, and analysis. When the 
Municipality determines that HUD and local data is not available to address a question, the 
Municipality will state this is the case in the final AFH plan. 
 
 
ALSC Problems with Responses Comment #29. On page 11, the Draft AFH contains the 
prompt “Explain how levels of segregation have changed over time for the Jurisdiction and 
Region.” The Draft AFH’s answer does a good job explaining the difficulty in measuring 
segregation. However, there is a problematic part of the response. In noting there are some 
moderate segregation values, the Municipality writes “The CBSA region dissimilarity indexes 
cannot be interpreted as significant due to the low population of the Black, Hispanic and Asian 
or Pacific Islander [sic] in the region.” But on page 10, the Municipality noted that people of 
Asian or Pacific Island origin make up 12% of Anchorage while those of Hispanic origin make 
up 9%. These populations do not seem so low as to be insignificant regarding dissimilarity 
indexes. Similarly, HUD’s AFFH Rule Guidebook notes that “when a group’s population is less 
than 1,000” caution should be used in interpreting the dissimilarity index. The populations of the 
aforementioned groups in Anchorage are all in excess of 15,000.  
 
DHHS Response #29. Agree with the comment. The section on the dissimilarity index can be 
found on pages 11-12 in the draft AFH plan and HUD table 3.  The Municipality will review the 
responses in the draft AFH plan to ensure that all questions are addressed with the necessary 
data, information, and analysis. When the Municipality determines that HUD and local data is 
not available to address a question, the Municipality will state this is the case in the final AFH 
plan. 
 
 
ALSC Problems with Responses Comment #30. The Draft AFH’s answer to the prompt 
“Identify neighborhoods or areas in the Jurisdiction and Region where racial/ethnic groups are 
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segregated and indicate the predominant groups of each,” on page 12 contradicts the chart and 
text provided in response to the previous prompt immediately above it (on the same page). The 
Draft AFH states “The trend in Anchorage has been toward less segregation based on 
race/ethnicity” but the Racial/Ethnic Dissimilarity Trends chart shows a rise in segregation 
across race or ethnic groups and the corresponding text states that “[t]he 10 year trend for 
Anchorage has an increase for the four racial/ethnic dissimilarity indexes.”  
 
DHHS Response #30. Agree with the comment. The section on the dissimilarity index and the 
diversity index that are different racial/ethnicity measures and can be found on pages 11-12 in 
the draft AFH plan and HUD table 3.  The Municipality will review the responses in the draft 
AFH plan to ensure that all questions are addressed with the necessary data, information, and 
analysis. When the Municipality determines that HUD and local data is not available to address a 
question, the Municipality will state this is the case in the final AFH plan. 
 
 
ALSC Problems with Responses Comment #31. In its answer to the prompt “Describe the 
extent to which R/ECAP tracts are grouped together or scattered. Identify any groupings of 
R/ECAP tracts within the Jurisdiction,” on page 12-13, the Municipality pushes back against 
HUD’s finding that Mountain View and Government Hill is a R/ECAP. “A reason why 
Mountain View ranks as so diverse may not seem intuitive at first. People from around the world 
live there but a significant percentage of whites also live there. Government Hill neighborhood 
has very few residential housing [sic] since it is mostly occupied by the Ship Creek 
neighborhood that is industrial land operated by the railroad and Port of Anchorage.” Despite the 
percentage of white people living in Mountain View and the industrial nature of Government 
Hill, HUD has found the area to be an R/ECAP based on its high concentration of minority 
residents and economic characteristics. The Municipality’s response does not address the 
prompt.  
 
DHHS Response #31. MOA will not make a statement about whether or not Anchorage has 
race/ethnic segregated housing patterns in neighborhoods. MOA will state Anchorage has 
income segregation patterns in neighborhoods in the final AFH plan. MOA believes that the 
HUD and local data supports this conclusion. 
 
 
ALSC Problems with Responses Comment #32. The Draft AFH’s answer to the question 
“Which groups are disproportionately represented in R/ECAPs compared to the Jurisdiction and 
Region?” on page 16 states in part, “There are no groups disproportionately represented in 
R/ECAPs compared to other neighborhoods in Anchorage and the Mat-Su Borough.” This 
statement appears to contradict the data. According to the data provided in the Draft AFH on 
pages 9 and 13, the population of the Mountain View and Government Hill R/ECAP is 24% 
White (compared to 62.6% citywide), 15.98% Alaska Native or American Indian (7.9% 
citywide), 12.71% Black or African American (5.3% citywide), 25.88% Asian or Pacific Islander 
(9.9% citywide) and 11.89% Hispanic (7.6% citywide).  
 
DHHS Response #32. This statement will be removed from the final AFH plan. 
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ALSC Problems with Responses Comment #33. On Page 13, the Draft AFH states “There are 
no relevant characteristics that set the Mountain View and Government Hill neighborhoods apart 
from non-R/ECAP neighborhoods in Anchorage.” The prompt asked for information that might 
set the R/ECAP apart “including patterns of financial investment, transportation and other basic 
services, infrastructure, health and safety conditions and geographic isolation.” This response is 
contrary to common local knowledge and readily available local data.  
 
The Mountain View Community Action Plan, which was adopted by the Anchorage Assembly 
on September 13, 2016, is available on the home page of the Municipality of Anchorage 
Planning Division. The following is an excerpt from that document’s description of the 
characteristics that set Mountain View and Government Hill apart from other neighborhoods in 
Anchorage:  
 
The neighborhood was rezoned in 1965 to allow R-3 and R-4 development, which allowed 
multi-family housing to be constructed on lots that had previously been single-family. This 
change allowed Mountain View to serve the housing needs of the population surge during the 
Alaska Oil Pipeline construction of the 1970s and early 1980s. The area began transitioning in 
the 1970s from a stable, relatively healthy neighborhood on the edge of Anchorage to one in 
social distress. During this time, four-plex and multi-family apartment buildings were 
constructed, redefining the character of the neighborhood. Rental housing, originally filled with 
single persons or small families, transitioned to larger families needing affordable housing. 
These housing options later attracted many people immigrating to Anchorage from other 
countries, maintaining a constant demand for affordable rental housing. Local entities responded 
to this demand by providing more housing for low-income families and individuals.  
 
Since that time, the rest of Anchorage has become more educated, more prosperous and less 
transient, while Mountain View has experienced the opposite. The local poverty rate climbed 
steadily from 7.5% in 1970 to 16.2% in 1980 to 23.3% in 1990 to 25.1% in 2000. In 2010, 
Mountain View had a poverty rate of 24.3%. The citywide poverty rate remained roughly 7% 
throughout this entire period. While the portion of residents in the same house five years before 
each census increased from 22% in 1970 to 57.3% in 2010 for Anchorage as a whole, it only 
increased from 20% to 40.8% in Mountain View; and, while the proportion of residents without 
a high school diploma decreased for the city as a whole from 12% in 1980 to 8.1% in 2010, for 
Mountain View during the same time period that proportion increased from 22% to 32%. 
 
These data demonstrate that in the 1970s Mountain View was on par with the rest of Anchorage, 
but in the 1980s and 1990s, the neighborhood degraded considerably and became an area 
dominated by low income households. Those characteristics severely limited the buying power 
of the local area, which in turn hampered business development. The result is a neighborhood 
that has often been more a place of last resort than a community of choice. According to the 
American Community Survey’s 5-year estimates, in 2013, nine out of ten Mountain View 
residents were bringing home an annual income of less than 70 percent of the Anchorage area 
median income, and 28.9% of the Mountain View population had an income below the poverty 
level. 
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In analyzing and addressing Anchorage’s R/ECAP area for purposes of the AFH, the Mountain 
View and Government Hill Community Councils, we recommend that neighboring community 
councils such as Fairview, the Anchorage Land Trust, local residents, and the Municipality’s 
Planning and Public Transportation Departments be consulted. 
 
DHHS Response #33. Other than the designation as a R/ECAP, the neighborhoods of Mountain 
View and Government Hill have no relevant characteristics that set these neighborhoods apart 
from other neighborhoods in Anchorage. Throughout the AFH plan, data supports that both 
neighborhoods have access to financial investment, public transportation, schools, jobs and other 
basic services. Mountain View neighborhood has had improvement in infrastructure such as 
schools, affordable housing, and health and safety conditions. Neither neighborhood is 
geographic isolated. The sections on the public transportation, schools, jobs and other basic 
services can be found on pages 28-45 in the draft AFH plan and HUD table 12. 
 
The Municipality will add to the final AFH plan more recent data and information from the 
Mountain View Community Neighborhood Plan, which was adopted by the Anchorage 
Assembly on September 13, 2016. 
 
The Municipality did attempt to meet with the Mountain View and Government Hill Community 
Councils. The Municipality did meet with the Fairview Community Council (omitted in the draft 
AFH plan) and five times with the Municipality’s Planning and Public Transportation 
Departments as stated on page 6-7 of the draft AFH plan. 
 
ALSC Problems with Responses Comment #34. On page 14, the Draft AFH contains the 
prompt “Identify neighborhoods or areas in the Jurisdiction and Region where any national 
origin group is segregated and indicate the predominant groups in each. Identify any 
neighborhoods or areas where either segregation or integration by national origin has changed 
over time.” The Draft AFH responds, “Most neighborhoods in Anchorage and in the Mat-Su 
Borough have become more racially/ethnically diversified and integrated over the last 10 years.” 
This answer fails to address the prompt. Even if it is true that most neighborhoods have become 
more integrated (which, again, does not seem supported by the data), the answer implies there 
are some neighborhoods that have not become more integrated. In any case, the Draft AFH does 
not identify specific neighborhoods nor does it refer to specific data on this subject.  
 
DHHS Response #34. The Municipality will add Census Tract 2010 neighborhood 
racial/ethnicity data in the final AFH plan. The section on the demographics and 
segregation/integration can be found on pages 9-16 in the draft AFH plan and HUD tables 2 and 
4. 
 
ALSC Problems with Responses Comment #35. On page 14, the Draft AFH contains the 
prompt “Which neighborhoods or areas segregated by race/ethnicity or nation origin, including 
any R/ECAPs, have persisted across multiple decades? Explain.” The Draft AFH responds, 
“Most neighborhoods in Anchorage have become more racially/ethnically diversified and 
integrated over the last 10 or more years.” Again, this answer does not address the prompt. It 
does not identify specific neighborhoods. It does not address the Mountain View and 
Government Hill R/ECAP. It does not refer to specific data on the topic.  



Municipality of Anchorage 
Assessment of Fair Housing Plan 

Final 2017 
Page 122 of 131 

 
DHHS Response #35. The Municipality will add Census Tract 2010 neighborhood 
racial/ethnicity data in the final AFH plan. The section on the demographics and 
segregation/integration can be found on pages 9-16 in the draft AFH plan and HUD tables 2 and 
4. 
 
ALSC Problems with Responses Comment #36. On page 28, the Draft AFH contains the 
prompt “Discuss whether students of any particular race/ethnicity or national origin group(s) 
have far greater access to high-performing elementary schools than students of different 
race/ethnicity or national origin group(s). How does the number of high-performing elementary 
schools located in R/ECAPs compare to the number of high-performing schools located outside 
of those areas?” The Draft AFH’s answer merely describes the school district generally and 
supplies unanalyzed screen shots (in which it is unclear what the supplied percentages represent) 
on the next page. The answer does not clearly assess school access nor does it specifically 
discuss the schools located within the Mountain View and Government Hill R/ECAP.  
 
DHHS Response #36. The Draft AFH plan addresses the question using HUD data.  The section 
on the schools and education can be found on pages 28-33 in the draft AFH plan and HUD table 
12. 
 
ALSC Problems with Responses Comment #37. On page 30, the Draft AFH contains the 
prompt “to the extent possible, perform the same analysis for middle and high schools.” Again, 
the answer merely provides an overview of the school district. It does not get into any specifics 
regarding school access or the R/ECAP.  
 
DHHS Response #37. The Draft AFH plan addresses the question using HUD data.  The section 
on the schools and education can be found on pages 28-33 in the draft AFH plan and HUD table 
12. 
 
ALSC Problems with Responses Comment #38. The Draft AFH’s answer on page 31 does not 
specifically address how a place of residence impacts a student’s ability to attend a proficient 
elementary, middle or high school.  
 
DHHS Response #38. The Draft AFH plan addresses the question using HUD data. The section 
on the schools and education can be found on pages 28-33 in the draft AFH plan and HUD table 
12 and HUD map 7. 
 
ALSC Problems with Responses Comment #39. On page 32, the Draft AFH contains the 
question, “Describe any disparities in access to jobs and labor markets by race/ethnicity.” The 
Municipality’s answer makes no reference to protected class as it relates to job proximity, nor 
does it reference race or ethnicity.  
 
DHHS Response #39. The Draft AFH plan addresses the question using HUD data. The section 
on the jobs and unemployment can be found on pages 32-33 in the draft AFH plan and HUD 
table 12. 
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ALSC Problems with Responses Comment #40. On page 33, the Draft AFH contains the 
prompt, “Identify and discuss any job training or employment programs in the Jurisdiction or 
Region that assist residents of neighborhoods and areas with high unemployment such as 
R/ECAPs to find and obtain jobs.” The Municipality’s answer to this question does not address 
the prompt. It merely outlines the recent trends in the Anchorage economy generally.  
 
DHHS Response #40. Agree with the comment. The Final AFH will include the workforce 
partnerships taking place in the Mountain View neighborhood. 
 
ALSC Problems with Responses Comment #41. On page 35, the Draft AFH contains the 
prompt, “To what extent do the public transportation system of the Jurisdiction or Region 
provide a reliable bridge between low-asset/high poverty areas such as R/ECAPs and; a. asset-
rich/low poverty areas b. proficient schools c. jobs and d. other key community assets.” The 
Municipality’s answer to this prompt lacks analysis beyond noting Mountain View and 
Government Hill are near downtown and thus near the Downtown Transit Center, and that the 
Mountain View bus line has frequent service. We suggest that this answer should include 
addressing points raised in the 2016 Mountain View Community Targeted Neighborhood Plan 
regarding the need for more bus routes serving Mountain View, which was noted as a “Top Five 
Priority.” 
 
DHHS Response #41. The Draft AFH plan addresses the question. The most frequent public 
transit line, 45-Mountain View, is useful and reliable enough that 5%, and in more limited cases 
15%, of residents are choosing to rely on it. The section on the public transportation can be 
found on pages 33-41 in the draft AFH plan and HUD table 12. 
 
ALSC Problems with Responses Comment #42. On page 36, the Draft AFH briefly discusses 
the Public Transportation Department’s two proposed public transit plans (80% Ridership and 
100% Ridership Concepts). Both plans have the potential to cut or eliminate bus service to areas 
of opportunity and community assets (e.g. South Anchorage) and for certain residents of publicly 
assisted housing. We recommend that the potential implications of each proposed plan on 
protected class groups and the R/ECAP be evaluated in the AFH.  
 
DHHS Response #42. Disagree with the comment. As stated in the draft AFH plan, the 
neighborhood of Mountain View will not be impacted by the proposed changes in transit. The 
implications of the proposed changes in transit to neighborhoods are stated in the draft AFH 
plan. The section on the public transportation can be found on pages 33-41 in the draft AFH plan 
and HUD table 12. 
 
ALSC Problems with Responses Comment #43. On page 41, the Draft AFH contains the 
prompt “Describe any disparities in exposure to poverty by race/ethnicity.” The Municipality’s 
answer does not analyze any disparities in exposure to poverty based on protected class, 
including race and ethnicity. It also states: “Anchorage doesn’t have racial/ethnic segregated 
housing needs. Anchorage does have income segregated housing needs.” This statement, which 
appears repeatedly in the Draft AFH, is problematic on a number of levels. First, Anchorage has 
a racially or ethnically concentrated area of poverty (R/ECAP), as defined by the federal 
government. Therefore, it is not consistent with the HUD-provided information to say that 
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Anchorage does not have any racially or ethnically segregated housing patterns. Furthermore, 
among the low-income population in Anchorage, for example individuals at 125% of the poverty 
level or less, the majority are people of color. This means that income-segregated housing 
patterns are, in effect, racially segregated housing patterns.  
 
DHHS Response #43.     The MOA will remove the statement about whether or not Anchorage 
has race/ethnic segregated housing patterns in neighborhoods. MOA will state Anchorage has 
income segregation patterns in neighborhoods in the final AFH plan. HUD and Census Tract 
2010 data documents that neighborhoods are not racially/ethnicity segregated in Anchorage. The 
section on the demographics and segregation/integration can be found on pages 9-16 in the draft 
AFH plan and HUD tables 2, 3 and 4. 
 
ALSC Problems with Responses Comment #44. On page 42, the Draft AFH contains the 
question “Which neighborhoods or areas stand out as having particularly low and particularly 
high exposure to neighborhood poverty? Identify the predominant race/ethnicity, national origin 
or family status of the residents of each.” The Municipality’s answer does not address what 
neighborhoods are more exposed to poverty nor what populations are exposed to poverty.  
 
DHHS Response #44. The Municipality will add Census Tract 2010 neighborhood poverty data 
if it is available in the final AFH plan. The section on the demographics and segregation/ 
integration can be found on pages 9-16 in the draft AFH plan and HUD tables 2, 3 and 4. 
 
ALSC Problems with Responses Comment #45. On page 44, in response to a prompt 
regarding Adverse Community Factors, the Municipality states, “No neighborhoods in 
Anchorage and the other communities of the Municipality have any known adverse community 
factors.” This is not consistent with local knowledge and data. For example, high crime rates 
should be regarded as an adverse community factor. As noted in the Mountain View Community 
Targeted Neighborhood Plan, Mountain View continues to have a much higher crime rate than 
Anchorage as a whole. “The Anchorage Police Department Annual Statistical Report from 2010 
reveals alarming rates of reported homicide, sexual assaults, missing persons, assaults, and theft 
when compared to Anchorage as a whole. This report indicates that in 2010, 23.5% of 
Anchorage homicides occurred in Mountain View, as did 19.3% of thefts; 18.5% of the city’s 
missing persons cases were reported from Mountain View, as were 32.4% of reported assaults. 
These statistics are startling because Mountain View is just 2.3% of the overall population of 
Anchorage.” 
 
DHHS Response #45. The HUD AFH tool which is the bases for the contents of the AFH plan 
does not include any questions on criminal activity in a neighborhood as an adverse community 
factor as it relates to fair housing. The section on the exposure to adverse community factors can 
be found on pages 41-45 in the draft AFH plan. 
 
ALSC Problems with Responses Comment #46. On page 44, the Draft AFH contains the 
prompt, “Identify and discuss any overarching patterns of access to assets and exposure to 
adverse community factors based on race/ethnicity, national origin and familial status.” The 
Municipality’s answer does a good job describing the housing issues presented by those who are 
re-entering society following incarceration. While this is relevant, discussion of a single issue is 
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not sufficient. For example, despite the Municipality’s emphasis on addressing homelessness, 
including gathering and analyzing data, the AFH does not include a discussion of Anchorage’s 
homeless population or detailed data on the number of subsidized housing units needed to house 
these residents. We recommend that data on the Municipality’s homeless population be included 
in the AFH.  
 
DHHS Response #46. Disagree with comment. The HUD AFH tool which is the bases for the 
contents of the AFH plan asks the question about access to assets and exposure to adverse 
community factors based on racial/ethnicity, national origin and familial status as it relates to fair 
housing. The Municipality’s homeless population is not a racial/ethnicity, national origin and 
familial status problem as it relates to fair housing. The Municipality’s homeless population is an 
affordable housing shortage problem that is addressed throughout the draft AFH plan. The 
section on the access to assets and exposure to adverse community factors can be found on pages 
41-45 in the draft AFH plan. 
 
ALSC Problems with Responses Comment #47. On page 25, the Draft AFH asks, “Which 
groups (by race/ethnicity, national origin, and family status) are more likely than other groups to 
experience housing cost burden, overcrowding or substandard housing? Explain.” The 
Municipality’s answer is correct in noting the plight of Asian or Pacific Island residents and 
Black residents. However, the Municipality fails to address the housing cost burden of Hispanic 
and Native American residents. In addition, the Municipality’s answer fails to compare and 
contrast groups, most notably as it relates to White residents. According to the data in the Draft 
AFH, 29.66% of White residents have disproportionate needs as compared to 44.629% of Native 
American residents, the next lowest percentage. 
 
DHHS Response #47. The section on the disproportionate housing need can be found on pages 
25-28 in the draft AFH plan and in HUD tables 9 and 11.  The Municipality will review the 
responses in the draft AFH plan to ensure that all questions are addressed with the necessary 
data, information, and analysis. When the Municipality determines that HUD and local data is 
not available to address a question, the Municipality will state this is the case in the final AFH 
plan. 
 
ALSC Problems with Responses Comment #48. On page 26, the Draft AFH contains the 
prompt, “Which groups disproportionately experience severe housing burdens? Explain.” The 
Draft AFH states that Asian and Pacific Islander groups are most likely to experience severe 
housing burdens, but does not discusses other groups. The Draft AFH’s explanation 
inappropriately points to family size as the reason these groups disproportionately experience 
severe housing burdens: “Residents who identify as Asian or Pacific Islander often have large 
families and as a result may experience overcrowding and substandard housing.” (pg. 26) No 
further analysis or explanation is provided.  
 
DHHS Response #48. This statement will be removed from the Final AFH plan as no such 
information is provided in the HUD data.  The section on the disproportionate housing need can 
be found on pages 25-28 in the draft AFH plan and in HUD tables 9 and 11. 
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ALSC Problems with Responses Comment #49. On page 27, the Draft AFH contain the 
prompt, “Summarize and discuss areas within the Jurisdiction and Region with notable patterns 
of housing needs. Which areas experience the greatest housing needs? Which of these areas align 
with segregated areas or R/ECAPs and what is/are the predominant race/ethnicity or national 
origin group(s) in such areas.” The Municipality’s answer provides a good summary but no 
analysis. It does not address race, ethnicity, or national origin in areas with housing needs. And it 
does not address the R/ECAP specifically other than noting Mountain View and Government 
Hill have high-density housing.  
 
DHHS Response #49. The Municipality can only site the data that has been provided by the 
HUD AFH tools and local data that is available. The MOA has no additional data. The section on 
the disproportionate housing need can be found on pages 25-28 in the draft AFH plan and HUD 
tables 9 and 11. 
 
ALSC Problems with Responses Comment #50. On page 26, the Draft AFH contains the 
question, “To what extent do patterns of housing burdens or housing needs disproportionately 
affect LEP persons or new immigrants.” The Municipality’s answer does not address 
proportionality.  
 
DHHS Response #50. The Municipality can only site the data that has been provided by the 
HUD AFH tools and local data that is available. The MOA has no additional data. The section on 
the disproportionate housing need can be found on pages 25-28 in the draft AFH plan and HUD 
tables 9 and 11. 
 
ALSC Problems with Responses Comment #51. On page 17, the Draft AFH contains the 
prompt “Compare the demographics of residents in each publicly supported housing category to 
the population in general and to persons earning 30% AMI.” The Municipality’s answer does not 
compare demographics in public housing to the general population, nor does it distinguish 
between types of public housing.  
 
DHHS Response #51. Agree with the comment. The Municipality will review Census Tract 
2010 data and HUD table 6 to compare demographics in public housing to the general population 
in the final AFH plan. 
 
ALSC Problems with Responses Comment #52. On page 18, the Draft AFH contains the 
prompt, “Describe any patterns relating to occupancy of publicly supported housing by color, 
national origin, family status or religion.” The Municipality’s answer states “no patterns relating 
to occupancy of publicly supported housing by color, national origin, family status or religion 
can be defined in Anchorage.” The answer lacks analysis or reference to any data, and is 
contradicted by data provided elsewhere. For example, Tables 7 and 8 (Draft AFH pages 18 and 
19) indicate that Whites are unrepresented and minorities are overrepresented, relative to the 
total population, in publicly supported housing in Anchorage.  
 
DHHS Response #52. Agree with the comment. The Municipality will review Census Tract 
2010 data and HUD table 7 to identify patterns relating to occupancy of publicly supported 
housing by color, national origin or family status in the final AFH plan. 



Municipality of Anchorage 
Assessment of Fair Housing Plan 

Final 2017 
Page 127 of 131 

 
ALSC Problems with Responses Comment #53. On page 18, the Draft AFH contains the 
prompt, “Describe patterns in the siting of the categories of housing presented above. Describe in 
particular any differences in siting patterns for housing that serves families, elderly or individuals 
with disabilities.” The Municipality’s answer provides a general synopsis of public housing but 
does not provide analysis or detail. It does not address the Mountain View and Government Hill 
R/ECAP. It does not identify any patterns.  
 
DHHS Response #53. Agree with the comment. The Municipality will review Census Tract 
2010 data and HUD table 7 to describe in particular any differences in siting patterns for publicly 
supported housing that serves families, elderly or individuals with disabilities in the final AFH 
plan. 
 
ALSC Problems with Responses Comment #54. On page 19, the Draft AFH contains the 
prompt, “Discuss to what extent to which public housing developments in the Jurisdiction are 
located in segregated neighborhoods or areas. Describe any patterns or outliers with respect to 
occupancy such as race/ethnicity.” The Municipality’s answer states “No patterns relating to 
occupancy of publicly supported housing by color, national origin, family status or religion can 
be defined in Anchorage neighborhoods.” The answer lacks analysis of, and is inconsistent with, 
the HUD-provided data.  
 
DHHS Response #54. Disagree with the comment. Publicly supported housing is located 
throughout Anchorage as indicated in HUD table 8. The Municipality will review HUD table 8 
to describe any outliers with respect to households with children in publicly supported housing in 
the final AFH plan 
 
ALSC Problems with Responses Comment #55. On page 21, the Draft AFH contains the 
prompt, “Describe any patterns of HCV usage in particular neighborhoods or areas, including 
segregated neighborhoods and R/ECAPs, and identify the predominant race/ethnicity or national 
origin groups in such neighborhoods.” The Municipality’s answer states “No patterns of HCV 
usage in particular neighborhoods in Anchorage that is based on race/ethnicity national origin”. 
However, on page 19, the Draft AFH notes “anchorage residents who are White reside in the 
HCV program in non R/ECAP neighborhoods at 39.88% compared to 15.92% in the R/ECAP 
neighborhood.” The Municipality’s answer on page 19 seems to contradict its answer on page 
21.  
 
DHHS Response #55. The final AFH plan will reflect that HUD and local data is not available 
to address this question. 
 
ALSC Problems with Responses Comment #56. On page 45, the Draft AFH contains the 
prompt, “Describe how persons with disabilities are geographically dispersed or concentrated in 
different areas of the Jurisdiction and Region, including R/ECAPs and other areas segregated by 
race/ethnicity or national origin. Discuss whether these patterns are the same or different for 
persons with each type of disability.” The Municipality’s answer discusses dispersion but it does 
not address the Mountain View and Government Hill R/ECAP specifically.  
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DHHS Response #56. The Municipality can only site the data that has been provided by the 
HUD AFH tools and local data that is available. There is no additional analysis that the 
Municipality is able to conduct without additional data. The section on the disability and access 
can be found on pages 45-54 in the draft AFH plan and HUD tables 13, 14 and 15. 
 
ALSC Problems with Responses Comment #57. On page 47, the Draft AFH contains the 
prompt, “Discuss where affordable accessible housing units are located. Are they dispersed or 
concentrated in R/ECAPs or other areas that are segregated by race/ethnicity or national origin?” 
The Municipality’s answer states “Most of the assisted housing is concentrated in the most 
densely populated neighborhoods of Anchorage and not necessarily in the R/ECAP 
neighborhoods of Mountain View and Government Hill.” It is unclear what “not necessarily” 
means in this context. The answer also lacks analysis related to other potentially segregated 
areas.  
 
DHHS Response #57. The Municipality can only site the data that has been provided by the 
HUD AFH tools and local data that is available. There is no additional analysis that the 
Municipality is able to conduct without additional data. The section on the disability and access 
can be found on pages 45-54 in the draft AFH plan and HUD tables 13, 14 and 15. 
 
ALSC Problems with Responses Comment #58. On page 48, the Draft AFH contains the 
prompt, “Describe the extent to which persons with different disabilities are able to access and 
live in the different types of publicly supported housing…in the Jurisdiction or Region? How do 
designations, preferences waitlist procedures etc. impact this ability?” The Municipality’s answer 
generally describes the AHFC Class Program and Moving Home Program but does not analyze 
by disability type or public housing type. 
 
As the above list shows, there are numerous times throughout the Draft AFH where the 
Municipality’s answer either 1) doesn’t respond to the prompt 2) goes against the data or 
contradicts other answers in the Draft AFH or 3) lacks analysis, data, or detail. We recommend 
that the Municipality review its answers to all questions in the Draft AFH to insure that a 
response that addresses the prompt is provided. 
 
DHHS Response #58. The Municipality can only site the data that has been provided by the 
HUD AFH tools and local data that is available. There is no additional analysis that the 
Municipality is able to conduct without additional data. The section on the disability and access 
can be found on pages 45-54 in the draft AFH plan and HUD tables 13, 14 and 15. 
 
ALSC Problems with Responses Comment #59. In addition, it is also important that the 
Municipality seek out and use available local data and local knowledge as required by the AFFH 
Final Rule. For example, the HUD-provided data often lacks information about the Alaska 
Native population. However, there is likely to be local data available to improve the discussion 
of housing issues faced by our Alaska Native residents. We recommend that the Municipality 
consider whether there are additional resources related to local data and knowledge that should 
be incorporated into the AFH. 
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DHHS Response #59. The Municipality used the HUD AFH tools and local data from the 
Anchorage School District, AHFC Public Housing, Municipality’s Department of Public 
Transportation, Municipality’s Planning Department, Governor’s Council on Disabilities and 
Special Education, State Department of Labor and Census Tract 2010 available to complete the 
draft AFH plan. There is no other HUD data or local data available. 
 
ALSC Problems with Goals Comment #60. On page 11, the AFH Tool directs the 
Municipality to, “For each fair housing issue, prioritize the identified contributing factors. Justify 
the prioritization of the contributing factors that will be addressed by the goals set below in 
Question 2. Give the highest priority to those factors that limit or deny fair housing choice or 
access to opportunity, or negatively impact fair housing or civil rights compliance.”14 In the 
Draft AFH, the Municipality does not get into detail on housing issues nor contributing factors, 
nor does it justify the prioritization of contributing factors.  
 
DHHS Response #60. The Municipality will justify the prioritization of the contributing factors 
that will be addressed in the executive summary and goals & priorities sections of the final AFH 
plan. 
 
ALSC Problems with Goals Comment #61. The AFH Tool further directs the Municipality to, 
“for each fair housing issue with significant contributing factors identified in Question 1, set one 
or more goals. Explain how each goal is designed to overcome the identified contributing factor 
and related fair housing issue(s). For goals designed to overcome more than one fair housing 
issue, explain how the goal will overcome each issue and the related contributing factors. For 
each goal, identify metrics and milestones for determining what fair housing results will be 
achieved, and indicate the timeframe for achievement.” The Municipality’s goals are completely 
lacking in metrics. They are also completely lacking in milestones, as well as timeframes for 
achievements. The Municipality’s goals contain no discussion of how to address the Mountain 
View and Government Hill R/ECAP.  
 
DHHS Response #61. The Municipality will revise the fair housing goals section of the final 
AFH plan to include metric milestones that measures outcomes and performance. The goals will 
address fair housing issues in the Municipality and not a particular neighborhood. 
 
ALSC Problems with Goals Comment #62. The Draft AFH’s failure to properly identify and 
prioritize contributing factors, and the resultant vague goals, are inconsistent with HUD’s 
requirements and the Municipality’s duty to affirmatively further fair housing. We recommend 
that the Municipality undertake the required identification of contributing factors and set 
meaningful, measurable goals for incorporation into future planning processes. 
 
DHHS Response #62. The Municipality will revise the fair housing goals section of the final 
AFH plan to include metric milestones that measures outcomes and performance. The goals will 
address fair housing issues in the Municipality and not a particular neighborhood. 
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Appendix D – Affidavit of Publication of the 1st and 2nd Public 

Notices 
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