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FOREWORI)

Tenant-based Section 8 rental assistance enables low-income Americans to choose where to
live and to apply to that choice the same priorities that motivate other families, such as access

to work, quality schools for their children, and safe neighborhoods. This report is an
exploratory look at how administration of the Section 8 program might af;fect families' choice
in where to live.

Although the Congress and HUD have enacted changes in recent years to enhance Section 8

families' choice neighborhoods, families still choose to live in a narow range of
neighborhoods. One of the frrndamental barriers to choice remains the basic structural
mismatch between the predominantly local administation of the program and the metropolitan
scope of urban housing markets. The fragmented nature of program administration may lead
to uneven access and inhibited mobility for families, confusion among participating landlords,
and serious strains on the resources ofhousing agencies.

HUD commissioned this study to explore how a variety of State, metropolitan, and local
Section 8 programs are coping with these challenges. Although the nurnber of housing
agencies included in the study is small, the researchers discovered a remarkable array of
administrative approaches being employed to make the selection of neighborhoods easier for
farnilies, landlords, and housing agencies alike. Not surprisingly, State agencies were most
likely to have made the greatest progress toward choice for families because of their ability to
operate over many jurisdictions. However, such statewide agencies (and others whose
jtrisdiction encompasses an entire metopolitan area) are relatively few.

The Section 8 adminisfiators interviewed for this study report that interjurisdictional moves
have become increasingly frequent in the wake of statutory and administrative changes
designed to encourage broader family choice. Some have successfully advanced these changes
through promising moves to cooperate--both formally and informally--with other agencies
operating Section 8 programs in their area. HUD encourages such collaboration, as well as

other measures that will further reduce the obstacles to residential choice for HUD-assisted
families.
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Erccurrw Suwvranv

This report presents the rezults of an exploratory study of state and metropolitan

administration of the Section 8 program. The study used telephone interviews with 42 program

administrators in varied types of agencies to gather inforrnation on how administrative

arangements in urban areas affect the ability of households to enter the program or move to the

location of their choice, the ease with which private landlords catr rent housing to program

participants, and the ability of agencies to administer the prograrn efficiently.

The motivation behind the snrdy was the recognition that alttrough most Section 8

programs are administercd by local housing agencies (HAs), urban housing and labor markets

are metropolitan in scope. A variety of problems may be created by this geographic mismarch.

First, families may encounter difficulty in gaining acress to the program or moving across

program boundaries. Particularly for households seeking to improve their living situations by

moving to low-poverty locations, moves across jurisdictional lines may be frustrated by the

fragmented nature of program administration. A system of 'portability,' which allows families

to take assistance across HA lines, was begun in 1984 and has grown zubstantidly since 1991.

While this has improved the chances for participating families who wish to move, the system

is complex both for participants and for administering agencies. The fragmented nature of

Section 8 administration in metropolitan areas may also cause difficulties for landlords, if they

rent to tenants receiving subsidies from different ageDcies with different policies, or if they own

rental property in different jurisdictions.

Given these iszues, the current study focuses on agencies that adminisrcr Section 8 over

broader geographic areas (metropolitan areas or states), in an effort to see what can be learned

from their different administrative approaches. The study also gathered administrators'

perspectives on recent policy developments affecting Section 8, including changes intended to

improve program effectiveness and changes intended to lower the cost of the program to the

federal government.

Study Background and Methods

The Section 8 Existing Housing program provides over 1.4 million households in the

United States with help in paying their rent to private landlords. Tenants pay a portion of the
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Executive Summary

rent, usually 30 percent of their incomes, and the program makes up the difference between this

amount and the rent owed to the landlord. Dwellings selected by the tenants must meet program

quality standards and have rents determined to be reasonable by the administering agency.

Around the country, most Section 8 administrative agencies are local-either

independent housing authorities or departments of local government. Far fewer agencies

operating the Section 8 program are multi-jurisdictional: state or county agencies that cover a

number of localities. The study focused on a small sample of agencies, including: nine state

Section 8 agencies and nine branches or subcontractors of those states; nine metropolitan

agencies and seven local HAs with jurisdictions overlapped by metropolitan or state programs;

and eight agencies with active portability. The sample was chosen purposively, to allow initial

exploration of differences. The shrdy relied exclusively on telephone interviews with Section

8 administrators, which addressed such topics as administrative structure and jurisdiction, agency

experience with portability and mobility, the extent of metropolitan cooperation, and views on

recent progxam changes.

Study Ftndings

Administration of the Section 8 program at the metropolitan or state level holds potential

advantages for tenant access and mobility while at the same time posing challenges to agencies

administering functions that are local in nature. The arrangements observed in the study sample

include examples of programs that have developed effective administrative approaches for

facilitating tenant moves and easing landlord involvement, as well as examples of prcgrams that

fail to take advantage of this capacity. The discussion is organized alound four key challenges:

a Pafiicipant rccess (how low-income families learn about the program, alrply, are
placed on one or more waiting lists, and are ranked by preferences on the waiting
lists);

Partictpont moyemenl (how famites with certificates or vouchers entitling them to
rental assistance make use of that assistance, particularly when they wish to move
to another part of the metropolitan area);

o

Landlod involvemenl (how owners of private rental housing learn about the
program and how they deal with Section I agencies over housing inqpections and
rent negotiations); and

a
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Executive Sumnwry

o Progrant administration (how the agencies operating Section 8 carry out program
functions-particularly when the jurisdiction is large or when participants move
beyond the local jurisdiction-and how they implement program changes).

Participant Access. Wherever local housing agencies administer Section 8, they are

a potential access point for participants seeking entry to the program. But in most metropolitan

atreas, because there are multiple HAs operating Section 8, an applicant has the option-or may

feel impelled by urgent housing needs-to apply to multiple agencies for assistance and get onto

multiple waiting lists. Such "waitlist shoppigrg" is thought by some to be widespread. Yet it

may be of little benefit to the applicant. Resident preferences (which put current residents alread

of non-residents on waiting lists) are used in many places to direct Section 8 housing assistance

to people already living in the local jurisdiction. Having a resident preference is often important

to local political support for the program, but it means that applicants from outside the city or

town will only come to the top of the waiting list and receive a certificate or voucher if there

are no more local applicants. With limited assistance resources relative to need, this rarely

occurs.

For a family searching for decent affordable housing throughout a metropolitan area,

the situation would be greatly simplified if there were a single point of access to Section 8 and

a single waiting list covering the whole housing market. In this study, a number of multi-

jurisdictional programs were able to offer this sraightforward arrangement to those wishing to

obtain tenant-based rental assistance. Both state and metropolitan programs that cover most or

all of a metropolitan area can do this. For example, because the State of Connecticut's Section

8 program covers all areas of the state, applicants from anywhere in Connecticut can gain access

to housing assistance from a statewide waiting list with no residency preferences. In the

Portland (OR) mefopolitan area, where the Section 8 program is operated by a single agency

for all of Multnomah County (both city and zuburbs), an applicant need apply only once to be

placed on the waiting list and receive rental assistance that can be used anywhere in the region

or beyond. Even with a system of federal preferences, as long as multi-jurisdictioual programs

do not also use a residency preference for parts of the area, they offer far easier access to a

wider range of housiqg choices than do the more traditional local HAs.

Participant Moves. There are significant challenges involved when a Section 8

participant wishes to move and receive rental assistance in a new city or town. Because the vast

majority of tenant-based rental assistance is administered by local housing agencies, moving
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Executive Sutrunary

outside the local jurisdiction involves "portability" (the rights permitting and limiting moves

outside the initial jurisdiction, along with the administrative iurangements needed to continue the

rental assistance there). A family wishing to make a portability move must work with an agency

administering Section 8 in the new location and may also have to deal with differences in

policies and procedures between the HA that initially provided them assistance and the new one.

Portability is dfficult for administrators as well as for participants. The administration

of portability was a major concern of the Section 8 program administrators who participated in

the study; they reported spending substantial resources, and experiencing a sigfficant level of

frustration, in administering portable Section 8 subsidies. There is widespread support for

HUD's efforts to standardizn the administration of portable units, but there is also continuing

concern about uncertainties and delays in billing and about imbalanced flows of units.

Fundamentally, portability can affect the size of an agency's program (the number of certificates

and vouchers it handles) and thus alter staffing needs, revenue levels, and the resources available

to assist local families on the waiting list. One of the striking findings of this study was the

multiplicity of approaches developed by Section 8 agencies to reduce the uncertainties and costs

of administering portable units. By disseminating information on these varied strategies for

making portability easier, HLID can pnrvide attractive techniques for local agencies to improve

program administration and facilitate portability throughout metropolitan areas.

Agencies that can operate Section 8 on a metropolitan area-wide basis clearly have an

advantage in administrative ease when participants move. However, local Section 8 programs

with a metropolitan-wide service area are not common; where they exist, it is because there is

broader metropolitan govemment, not because housing agencies in different jurisdictions have

cooperated in administering Section 8. Most of the agencies in the study with the ability to

issue cefiificates and vouchen rcadily useable thruaghout a metmpolitan area were state

agencies. Participants receiving rental assistance from such an agency can move anywhere in

a metropolitan area (or even beyond), without the need to establish a relationship with another

Section 8 agency and without fear of encountering differences in requirements, standards, or

practices. For example, a participant with Section 8 assistance from the Commonwealth of

lvlassachusetts can move readily among 33 cities and towns (including the City of Boston) and

deal with only one subcontractor for the state program. However, the administrative structure

used by some state programs-with fixed numbers of certificates and vouchers for each county
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Executtve Swttnary

or subcontractor-can lock these states into internal portability transactions, causing dfficulties

for administrators if not for participants. This is particularly likely if subcontractors depend on

fees from a qpecific number of units to cover their costs of operation.

Landlord Involvement. Iandlords are another set of actors whose involvement is

critical to the Section 8 program, as their agreement is necessary in order for participants to rent

housing in the private market using financial assistance from the program. When they rent to

a Section 8 participant, landlords agree to a special lease and also sign a contract with the HA

covering the housing assistance payments to be made on behalf of the renter. The rules and

regulations governing Section 8 must be acceptable to rental property owners, and the

administrators of local programs must be reqponsive to them in certain a-reas of operation,

particularly unit inspections and rent negotiations. As property owners have the right to deny

rental units to Section 8 participants in many parts of the country (if recipients of this income

source are not protected under state or local fair housing laws), it may also require outreach and

effort on the part of the local a1ency to convince landlords to cooperate with Section 8.

In metropolitan areas with multiple Section 8 agencies, landlords may need to deal with

more than one agency and more than one version of program procedures and standards. In this

study, we interviewed administrators of local agencies with jurisdictions overlapped by state or

metropolitan programs, and they cited confusion for landlords as a common consequence of the

fact that different agencies were involved. Among the functions that could be carried out

differenfly were apartment inspections, determination of reasonable rents and rent negotiations,

and suspension of housing assistance payments due to unit problems. These and other

differences could discourage landlords from acce,pting tenants with Section 8 assistance.

The study also identjfied agencies that had made landlord involvement easier by

uniformity of administration. In Orange County (CA), there are four jurisdictions with separate

Section 8 programs, and there is extensive participant movement among them. The four Section

8 agencies (three cities and the county) have established a qpecial arrangement that allows each

to continue administering its own certificates and vouchers (so there is continuity for the

participant) but has all the functions involving landlords carried out by the agency where the

property is located. The landlord deals with a single agency, and there is consistency in

inspection practices and rent negotiations.
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Executive Swmary

Program Administration. Agencies operating the Section 8 program in geographically

extended areas use trnro primary strategies to ensure that certain program functions can be carried

out at a distance from the agencies' central offices. The main functions needing to be performed

locally are applicant intake (verification of eligibility), inspection of renal units to aszure that

they meet the program's Housing Quality Standards, and annual income reviews and unit re-

inspections. Most of the state programs in the study sample maintained branch or field offices,

although some had just a few branches (each serving multiple counties) and others had many

such offices. While branch offices teoded to be staffed by state employees, there were cases in

which these were operated instead by zubcontractors to the state program. A number of states

also hired individuals-as field representatives (state employees), contract staff, or subcontrac-

tors-to perform applicant intake and unit inspections. Some states had hybrid systems, with

branch offices for major populationcenters and individuals to cover more rural areas. However,

most of the metropolitan Section 8 programs in the study had only central offices, even when

their jurisdictions were large; staff traveled from these offices to conduct inspections, while

applicans and participants were required to come to the central office for intake and

recertification. Administrators of state or metropolitan agencies with large jurisdictions

frequently mentioned the considerable cost-in time and mileage reimbursement-of operating

the program over a wide area.

Where jurisdictions of Section 8 agencies overlap, this snrdy found varying degrees of

communication and cooperation between agencies. In some places, there was rivalry and some

friction between local agencies and the branch offices or subcontractors for state programs fufly

overlapping local HAs. In other places, state and local or metropolitan and local program

administrators had worked together to resolve iszues around inspections or rent negotiations and

to facilitate portability (the most corlmon source of their inrcraction). For example, in the

Grand Rapids (MI) metropolitan area, the branch office of the state's program works with the

HAs in Grand Rapids and the smaller city of Wyoming. Participants moving among Grand

Rapids, Wyoming, and Kent County do not have to deal with a new agency, as the jurisdictions

were expanded to overlap; the agencies also cooperate in imptementing the Family Self-

Sufficiency progmm.
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Execwive Swrutury

Recent kogram Changes

Section 8 administrators have recently been challenged by a series of rapid and far-

reaching program changes. Some of these changes were made after an extended period of notice

and comment, so that administators knew about them in advance and could prepare for

implementation. Other changes have been made through the Congressional budget process (in

continuing resolutions and the final FY 1996 budget), with little notice and for immediarc

implementation. Some changes are for a limited time period, and it is not yet known whether

they will be extended.

The administrators we spoke with made it clear ttrat these changes are costly to

implement. Whether temporary or pennanent, whether longdiscussed or sudden, progfam

changes require changes to forms and documents, revision of procedures manuals and retraining

of staff, translation of new materials, and extra monitoring to ensure proper implementation.

These administrative challenges are greater still when administration of the program is shared

by central staff, field staff, and suhontractors across large jurisdictions.

Program administrators in different kinds of agencies across the country also expressed

concern about the funre of the Section 8 program. From the viewpoint of these local program

operators, both the rules and the environment for Section 8 are becoming increasingly difficult.

Yet the need to continue tenant-based rental assistance has never been clearer, nor has the

interest of administrators in helping Congress and HLJD make the program more efficient and

effective wherever possible.
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Cnaprr,n Onm

INTRODUCTION

This report presents the results of an exploratory study of state and metropolitan

administration of the Section 8 program. The study used telephone interviews with a small

number of program administrators (42) n agencies across the country. In this opening chapter,

we begin by placing the study in the context of other research efforts on the Section 8 program.

We then provide a basic overview of the Section 8 program and its regulatory environment.

Next we summarize the study design, and we end by reviewing the contents of this report.

1.1 Bacxcnouxo AND OBIEcrrvEs oF THE Sruoy

The Section 8 Eristing Housing program provides over 1.4 million households in the

United States with help in paying their rent to private landlords. Tenants pay a portion of the

rent, usually 30 percent of their incomes, and the program makes up the difference between this

amount and the rent owed the landlord. Dwellings selected by the tenants must meet program

quality standards and have reasonable rents.

In most places, local housing agencies (IIAS) administer this rental assistance (called

"tenant-based assistance" b@ause it is used for housing chosen by the tenant). These are often

the same agencies that own and manage public housing, which is the original form of federal

"project-based assistance" for low-income families.r hrblic housing developments and other

subsidized developments (some built under another part of Section 8, the new construction

program) are referred to as "project-based," because the housing subsidy is provided to the

owner of the project and is passed on to tenants in the form of reduced rents. Thus, project-

based assistance stays with the dwelling unit rather than the tenant. By contrast, tenant-based

assistance stays with the tenant and is even "portable"-able to be used in a different

administrative jurisdiction if the tenant chooses to move there.

As public housing and other development-oriented strategies to assist low-income

households have lost political and funding support, tenant-based assistance has become a more

important part of the federal govemment's commitment to providing safe, affordable housing

l. A few states also have public housing programs funded from state rather than federal dollars.
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Clnpter One: Introduction

to low-income people. Yet, after growing steadily for nearly two decades @ecause of bi-partisan

political support at the local and national levels), the Section 8 program has seen no untargeted

incremental units for two years. The program has come under pressure of two kinds. The first

is intense pressure to cut budgets for all kinds of govemment programs, eqpecially programs

serving the poor. This pressure is felt by all the agencies administering Section 8 around the

country.

The second type of pressure relates to where Section 8 recipients live. Many advocates

for the p@r, including top leadership within HUD, are concerned about highly concentrated

poverty in urban areas. Section 8 assistance is seen as one tool for [elping residents of high-

poverty areas move to lower-poverty areas. However, the limited evidence available suggests

that, although Section 8 recipients live in areas that are less poverty-concentrated than their

counterparts in public housing, they nevertheless live in more poverty-concentrated areas than

the poor population as a whole.2 Another aspect of the recent interest in where Section 8

participants live comes from local officials in certain areas, who are concerned about a perceived

inllux of low-income residents using Section 8 assistance where previously few households had

participated in the program.

It is the locational issues that underlie this study and report. More ambitious research

efforts are addressing dffierent aspects of these issues, such as where different parts of the

Section 8 tenant population live and what difference mobility makes in the lives of low-income

families with children. This study explores a set of related issues about how administrative

,rrrangements affect the ability of households to enter the program and move to a location of

their choice, the ability of landlords to provide housing to program participants, and the ability

of agencies to administer the program efficiently, particularly when tenants move across jurisdic-

tional boundaries. The local HAs administering Section 8 typically are restricted in their

geographical jurisdiction to one city or town. Far fewer agencies operating the program are

multi-jurisdictional: state or county agencies that cover a number of localities. Administering

Section 8 may entail different challenges in such a setting, but relatively little is known about

how the greater geographical reach affects either program operations or participant choices.

2. Renal Housing: Use of Smaller Market Areas to Set Rent Subsi$ Levels Has Drawbacks (Washington,
DC: U.S. General Accounting Office, June 1994). See Appendix I, in particular. AIso, John M. Goering
et al., Promoting Housing Choice in HW's Rmtal Assistance Programs: Report to Congress (Washington,
DC: U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development, April 1995), pp. 5-29.
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Clnpter One: Introduction

At the core of the current challenges facing progam users and administraton is the fact

thatthe geoguphical span, of housing and labormarktts in metmpoliton areas does not match

the jurisdictions of most agencies afininistering the Section I progant This mismatch does

not exist everywhere, however; there are some places where the unit operating the Section 8

program coincides with most or all of the metropolitan area.3 One aspect of this study involved

initial exploration of whether tenant movement is easier to administer in such ar@s, and whether

it occurs in greater degree in the absence of administrative barriers.

There has been substantial research done on the local administration of Section 8 but

relatively little on state or metropolitan administration of the program. Thus, the present effort

is exploratory in its methods and suggestive rather than definitive in its findings. Keeping these

limits in mind, the research goals of this study are to begin answering the following core

questions:

1) How can a tenant-based assistance program best be stnrctured to facilitate use of
the assistance in any part of a metropolitan area?

2) What does the experience of state and multi-jurisdictional Section 8 administration
suggest about ways to ease the current burden imposed by certificate and voucher
portability, when assisted renters do move?

3) What are the experiences and concerns of the most active senders and receivers of
Section 8 rental certificates and vouchers, and what methods have they develo@
to facilitate the administration of portable certificates and vouchers?

4) How can a tenant-based assistance program serve low-income residents of a

metropolitan area in a way that enables mobility out of high-poverty areas?

5) Has metropolitan-wide administration of Section 8 been achieved in some areas?

What would encourage new areas to implement metropolitan-wide administration?

3. Of course, there are Section 8 recipients who make moves beyond the metropolitan area with their
assistance. Portability arrangements for vouchers have long covered such moves. However, for purposes of
considering the most common possibilities for moving out of concentrated-poverty neighborhoods,
metropolitan housing and labor markets are our focus. We will also consider statewide programs as they
operate in urban areas.

1-3
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Clupter One: Introduction

1.2 AN Ovrnvmw oF SBctrox E

The questions examined in this study involve a nmge of administrative issues concerning

the Section 8 program. This section is intended to provide readers with a basic understanding

of the program from three standpoints: [1] that of the applicant in need of rental assistance; [2]

that of the landlord considering renting an apartment to a Section 8 participant; and [3] that of

an agency operating the program.

A Participant's View of the Section 8 Program

Families, the elderly, ffid disabled persons usually apply for Section 8 assistance

through an agency that operates the program in the arpa where they currenfly live. An applicant

is income-eligible for Section 8 housing assistance if his/her household income is less than 50

percent of the median income for the metropolitan area.

I-ocal housing agencies (often public housing authorities) are by far the most common

agencies operating Section 8. Twenty-four Q0 states also operate the program (some across

the whole state but others only in areas not served by local agencies); these state programs have

branch offices or subcontractors in various locations. Thus, a prospective applicant for Section

8 assistance can contact several agencies administering the program for inforrration on how to

obtain assistance. Most metropolitan areas do not have a central clearinghouse for information

about how to obtain either project-based or tenant-based rental assistance. As a result, a

prospective applicant might contact several different local HAs and a state office about getting

Section 8 assistance.

A prospective applicant for Section 8 inquiring by tetephone or in person is likely to

be told that he/she will need to apply to the administering agency. Many agencies will mail a

pre-application upon request and accept it back by mail as well. As Section 8 is not an

entitlement program (there are far more eligible households than there is funding to assist them),

applicants generally are told they will be placed on a waiting list and then called in when their

names reach the top of that list.

The applicant will be warned that there:ue many families already waiting for assistance,

so that the wait can stretch into years. The applicant may be asked to provide various pieces

of information so that the agency can determine whether he/she is qualified for certain

preferences, which can improve where he/she ranl6 on the waiting list. A system of fedeml
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Chapter One: Introduaion

preferences (targeting assistance to applicants involuntarily displaced, living in severely

zubstandard housing, or paying 6ess rhan half their incomes for rent) has been in effect since

1988 but has recently been suspended, at the option of the administering agency.4 There may

also be local preferences (adopted by the HA with HLrD review and approvat), t)?ically ranking

local residents atread of applicants from outside the local jurisdiction.s

The applicant who reaches the top of the waiting list is called in to the agency's offices

for an interview. An applicant with limited English-language skills may still apply, as local

agencies often provide written materials in various languages (and may even have multi-lingual

staff). The staff collect from the applicant documents to establish household composition and

verify that the household's income is below program limits for the appropriate household size,

urs well as to calculate the amount the tenant will need to contribute to rent.

Eligible applicants are invited to a program briefing, at which they are provided

extensive information about how to use the Section 8 program, the rights and responsibilities of

tenants and landlords under the program, fair housing protections, ild portability (using the

housing assistance outside the agency's jurisdiction). There may also be discussion of how to

search for housing and about the advantages of choosing low-poverty neighborhoods (mobility).

At the time of the briefing, the applicant receives a Section 8 certificile or voucher,

which indicates the agency's obligation to pay a portion of the rent for any dwelling that meets

program qualrty standards, has a reasonable rent, and is owned by a willing landlord.

Certificates and vouchers are the trro forms of Section 8 tenant-based assistance, with slightly

different rules concerning the unit's rent and the amount the agency will pay toward the rent.

From the participant's standpoint, certificates and vouchers may be worttr different amounts of

money toward paying rent. (Other differcnces benreen certificates and vouchers-particularly

with respect to portability rights-have been virnrally eliminated.) A certificate or voucher is

issued for a specific size unit (called nBR size"), based on the composition of the applicant's

household. Participants may switch between certificates and vouchers, subject to availability.

4. The suqpension is until Scprcmber 30, l99f unless there is further Congressional action.

5. HUD approval is requircd only for a rcsidency preference.
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Chapter One: Introduction

Certificate- and voucher-holders are given two to four months (depending on agency

policy) to find acceptable housing in the private rental market. Acceptable housing has three

key characteristics:

a landlord willing to rent to the tenant with Section 8 assistance, at a reasonable

rent given the feahues of the unit and its neighborhood;

a rent that is within the program's limit (for certificates, the "Fair Market Rent')
or that the tenant is willing to pay, considering the out-of-pocket portion (for
vouchers); and

a physical conditions that meet Housing Quality Standards (HQS) and match the

family's needs, in terms of the household size.

The certificate- or voucher-holder who finds such housing must notify the agency, which sends

staff to inspect the unit to make sure it meets quality standards and to handle paperwork with

the landlord. A security deposit (which the HA can limit to the typical local practice)-often

much more than the share the tenant will pay each month-must also be paid. Once the lease

is signed, the applicant has become a Section 8 program participant; each month, a Housing

Assistance Payment (HAP) will be made to the landlord by the administering agency, and the

participant will pay his/her share directly to the landlord.

Once on the Section 8 program, a family needs to fulfill its lease and program

obligations and to maintain program eligibility. This means providing the HA with information

to verify income each year (or at other times, if required by the HA). It also means having the

dwelling re-inspected annually to ensure continued compliance with program standards.

If the famity wishes to move, the process of locating acceptable housing is repeated.

If the housing is in a different city or town, this location may well be outside the jurisdiction of

the local Section 8 agency assisting them. As a result, the family must exercise "portabili-

ty'-the right to move from one agency jurisdiction to another and retain Section 8 assistance.

A portability move requires the involvement of a second agency-the one administering Section

8 in the new location-and requires ongoing transactions between the two agencies for as long

as the tenant remains there. The issuing HA must identify the agency operating Section 8 in the

new location and initiate the process in that agency of establishing eligibility, approving the unit,

and making payments to the owner.

a

a
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Clupter One: Introduction

A Landlord's View of the Section 8 Program

For every Section 8 participant who succeeds in leasing a unit with tenant-based

assistance, there is a landlord (property owner or manager) willing to accept the tenant and work

with the program. Not only must the unit meet the program's housing quality standards and be

the right size for the family, but its owner must sign a lease with the tenant and a contract with

the HA establishing the unit rent and the amounts of the teDant and housing assistance payments.

From the landlord's perspective,6 it is essential to screen the tenant, as with any private-

marketrental. There are also several importantprogrirm requirements: meeting Housing Saal$

Stanfurds (the program's definition of decrnt, safe, and sanitary housing) prior to the beginning

of assistance; setting a rent that can be approved by the HA as reasonable (and within the Fair

Market Rent, for a certificate-holder); accepting the required lease form and HAP contract; and

maintaining the unit, so that it meets the program standards at annual inspections. In addition,

there are aspects of Section 8 that entail the landlord's ongoing involvement, such as the

"endless" lease (automatic renewal of the tenant's lease, now being phased out with a new lease

addendum form) and the 'take one/talce all' rule (requiring that an owner who accepts a Section

8 tenant for one rental unit will accept Section 8 in all rental properties).7

When an owner unfamiliar with Section 8 is approached by a participant to rent an

available aparunent, there is some information (from the briefing packet) the participant can give

the owner to introduce the program. But the landlord will need to contact staff of the HA that

issued the participant's certificate or voucher, in order to get further information and to begin

the process of leasing the unit. That agency's procedures for inspections and rent negotiation,

monthly HAP issuance, annual re-inspection and rent adjustuent will become familiar to the

owner over time.

In areas where there are two or more agencies administering Section 8 (agencies with

overlapping jurisdictions), the picrure from the landlord's standpoint can become more

6. hndlord perspectives on various feanres of the Section 8 program have been studied recently, through
a series of focus groups around the country. See Meryl Finkel, Fitul Repon on Recommendations on Ways

to Malce the Seoion 8 Progran More Acceptable in the Private Refial Ma*a (Cambridge, MA: Abt
Associates, March 1994).

7. This requirement is suspended until 9/30/92 under the Final Fiscal Year 1997 Budget.
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Clnpter One: Introduction

complicated. For example, inspection or rent reasonableness procedures could differ between

agencies, as could inspection standards.S

Even when a landlord is only dealing with one Section 8 agency, this program involves

rules, procedures, and paperwork not required when anunsubsidized tenant is selected. In many

parts of the country, where recipients of housing subsidy are not protected under state or local

fair housing laws, property owners have the right to turn down a Section 8 certificate- or

voucher-holder for an apartment if they do not wish to get involved with the program. Further,

the Fair Market Rents cover only part of the local market, so an owner may well be able to

obtain higher rents from non-Section 8 tenants.9 On the other hand, there are advantages for

landlords: many Section 8 participants make fine tenants; and the HAP contract assures the

owner of monthly partial rent payments directly from the HA (reducing the risk of non-

payment). Thus, there are tradeoffs to be considered, from the landlord's point of view, when

thinking about initial involvement with the program.

An Administrator's View of the Section 8 Program

From the standpoint of the administrative agency, the Section 8 program starts with an

application to HUD for an allocation of funds for certificates or vouchers. Many of the agencies

operating the program have been receiving allocations since the first year they were made, in

L976, although HUD has made efforts over the years to expand program coverage, particularly

to rural areas. When Congress funds new (incremental) Section 8 units, HUD issues a Notice

of Funding Availability (NOFA), asking agencies to apply. After setting aside some funding for

special purposes (such as desegregation, relocation, and special programs), HUD or Congress

sets the total amount of funding to be distributed by 'fair share allocation. "

The term "fair share" is used because the criteria for distributing the new funds are

rneant to result in sharing the resources fairly across all agencies seeking expanded funding,

using objective selection criteria. In their fair share applications, agencies demonstrate the need

for additional assistance in the local area and their own capacity to administer a larger program.

8. For example, some state programs have more stringent requirements about abatement of lead-based paint
for units that will be occupied by young children.

9. FMRS are set at a level meant to provide access to about 40 percent of the standard rental housing in a
metropoliten area. They were recently lowered from the 45th percentile.
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Clwpter One: Introduction

All applicants use a need-based formula, found in the Section 8 regulations, so that HUD can

compare need between agency jurisdictions.to When an agency is awarded a fab share

allocation, HLID executes an Annual Contributions Contract (ACC) with the agency; this

contract-covering a qpecific funding amount for a specific period of time-obligates HUD to

provide the administering agency with funds for the Housing Assistance Payments, plus a set

proportion for administrative costs.rr The ACC is also designated for a particular arql: some

agencies have jurisdictions covering more than one allocation anea and may receive allocations

for each. As an example, a large agency covering both metropolitan and non-metropolitan

areas-like some of the state agencies in this study-might well apply for and receive separate

allocations for each, since the HLID field offices split funding to assure adequate coverage of

nrral need.

To administer Section 8 tenant-based assistance, the IIA must follow HLID regulations

to establish the following key parameters for its jurisdiction:

A Section 8 Administrative Plan, laying out the agency's policies and practices for
administering the program, must be approved by the HA's governing bdy;

Waifing list preferences, which make some applicants eligible for more advanta-
geous placement on the waiting list, may be established (through a process
requiring a public hearing and approval by the HA's governing body), and resident
preferences must also be approved by HUD;

Voucher payment standands, which are set by the HA and may be between 80 and
100 percent of the local Fair Market Rent levels set by I{UD, fix the maximum
amount of voucher subsidy for a tenant;

a

o

o

o UfilW ollowonces (reflecting the costs of various apartment utility configurations
in the local area) are used to compare the gross rent of units with different utilities
included, and they assure participants of sufficient subsidy to cover utilities as well
as contract rent;

10. The housing needs factors are found at24 CFR791.&2.

11. Until FY 1995, allocations of Section 8 certificate.s were made by HLJD for specific numbers of units by
BR size. By contrast, voucher program allocations were made as a funding pool, giving the administering
agency the responsibility to determine how many vouchers the funding could support in the agency's specific
jurisdiction, even though the HA's funding application and ACC rmount were based on a specific number of
units and a specific BR size distribution. A 1995 revision to the certificate ACC form brought certificate
allocations into conformanee with the voucher procedure.
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Clnpter One: bttroduaion

a

a

Occupancy standards, which set the appropriate sizetz of apartnent for an
applicant household, determine the BR size of the certificate or voucher issued to
the household and thus the maximum rent or subsidy the family can receive;

Rent reosonableness standards, based on data gathered by the HA showing rents
by neighborhood as they vary with apartment size and features, guide agency staff
in rent negotiations with landlords, within the FMR envelope (for certificates).

These parameters must be kept up-to-date by the administering agency and must be uniformly

applied in all transactions with participants and property owners.

Once the agency has an ACC, the certificates or vouchers can be issued to eligible

families off the waiting list. (They may also be used for families moving into the jurisdiction

under portability, as explained further in Chapter 3.) Staff interview the applicant, gather

documentation and verify income, conduct any other steps in eligibility determination (such as

criminal records checks), and then brief those families receiving the certificates or vouchers.

Families can then search for two to four months, seeking an acceptable unit before the resource

expires. When a unit is found, the participant completes a Request for Irase Approval, which

triggers unit inspection and (if approved) rent negotiation with the owner. If all goes well, the

certificate or voucher is leased-up, and the participant moves in.

In negotiating rents, the agency may be faced with asking rents that exceed the FMR.

HAs have the authorrty to approve excepfion rents (rp to 10 percent above the FMR) for a

certain proportion (currently 20 percent) of their budgeted units. Beyond that limit, the HLJD

Field Office can approve (as requested by the HA) individual unit exceptions and area-wide

exceptions up to 20 percent above the FMR. Exception rent authority can be an important factor

in enabling participants to obtain higher qualrty housing in better neighborhoods.

Once the lease-up occurs, the agency can count the certificate or voucher as utilized.

Over a number of years, HUD has emphasized to Section 8 agencies that the resources are

provided for use, and agencies are required to keep utilizntion (the proportion of all the agency's

units leased-up by participants) at or above 95 percent. Also, Section 8 agencies earn

administrative fees for each unit leased, so budgets are based on assumptions about utilization.

12. Section 8 agencies must allow families to select the size unit they wish, allowing for choices about living
arrargements that may vary with cultural background. However, HAs are still required to establish the BR
size for issuing the certificate or voucher.

1-10
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Chapter One: Introduction

Not infrequently, to maintain utilization, the administering agency lnray over-issue and

over-lease-that is, iszue more certificates or vouchers than it has, and even lease-up more units

than authorized by the ACC. The agency may over-issue to adjust for the fact that some

certificate- and voucher-holders fail to lease up, so thrt utilization stays high despite these

failures. If success rates are higher than anticipated, the agency is allowed by regulation to

over-lease, within set limits.

Each ACC between HUD and a Section 8 agency has a certain term. Originally,

certificate ACCs ran 15 years, but now both certificate and voucher ACCs carry less than 5-year

terrns. However, they have continued to be renewed or extended at the end of their terms.

Until FY 1991, HUD set aside budget authority for certificate ACCs as if each unit

were leased for the fulI tenn, with the HAP amount equal to the FMR. Agencies drew against

the funds for each month the unit was utilized, and for the dollar amount of the actual HAP

payment. If this payment were lower than FMR (e.9., by the amount the panicipant paid in rent

or by a gap between the reasonable, negotiated rent and the FMR), the difference accrued to the

agency's project reserne.l3 These reserves became quite substantial, and some HAs have been

able to convert them into additional units. Since FY 1995, HUD has been extending some

expiring increments rather than renewing them, if the HA has project reserves sufficient to fund

the extension. (This practice began in FY 1995, when the Congressional appropriation was not

sufficient to cover all renewals.)

In FY L991, HUD shifted to calculating the budget amountby taking into account tenant

contributions (as had always been done for vouchers). This reduced the funding amount.

Further, beginning in FY 1995, certificate ACCs have been treated like voucher ACCs, with the

administering agency given responsibility for calculating how many units can be supported for

the term of the contract, given the size distribution of applicant families and given the level of

approved rents in the program.l4 As a result, it is unlikely that project reserves will build to

the same significant magnitudes in the future.

From the program administrator's viewpoint, a major factor in program operations has

been the increasing movement of participants among jurisdictions. Portability clearly has an

13. Project reserves are distinct from administrative reserves, which are accumulated, unspent funds from
administrative fees.

14. HUD has provided software and other tools to assist agencies in making this calculation.
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Clnpter One: Introduction

impact on the overall efficiency of program operations, although the magnitude of this impact

is dfficult to assess. For this reason, this study has explored the administrative issues in detail.

In some places, the administration of portability may pose a sigfficant barrier to families trying

to move out of high-poverty neighborhoods ("mobility"). In other places, portability may not

interfere with mobility. While the elimination of any barriers to locational choice associated

with portability may well be helpful, more pro-active efforts on the part of the Section 8 pro-

gram-such as special counseling-may well be necessary to support a significant increase in

housing mobility.

1.3 Sruov DrsrcN

This exploratory study was designed to seek initial answeni to a wide range of

questions, under five major topics: administration of multi-jurisdictional programs; current issues

for multi-jurisdictional programs; experience with portability; experience with mobility (moves

to low-poverty arcas); and promoting inter-jurisdictional cooperation. (Appendix A lists the

qpecific questions under each topic.)

The primary data collection method used for this study was the tele,phone interview.

We qpoke with administrators from a variety of Section 8 agencies, including multi-jurisdictional

agencies and the local agencies they overlapped. There were five samples of agencies:

Sample I States with large statewide Section 8 programs serving metropolitan
areas (N:9).

Sample 2 Subcontractors or branch offices involved in administering the Section
8 programs for the states in Sample 1 (N:9).

Sample 3 Metropolitan PHAs whose juridictions exceed city or county limits
(so that they are administering the program for all or almost all of a
metropolitan area) (N:9;.

Sample 4 PHAs whose jurisdictions are overlapped by either state or metro-
politan programs, identified from the interviews in Samples 1 and 3
(N:7).

PHAs with extensive portability experience, including active senders

and active receivers (N:4 senders and 4 receivers).
Sample 5

t-t2

t
T

n

I
I
I
I
I

t
I

l

I
T

I
I
I
t

r



Clwpter One: Introduoion

None of these were random samples; rather, they were based upon existing research, reconnais-

sance, and recommendations of HUD staff, as well as the results of interviews with agency staff

in the earlier samples. Some of the samples are related to others and thus serve to provide

multiple perspectives on the issues of administration, mobility, and program cooperation acrioss

jurisdictions.

Exhibit 1-1 shows the location of the study sites. The sampled states are primarily east

of the Mississippi, because they were selected based upon the total size of program. The

location of state subcontractors, branch offices, and overlapped local housing authorities follows

from the choice of states.

The metropolitan agencies were defined in the following way: agencies administering

the Section 8 program in all or a Iarge part of a metropolitan area, encompassing more than one

local jurisdiction. The list of metropolitan agencies was originally developed by using HtlD

administrative data systems to identify multi-county agencies with more than 50 percent of their

certificates used in metropolitan areas. To these were added agencies believed to have a service

area extending beyond traditional city boundaries. Extribit 1-2 describes, for each sample, the

universe and what is known about its size.

The research questions for the study (Appendix A) formed the basis for developing an

interview guide for each tlpe of agency. The guides were structurcd by the five major research

topics, but each emphasized the questions most appropriate to the reqpondents in that sample.

Copies of the interview guides are contained in Appendix B.

1.4 Onc^lxrzlrroN oF Tm REPoRT

This report is organized into six chapters, presenting the results of an exploratory study

and considering implications for future research. Chapter Two focuses on state and metropolitan

Section 8 programs-patterns ofjurisdictional definition, program stnrctures, and administrative

approaches. The origin and scope of the metropolitan agencies suggests important limits to the

notion that portability and mobility within metropolitan housing markets can be facilitated by

creating metropolitan-wide jurisdictions. (Appendix C pnovides supplementary descriptive

materials on the state and metro,politan programs.)

Chapten Thee and Four focus on the portability and mobility experiences of the study

agencies. Available portability data are presented in Chapter Thee. Reqpondents perceive a

1-13
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Exhibit 1-1

Sample Sites for the Study of State and Metropolitan Administration
of the Section 8 Program
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Sunple I Slatc Sectlon 8 Agencles

Sample 2 Branch OIIlccr or Subcontractors
to State Sectlon 8 Agencles

Samplc 3 l\letropolltan Sectlon E Agencles

Sarnple.l Overhpped Locel Scctlon 8 Agencles (PlIAs)

Samplc 5 Hlgh Portablllty Secllon t Agencles
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Clwpter One: Introduction

Exhibit 1-2
Sample and Universe Definitions for This Study

Study Sample Universe

Sample 1: Statqs Largest state programs senr-
ing metropolitan areas

(N=9).

There are about 35 states operating Soction
8 programs. Most of the states not sam-
pled have smaller, more rural prograrrur.

Most staie programs serve only areas uot
served by local HAs.

SamFle 2: Subcontractors
and Branch Offices

One subcontractor or field
ofEce for each of the nine
states studied; urban areas

selected (N=9).

Most states have either multiple subcon-
trac0ors or multiple field offices. Some
have both. Number per state tends to be
in the range of 15 to 80. Universe in-
cludcs all branch offices and subcontractors
of 35 statcs operating Section 8.

Sample 3: Metropolitan
Agencies

Includes two kinds of agcn-
cies: a) agencies with service
arsa encompsssing all or
almost all of a metropolitan
area; and b) agencie.s serving
multiple, urban jurisdictions
but not all of a metropolitan
area (N=9).

Size of univcrse is unknown, but other
examples may be found: a) in states (like
Florida and California) without state pro-
grarns, so that local or county agencies
have becn asked to expand theirjurisdic-
tions to scfl/e u$erued parts of urban
areas; b) in states (like Ohio), where HAs
were created 0o be metropolitan, although
urban areas have expanded beyond the

original definitions. Recognized examples
of metropolitan cooperation are likely to be

in the study sample.

Sample 4: Overlapped
PHAs

Agencies ovedapped by the
staie and metropolitan agen-
cies in Semples 1 or 3
(N=7).

Local HAs serving areas also served by a
stale agency or another local HA. Size of
universe is large but unknown. Includes
all local HAs in certain stalcs (CT, NJ,
MA) and small local HAs overlapped by
metropolitan agencies.

Sample 5: High-Portability
Agencies

Pairs of agencies with high
rales of portability (each pair
one sending and one receiving
agency) (N=8).

Virnully all Section 8 agencies in the
country now have some experience with
portability, but the number of agencies
with substantial portability cases is un-
known, because data on portability are not
readily available (and no counts are avail-
able absorbed units).
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growing volume of inter-jurisdictional moves svsl timei they also provide their perspectives on

administering portability and suggest a number of methods for making portability work better,

from the standpoint of both agency and participant. In Chapter Four, we discuss the factors

identified by study reqpondents which facilitate or impede mobility @articipants' moves from

high-poverty to low-poverty areas). Respondents' views on the role of the Section 8 program

with respect to encouraging mobility are also explored.

Recent changes in Section 8 have presented a challenge to program administrators, as

Chapter Five describes. The chapter discusses reqpondents' views about the changes (in general

and on qpecific items). The report concludes with a review of study implications for policy and

for ongoing research.
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HOW STATE AI\D METROFOLITAN AGENCIFS
ADMINISTER SBCTION 8

One of the key questions underlying this study is whether state and metropolitan

agencies gain some advantages or encounter special problems in administering the Section 8

program. How do these agencies, which are qrpically bigger in geographic scope than most

HAs, approach the four basic challenges described in Chapter One, and what qpecial advantages

orproblems do they have? In this chapter, we examine how participant entry (Section 2.1),

participant movement (Section 2.2), landlord involvement (Section 2.3), and program

administrative issues (Section 2.4) arc handled by the multi-jurisdictional agencies in the study

and whether their multi-jurisdictional scope appears to solve some of the problems resulting from

the morp common single-jurisdiction operation of Section 8 in metropolitan houslng markets.

2.1 Pmrrcpmm ErvrRY

There are a number of problems for participants stemming from the fact that the Section

8 program is often administered by many different agencies in a single metropolitan area,

according to a recent paper proposing a regional approach to Section 8 administration.l Because

the demand for Section 8 assistance far exceeds the number of eligible alrplicants, the key

problem that many families encounter is a very long waiting list in their home community, or

a waiting list closed to further applicants. Families may try to apply to mukiple programs (if

they are able to obtain information about them and submit applications), in an attempt to find

a shorter list and speed access to the housing assistance. This "waiting list shopping" can be

burdensome for the applicant, and it may also be fnritless. The lists may be just as long at

Section 8 agencies in other cities or towns, and out-of-town applicants may be placed below

residents because of a local residency preference.

To what extent does a regional approach to administering the Section 8 program

increase families' access to the prognm or ease the burden of applying? Oar research ifuntifud

1. Phillip D. Tegeler, Michael L. Hanley, and Judith Liben, "Transforming Section 8 Into a Regional
Housing Mobility Program," in Alexander Polikoff (ed.), Housing Mobility: Promise or lllusi.on?
(Washington, DC: Urban Institute Press, 1995), pp. 103-133.
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Clwpter I)vo: How State and Metropolitan Agencies Ahninister Section I

a set ol prfl.ctices employed by stole and rnetropolitan agencics that can facilitae participant

entry into the prugwn In some places, an agency is the sole source of Section 8 assistance for

the entire metropolitan area. Other places have agencies with metropolitan-wide waiting lists,

even though there may also be other waiting lists in the metropolitan area. Finally, some

agencies with wider service areas make access to the waiting list easier through the use of mail-

in pre-applications.

On the other hand, not all multi-jurisdictional agencies in this study eased family access

to Section 8. Some agencies with jurisdictions encompassing entire metropolitan areas

nevertheless maintain mukiple waiting lists. Others maintain local (single-jurisdiction) residency

preferences, deqpite encompassing a wider area.

Erfiibit 2-1 summarizes the features of the state and metropolitan agencies that affect

participant entry to the Section 8 program. It shows the nine state and nine metropolitan

agencies contacted for this study. Although Hartford (CT) is not paft of these samples, it

functions as a metropolitan program and is also included. Additional descriptive information

about these programs can be found in Appendix C.

SingleSource Agencies

None of the state programs contacted for this study are the only source of Section 8 in

metropolitan areas within their states. But in several of the metropolitan programs, participant

entry to the Section 8 program is simplified because only one agency operates Section 8 in all

or almost all of the metropolitan area. Two cases stand out as examples of this situation:

Portland (OR) and Jaclsonville (FI-).

In administrative structure, the Housing Authority of Portland (IIAP) was established

as a traditional housing authority, governed by a Board of Commissioners appointed by the

Mayor of Portland. However, as a result of intergovernmental agreements established tn t992,

the agency's jurisdiction now covers all of Multnomah County, including the City of Gresham.2

None of the other local governments operate Section 8 prcgrams, so that HAP is virtually the

2. The Multnomah County Chdr and the Mayor of Gresham each appoint two of the nine commissioners to
the HAP board.
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Exhibit 2-1

Appnoa,cuEs oF Smre AND METRopoLmAN SncT toN 8 Pnocnaus ro Fot R Cnar.r,Pncns

l.J
I(,

Section I Program Participant Entry Participant Movement Landlord fnvolvement
Administrative
Arrangements

Connecticut o Statewide program
operations

o Phone for application,
mail it in

r Statewide waiting list

. Apply to one agency and

live anywhere in state

r Many landlords relate to
both state and local
Section 8 programs

. Single subcontractor for
whole state

o Sub receives 83 percent
of admin fee

r Single statewide list
simplifies allocation
management

Massachusetts e Metropolitan-wide
program operations

r Phone for application,
mail it in

o Regional waiting lists

. Apply to one agency and
live anywhere in region
(9 regions in statel

r Many landlords relate to
both state and local
Section 8 programs

o Nine regional
subcontractors

o Subs receive 97 percent
of admin fee

. Units allocated by
region

r Central finance and
accounting

Michigan r Metropolitan-wide
program operations

o Phone for application,
mail it in

. County-level waiting lists

. Apply to one agency and
Iive anywhere in state

o Many landlords relate to
both state and local
Section 8 programs

o Branch offices for urban
areas and contract
employees for rural
afeas

r Subcontractors paid a
cost-based fee

o Flexible statewide
allocation management

o Central finance and
accounting
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Exhibit 2-l (continued)
Appnolcrrs or Stlrr lxo MrrnoFoLITAr\ Spctrox I Pnocmvrs ro Foun Cull r,pxcns

Section 8 hogram Participant Entry Participant Movement Landlord Involvement
Administrative
Amangements

New Jersey o Metropolitan-wide
program operations

. Apply in person at Field
Office

o County-level waiting lists
with residency
preferences

. Apply to one agency and

live anywhere in state

o Many landlords relate to
both state and local
Section 8 programs

o Branch offices in 18 of
21 counties

o No subcontractors
utilized

o Flexible, county-level
unit allocations
maintained

o Extensive central audit
and financial controls

Oklahoma o Metropolitan-wide
program operations in
most areas

o Phone for application,
mail it in

o Counry-level waiting lists

. Apply to one agency and
live almost anywhere in
state

. In some cities, landlords
relate to both state and
local Section 8 program

o Central office plus state
staff working from
homes

o No subcontractors
utilized

o Flexible statewide
allocation management

Tennessee o Area-wide program
operations for smaller
metropolitan areas

r Phone for application,
mail it in

r CountyJevel waiting lists

r Portabiliry required for
moves to major
metropolitan areas, most

of which are outside of
state agency's
jurisdiction

. In some cities, landlords
relate to both state and
Iocal Section 8 program

o Central office plus 9
field offices

o No subcontractors
utilized

o Flexible, county-level
unit allocations
maintained

Virginia o Subcontractors

administer programs for
one or several counties

o Intake administered by
subcontractors

o Subcontractor-level
waiting lists

o Portabiliry required for
moves outside of a
subcontractor's
jurisdiction

o [,ocal HAs act as

subcontractors to state,
so landlords deal with
only one agency

. Operated through 81

subcontractors
o Subs typically receive

60-65 percent of admin
fee

. County-level unit
allocations maintained to
preserve stable program
size for subcontractors

IIIIIIIIIIIIIII'III
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Exhibit 2-L (continued)
Arpnoacnm or SrATE nxn MnrnoFoLrrAN Sncrrox 8 Pnocmus ro Fot R Cu.Lr,mNcrs

h.J
I(Jt

Section 8 Program Participant Entry Participant Movement Landlord Involvement
Administrative
Arrangements

Kentucky o Regional program
operations in primarily
rural areas

o Phone for application,
mail it in

. Regional waiting lists

. Portabiliry required for
moves to most cities

o In a few areas, landlords
relate to two Section 8
programs but state
generally avoids overlap

r Operated through a
combination of branch
offices and

subcontractors
o Where subcontractors

operate, they receive 52
percent of admin fee

o CountyJevel unit
allocations maintained

New York o Suburban and rural
operations plus New
York City

o Intake administered by
subcontractors except in
New York City

o [,ocal waiting lists, Iocd
preferences

o Portability required for
moves outside of a

subcontractor's
jurisdiction

. In some cities, landlords
relate to both state and
local Section 8 program

r Some 48 local agencies
operate program as

subcontractors
o Subs receive 90 percent

of admin fee
o Central management of

subcontractor-level
allocations

Akron (OH) r Sole source of Section 8
for a large part of the

metropolitan area

. Apply to one agency and
live in a large part of the
metropolitan area

. Most landlords relate to
only one Section 8

Program

o Single central office

Clark Co. (NV) r One of 3 programs in the
Las Vegas metropolitan
area

. Apply to I of 3 agencies
and stay with that agency
anywhere in the county,
under 3-way agreement

o Landlords throughout the
county may relate to any
of 3 Section 8 programs

. Single central office

Dade County (FL) o Sole source of Section 8

for a large part of the

metropolitan area

. Apply to one agency and
live anywhere in
metropolitan area

. In some areas of county,
landlords may work with
2 Section 8 programs

o Central office plus one
satellite office



Section E Program Participant Entry Participant Movement Landlord fnvolvement
Administratlve
Arrangements

Jacksonville (FL) o Virtually sole source of
Section 8 in metropolitan
area

. Apply to one agency and
live anywhere in
metropolitan area

r Almost all landlords
work with only I agency

. Single central offrce

Minneapolis-St. Paul (MN)
(Metro HRA)

. Administen Section 8
for multiple jurisdictions,
but not sole source of
Section 8 in area

. One agency serves

multiple jurisdictions, but
portability required to
move to other parts of
the metropolitan area

o No overlap of program
administration, so all
landlords relate to I
Section 8 program (in
each area)

o Central office plus 15

'contract offices"

Orange County (CA) o Administers Section 8
for multiple jurisdictions,
but not sole source of
Section 8 in area

. Apply to one agency and
stay with that agency
anywhere in county,
under 4-way agreement

o l:ndlords work with
only one agency in each
property location

o Single central office

Portland (OR) o Sole sotuce of Section 8
in most of the
metropolitan area

. Apply to one agency and
live anywhere in
metropolitan area

o Landlords work with
only one agercy
administering the Section
8 program in the county

o Landlord outreach and
Advisory Committee

o Single central office

Rochester (NY) o HA administers Section 8
throughout metropolitan
area

. [rcal waiting lists with
rcsidency preferences

exist (for smaller
jurisdictions administered
by RHA) separate from
area-wide list

. Apply to one agency and
live anywhere in
metropolitan area

. In some jurisdictions,
landlords sign HAP
contracts with either
local agencies or
metropolitan agercy

o Single central office for
RHA. Separate offices
for programs operated
as subcontractor

o Sole administrative
agency for metropolitan
area (subcontractor to 3
local programs)

l.J
Io\

E)rhibit Ll (continued)
Appnolcms oF SIATE AND [{Ef,RopoLrrAt{ Spcrron 8 h.ocnmls ro Fot R Crnr,r,nxcrs
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Exhibit 2-l (confinued)
Appnolcrrrs oF SrATE lxo MnrnoFoLITAN Sscrlox 8 Pnocnlus ro For-n Crnr.r,BxcBs

r Hrnford'. ScctioD 8 prctram is lol Eetropolite injudsdiction, but drc sgmcy adDiristcrs udt! thmwhout thc trEfopolit tr dra. Scc tcrt for disculciotr.

N
I{

Section 8 Program Participant Entry Participant Movement Landlord Involvement
Administrative
Arrangements

San Diego County (CA) o Administers Section 8
for multiple jurisdictions,
but not sole source of
Section 8 in area

r Discussing combining
waiting lists with other
programr in county

o Phone for application,
complete over phone or
mail it in

o Portability required for
all moves

o Discussing ways to move
families between waiting
lists instead of using
portability

o No overlap of program
administration, so

landlords work with only
one Section 8 program

o Single central office

Hartford (CT)l o Locd HA administers
units anywhere in the
metropolitan area

. Apply to one agency and
receive support for
moves anywhere in
metropolitan area

o Outside the city of
Hartford, landlords may
work with local program
as well as the city's
Section 8 program

o Single central office
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exclusive source of Section 8 certificates and vouchers in the metropolitan area.3 All aspects

of HAP's Section 8 program are managed by staff based at the agency's central office in

downtown Portland, but HAP operations are thoroughly oriented to the whole county. Families

seeking information about Section 8 in the Portland area can get it at a single source.

A similar situation is found in Jacksonville (FL). Most of the metropolitan area falls

within the city proper, and since the time certificates first became portable in 1989, the

Jacksonville Housing Authority (JHA) has considered the service area of its Section 8 program

to include the other three counties that make up the MSA.4 No intergovernmental agreements

were required to extend Jacksonville's proglam, because the IIA is virtually the only Section 8

progxam in the metropolitan area and certainly the only one capable of metropolitan coverage.

Therc is also no state Section 8 program in Florida. Thus, JHA is the single source for

information and access to Section 8.

It is possible that Jacksonville's situation is repeated in other metropolitan areas across

the country, where growing cities have annexed suburban areas and where there is no statewide

pro$am. The data from this study do not support an accurate estimate of the number of

metropolitan areas that have a single Section 8 program. But most metrcpolitan areas have

multiple local governments, multiple housing authorities, and multiple Section 8 programs. Even

Honolulu-which has a single local government (called the City and County of Honolulu)-has

two Section 8 programs, because the crty and the state each operate one.

In seeking examples of metropolitan prcgrams, this shrdy encountered another grcup

of agencies that-although not the sole source of Section 8-are nevertheless able to administer

Section 8 certificates and vouchers anywhere in the metropolitan area. Like the single-source

agencies, these agencies offer families easier access to Section 8 assistance; they maintain

metropolitan-wide waiting lists, even though there are other agencies and waiting lists in the

metropolitan area.

3. Although our respondents considered the metropolitan area to be entirely within Multnomah County, the
Census Bureau includes four other counties in the Portland-Vancouver (WA) PMSA.

4. Strictly speaking, because of the two small programs in outlying areas, JHA is not the only Section 8
program in the metropolitan area.
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Chapter Tlto: How State and Metropolitan Agencies Administer Section 8

Metropolitan-Wide Waiting Lists

Most of the agencies in the study sample with metropolitan-wide waiting lists are parts

of governments with political jurisdictions that encompass the entire metropolitan area. As

Exhibit 2-1 shows (second column), some are state agencies with service areas that overlap local

HAs; examples are Connecticut, Massachusetts, Michigan, and Oklahoma. Some are county

agencies, where the county includes the entire metropolitan area and the Section 8 service area

overlaps that of local HAs within the county; examples are Akron (OH) and Dade County (FL).

Finally, two are city agencies: Rochester (NY) and Hartford (CT).

Connecticut is unique even irmong the state agencies in this group because it maintains

a single statewide waiting list. Families are selected from anywhere in the state based upon their

position on the list. A single subcontractor, Hartconn, operates the program from a suburb of

Hartford and maintains three field offices, used primarily for intake activities.S The jurisdiction

of the progrirm fully overlaps all other HAs in the state. Households receiving rental assistance

from the state program can readily choose to live anywhere in the state.

Massachusetts' program, administered by the Executive Office of Communities and

Development, is another example of a state program overlapping all local programs. Actual

operation of the program is performed by nine regional subcontractors.6 Within each region,

prospective participants can apply at one place and live anywhere in the region. For instance,

people from anywhere in the Boston area can apply to the Metropolitan Boston Housing

Partnership (MBHP), which administers units in the City of Boston and in 32 other cities and

towns.

The Akron Metropolitan Housing Authority (AIvilIA) also maintains a metropolitan-

wide waiting [ist. Like other housing agencies in Ohio, AMHA was established as a

metropolitan agency, serving the surrounding region as well as the city proper. The mayor of

Akron appoints the chair of the board, but officials from other localities also appoint board

members. Like other places in Ohio, too, the Akron metropolitan area has outgrown AMHA's

jurisdiction, so that the AMHA service area now includes only 78 percent of the area's

5. Connecticut recently re-bid the contract for Section 8 administration, and Hartconn was scheduled to
replaced as subcontractor by the Connecticut Association for Community Action on July l, 1996.

6. The subcontractors are eight nonprofit organizations and a regional housing authority. Units in the City
of Lynn are administered by the Lynn Housing Authority as a result of specid state legislation.
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Clupter TWo: How State and Metropolitan Agencies Admtntster Section 8

population. Nevertheless, for the large part of the metropolitan area included, people can apply

and be put on a single waiting list that serves the entire area.

In the study sample, there are also two city agencies-in Rochester (Irl-l) and Hardord

(CT)-that administer units for households living almost anywhere in the metropolian area, even

though the political jurisdiction of the agency does not cover the entire metropolitan area. Each

concluded that the agency could legally operate outside the political jurisdiction of the local

government. As a result, a family can apply for Section 8 assistance at the Rochester Housing

Authority (RHA) to live anywhere in that metropolitan area, because RHA can directly

administer its units throughout the five-county area. The City of Hardord's Section 8 program

goes one step further and actively supports residents who express an interest in moving outside

the city, pnoviding information on apartments in suburban areas and referring clients to an

agency in Harfford that provides housing counseling services.

In two metropolitan areas included in this study, plans were being made to ease the

process for families applying for Section 8, by consolidating or facilitating access to multiple

waiting lists. In Minneapolis, as pafi of the settlement of a discrimination lawsuit, area HAs

are developing a clearinghouse to give information and receive applications for all housing

programs in the metropolitan area. In the San Diego area, many applicants move between the

county and city while waiting for Section 8 assistance. In response, the City and the County are

discussing sharing application information, so that a family in the county would not have to go

to the bottom of the city waiting list if they chose to move. In this example, the date of

application to the County would be honored by the City when the applicant was added to the

City's [ist. The two HAs and several othen in the San Diego area are also discussing a more

far-reaching consolidation of their Section 8 programs.

Residency Preferences

According to a t994 internal HL}D suryey, residency preferences are used by nearly

half the Section 8 programs nationwide.T In some places, residency preferences effectively limit

the access of some families in the metropolitan area to the Section 8 program. The Rochester

(l.IY) area is an interesting example of this phenomenon, because-as just described-

7. The shrdy results are cited in Tegeler et al, "Transforming Section 8 Into A Regional Mobility Program,"
p. I10.
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Chapter Two: How State and Metropolitan Agenctes Administer Section I

the Rochester Housing Authority (RHA) is one of the agencies that has expanded its jurisdiction

to include the entire metropolitan area. Not only does RHA administer a large, metropolitan-

wide program, it also acts as a subconEactor for tbree other Section 8 programs in Monroe

County (Greece, Irondoquoit, and a regional consortium of towns led by Pennfield). As a result,

in these towns RHA administers both its own units and the units of the local program.S Yet,

though all administered by RHA, the programs of these towns and the City of Rochester are

maintained as distinct entities, as far as participants and landlords are concerned. In particular,

each has its own waiting list, and the three small programs RHA administers as a subcontractor

also have residency preferences, so that (all else equal) residents of those towns are placed ahead

of other applicants. Because of an imbalance between the allocation and the demand for units

in the city and suburbs, the waiting list for the City of Rochester is quite long and frequently

closed; the waiting lists for the three smaller programs are shorter, but their residency

preferences ensure that non-resident applicants are rarely served. Thus, while residents of the

City of Rochester who receive Section 8 can readily live anywhere in the metropolitan area, they

must wait much longer to get Section 8 assistance than residents of the suburban towns.

Relatively few of the state and metropolitan agencies included in this study gave

residents preferential treatrnent on their waiting lists. Among the meffopolitan agencies shown

in Exhibit 2-1, only San Diego County, Orange County, and Dade County have residency

preferences. In each of these cases, because the jurisdiction includes the entire metropolitan

area, the preference does not restrict access for residents of any particular part of the area.

However, in each of these areas (and in most of the other metropolitan areas we examined),

smaller suburban housing authorities do give preference to local residents, resulting in a situation

similar to that in the Rochester area.

The State of New Jersey is another interesting example, because the state has chosen

to structure its program as if it were a set of local programs with residency preferences. The

waiting list is maintained by county, and families are encouraged to apply for the county where

they currently live. If they apply for another county, they are ranked below that county's

residents on the waiting list. However, once a family receives assistance, it can be used

anywhere in the state.

8. There is only one other independent Section 8 program in Monroe County, a 300-unit program operated
by the Village of Fairport.
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Clwpter T\yo: How State and Metropolitan Agenctes Adtninister Seaion 8

N{aking It Easier to Apply for Section 8

Because many of the state and metropottan agencies in this study cover a large area,

applying in person can pose a hardship and be a barrier to pnogram entry. To avoid this, many

of the agencies allow people to request Section 8 pre-application forurs by telephone and then

submit them by mail, enabling an applicant to get on the waiting list without traveling to the

ofFrce. Among the state progxams contacted for this study, six agencies allowed mail-in pre-

applications (Michigan, Tennessee, Connecticut, Massachusetts, Kentucky, and Oklahoma),

whereas Virginia (at least in Virginia Beach), New Jersey, and New York did not. Of the

metropolitan agencies in the study, only San Diego County allows people to apply without

coming into the office; there, applications are actually taken over the telephone, making access

even easier. We do not know how wideqpread these practices are among local Section 8

agencies, but they are likely to be a more important consideration for larger, multi-jurisdictional

agencies.

2.2 Pmrrcrp.lnr Movrnmnr

In theory, any certificate- or voucher-holder can move to any place in the country where

there is an agency operating a Section 8 program. In practice, people may not be aware of this

option, and there are a number of potential obstacles-such as the paperwork required,

differences in occupancy standards, and other administrative variations-that can create problems

for people trying to move. Participant movement is examined extensively in Chapters Three

@ortability) and Four (Mobility). Here, we restrict our discussion to the way that wider agency

jurisdiction can facilitate Section 8 moves. This is summarized in the third column of Exhibit

2-1.

Compared to participants receiving certificates or vouchers from local HAs, those with

certificates or vouchers from agencies with multi-jurisdictional service areas are likely to find

it easier to live in the area of their choice. For the latter gtoup, it is not necessary to approach

another Section 8 agency in order to move from one city or town to another. As Exhibit 2-2

shows, a number of the agencies included in this study encompassed one or more entire

metropolitan areas. As noted before, five state programs-Michigan, Connecticut, New Jersey,

Oklahoma, and Massachusetts-cover all or almost all of the state. Households with certificates

2-12

t
r
I
t
I
tl

r
I
I
I

r
r
I
I
I



Clnpter Two: How State and Metropolttan Agencies Admtnister Sectton 8

or vouchers issued by these state programs can move anywhere in the state without sffiing

agencies (although they may sffi branch or subcontractor offices).

While participant movement is facilitated by statewide programs, it appears that the

agencies that staff their branch offices with state employees find it easier to administer internd

moves (and moves to and from other HAs) than do the states using subcontractors. States using

subcontractors commonly pay them a percentage of the Section 8 administrative fee earned by

the state agency or a set fee per leased-up unit. As a result, the subcontractors experience

budgetary pressure if participants take their units elsewhere in the state. The subcontractors

therefore pressure the state program administrators to maintain stable program levels. A notable

exception is Connecticut, which uses a single subcontractor to administer the program statewide.

In states that use multiple subcontractors, a kind of internal portability is required, because a

different organization will manage the unit if a participant moves far enough away.

Administrative arrangements seem easier, and tolerance for imbalances greater, when

state employees are used and there is not the concern to protect subcontractor fees.e In these

states, the transfer between offices occunl with a minimum of paperwork and potential for

problems. In Tennessee, for example, a Field Office manager tpically calls her counterpart at

another Field Office about an intrastate transfer and then sends along the case file. No effort

is made to adjust allocations for movement between the field offices (in pan because there is

relatively little movement in Tennessee).

Agencies in this study also take other stqrs to facilitate participants' moves, even if
these moves go beyond jurisdictional boundaries. Cross-administration agreements allow

agencies to continue to administer Section 8 for a family to whom they have issued a certificate

or voucher, even when the family moves to a neighboring cr$ outside the program's normal

jurisdiction. Clark County (NV), Dade County (FL), and Orange County (CA) all have such

agreements. Chapter Thrce addresses portability issues in greater detail, including a discussion

of these cross-administration agreements.

9. It is likely that the state employees have job securi[r, even if change in the size of a branch office might
make it necessary for some to transfer between branches.
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Metropolitan
Coverage

State Subcontractors
and Field Offices

Metropolitan
Ilousing Agencies

PHAS Overlapped by
State/Metro Agencies

Active Portability
Receivers

Active Portability
Senders

95-t00% o Michigan State
Housing Develop-
ment Agency (Grand
Rapids Branch Of-
fice)

. Tennessee Housing
and Development
Authority (Milan
Field Office)

o Hartconn Associates
(CT)

o New Jersey Depart-
ment of Community
Affairs (Newark
Field Office)

o Oklahoma Housing
Finance Agencya

r Dade County De-
partment of Special
Housing Programs
(FL)

. Jacksonville Housing
Authority (FL)

75-95Vo o Metropoliun Boston
Housing Partnership
(MA)

o Rochester Housing
Authority (NY)

o Akron Metro Hous-
ing Authoriry (OH)

o Housing Authority
of the County of
Clark (NV)

o Public Housing Au-
thority of Orange
County (CA)

50-75% . Housing Authority
of the City of Hous-
ton (TX)

Exhibit 2-2
PPNCSNT oF ToTAL MSA PopwarroN SERvED BY SAMPLE AcuxCMS

N)
I
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o Jackson Housing
Authority (TN)



IIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIII

Exhibit 2-2 (continued)
PBncrx'r or Toru, MSA Popwauox Srnwn ny Sancr.B Acrxcrcs

a OHFA does not have field offices. Instead, the program is centrally administered.
b Technically, Quincy's jurisdiction is statewide, as is true for all local housing authorities under Massachusetts statute.

tJ
I

(Jl

Metropolitan
Coverage

State Subcontractors
and Field Offices

Metropolitan
Housing Agencies

PHAs Overlapped by
State/Metro Agencies

Active Portability
Receivers

Active Portability
Senders

25-50% o Virginia Beach De-
partment of Housing
and Neighborhood
Preservation (VA)

o New York Division
of Housing and
Community Renewal

o (Twin Cities) Metro
Council Housing and
Redevelopment Au-
thority (MN)

o County of San Diego
(cA)

o Housing Authority
of Portland (OR)

o Dallas Housing Au-
thority (TX)

0-25% r Grand Rapids Hous-
ing Commission
(MD

o Minneapolis Public
Housing Authority
(MN)

e lmagineers, Inc.
(CT) (Hartford)

o Oklahoma Cig
Housing Authority
(oK)

o Cambridge Housing
Authority (MA)

o Newark Housing
Authority (NJ)

o Housing Authority
of Alameda County

o Housing (GA) Op-
portunities
Commission of
Montgomery County
(MD)

o Quincy Housing
Authority (MA)b

o Boston Housing
Authority (MA)

o Oakland Housing
Authority (CA)

o District of Columbia
Housing Authority

NA o Central Kentucky
Community Action



Clwpter T)vo: How State and Metropolitan Agencies Adrnintster Section 8

2.3 L.lxorono lrwor,vmnmrr tr{ SEcrIoN 8

In the aqpects of the Section 8 program that direcfly affect landlords, the state and

metropolitan agencies in this study did not appear to differ systematically from the local HAs

examined.r0 Housing Quality Standards (IIQS) inqpections, rent reasonableness determinations,

HAP and utility allowance payments, security deposits, and damage cliaims are all handled in

much the same manner by the multi-jurisdictional agencies as they are by the local HAs. The

key issue that affects landlords (and that is summarized in the fourth column of Exhibit 2-1) is

that most of the multi-jurisdictional Section 8 agencies overlap the service areas of other HAs.

As a result, Iiandlords may encounter variations in policies and procedures between two different

agencies in the same area. (I-andlords with property in more than one local jurisdiction may

have similar problems.)

This study did not collect information directly from landlords, but progxam adminis-

trators at several local housing authorities described the conflicting signals that landlords could

receiye from two agencies operating in the same ar€a. One local HA administrator felt that the

state field office, which covered a ten-county area, was less attuned to the local rental market

and less likely to "hold the line" on rents (particularly in cases where the field staff had to travel

a grat distance to inspect a particular property). This reportedly made the local agency's

negotiations with landlords more difficult.

In another case, a state agency administrator indicated that landlords were disgnrntled

by the state's stricter enforcement of HQS standards, compared to local HAs. That state also

had a higher utility allowance and a lower minimum tenant rent than several local agencies.

There and in other states, differences in procedures and policies not only caused landlords

confusion but also caused friction between local and state agencies administering Section 8 in

the same areas.

One reqpondent identified an advantage to having two agencies serving the same area,

from the sandpoint of landlords. Although the Rochester Housing Authority (RIIA) can and

does administer units well outside the city's political jurisdiction, it operates in some parts of

Monroe County as a subcontractor to smaller, local HAs. In these outlying areas, it was thought

10. Recatl that the shrdy sampled a number of local agencies with jurisdictions overlapped by state or
metropolitan agencies. l-ocal agencies that were active in portability were also sampled. See Section 1.3.
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Clwpter TWo: How State and Metropolitan Agencies Afuninister Seuion 8

that certain landlords would not participate in the program if they had to sign a HAP contract

with a l,arge, urban housing authority like RHA instead of a small local one.

Rent reasonableness determinations are another important aqpect of Section 8 vitally

affecting landlord involvement. In areas with multiple Section 8 agencies, there may be

differences in rent determinations that affect landlord willingness to acce,pt Section 8 tenants.

We describe further in Chapter Three (Portability) the agreement made among jurisdictions in

Orange County (CA) to leave rent negotiation responsibilities with the agency where the rental

property is located, while maintaining reqponsibility for participants with the agency that first

issued them a certificate or voucher.

2.4 Aormvrsrmrrw Issurs

There are a number of important administrative issues that are handled dffierently by

state and metropolitan agencies compared to the more numerous local Section 8 programs. The

advantages these agenaies may gain include: the ability to offer tenant-based assistance

inclusively (to crty, suburban, and rural areas) due to their broader jurisdictions; the ability to

develop greater technical capacity and expertise; and greater ease in managing allocations of

funding for certificates and vouchers as participants move. On the other hand, there :ue some

spectal prublerns encountered by multi-jurisdictional Section 8 agencies, including: how to

administer functions that require face-to-face participant and landlord contact; how to manage

relationships when there are local HAs with overlapped service areas; and how to pay for the

high costs of program operations in rural areas. The final column of Erhibit 2-1 summarizes

the approaches taken by multi-jurisdictional programs in the study sample.

Jurisdictional Coverage

We have already noted one important feahrre of state progxams within the study sample:

coverage of metropolitan areas varies strikingly irmong the nine prograrns. While four operate

in all areas of the state, three do not overliap all metropolitan areas, ild two are primarily

suburban and rural. Some of the advantages accnring from statewide coverage have been cited

earlier in this chapter, in the context of participant entry and participant movement. Other

advantages are perhaps more relevant to non-urban areas. In some states, the main reason for

the existence of the state program is to bring Section 8 to rural areas where local governments

2-17

l
r
l

t
T

u

I
L]

E



Clwpter Tlvo: How State and Metropolitan Agencies Administer Section 8

may not have the capacity to create and operate an effective local HA. In such areas, state

agencies provide expertise and technical assistance in the administration of Section 8 at a level

unlikely to be achieved if the prognm were operated by several smaller local HAs. State

agencies also can provide financial rcsources to supplement administrative resources in high-cost,

low-fee areas. In addition, state agencies provide a mechanism that still allows use of local

agencies, as subcontractors to the state, without each locality having to create and monitor an

HA. Thus, it is possible to envision a role for local agencies even under a scenario in which

the Section 8 program sffis more toward state administration.

State agencies with more limited jurisdictions, and particularly those limited to more

rural areas (in this sample, Kentucky and Tennessee), indicate considerable difficulty with

program funding. These state agencies do not earn the higher fees of urban areias, but they have

higher transportation costs. Kentucky supplements its Section 8 fees with contract administration

fees, as its fee rates do not cover costs. Tennessee state agency staff resent the higher fees paid

to metropolitan agencies (as much as twice the fees the state earns), because the per unit costs

to administer units in rural areas arc actually higher.

One reason for the Oklahoma state agency's insistence that it be able to operate its

prognm in Oklahoma City and Tirlsa (deqpite criticism and even a legal challenge) is the

perception that the state would lose much of its program to these local HAs thrcugh portability

and that the fees earned on a more heavily nrral program-the highest cost, lowest fee portions

of the program-would not support adequate administration. The financial advantages of an

urban-rural mix may explain why some of the strongest prcgams in this study are those with

more complete coverage.

There is also considerable variation in the administrative units of the state programs.

Some have only a few locations, others have branches or subcontractors serving multiple

counties, and stifl others have county-level operations. Although nrnning a statewide Section

8 program on a count5r-by-county basis brings progr:rm staff face-to-face with participants and

landlords, it is not necessarily the most efficient way to structure waiting lists and unit

allocations. Yet New Jersey's program-which is highly regarded for its overall perforrrance

and for advances in efficiency through applying new technologies-maintains a county-level

stnrcture that includes separate branch offices, separate waiting lists, and residency preferences.
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Clwpter Tlvo: How State and. Metropolitan Agencies Adntnister Section 8

An agency operating a metropolitan Section 8 program does not, of course, have as

large or varied a jurisdiction as a state agency. The agencies with metropolitan jurisdictions had

three types of origins: 1) several were county agencies (some overlapped local HAs and some

did not); 2) several (Ilousing Authority of Portland, Metro HRA, and Akron Metropolitan

Housing Authority) were administered by special metropolitan agencies with a mandate to serve

multiple cities and towns; and 3) several werc sponsored by local governments that serve

extraordinarily large areas (e.g., Jacksonville).

Almost all of the metropolitan agencies in this study operated their programs from a

single central office. The Metro HRA in the Minneapolis-St. Paul area was one exception.

Although the agency does not administer units in the largest cities in the area, its service area

encompasses 130 cities and towns. In addition to the central ofFrctr, the agency has 15 "contract

offices." Some of them perform only HQS inspections (for a flat fee of $24), while others

conduct a broader set of activities including lease-ups, recertifications, and inspections. Of the

eight other sample metropolitan agencies, only Dade County had a branch office, a single

"satellite ofFlce" in south Dade.

Technical Capacity and Expertise

The reqpondents in multi-jurisdictional agencies saw greater technical capacity and

expertise as a distinct advantage of state and metropolitan administration, compared to local

agencies. The larger scale of these programs allows them to develop more specialization and

invest more resources in improved technological systems. Naturally, this could apply to larger

Section 8 programs in local public housing agencies, not only to multi-jurisdictional programs.

However, observers in HUD and elsewhere believe that administrative resources from Section

8 arc often used to support public housing operations, in agencies that operate both programs.

If this is so, then some of the funds that might be invested in technological improvements (or,

indeed, in other kinds of administrative uses) are not used to benefit Section 8. The state

programs were not operators of public housing, although a number of the metropolitan agencies

were. The state programs had the additional advantage of being able in some cases to draw on

other resources of state government.

Two state agencies in the study sample were noted for technological improvements.

The New Jersey state agency has been very innovative in its use of technology. It has recently
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Clwpter Tlvo: How State and Metropolitan Agencies Administer Seaion 8

begun to use pen-based mobile computers to record the results of HQS inqpections, equipping

inspectors not only with the pre-coded inqpection form but also with the HUD regulations and

agency manual (for immediate reference to the appropriate section, at the touch of the pen). The

inspection reports and letters to landlords and tenants are generated direcfly from the field-

entered data, when they are brought back to the office at the end of each day. This agency has

seen measurable improvements in productivrty from this change, and it plans to be "paperless"

before the end of the decade.

Connecticut's entire program is nrn by a single subcontractor using a high-capacity

information system. The size of the program enabled the subcontractor to make the substantial

investment in an improved system. This enhanced administrative capacrty allows the state

program to take on the role of receiving agency for much of the portability that occurs within

the state of Connecticut.

I-arger scale may result in greater capacity for oversight and monitoring. State agencies

may provide more oversight to field operations than HUD or local governments are typically

able to offer. The Virginia state Section 8 agency provides a detailed procedures manud to its

subcontractors, incorporating HIID guidance, state agency policy, and elements of local choice

(e.9., approved local preferences). In addition, state staff review and audit a large portion of

the workperformed in the field. Staff from the central office in Richmondprovide considerable

technical assistancerl and conduct two extensive reviews of each subcontractor every year: a

review of financial records, documents, and client files; and a field inspection of housing units,

including interviews with participants. The Michigan state program's managers offer

subcontractors an intensive training program and a mentor system, and they conduct a three-day

field performance evaluation for each subcontractor every year, resulting in a written evaluation

and assistance in correcting any problems.

State and metropolitan agencies are sometimes able to provide more expertise for qpecial

programs, such as Family Self-Sufficiency (FSS), and may provide the needed liaison with

service providers @articularly other state-funded agencies) more effectively than small local

agencies. Several of the local HAs in this study (whose service areas were overlapped by multi-

jurisdictional programs) had, in fact, developed cooperative efforts with nearby state

11. One respondent indicated that HA subcontractors in the Virginia state program rely more on them than
on their HUD offices for technical assistance when they have questions.
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Clapter Tlvo: How State and Metropolitan Agenctes Administer Section 8

subcontractors or branch offices to implement FSS, sharing Program Coordinating Committees

and liaison with service providers.

Several of the metropolitan areas studied included a county or city agency with a large

Section 8 program and several small suburban programs. Dade County, Akron, and Rochester

are examples of this configuration. In these cases, the metropolitan agency may support the

smaller agencies with training and technical assistance. In Rochester, the Rochester Housing

Authority actually operates three smaller prognm as a subcontractor. In Dade County, the

County agency worked with other local HAs, jointly conducting training sessions and

workshops. County staff recently conducted a Fair Housing training for a group of local HAs.

Cities and towns in areas served by metropolitan agencies can establish their own

housing agencies and apply to HIJD for an allocation of Section 8 units. The Orange County

agency serves 28 cities that have chosen not to establish their own programs. The Metro HRA

serves 130 cities and towns in the Minneapolis-St. Paul area. The larger metropottan agencies

offer notable efficiencies compared to the small, suburban programs; this apparently compensates

for the loss of local control experienced by locaf governments that choose not to nrn their own

programs. Nevertheless, new agencies had been formed in areas formerly (or currenfly) served

by metropolitan agencies. Washington County in Minnesota recenfly organized a Section 8

pro$am largely by absorbing households initiatly issued certificates and vouchers by the Metro

HRA. As a result, Metro HRA no longer dfuectly administers units in the Washington County.

Two cities in San Diego County also established new Section 8 programs, but the County

continues to administer Section 8 units in those areas.

Obtaining and lVlanaging Funding Allocations

Some study reqpondents frcm multi-jurisdictional agencies felt that their programs

offered clear advantages with regard to both obtaining and managing funds allocations from

HIJD. The advantage to HUD of funding these programs is the reduced fragmentation of

program resources in metropolitan areas. The advantages in managing allocations are related

to portability administration (discussed more fully in Chapter 3). Metropolitan agencies typically

have a single area of allocation, but states may cover multiple metropolitan areas and non-

metropolitan areas as well, resulting in multiple allocations of Section 8 resources from HUD.
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New Jersey has been very successful in obtaining new Section 8 funding. When

funding criteria favored the quality of program administration and the ability to lease-up quickly,

the program was highly rated. Now, the more need-based criteria also favor the agency, at least

in some of its jurisdiction. HLID s@ms to prefer to provide additional units to this single, well-

managed a3ency rather than to several local HAs. State agency reqpondents for this study felt

that, because of the agency's success and because of the requirements to expand FSS programs

with new funding increments, there was decidedly less interest in Section 8 among HAs in the

state.r2 This appears to have further increased the state program's share of the units allocated.

In contrast, the Tennessee state program agency has not applied for new Section 8 units

over the past three years. In the Nashville area, the agency always had to compete with the

Nashville-Davidson County HA and never succeeded, so it stopped applying. Because of the

size of the state and the naturc of the areas served, this agency's administrators feel the program

is underfi,rnded-or at least not fairly funded compared to others. For example, the Nashville-

Davidson County HA receives an administrative fee (to operate a program in a consolidated

area) that is more than double the average fee the state agency qrns to operate the program in

widely dispersed rural areas.r3 In addition, there are74 separate utility allowance schedules

to maintain, multiple analyses related to rent reasonableness, and multiple adjustments to

voucher payment standards. It appears this agency would consider giving up its program if local

HAs were interested in taking the units.

HUD's policies regarding allocation of Section 8 resources have undergone change over

time, and so has the geography of allocation ar€as. The allocation patterns among state

programs seem to result from a combination of policy changes, pnocedural differences between

HLID field offices, and state preferences or rcquests. Some states have a single statewide

allocation, others a number of metropoliAn and non-metropolitan allocations, still others county-

by-county increments. In Massachusefis, for example, I{UD makes allocations to the state for

six areas, which do not coincide with the regions administered by the nine subcontractors. The

12. Only 45 of the 81 local HAs applied in response to the NOFA for the most recent formula allocation
units.

13. A respondent indicated that the fee in Nashville-Davidson County is about $49 per unit month, compared
to $14 in rural Pickett County.
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Clwpter Tlvo: How State and Metropolitan Agencies Adtninister Section 8

state agency makes suballocations to the subcontractoni consistent with the HLID allocations.

By contrast, New Jersey and Tennessee seek county-level allocations.

Sornewhat independent of the allocations from HUD is the way the state programs

manage these resources. A number of states handle allocations and movement among allocation

areas centrally, as abookkeeping matter. As discussed above (in Section 2.2),thts can make

the state a significant facilitator of participant movement. On the other hand, there are state

programs that strictly maintain allocations by area, whether this be region (as in Massachusetts)

or locatity (as in Virginia).ra The connection between these patterns and the use of subcontrac-

tors versus state employees for field operations was also noted in Section 2.2.

Conducting Program f\rnctions Over a Large Creographic Area

One of the potential problems associated with multi-jurisdictional Section 8 operations

is the need to conduct some prcgram functions face-to-face with participants and landlords, when

they are at a distance from the agency central office. (As noted above, most of the state

programs-but only two of the metropolitan programs-use field locations to carry out some

aspects of Section 8 administration). States solve this problem in different ways and vary in the

degree to which administrative functions are decentralizecl.

Application-taking is often a local (rather than central) function, although Section 2.1

noted that some programs are now using mail-in or phone-in systems. Field offices often

maintain waiting lists (particularly if these are county-level); they also tend to do participant

intake and carry out initial and annual unit inqpections. In New York and Kentucky, local

agencies do all prognrn processing except for making HAP payments, but in Virginia the

14. For example, Virginia Beach's housing agency is a subcontractor to the state program. However, the
Virginia Beach administrator believed that the state agency's priority to expand the program to all rural areas
resulted in the local office not receiving its share of units. So, in the late 1980s, Virginia Beach began
applying directly to HUD. As a result, the state agency no longer applies for additional units for Virginia
Beach. Now, Virginia Beach administers units from the state's allocation and from its own allocation. There
is only one waiting list, but local residents get preference for the units allocated directly to Virginia Beach
and not for the state-allocated units. Virginia Beach does not, however, serve the entire metropolitan area.
People in Virginia Beach apply to the Virginia Beach HRA to participate in the Section 8 program, but people
in neighboring Norfolk would apply to a different agency.
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paperwork is transmitted to the central office for quality control and data entry.rs In Michigan,

branch offices can view some reports via computer link to the central office, but there is not yet

fufl interactivity. New Jersey is also ptanning grreater use of electronic communication between

central and branch locations in the near future.

Oklahoma's system is somewhat different, with some staff in the central office and the

remainder operating from their homes. The central office conducts all the outreach activities,

takes applications, and maintains the waiting list. It also makes the payments to landlords and

tenants and manage all aspects of FSS. Each of the field staff (typically located at least 100

miles from the central office) has a service area with no more than a 100-mile radius from the

employee's home. These field staff perform intake, recertification, and inqpection activities.

Even in states with numerous branches, the central office usually makes all payments to

landlords and tenants; this is the case in Tennessee, Kentucky, New Jersey, New York, and

Virginia.

Interagency Communication and Coordination

Berause many of the state and metropolitan agencies have jurisdictions that overlap local

HAs' service area,s, communication and coordination among HAs may be more important than

in situations where there is no overlap of jurisdictions. Yet the agencies in the study sample

report varying levels of inter-agency coordination. For example, the New Jersey state program

includes some HAs in its training activities and shares FSS boards with local HAs; however,

there appears to be liffle communication between the state and local authorities, except in

relation to specific portability cases. Some HAs with jurisdictions overliapped by state agencies

complained that state administration of HQS (including occupancy standards) and rent

reasonableness is frequenfly at odds with local administration. This causes some confusion for

participants and landlords, and can result in criticism for the local HA if the state procedures

are viewed more favorably. Still, these agencies reported only infrequent contacts with the state

program staff or subcontractor operating in the local area.

15. This will change somewhat, in the near future. The state ageDcy has almost completed a new in-house
system for which the subcontractors will do the data entry. The subcontractors will be responsible for keeping
the hard-copy files, and much less paper will flow to the central office.
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Clapter Tlyo: How State and Metropolitan Agenctes Administer Sectton 8

In several states wherc the jurisdiction of the state agency overliaps all or almost all

local HAs (particularly Massachusetts, New fersey, and Oklahoma), there is resentment of the

state agency. Groups of HAs or individual agencies in each of these states have attempted to

limit state agency operation in their communities, either through court action or state legislation,

although few were successful. In Massachusetts, the state's comprehensive jurisdiction has

caused complaints from other housing authorities, particularly in the Boston area, that would like

to administer all certificates and vouchers in their jurisdictions. firis position is supported by

the Massachusetts chapter of NAHRO. Communication between local HAs and state

subcontractors is sometimes strained due to this resentment.r6 In Oklahoma, the state's Section

8 operations overlap the jurisdictions of more than 50 local HAs, including the two largest cities

in the state-Oklahoma City and Tulsa. The HAs in these two cities are not happy about this

arrangement. In 1995, Oklahoma City legally challenged the state's right to operate in the

municipality, but the challenge was unsuccessful.

We discussed with the metropolitan agency reqpondents the extent of cooperation and

coordination among agencies administering Section 8 in their metropolitan areas. Frftibit 2-3

summarizes the cooperative efforts they reported.

This chapter has not fully explored one important aspect of metropolitan administration

of the Section 8 program. Agencies with a metropolitan-wide service area may avoid many of

the administrative problems associated with portability, simply because they can continue to

administer units for families that move anywhere within the metropolitan area. The advantages

of this iurangement are addressed in more detail in the next chapter.

16. The state agency's jurisdiction overlaps that of 150 to 200 HAs, 50 to 60 percent of which have
substantial Section 8 programs.
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Agency Nature and Extent of Interagency Cooperation

Orange County,
CA

Orange Co. has entered into an MOU with the three other housing authorities in
the county to facilitate portability. The MOU allows agencies to continue
administering units after out-of-jurisdiction moves and calls for the "receiving"
agency to do HQS inspections and rent reasonableness determinations for a set

fee.

San Diego
County, CA

Currently, the six housing authoritiqs in the county meet quarterly; they are trying
to coordinate payment standards and minimum rent levels. The six housing
authorities are discussing a mechanism for sharing waiting lists and exploring
further consolidation of their Section 8 programs.

Metro HRA
(Minneapolis-
St. Paul), MN

FSS coordinators meet quarterly. There are ad hoc meetings on portability issues,
conforming rule implementation. Under the settlement of a desegregation case,
area housing authorities are developing a clearinghouse to facilitate one-stop
shopping for all area housing programs. AIso, Metro HRA is a partner with
Minneapolis and St. Paul in developing a Gautreaux-style mobility program.

Clark County
(Las Vegas), NV

MOU among the three housing authorities in the area to allow them to continue
administering units when households move to a neighboring jurisdiction. MOU
set up 

" 
nnggfuenism for "receiving" agency to perform rent reasonableness and

HQS inspections, but so far HACC has done its own inspections, relying on its
neighbors for rent reasonableness determinations only. The agencies have also
had ad hoc meetings on issues such as conforming nrle implementation.

Dade County,
FL

Regular communication among housing authorities. Dade has done trainings for
other local housing authorities. Agreement to administer their own portability
units unless distance gets too great.

Rochester, NY Rochester administers the Section 8 program for three small suburban/rural
housing authorities. The programs have distinct waiting lists, allocations, offices,
etc., but there is extensive coordination.

Portland, OR
Jacksonville, FL
Akron, OH

Not applicable because there are either no other housing authorities or only a few
small programs with whom little coordination is required.

Exhibit 2-3
Irren-AcENCy CooprnlrroN REpoRTED By METRopoLrrAN AcrncIBs
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PORTABILITY

This chapter defines portability and presents the views of our sample respondents on

what encourages portability and the challenges they face in administering portability. Section 3.1

defines portability and provides a brief history of its growth. Section 3.2 provides a general

overview of administrative features of portability. Section 3.3 discusses methods that the sample

agencies have employed to make portability easier for administrators and participants. These

methods hold promise for making portability easier for many agencies administering Section 8.

Section 3.4 addresses the volume of portability and the current usage of portability by our study

respondents' agencies.

3.1 Wgnr Is PoRTABILTTY?

Portability is the movement of a Section 8 participant from one administering agency's

jurisdiction to another's jurisdiction. Portability occurs when a certificate- or voucher-holder

chooses to use a ceftifrcatelvoucher issued by one housing authority in the jurisdiction of

another. Portability thus differs frommobility, which is defined as movement between locations

with different socioeconomic characteristics (specifically, as movement from high-poverty to

low-poverty areas). Mobility is the subject of Chapter Four.

Portability has been a feature of the Section 8 rental voucherprogram since its inception

as a demonstration program in 1984. Although the Section 8 E:risting Housing (certificate)

program was implemented 'n 1974, portability was not available to certificate-holders until 1987,

and then only to a limited extent.r In March 1991, the Cranston-Gonzalez National Affordable

Housing Act of 1990 further expanded certificate and voucher portability to include moves

1. Under the 1984 Voucher Demonstration Program, voucher holders were permitted to use portability to
move anywhere in the United States where a housing authority was operating a voucher program. Since this
was a new program, there were initially very limited location options. At the time, certificates were not
portable outside of the issuing agency's jurisdiction. In 1987, the Housing and Community Development Act
made the voucher program permanent and expanded its portability feature. This expansion allowed voucher
holders to use their subsidies anywhere within the metropolitan statistical area (MSA) of the issuing agency
and nationwide within the jurisdiction of any agency operating a voucher prograrn. Under this Act, limited
portability was first added as an option for certificate families; they were permitted to lease anywhere within
the metropolitan statistical area of the issuing housing agency.
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Chopter Three: Ponability

within the same metropolitan area, state, or contiguous metropolitan area (across state lines) of

the issuing agency. As before, voucher-holders retained national portability anywhere a housing

agency (IIA) was operating a voucher program.

Growth in the number and size of voucher progf,ams, and the expansion of portability

to certificate-holders, caused more agencies to encounter portability than before. In the view

of program administrators, there has been significantly more portability since this feature was

made a part of the certificate progmm. The most recent expansion of portability occurred in

July 1995, as part of the 1995 Conforming Rule (which was intended to merge certificates and

vouchers into a single program). Now certificate- and voucher-holders have the same rights to

use portability to move anywhere within the United States where a housing authority with either

a certificate or voucher program has jurisdiction.

The primary administrative problem posed by recipient portability between administer-

ing jurisdictions is this: the commitment of housing assistance represented by the certificate or

voucher is funded by HLID through an Annual Contributions Contract2 with the initiating HA,

yet the functions supported by the associated administrative fees-inqpection, lease processing,

Housing Assistance Payments processing, annual and interim recertifications, and annual unit

inqpections and lease renewals-are carried out by the receiving agency. Since the receiving

agency has the necessary familiarity with the local housing stock and rents, the tegal authority

to operate housing programs there, and the geographical proximity to the client, the logic of

carrying out these functions is clear. The problem is how to get the functions and assistance

payments funded there. Currently, the receiving HA either absorbs the recipient (using its own

ACC resources), or else bills the initial HA for HAP amounts and a portion of the administrative

fee. Absorbing means that the receiving agency gives the incoming tenant a certificate or

voucher of its own, releasing the one from the initial jurisdiction. The receiving agency has the

option to absorb the unit into its own prcgram (if there is a certificate or voucher available) or

bill the initial agency.

The expansion of the portability option to certificate-holders greatly increased the

amount of portability activity (the number of portability cases) and the associated workload for

many Section 8 agencies. To ease the resulting administrative burden, HLID initiatly published

optional billing procedures but mandated how to qplit the ongoing administrative fee (20 percent

2. See the explanation in Chapter One.
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Clwpter Three: Portabiltty

issuing; 80 percent receiving). In reqponse to continued complaints about the inconsistency of

billing and procedures among agencies, HLID published Notice PIH 95-56 in September 1995,

requiring the use of the Portability Information Form. The standardized billing form is designed

to "simplify the billing process and reduce some of the administrative burden associated with

portability."3 The notice also sets out required paper flow, limits requests for additional

documentation, and sets time limits for billing by the receiving HA.a

Prior to the 1995 Conforming Rule, there were differences of opinion on whether

families were automatically entitled to use the portability option when first issued a certificate

or voucher, or if they had to lease fust in the jurisdiction of the issuing agency for one year.

HAs argued against instant portability for non-resident recipients, to avoid having applicants

"shop" for the shortest waiting list arcund the country and then use portability to lease where

they really wanted to live. The concern was that HA waiting lists would be clogged, with many

of the same families on multiple waiting lists in the area. The 1995 Conforming Rule clearly

qpecifies that a family is eligible to use portability immediately if the head of household or

spouse were legal residents of the issuing housing authority's jurisdiction when they applied for

assistance; if not initially residents, they may use portability after they lease a unit under the

program in the issuing agency's jurisdiction for one year.

For FY 1995 tunding, I{UD published a Notice of Funding Availability (NOFA) that

proposed a. way to simplify portability. The Department proposed using up to 50 percent of the

fair share allocation for each allocation area as reimbursement to HAs for costs associated with

families moving under the portability procedures. In July 1995, HLID published the second part

of the Conforming Rule. Among the provisions was a set of options for portability funding that

HtlD expected to test. Unforhrnately, the rescission of budget authority by Congress zeroed out

3. "Section 8 Certificate and Voucher Portability Form," Notice PIH 95-56 (HA), issued September 19, 1995,
p.2.

4. An issuing agency must send the form, the participant's HUp 5m58 form, and verifications to the

receiving agency. The receiving agency must complete the second portion of the form after the subsidy holder
leases up (as well as any time the HAP changes) and return it to the initial agency. The receiving agency is
also responsible for notiffing the initial agency if the family does not lease a unit. To help resolve disputes

regarding the timing of billings, HUD now requires the receiving agency to bill the initial authority for the
unit within six months of the date the certificate or voucher was issued. If the receiving agency does not meet
this deadline, it must absorb the unit into its own program.
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Chapter Three: Ponability

the funding for incremental units under the fair share approach, so the portability pool was not

implemented and other approaches could not be tested.

One of the primary issues with the administration of portability is the perception :rmong

program administrators that there are big winners and losers. An agency with a significant

number of incoming portable units (a receiving agency) is generally viewed as the "winner."

This agency may retain its current program size (it does not have to issue one of its own

certificates or vouchers) and also bill the initial agencies for 80 percent of the administrative fee

for the inbound portability units. This system may add substantially to an agency's income.

The initial agency is in the "loser" position, rctaining only 20 percent of the administrative fee

for a certificate or voucher when the tenant moves to another jurisdiction. In most cases, this

outbound portable unit now involves more work for the agency (e.9., tracking billings) but

provides less income.

The "winner/loser" problem is less likely to occur when agencies absorb. The

advantage of absorbing is that the receiving agency may avoid the billing process. Alsc, an HA

that is not fully leased may improve its lease-up rate. (HUD mandates a lease-up percentage of

95 percent or greater). For leased-up housing authorities, the major disadvantage of absorbing

is that the agency must issue one of its own certificates or vouchers to the port-in family, which

means there is one less unit available for a family on the waiting list. Also, no additional

income is earned for the agency, since it earns 100 percent of the administrative fee just as it

would if assisting a family from its waiting list.

3.2 Aoun*rsrrnnvo PoRTABILTTY

Some agencies have an easier time in administering portability than others. Also,

families in some areas have greater success using portability. ffis section reviews factors that

encourage portability and those that discourage it.

Factors Encouraging or Facilitating Portability

Section 8 administrators corrunented that administrative factors did not necessarily

encourage or discourage portability; moves occur when participants decide to move to be near

employment, friends and farnily or to be in a more desirable neighborhood with less crime and

better schools. The housing market was also viewed as a key factor. In general, areas with soft

3-4

r
u

T

T

T

T

r



Chapter Three: Ponability

rental housing markets will allow for more portability, since landlords are more receptive to

participation in the Section 8 program if they have vacancies. A few study respondents

suggested that portability would more likely be accepted by landlords if there were less fanfare

from the federal government about the concept and if portability continued to be promoted more

quietly at the local level.

Administrators of the Section 8 program are required at the progfirm briefing to explain

a family's portability rights and where the family may move using portability. However, several

respondents explained that, although they comply with program regulations, they do not

encourage participant moves-particularly portability-because this creates more work for the

agency and may involve less administrative fee income (if the family moves outside the HA's

jurisdiction). Some indicated that they believed other HAs in their area might not even fully

explain portability to their participants.

Study respondents also described several ways they ease the burden of portability.

Generally the arrangements eased the burden for the administrators, although some of them have

the effect of making it easier for participants as well. It is also possible that, if portability is

made easier for administrators, they may unconsciously be more supportive of and encouraging

of portabilrty by participants.

Generally, the administrative practices that facilitate portability fall into four areas: (1)

absorbing rather than billing for portable families; (2) cross-jurisdictional operations (i.e.,

retaining administration if a family moves outside the agency's jurisdiction; (3) regional program

administration; and (4) standardizing procedures and practices to make the program more

consistent for participants, landlords and administrators. The following summarizes each of

these and provides some examples.

Absorbing. A primary method to ease portability administration and avoid the

complications of billing paperwork is for the receiving agency to absorb port-in families into its

own program. Some agencies always absorb rather than bill. Others have created portability

agreements in which they have agreed to absorb 100 percent of portable units from a specific

agency, and still others will absorb units based on a one-for-one swap with a particular agency.

Several agencies cited absorption as a revenue enhancer, since the absorbing agency

receives the full administrative fee (rather than only 80 percent if it bills the initial agency).

Unfortunately, administrators of some agencies with absorption policies indicated they may need
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Chapter Three: Portabiltty

to rescind or cut back on this practice; since no new fair share units are forthcoming, if they

continue to absorb they will be unable to assist families on their waiting list and/or they will

have to overlease. Overleasing involves temporarily making payments to landlords beyond the

agency's anticipated affordable leasing levels. To avoid $illings, some agencies do overlease

(one in our sample currenfly has a utilization rate of over 110 percent).

Cross-Jurisdictional Operations. Several of the agencies sampled for this study have

special arangements, which essentially avoid the use of technical portability by allowing for

lease-up across jurisdictional lines. For example:

The Housing Authority of Orange County, California has an agreement with three
adjacent authorities (the only cities in the county not within its own jurisdiction);
this agreement allows dl thee agencies to follow their participants into the others'
jurisdictions and maintain reqponsibility for administering the assistance, excqrt for
unit inspection and rent determination. The agency with authority over the
jurisdiction where the rental unit is located conducts the inqpection and rent
determination for a fee of $100 per inspection and $50 for a reinspection.

a

a The Housing Authority of the County of Clark, Nevada has a similar arrangement
with its neighboring agencies, excqlt that the authority with jurisdiction over the
area only provides assistance with rent reasonableness, not inspections.

Several benefits are cited fnrm these two arrangements. There is the reduction in

billings and paperwork. The arrangement is also easier for participants who work with only one

agency. They can also lease a unit more quickly, since a second eligibility check (by the

receiving agency) is not necessary under this system. One negative aspect of this system is the

loss of administrative fees the agency would have received under regular portability (80 percent

as a receiving agency or 100 percent ifthe unit is absorbed), although the agency does not have

the work of administering the unit, either. Also, the agency may have to resolve disputes within

its local jurisdiction associated with the other agencies' units (e.9., compliaints from neighbors).

Study respondents indicated that it may also be somewhat confusing for participants and owners

to understand why payment standards and utility allowances are different.s

Regional Jurisdiction. Portability appears to be aided by having regional and statewide

administration of the program. Indeed, portability is eliminated-at least technically-when

5. The payments standards are different for the four agencies participating in the Orange County agreement,
but the utility allowanees are the srme. Both utility allowances and payment standards differ for those

agencies participating in the Clark County agreement.
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Chapter Three: Portability

participants move within the jurisdiction of the same HA (even if they cross jurisdictional lines

between other Section 8 agencies in the same area). For example, a move by a State of

Oklahoma tenant from Oklahoma City to Tulsa does not involve portability, only an intemal

administration adjustment that is easy to accomplish.

For long-distance moves, it also appears easier for HAs (and perhaps their tenants) to

accomplish portability if they are able to deal with a single agency for any portability they have

to a state. For example, if a participant is moving to Massachusetts or New Jersey, the initial

HA can put the family in contact with the state's program, rather than trying to locate a local

agency, because there is fully overlapping jurisdiction.6 At worst, this represents a single

agency billing them; at best, the state agency will absorb (which many try to do), so that billing

is avoided altogether.

Standardizing Practiccs. Several HAs indicated that having standard practices for

issuances and extensions, rent reasonableness, HQS, and occupancy standards makes it easier

for panicipants to exercise portability. Our exploratory review of HA portability practices for

this study indicated several examples of attempts to standardize procedures and other examples

that indicated the adverse effects for participants and landlords of having inconsistent practices.

For example, the four HAs in Orange County (CA), as part of their agreement to follow

their own participants into the jurisdiction of one of the other HAs, worked together to

standardize their administration of occupancy standards and other procedures, so that the

progxam would be as similar as possible for participants and landlords, regardless of which HA

administered the certificate or voucher. By contrast, there are conflicting procedures between

the Newark (NI) HA and the New Jersey state agency. Newark reported differences in

occupancy standards and HQS; in addition, the state has an earlier cutoff date for HAP check

processing, resulting in some landlords getting paid later than they would in Newark. The

Virginia Beach HA., a subcontractor to the Virginia state agency, chose to administer its local

Section 8 program using the state agency nrles, even though they would prefer other nrles, in

order to make the program more consistent for tenants and landlords.

6. It is not clear whether there is widespread knowledge of how state program jurisdictions are defined. It
might well be useful for HUD to gather and disseminate information on the state programs, allowing HAs
elsewhere to take advantage of opportunities for dealing with a single statewide agency rather than multiple
local HAs.
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Clwpter Three: Portability

Several respondents offered additional suggestions forfacilitating portability, in addition

to these arrangements. The most common suggestion was that HIJD should implement the

portability pool discussed in the NOFA and 1995 Conforming Rule. Others suggested that HUD

avoid mandating portability solutions which may not work in all communities; instead HLID

should encourage agencies (through funding incentives) to develop workable portability

agreements with the specific agencies sending or receiving participants.

Administrative Factors Discouraging or Imperling Portability

Although study respondents were positive about the new Portability Information Form

(see Section 4.1), they had many negative comments concerning the administration of portability.

Negative staff views or experiences with portability may have the effect of impeding or

discouraging participant moves outside the initial housing authority's jurisdiction.

Agency competency is a problem noted by reqpondents. Although the billings prcce-

dures are now clear, several administrators interriewed for this study cited problems working

with staff of other agencies who do not understand program nrles. One reqpondent r€ported

errors in bilfing amounts. Much time and effort are involved in educating these agencies on the

documentation needed and on the processing of portability cases.

From the standpoint of reqpondents in receiving agencies, some of these same agencies

are neglecting to educate program participants on the portability pnocess. Frequently, the family

arrives before the paperwork from the initial agency and expects to lease up immediately in the

new jurisdiction. In one case, three staffpeople spent one and one-half hours with a portability

family to explain why the family could not lease a unit immediately. In fact, there have been

emergency situations in which a family arrived with no resources for short-term rental and

expected the receiving agency to solve the problem.

According to reqpondents, even when both agencies are competent, the ptocess itseA

and the volume of paperuork are cumbenorne. Staff need to take time to explain the

differences between the initial and receiving agency's policies on occupancy, housing qudity,

and payment standards, and that the receiving HA's policies now apply. In addition, the

receiving agency staff must collect any additional verification needed, based on their own

requirements, which may differ form those of the initial agency. Receiving agencies also must
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Chapter Three: Ponability

collect verification for new family members who are added during the move; one reqpondent

commented that it was amazing how many family transformations occurred along the way.

The transfer of paperwork between the agencies also takes time. Because agencies need

to wait for or collect more documentation, the family is delayed in its search. One administrator

reported that significant amounts of search time (ten days to two weeks) are lost for the partici-

pant while paperwork is being transferrcd between agencies. Some respondents believe that

other agencies are too stringent in their requirements, delaying the process unnecessarily while

they wait for all of the documentation.

Gaps in communication between the initial and receiving agencies are prevalent.

Several respondents described a situation where they issued a certificate or voucher, sent the

required information to the receiving agency, and did not find out for several months whether

the family found housing. In some cases, the initial agency assumed the family was not

successful and terminated them from the program, only to then receive a bill for the family from

fhe receiving agency.

Disputes between agencies revolving around time lags are common. If a receiving

agency is negligent in sending a bill within a reasonable period after lease-up, the initial agency

often believes the unit was absorbed by the receiver and is not always willing to pay the bill

when it arrives from the receiving agency. Another problem occurs when a receiving agency

absorbs a family who intends to lease in the agency's community, only to discover that the

family does not lease up in that community at all and wants to use portability to move to another

location. As a result, the receiving agency has to spend time working with a family who never

lived in its community, and it also becomes a sending agency with a new portability case.

There may also be prucesshg pmbloms when an incoming portability family leases up

in an agency's jurisdiction and then wants to move. The initial agency may not have clearly

communicated to the family that it is required to re-contact the initial agency in order to be

recertified and receive a new certificate or voucher to move. If the family moves from one

receiving agency's jurisdiction to another's and provides evidence of participation, it may take

some time for the second receiving agency to detennine which is the initial agency and thus
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Chapter Three: Ponability

whene to bill.7 On the other hand, some receiving HAs require that a portability family wishing

to move to a second receiving agency's jurisdiction must return to the initial HA for

recertification, even if this involves long-distance travel. This is cumbersome to the initial and

receiving agencies and burdensome to the family.

Several respondents cited the bifiing pmcess as the major weakness of portability. The

billing process runs from initial notice by a receiving HA that a tenant has moved to its

jurisdiction and leased up under Section 8, through invoicing for HAP payments, invoicing for

80 percent of the administrative fee, notifying the initial agency of changes in payments,

adjusting invoices, and terminating billing when the tenant moves or leaves the program. Billing

complaints included the following:

The receiving agencies are slow to inform the initial agency when a family is
successful with lease-up;

The receiving agencies are slow to notify the initial agency of any changes in
housing assistance payments (IIAP);

Some reqpondents acknowledged that they do not have the systems or staff to
monitor portability cases pro,perly, or to inform the other agency of lease-ups and

HAP changes on a timely basis.t

Delays in payment are exffemely common and can be quite long. Although some

interviewees reported that housing authorities are now paying on a more timely
basis, almost all of the respondents mentioned the time qpent to follow up on
overdue bills.e

t1ne extra administrutive cost of portability were mentioned by most reqpondents. Most

felt it was unfair that they received less than full fee (20 percent or 80 percent depending on

whether they are the initial or receiving agency) for the units that involve the most work. One

administrator complained of the difficulties of tracking and monitoring portability cases; the

7. Although this was noted as a problem by respondents, it should not occur if HUD's procedures are

followed properly. Any time a family wishqs to move using portability, the family is required to notiff the
authority of the jurisdiction where they are under lease. The receiving HA where they are leased is required
to refer the household, using the new portability form, to the issuing agency. The initial agency must then
assist the family in using portability to lease in another housing authority's jurisdiction.

8. The fact that many of the agencies interviewed did not have portability information readily available seems

to support this statement!

9. One respondent confessed to not paying bills from other agencies for at least six months

a

o

a
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Chapter Three: Portability

agency had just purchased special software to help track this more efficiently. Another agency

reported hiring one booltreeper full-time and using another bookkeeper half-time just to set up

and to track portability billings. Several other respondents noted that they had to dedicate staff

positions to the special needs of portability transaction.

Other Factors. Aside from the processing issues, other factors impeding portability

include the level of screening by suburtan landlords and the increased security deposit amounts

now required of participants. A program participant with a weak credit history may meet the

screening criteria of a city landlord but may not pass the more stringent requirements of a

suburban landlord. The new security deposit policy permitting owners to charge a larger amount

for a security deposit may inhibit portable moves.ro In fact, current program participants with

low security deposits in their current units may be less likely to make any type of move when

they discover they now need a security deposit equal to contract rent (or even more in some

areas).

Taken all together, the volume of issues and problems associated with portability

suggests that-although most housing authorities are conscientiously explaining portability rights

to program applicants and participants-they may not be encouraging or emphasizing it to the

full extent. This may be overcome in the future, if HUD is able to fund its aprproach from the

1995 NOFA to simplifying the portability process.

3.3 Surrmx Ttscmrreurs Usrn By SEcrrox E Acrncms ro FActr rrATE Ponuru,rry

This section summarizes sixteen ways that Section 8 agencies in this exploratory study

appeiu to facilitate portability by their very stnrcture or by actions taken-unilaterally or in

cooperations with other HAs-to facilitate portability. There may be circumstances elsewhere

in the country where these methods are applicable. HLJD might consider disseminating

information on these methods and encouraging (but not mandating) organizational arrangements

to facilitate portability in other locations.

10. The 1995 Conforming Rule eliminated the federal requirement limiting security deposits to the greater
of total tenant payment or $50 for certificates or one month's rent for vouchers. However, HAs may limit
the securi$r deposit to what is commonly charged in the market area (e.g., one month's rent) or to the smount
the owner is charging unassisted tenants.
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Chapter Three: Portability

E)rhibit 3-1
Surmnn Wlvs ro FAc[,rrATE Spcrrox E Ponrmnrrr

Methods Using Absorption

1. Mutual bilateral agreement to absorb
2. Unilateralabsorption
3. One-for-one swaps
4. Absorb low-volume portability and bill high-volume portability
5. Absorbing FSS clients
6. Generate units from program reserves to allow absorption

Methods Using Q1ss5-fidministration

7
8

Full cross-administration
Partial cross-administration

Methods Based on Jurisdiction Definition

9.
10.
11.

Expanding HA jurisdictions to avoid portability
Agreements on which agency will be the receiving agency
Encourage HAs to accept portable units for surrounding areas not covered by
another HA
Regional administration
State agencies that are flexible in adjusting program size between subjurisdictions
State portability brokerage
State agencies as single-point receiving agencies

12.
13.
14.
15.

Methods Addressing Standards and Procedures

16. Ircal agreements on standards and procedures

1. Mutual Bilateral Agreement to Absorb

In several locations we learned of local agreements, some formal and some informal,

to absorb each other's portable units. In some cases there is a time limit on the agreement, to

allow an evaluation of the effects and funding stahrs before continuing the arrangement.

One prominent example of this approach is a group of housing authorities in the East

Bay region of California. Late in 1995, HAs were concerned about loss of administrative

funding under proposed plans in Congress to shelve units, if this also included restrictions on

leasing up to fulIallocation. Alameda County initiated the mutual agreements by sending a letter

to other HAs indicating that it wished to absorb some of the units now being billed under

portability. This effort started a chain reaction of portable unit absorption and written
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Clwpter Three: Portability

agreements with neighboring authorities to continue mutual absorption in the fuhrre. In some

cases, the HAs absorbed all currently portable families from a particular agency, but in others

only a portion could be handled this way. Oakland, for example, absorbed only a portion of the

units from some HAs. Now there is complete absorption between many of the HAs. However,

Alameda County and Oakland do not use this, because the number of units is too great for

Alameda to absorb and for Oakland to lose.

Alameda has set a time limit on its agreement to absorb units from HAs other than

Oakland: June 1996 (end of the fiscal year). At that time, staff will reassess and determine if
they can afford to continue this policy. Overall, incoming porlability has been stghtly higher

than anticipated, so they are not sure what they will be able to do after fune. CunEntly, they

do not anticipate being able to issue vouchers to applicants on their own waiting list until

September 1996.

Another example is the Tidewater area of Virginia (Norfolk, Portsmouth, Virginia

Beach, Newport News). There, almost all of the HAs have agreed to absorb families from other

participating agencies. All but one of the largest HAs participate in this arrangement.

Administrators of some of the other HAs indicated a policy of absorbing from other

agencies if those agencies also agreed to absorb their portable families. If no such assurance is

received, then they bill.

2. Unilateral Absorption

A variation on the flust theme is simply a unilateral decision to absorb. This is an

easier decision to make when the HA is under-leased in its own program. But in other cases,

HAs indicated that to avoid the problems of billing other PHAs they simple overlease, at least

to a point. Some HAs were willing to go as high as 110 percent above their anticipated

affordable leasing levels in order to avoid portability billing, in the hope that IIIID would be

able to later implement the portability pool procedures from the 1995 NOFA. This approach

is used by Quincy, MA and by the statewide program in New fersey. However, New Jersey

is reconsidering this approach, due to the lack of new funding and a concern about not being

able to place families from the waiting list.
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3. Onefor-One Swaps

In areas of high portability activity, one approach is to swap portability units on a one-

for-one basis. This is tlpically done periodically, when two (or more) HAs get together and

identify which of their cases they will absorb. The number is typically the number of port-in

to the HA with the fewest such cases. For example, Agency A has 40 portable families in

Agency B's jurisdiction, and there are 30 of B's families in A's jurisdiction. They would agree

to each absorb 30 units (perhaps the oldest cases in duration of billing), with B continuing to bill

for ten of A's portable cases. These adjustments might be made quarterly or semi-annually.

A variation of these swaps occurs when an agency is willing to absorb up to a certain

number, in anticipation of a swap. Only when the volume exceeds that number would the HAs

begin billing each other for those extra units.

4. Absorb Low-Volume Portability and BiIl rrigh-Volume Portability

In an attempt to minimize the number of agencies with whom they have bi[ing

relationships, some HAs absorb units from agencies where there are only a few inbound families

but bill agencies with whom they have a higher portability volume.

In the Twin Cities area of Minnesota, there is substantial communication among the

twelve housing agencies that serve the metropolitan area. They all administer separately, but

they have tried to maintain close coordination of the program. None of the jurisdictions overlap,

and generally they now bill each other under portability because the volumes are uneven and

involve many units. However, the Metropolitan Housing and Redevelopment Authority indicates

that it chooses to absorb from HAs outside the metropolitan area when only a few families are

involved. This enables the agency to minimize the number of other agencies they bill and

concentrate on achieving effective billing procedures with their high-volume partners.

5. Absorbing trSS Clients

In the Twin Cities, too, even though the agencies now generally bill under portability

(because of the imbalances in portability volume among the 12 HAs), administrators have

informally agreed to absorb any FSS families. This avoids the dtfficulty of trying to monitor

and provide senrices to a family living in another jurisdiction
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Clwpter Three: Portability

6. Generate Units from Program Reserves to Nlow Absorption

A few agencies in our sample, in order to avoid billing for portability, chose to

overlease using their reserves. Some adjusted for this overleasing by not issuing future turnover

certificates or vouchers, to get back in balance. However, others continued to use project

reserves for those port-ins, perhaps up to some limit that they believe can be afforded from their

reserves. If that limit (e.g., 5 percent above what they perceive to be their allocation) is

reached, they would then adjust by not issuing as turnover occurred.

For many agencies, this will be an approach to consider, if they have sufficient reserves

to fund units for some period of time. However, this must be done with great caution because,

for many HAs, when an Anmral Contributions Contract is reaching the end of its term, HLID

is extending the ACC (at least temporarily) by drawing funds from project reserves.

7. FulI Cross-Administration

In some cases, two or more housing authorities have agreed to allow each other to

follow their participants across progam boundaries. For example, families from Agency A

move to the jurisdiction of Agency B, and Agency A still performs all (or almost all) program

functions and makes payments directly to the landlords. Agency A may even make rent

reasonableness determinations and HQS inspections.

This approach may be limited to places where participating HAs are in the same market

area. Even then, participating HAs would need to obtain data on housing in more of the market

than their own jurisdiction. Also, it would be helpful if the HAs attempt to have policies as

much alike as possible related to issuance, HQS, rent reasonableness, and even cutoff dates for

check nrns, such standardization would make the program about the same for participants and

landlords, regardless of which HA was processing the case.

In the limited sample for this study, the principal example of this approach is a

memorandum of understanding (MOII) established in November l99l among the Las Vegas,

North I-as Vegas, and Clark County (NV) housing authorities. They each follow their tenants

into the jurisdiction of the other and continue to process their own units, thereby avoiding any

billing among themselves. Under the MOU, the HA with local jurisdiction performs the rent

reasonableness and HQS inqpection. In fact, the initial HA has been doing the HQS inqpection,

while the HA with local jurisdiction has been conducting the rent reasonableness determination.
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Clnpter Three: Ponabiliry

However, if the distance to be travelled for the inqpection is too great, the agreement specified

that the local will conduct the inqpection for a fee. This approach eliminates all billing.among

the agencies, except for occasional fees. Each HA retains a stable number of units.

The Newark (NI) HA has an agreement with Irvington (NI) that each agency may

follow its own clients across borders and fully administer the certificate or voucher in the other's

jurisdiction. Those agencies do HQS and conduct rent reasonableness determinations without

regard to agency jurisdiction.

E. Partial Cross-Administration

As described in Section 3.2, the MOU reached by the four Section 8 programs

operating in Orange County, CA is a more limited version of cross-administration. Each HA

follows its families into the jurisdiction of the other three HAs, continuing eligibility processing

and re-examination. But the HA with local jurisdiction where the family leases up performs the

inspection and rent reasonableness determination for a specified fee.

These four agencies have worked to make their administration of the program similar,

in order to make the jurisdictional boundaries as transparent as possible to landlords and tenants.

This includes having the same HQS standards and the same oecupancy standards.

9. Expanding HA Jurisdic{ions to Avoid Portability

In the Grand Rapids (MI) metropolitan area, in the past there was some conflict over

portability. In particular, the Wyoming HA had declined to participate or acce,pt any incoming

families. The Grand Rapids HA had resented the loss of units to the state agency, which was

absorbing all families moving into Kent County; therefore, GRHA also resisted implementing

portability requirements. Two to three years ago, the HUD field office intervened-flrst to insist

that portability be offered and accepted by all HAs, and then to expand the jurisdiction of both

the Wyoming and Grand Rapids HAs. The jurisdictions were altered to overlap completely,

eliminating any need for formal portability between these agencies. As a result, participants who

move between Grand Rapids and V/yoming can continue to deal with one agency, and both HAs

can maintain the size of their programs deqpite extensive tenant movement.
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10. Agreements on Vtrhich Agency Will Be the Receiving Agency

In the Grand Rapids (Mf) area, as described above (#9), until two or three years ago

all incoming portable vouchers or certificates came to the state program and were administered

in its local branch office. This was not acceptable to other HAs in the area, which could lose

units to portability but not gain (because incoming participants went to MSHDA). HLID helped

to negotiate an agreement that any persons moving into the City of Grand Rapids would port to

that HA; those moving into Wyoming would port to that HA, and those moving into any other

areas of Kent County woutd still be administered by the state agency's branch office.

11. Encourage IIAs to Accept Portable Units for Surroupding Areas Not Covered by
Another HA

It appears that in one case-facksonville (Fl-)-the HtlD field office has asked the local

agency to expand its jurisdiction to four adjoining counties, for purposes of administering

portable units. In Florida, there is no state agency operating Section 8, so in areas with no local

program there is no effective portability. One solution is to have HAs administer certificates

and vouchers some distance from their offices. It is not clear that this would be popular with

the authorities, because of the additional time and effort (for travel and research on rent

reasonableness) that it implies. (Jacksonville indicated that this represents a burden.) But it may

be a viable solution in some areas, particularly if an effective method could be found to

compensate the HA for the added expense.

12. Regional Administration

Having tnre regional administration of the Section 8 program provides the opportunity

for portability, even though it may not be technically considered portability. For example, in

Massachusetts, families from anywhere within the state's nine regions may move anywhere else

in the region without any consideration of portability. The regions are large, each encompassing

many cities and towns; families with certificates or vouchers from local HAs would need to use

portability irmong these localities. In addition, all of the rules and standards are the same within

each region and are almost the same throughout the state.
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13. State Agencies That Are Flexible in Adjusting Program Size between Subjurisdic-
tions

In our sample, only Connecticut had a statewide waiting list and did not suballocate its

program to areas or counties. However, among other states that did subdivide their allocations,

some were more flexible than others in adjusting program size between these subjurisdictions

as families moved. While all of the states had taken steps to minimize adverse administrative

impacts of this internal movement, the most flexible systems appear to be those of New Jersey,

Oklahoma, Tennessee, and Michigan. With the exception of Michigan, these are the agencies

operating the program with state employees.rr

14. State Portability Brokerage

Among those states that do subdivide their jurisdiction and use subcontractors to

administer the program around the state, some have developed unique systems to overcome the

problems caused by loss of units from internal movement. (Subcontractors are paid based on

number of units, so outbound portability reduces the funding available to operate the prcgram.)

Virginia has adopted an appnoach that protects its subcontractors from variations in the unit base

due to internal portabifity. For internal adjustments between subcontractors on a temporary basis

(where the receiving subcontractor has no ability to absorb), VHDA takes currently unused units

from another subcontractor's allocation to fund the incoming family. VHDA pays the normal

fee to the receiving subcontractor, regardless of the fee VIIDA earns. This practice has also

been extended to incoming families from non-VHDA subcontractors. In those cases, the

receiving subcontractor informs VHDA about the family, and VHDA handles all arrangements

with the initial HA. VHDA simply adds a unit (temporarily) to the subcontractor's allocation

and pays the subcontractor based upon their standard agreement.

11. It is not clear why the changing size of local offices is not a problem in Michigan. It may be the nature
of the contracts with the individual subcontractors there, who are paid a fee per unit month that is not
calculated as a percentage of the fee earned by MSHDA for units in that area of the state. It dso may be that
there is little imbalance overall in internal movement, so that it simply is adjusted by which branch office gets
to fill vacancies due to turnover. For example, branch offices that become ovedeased due to internal
movement do not get to fill units from their waiting list until enough turnover occurs so that they are again
below their allocated number of units. The other states use subcontractors that are paid a percentage of the
administrative fee earned per unit in their jurisdiction. This places considerable pressure on the state agency
to maintain Program levels (number of units) as close as possible to those used by the subcontractors to budget
for operations. As a result, it is somewhat more complicated, and there is a greater potential adverse impact,
for these subcontractors from internal movement.
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Some of VIIDA's subcontractors are themselves HAs with their own Section 8

programs. In those cases, the HA has a choice of absorbing or administering the unit in its own

program or going through VIIDA and having that agency absorb the unit or handle any billing

arrangements. If the local HA subcontractor chooses to bill directly, it earns 80 percent of the

initial HA's fees; if it administers through VHDA, it earns the regular fee-about 60 percent of

VHDA's fee rate-but avoids billing.

15. State Agencies as Single-Point Recciving Agencies

When a family informs the initial HA that it wishes to move outside that HA's

jurisdiction, the initial HA must identify whether there is an HA with jurisdiction in the area to

which the family wants to move. In those states with a state agency, particularly one with

statewide jurisdiction, local HAs (whether located within or outside the state) have the ability

to select the state agency as the receiving agency for their family.

This appears to happen in New Jersey. For example, an agency in New York with a

family wishing to use portability to move to a New fersey location can simply call the New

Jersey state program. The local HA in New York does not have to spend time trying to

determine the name and phone number of the local HA with jurisdiction in that part of New

Jersey. In addition, if there is movement to various locations in New Jersey, the New York

local HA, by using the New Jersey state agency for all cases, only needs to learn the

requirements and the contacts of a single agency.

A further motivation in the New Jersey case (and for several other states) may be the

greater likelihood that the state agency will absorb rather than bill for these families. But even

if the state agency bills, the local HA ends up with only one billing partner for the whole state.

It is clear that promotion by HUD of this option may not be popular with many local

HAs. For example, in states where there is resentment of the state agency, the local HAs within

the state appear to prefer dealing with other local HAs rather than with the state agency.

However, this seems less likely to affect the behavior of HAs from outside that state.

16. Local Agreements on Standards and hocedures

Respondents indicated that not having consistent policies was often a hardship for both

tenants and landlords. Iandlords did not get a check for the first month from one housing
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Clnpter Three: Ponabtlity

authority that they would have gotten from another. One HA insisted that leases start on the

first of the month; the neighboring HA allowed leases that started on the lst or 15th. One

agency would assign a two-bedroom certificate or voucher to a family, but the neighboring

jurisdiction would give only a one-bedrcom to a family of the same composition. I andlords had

to meet different HQS requirements, either in the stated standard or in the local administration

of the same standard.

A number of reqpondents indicated that they have cooperated with neighboring HAs to

standardize Section 8 administration and make it more consistent for both participants and

landlords. This applies to such areas as administration of HQS, occupancy standards, rent

reasonableness, issuance and extension policies, and monthly cutoffs for processing initial HAP

payments. In other cases, HAs acting as subcontractors to state agencies have adopted the

policies of the state agency, even if they would have preferred a different approach, in order to

keep the progmm more consistent for owners and participants. This was the stance taken by the

Virginia Beach HA, acting as sub to the Virginia state agency.

While these are all methods that appear to make portabifity easier, almost all HAs are

involved in the billing prccess to some extent. For some in our sample, the amount of

portability and billing activity is quite high. Clearly, any time an HA must obtain the

paperwork, set up a billing process, and then monitor these receivables, the agency is incurring

additional administrative costs. And there are also administrative costs associated with

processing billings mont}ly or quarterly from a large number of HAs. The next section

summarizes information on the volume of billing activities for the HAs interviewed in this study

and looks more closely at those cases where this activity is greatest.

3.4 Ponuru,rry Bu,r,nc Dlra
As part of this study, Section 8 administrators were asked for the number of port-ins

@eople moving into their jurisdictions using portability) within the last year and the number of

port-outs. For each of these totals, the administrators were asked about the number billed versus

absorbed and the number of agencies with which they had billing relationships.

Very few agencies had data readily available for the quantitative questions we asked

concerning portability. In some cases, respondents provides us with rough estimates of
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Chapter Three: Portabtlity

portability activity; few were able to provide actual figures. However, even when reqpondents

had actual figures, they were reported in a variety of ways. Some administrators provided data

for the most recent calendar or fiscal year, but others could only offer the information as of a

recent date.

Exhibits 3-2 through 3-4 report the most consistent set of portability data available from

the study respondents, but the set is extremely limited. Very few agency administrators in the

study could report either the number of inbound units their agencies had absorbed (if they

absorbed) or the number of their local families that other HAs had absorbed through outbound

portability. Accumte data on absorption are required to measure total portahility activity.

Because they are not available, the exhibits only report portability billing (and some sample

agencies have even been excluded due to incomplete billing information). Yet we know that

many of the sample agencies have used absorption to the greatest extent possible, to minimize

the administrative complications of billing. Thus, the figures presented offer only a suggestion

of how much portability these agencies really experience.

Exhibit 3-2 shows the portability billing statistics for seven of the state programs in the

study sample.r2 Among them, the rate of portability billing-portability billing as a percent of

program size-was less than two percent, except for the State of Connecticut. However, even

with low numbers of portability units billed (relative to total program size), both New Jersey and

Oklahoma were dealing with 50 or more other housing agencies over receivables or payables for

HAP funds and administrative fees.

Portability statistics for 11 of the metropolitan and local agencies in the study sample

are presented in Exhibit 3-3.13 Again, the available dzta do not allow assessment of total

portability volume, because agencies did not maintain information on the number of absorptions,

even when this was their primary means of handling f44ilircs coming from other jurisdictions.

The percentages of portability billing among these 11 agencies, relative to their progftrm sizes,

ranged between 0 and 9 percent, with two notable exceptions. Around the Twin Cities, the

Metropolitan Housing and Redevelopment Authority (Metro HRA)-because of the nature of its

jurisdiction and the recent loss of two counties-is now being billed for some 1400 certificates

13. Recall that the local agencies were sampled because their jurisdictions were overlapped by state or
metropolitan programs. They are not a direct sample of local HAs and may not bc typical of that population.
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Agency

Program
Size (Total

Units)
Number of
Certificetes

Number of
Youchers

Number of
Untu Billed
Currently

Number of
Agencies

Billed

Number of
Units

Currently
Bitled by
Receiving
Agencies

Number of
Receiving
Agencies
Billing
Initial

Agercies

Portability
Silling as a
Percent of
Program

Sizeb

Now Jersey Department of Community
Afrirs

15,010 9,287 5,723 0 0 r25-130 55 0.9Vo

Kontucky Housing Corporation 2,',I00 1,800" 900" 0 0 34 l.ly'o

Connccticut Dopartmont of Social Services 2,793 2,039 754 75 50 N/A N/A 2.7% t
Michigan State Housing Development
Agency

14,000 9,0o0 5,000 0 0 200 N/A 1.4%

Oklahoma Housing Finance Agency 7,000 5,200 1,800 36 30 23 20 0.8%

Tenaogsoe Housing Devolopmont Agency 4,269 2,640 1,629 0 0 10-11 0.3%

Virginia Housing Development Agency 8,662 6,723 1,939 0 0 r59 N/A 1.8%

Exhibit 3-2
Ponuru,rrv Srnrrsrrcs roR Srern Acnxcrrs' (Sawm 1)

N/A : Figures no availablo.
u Becauso no outbound poftability data are available, this figure undorestimates total portability bitt;ng.

i! wlr r.p.o!6otrtivo dly of rho irdividud luhcodr.cror" portrhilily .crivityi rherEfol! th.ro f$J!! vol! rot ilcludod ir ttir ohllt.
b Tt .. fuorrr r..pl! .trt toown po{ilb ni biling .ctivity, !l r pdcoaa of totd pIogr.r riz6. Th6y do [oa incluio ltry hfotltrrtion on ibro4aioa lctivity. Tho

d.ooEirrrorwlrcrlculdodulirSthototrlruEDorofuritrhthogorr.mplr,.tt Db6rfo.{,hichtt ldE,iri4.dag rg6cy L biling oottor rgacy. Thonumor*or
wi. c.buld.d by i litrg it6 ruEbor of unit bi[.d culrlrdy by th. lg.[cy plu! tho DuDbcr of udr curc ly Ulbd fol ty Fcoiviry lg.ocioi.

' RoprEErt! curErt urit! L.!od up. Surplu! r! orvor will dlow thoE to lo.lo-tlp to 2,500 cotificito! !trd 1,200 vouctor..
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Exhibit 3-3
Pontlru,rry Srarrsrrcs FoR MrtnopolrrAN axo Locar, AcBNcms (Sm,nms 3 axo 4)

N/A : Figures not availablo.
u Becauso no outbound portability data are available, this figure underestimates total portability bilfiry.

' Th.r6 fSrrst rcprolotrr taowr portlbility bilhg .ctivity, r! r porc.ot of rho totd prcglrm dz6. Thoy do lot hclud6 rry ilhrDltion on .broetior rtiviry. Tho
dloomimtor wl! cdcuhLdl'hg tho tot huEbor ofunn! h tho pm$rE plu! tho rurbor br rtiehtto rddiriiorirg rgorcy i! UIiry &otter rg.my. Tho ruEordor
w.r c.lcddld by ld.riry tfo mDb.r d udll tild culllrr8 by tt .g{cy ph, tho nust r of |ltriri curntrtly bi[.d for by nccivirs rFrcic..I Thor6 f8!rE do aot itrcludc th. 2&7 cortific.t . ed 124 youchoE c,tich thoy rdnhir.or, [[d.r cortl cr, for ltlE othor houriry lulhorilio!.

' SFcid ![oc.tior for honicllo Fli.t Brpir{ h 1997.d Mori of thot6 !r! hutrioll. vouchor. whicl .rpir! rcon.
' T[. a&n y will rs.iv. 288 additioMl utrilt itr April 1996 to !!ri* h rll@ding ftmili.. ftod public houlirt.
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Agency

Program
Size (Iotal

Units)
Number of
Certificates

Number of
Youchers

Number of
Units Billed
Currently

Number of
Agencies

Billed

Number of
Units

Currently
Billed by
Receiving
Agencies

Number of
Receiving
Agencies
Bi[ing
Initial

Agencies

Portabitity
Billing es a
Percent of
Program

Size'

Housing Authority of the County of Clark
(Nv)

1,654 1,236 418 38 36 24 t7 3.7Vo

Twin Cities (MN) Metro Council 4,800 3,700 1,100 340 40 1,400 N/A 33.9%

Rochester (Nf) Housing Authority 3,245b 2,592b 653b 28 N/A 13 N/A 1.3%

Dado County (FL) Department of Special
Housing Programs

5,509 3,422 2,O87
4,700

300 N/A 10d N/A 3.9%

Housing Authority of Orange County (CA) 6,695 5,776 919 192 90 r23 43 4.6%

Jackson CfN) Housing Authority 599 380 219 0 0 I 1 o.2%

Cambridge (MA) Housing Authority 1,472 1,274 198 N/A N/A 85 18 5.8% u

Newark (NI) Housing Authority 1,5870 l,4L t46 100
(40t50vo)

20 250 20-24 20.7%

Imagineers (CT) 2,950 2,550 400 70 N/A N/A N/A 2.3Vo u

Housing Agency of Ponland (OR) 5,060 4,143 917 0 0 t5-20 N/A 0.3Vo

Minneapolis Public Housing Authority (MN) 2,491 l,EE9 602 123 N/A !08 N/A 8.8Vo



Agency

Program
Size (Total

Units)
Number of
Certificates

Number of
Vouchers

Number of
Units Billed
Currently

Number of
Agencies

Billed

Number of
Units

Currently
Billed by
Receiving
Agencies

Number of
Receiving
Agercies
Bilting
Initiel

Agencies

Portability
Billing as a
Percent of
Program

Size'

Housing Authority of Alameda County (CA) 4,EE5b 3,700 1 t 1 85 765" 1 N/A 25 13.5%,t

Quincy (MA) Housing Authority 724 677 47 146 N/A 135 30 32.3%

Housing Opportunities Commission (IVID) 3,51E N/A N/A 212 N/A l0 5 6.0%

Dallas (ID Housing Authority 8 ,090 5 ) 143 2,947 60 N/A 17 N/A O.9Vo

Boston (MA) Housing Authority 6,000 4,500 1,500 400 N/A 800 70 1E.8%

Oakland (CA) Housing Authority 5,2W N/A N/A 627 N/A 1,264 32.5%

D.C. Housing Authority 3,529 2,697 831 6 6 183d t3 5.4%

Exhibit 3-4
Ponrlru,rrv Srausrrcs FoR Ilrcs-Ponrmrr,my Acnxcres (Sm,rm I

N/A = Figurer not available.
u Because only partial portability data are available, this figure underestimates total portability Httiqg

' TIDD furr llprctld howr Frtrbiliry biliry &tivity, ., r Frcat of tt tot.l lrolrrh dz!. Th.y do Doa incllrlb tly idorh{ior olr rt.orltiod r.tiviry. Th.
d@r!i!rt't wi, cdcuLt duti!8 thct ailnumt r ofunitr h lho proSr.aplu! tho [[dor lbr which tf! rdEiriioriEg rg.ocy ir bilirg rotf,or.tacy. Tt rlr.Illor
w.r c.lculrtdl by rddiq tho oL, of urtu b f.d cunutv ty lt igrr.y pl[! lh! lrEbcr of ultu c[flrotly bilrcd for by llcoivir! .tacio!.t Ovorb.ld by 657 udtr.

' Tt! Aull6ily llc@iry rbsrtcd,O0 udrr hr could ro..t oft ?65 uritl mt fior Orfhd Houriry tueorily. Th. lombcr of unni lh..gocJ' L hiling for ory
br.y.o gr..t ( thr 765 rl ttb oav rw!..otr ih! cr'. ftor O&lrd.

d NrEt r bilEd for or 2129196.
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Clnpter Three: Portabiliry

and vouchers leased-up throughout the Minneapolis-St. Paul area. Over a third of Metro HRA'S

program units are involved in portability billing transactions.ra The Newark HA also has a

high billing rate among these sample agencies; over 20 percent of its total program volume is

involved in portability biling. Note, too, the large number of other agencies involved in billing

relationships with the agencies in Orange County (L23), Clark County (53), and Newark (40-4).

One of the samples selected for this study was intended to draw from the agencies

nationwide with the highest portability volumes. Brfiibit 3-4 provides some portability data for

seven of these agencies. Because several of these agencies have absorbed to the maximum

extent possible, the billing figures are particularly misleading (and may be essentially

meaningless for Dallas). Still, the exhibit shows four of the seven agencies with billing rates

over 10 percent and two agencies with rates over 30 percent. Further, the Boston Housing

Authority bills for 4O0 units as the receiving agency, at the same time being billed by 70 other

agencies for 800 outbound Boston certificates and vouchers. Oakland Housing Authority qplits

the administrative fee for 12& of its certificates and vouchers with 40 receiving agencies.

With such nrdimentary data, it is difficult to discern the main story in these portability

experiences. We have no idea of the true, total portability volumes for these agencies. But the

data do show what the administrators know: portability billing is extensive. Moveover, with

Orange County billing 43 other HAs, Alameda County billing 25, the small agency in Quincy

(MA) billing 30, the data suggest that portability is also burdensome. At the same time, some

of the same agencies are being billed by multiple other HAs for local families who have moved

elsewhere. The volume of work and amount of funding involved in these billings-which are

only put in place after other paperwork has consummated the lease-ups-attest to the validity of

concerns that ways must be found to ease portability for both the agencies and the participants.

14. Indeed, a recent study of portability in the Twin Cities area showed this to be a general pattern there.
Among 11 agencies administering Section 8 assistance, the portability shares ranged from 20 percent up to
94 percent; the area-wide overall rate was 34 percent. See Elizabeth Malaby and Barbara Lukermann, The

Portability of Section I Housing Assistance: Where clients are moving in the Twin Cities area and why (Center
for Urban and Regional Affairs, University of Minnesota, Minneapolis, June 1995), p. 7.
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Cnar:rcn tr'oun

SBCTION 8 MOBILITY

This chapter presents the views and experience of study respondents concerning Section

8 mobility. As Chapter One discussed, we use the term housing mobility to refer to "the moves

of poor households, those who are least able to afford market housing, lzto neighborhoods

containing largely middle-income householdsfrom poverty areas, most frequently found in the

inner city."r Section 4.1 briefly reviews how mobility is defined and how it differs from

Section 8 portability. In Section 4.2, we exarnine the views of reqpondents concerning mobility

trends in their jurisdictions and local areas. Section 4.3 then presents these administrators'

views on the role that the Section 8 program should play with reqpect to housing mobility.

Finally, Section 4.4 identifies ways that mobility can be made easier for program recipients.

4.L Wslr Is Monrury?

Mobility in the Section 8 program implies more than just movement from one apartmetrt

to another. It means movement from an area with a high concentration of poverty to atr area

with a lower concentration of poor households. Implicit in the discussion and policy focus on

mobility is a belief that many applicants for Section 8 live in concentrations of extreme poverty

in central city neighborhoods, even though less than 10 percent of the nation's poor live in such

conditions.2 Federal policies targeting housing assistance to the neediest have made it likely that

much of the progxam population comes from such areas. There are some studies that suggest

they largely remain there.3

1. See George E. Peterson and Kale Williams, "Housing Mobility: What Has It Accomplished and What Is
Its Promise?" in Alexander Polikoff, d., Housing Mobility: Promise or lllusion? (Washington, D.C.: The
Urban Institute, 1995).

2. David T. Ellwood, Poor Suppon (New York: Basic Books, 1988), cited in Alexander Polikoff,
"Introduction," in A. Polikoff (d.), Houshg Mobility: Promise or lllusion?, p. l.

3. The practice of allowing new Section 8 recipients to use their assistance for the units they were living in
before receiving assistance (called "leasing in place") contributes substantially to this. Over a third of all
Section 8 recipients lease in-place, according to HUD PD&R analysis of the Multifamily Tenant
Characteristics System data.
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Chapter Four: Section 8 Mobiltty

HIID policy directives of the past several years have given most Section 8 administra-

tors some familiarity with the term and with the intended purpose of fostering housing mobility:

to expand awareness of housing choices and to promote spatial diqpersion of the assisted

population.a In general, the respondents in this shrdy were familiar with the concept of

mobility, regardless of whether they were in state, m*ropolitan, or local agencies. In our

discussions with program administrators, emphasis was placed on movement to low-povefi

neighborhoods, whether in the original jurisdiction issuing the certificate or voucher or in

another jurisdiction. 5

Mobility needs to be clearly distinguished from portability, which is the administrative

mechanism enabling participants to move acrcss program jurisdictional boundaries carrying their

housing assistance with them. Frfiibit 4-l illustrates with simple, common examples how

mobility and portability may-or may not-be associated. Mobility moves can be made within

a jurisdiction, as long as there are affordable and program-eligible rental units in neighborhoods

not charactet'aedby concentrations of the poor. While the more common image may involve

movement from city to suburb, many cities offer a variety of good-quality residential areas. At

the same time, portability moves involving a change between jurisdictions may not result in any

improvement in the participant's neighborhood condition.

4. See, for example, Office of Public and Indian Housing, US Department of Housing and Urban
Development, Notice PI}I 94-12 "Required Explanation of Portability and Advantages of Moving to Areas
that are not High-Poverty Areas for Section 8 Certificate and Voucher Families.... " These goals are specified
on p. 3 of the notice, the contents of which were made permanent in the Section 8 conforming rule.

5. No specific poverty percentage or threshold was named. Some mobility demonstration programs require
that the location of participants' new units meet specific threshold poverty rates. For example, HIJD's
Moving to Opportunity demonstration program (lvITO) requires that the new units be located in census tracts
with less than l0 percent of persons in poverty according to the 1990 Census. The mobility target specified

for the private organization now administering the Chicago Housing Authority's Section 8 program is that the

new units be located in census tracts with less than 2O percent of persons in poverty according to the 1990

Census.
At issue in the setting of thresholds is whether neighborhoods with mid-range poverty rates (e.g., between

20 and 4O percent) are actually in transition to increased poverty concentrations. Recent research on inter-
census changes in poverty rates suggests that this phenomenon is fairly widaspread. See, for example, Paul
Waddell, "A Longitudinal Analysis of Patterns of Neighborhood Change in the Dallas Metropolitan Area,"
paper given at the 1995 APPAM Research Conference.
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Clapter Four: Section I Mobility

Mobility:
Does the move involve a reduction in the poverty level

of the participant's neighborhood?

Yes No

Portability:
Does the move involve
crossing a Setion t
program j urisdictional
boundary?

Yes A Section 8 participant
moves from a central city
high-poverly neighborhood to
a suburban low-poverty
neighborhood.

A Section 8 participant
moves from a central city
high-poverty neighborhood
to a high-poverty neighbor-
hood in another city.

No A Section 8 participant
moves from a central city
high-poverty neighborhood to
another neighborhood with a
lower poverly rate in the
same city.

A Section 8 participant
moves from one unit in a
central city high-poverty
neighborhood to another unit
in the same area.

Exhibit 4-1
Morr,rry vERsus PonmsLrry: EXAMpLES rN Tm Spcrrox E Pnocuu

A very common caveat offered by reqpondents in discussing mobility concerned missing

information:

Iack of analysis concerning the locations where participants lease up; and

Iack of data about the starting location of Section 8 moves.

While some administrators were sure that their jurisdictions had experienced significant amounts

of mobility, virtually no hard data were available to the reqpondents to quantify or track this

phenomenon. In most programs, automated data on the housing units under contract had not

been studied, and there were no automated data on the prior place of residence. As a result, this

chapter can present respondents' observations about the mobility outcomes of Section 8 moves,

but much less can be said about the precise pafferns or the degree of change the moves

r€,present.

4.2 Vrpws oN MoBrLnY Tnrnos

Although Section 8 has held the potential for facilitating housing mobility since the

program's beginning, use of Section 8 certificates was for years restricted to the jurisdiction of

the issuing PHA. Jurisdictional boundaries and wideqpread waiting list preferences for local

a

a
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Clwpter Four: Section 8 Mobility

residents, among other factors, combined to inhibit mobility for over a doz,en years after the

program began.

As Chapter Four discussed, the advent of Section 8 vouchers and the changes made to

certificates under the 1990 National Affordable Housing Act opened the way for Section 8

participants to move more extensively. However, since portability developed slowly and

mobility did not become a policy priority for Section 8 until the advent of Secretary Cisneros'

administration at HUD, our discussion of mobility trends focused primarily on the past five

years (roughly 1991-1995).

Mobility in Respondents' Jurisdictions

A number of different questions were asked study respondents from all the sample

agencies about the direction of moves by participants in their Section 8 programs. Responses

to a general question about where recipients move are summarized in Exhibit 4-2, which first

reports information on where participants go and then on whether it represents movement toward

lower-poverty areas. The numbers in the table are 5s1all, reminding us of the exploratory nature

of this study. Note that not all administrators we contacted had responses to this question, either

to the type of communities involved in the moves (urban, suburban, or rural) or to whether the

changes were toward lower-poverty locations. And some reqpondents reported movement in

more than one direction.

Moves to suburban areas from urban locations were most frequently reported overall,

particularly by high-portability programs; in thee of the four pairs of high-portability senders

and receivers, these were the predominant t)?e of moves, while the remaining pair re,ported a

pattern of moves toward the city from both rural and suburban areas. In terms of poverty

concentrations, there were equal numbers of reqpondents noting moves toward more and less

concentrated arqrs. These figures-at best impressionistic-indicate varied patterns of movement

more than a predominance of any one direction.

Factors Encouraging or Discouraging Section 8 Mobility

Underlying these observations about Section 8 mobility in the study respondents'

jurisdictions are a variety of forces that shape prcgram outcomes and the outcomes for individual

participants. In our discussions with program administrators, many different factors were cited
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Clnpter Four: Section 8 Mobility

Exhibit 4-2
Movmrenm oF SEgrroN E PARTrcrpArvrs Rrponrm By SruDy Rrsponnnnrs

Direction of Movernent

Number of Responses

State
Programf

Metropolitan
Programsb

Local
Programs"

High-
Portability
Prograrnsd

Rural to urban 1 I 0 )

Suburban to urban 0 I 0 2

Urban to suburban .'
3 2

Rural to suburban 1 0 0 0

Not much movement 3 1 o 0

Toward reduced poverty concentration 3 0 I 3

Toward increased poverty concentration 2 I 4 0

Not much change in poverty concentration 0 1 0 0

NOTES: Total responses = 40. Total respondents = 31. Raspondents may have given more than one answer.

' Includes both statewide Progam adminiglntorc and state Prcgraln subcontractors. Total number of respondents
to this question: 9.

b As defined for this study (see Chapter 3). Total number of respondents to this quastion: 7.
" Local prograns overlapped by multi-jurisdictional (state or metropolitan) programs. Total number of respondents

to this question: 7.
d Selected in pairs (one sending, ono receiving agency). Responses thus doublcd. Total number of respondents

to this question: 8.

to explain why mobility was (or was not) occurring. We can sepamte these forces into those

that facilitate moves to low-poverty areas and those that inhibit such moves.

Exhibit 4-3 summarizes the factors respondents identified as important in bringing about

increased numbers of moves to low-poverty areas. We have grouped the factors according to

whether they are associated with the general economic and social environment of a jurisdiction,

participant capacity or motivation, or Section 8 program design and administration. In general,

the items in this last group are the most amenable to policy manipulation, while those in the first

group are the least.

One feature of the period discussed with reqpondents (roughly 199l-1995) seems

particularly salient to mobility trends: there was a prolonged oconomic rocession in many parts

of the country between 1989 and 1993. We can only qpeculate on the role of the recession in

softening housing markets-and thereby making better housing and neighborhoods more

accessible to Section 8 participants. But it is a factor recognized as important by many of the
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Clwpter Four: Section 8 Mobiltty

Generel Economic end Sociel Factons

o Availability of public transportation botweon central citics and low-poverty areas gives participants access
o Availebility of job opportunitics attracb participante
r Over-built or softor rontal merkets cncoursge landlords io participale in Section 8 program
o Reccssione aad fotlclosurprs rtrry makc condominiums and singlc-family homes available for rcntds

Par{icipant-Related f,'actors

o Fear of crime and violence in urban neighborhoods may motivate participants to movc farther away
o Actual victimization mey motivatc participants to movc farther away
r Motivation toward educationd imptovcment (for childrcn or adults) may result in mobility
r Motivation toward better omploymcnt prospccts may result in mobility

Fectors Related to Program Design and Administration

r Prograrns thst climinltc portability papcrwork (e.g., states that cnable participants to move anywhere
within the jurisdiction) facilitatc mobility

o Consistency in Section 8 administration among jurisdictions fecilitatcs mobility
o Section 8 staff treined in the bcnefits of mobility arc morr likely !o cncourege participants !o consider

low-poverty moves
o Mobility programs that offer support and encouragement for low-poverty moves are not available in most

Section 8 agencies
r Usc of exception rcnts for low-poverty areas

Exhibit 4-3
Flcrons EncounncrNc SEcrroN 8 MoBrr,rry ro Low-Po\IEnry Anp^ls

study respondents. The role of higher vacancy rates in encouraging owners to accept tenants

with Section 8 assistance was noted, as was the fact that recession and high numbers of

foreclosures in local markets had made owne$hip properties-both condominiums and single-

family homes-available for rent and accessible to program participants. Other general factors

noted as encouraging mobility included public tranqportation systems that extend well beyond

the urban core and strong local job markets offering economic opportunities to participants.

The participant-related factors cited by program administrators included both pushes and

pulls toward lower-poverty areas. Crime, violence and fear-whether in the neighborhood or

expedenced direcfly by the family-were the mostly widely named motivators of moves meant

to improve the participants' living environments. Improving children's education and adults'

access to employment were also mentioned.

Feahrres of the Section 8 program that administrators noted as encouraging mobility

were primarily related to easing portability paperwork and reducing the confusion for
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Clwpter Four: Section 8 Mobility

participants when dealing with two different agencies. Chapter Four described a variety of

measures being taken to make portability less burdensome for both administrators and

participants. To the degree that portability is necessary for mobility, or can widen the range of

choices, these measures help mobility, too.

However, two other feahrres would help participants consider low-poverty moves even

portability: educating and training staff to recognize the rationale and benefits of such

; and actually focusing staff resources on counseling and other support for participants

to low-poverty areas. A number of administrators commented that the process of

to HUD's Section 8 counseling NOFA (issued in March 19956), which brought their

together with nonprofit agencies and other housing providers in a consortium bid from the

local Statistical Ar€a, changed the way some staff members viewed the notion of

participants living in better-quality neighborhoods. And agencies that were providing

mobility counseling-whether as a result of desegregation actions or on the basis of

philosophy-clearly saw encouragmg low-poverty moves as an essential part of their

8 program operations.

Bfiibit 4-4 summarizes the factors that reqpondents identified as impeding mobility for

8 participants. The Section 8 administrators saw more forces at work to discourage than

to low-poverty moves. The general economic and social factors working against

mobility include the scarcity of public tranqportation in many low-poverty areas,

who

numbers of available and affordable rental units in such areas, and owners and managers

not usually accept Section 8 tenants and who screen tenants more carefully (compared

to landlords). Since the Section 8 program serves a substantial number of people of

dffierences in race and ethnicity between participants and existing tenants or neighbors

may landlord decisions; this and other ways that racial discrimination affects the

search process have been explored in a number of studies.T

Register, March 3, 1995, pp. 12O36-l?.093; Part V Sbction 8 Counseling

Margery A. Ttrrner etal., The Housing Discrimination Study: Wthesis (and supporting volumes) for
systematic measurement of racial discrimination in US metropolitan rental markets. Racial and ethnic

in the utilization of Section 8 are examined in Meryl Finkel and Stephen D. Kennedy,
Differences in Utilization of Section 8 Existing Rental Vouchers and Certificates," Housing

Debate (1992) v. 3, no. 2, pp.,t63-508. This paper puts success rates in the context of the rasial
of the losal Section 8 program and suggests the existence of Section 8 submarkets
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Clnpter Four: Section I Mobiltty

Generd Economic and Social Fectors

o Many low-poverty areas are not well-served by public transportation
o Rental housing may be less available and rents are usually higher in low-poverty areas
o Housing markets tend 0o tighten in areas with job opportunities
o Property owners/managers ar€ more likely to bc unfamiliar with Section 8
o In tighter rental markets, owners/manageffi rnay refuse to participale in Section 8
o In tighter rental markets, owuers/menagers are likely to screen tensnts more carefully
o Differences in race and ethnicity between participants and other tenants or neighbors may influence

owner/msnager decisions (discrimination)
. MMBY reactions and rcsentment of subsidized neighbors may terget program participants who are

different in background or lifestyle from other residents

Participant-Releted Factors

o Participants usually need to leave family, friends, and support systems behind
o Such moves often require choice to live as minority outside own racial/ethnis semmrrnity
. Participants often lack information about housing availability in unfamiliar areas
o Participants may have literacy issues or may lack of 'social navigation skills"
o Participants may lack familiarity with housing search methods or have limited shopping skills
o Participants' credit problems may be more salient because landlords screen tenants more carefully

Factors Related to Program Design and A&ninistration

o Section 8 fair market rents (at 4Oth percentile) are particularly low for most low-poverty ereas
o Section 8 agcncy has incentive to keep participant within its own jurisdiction (keep full administrative

fee, avoid portability paperwork)
o Administrative issues around portability make mobility across jurisdictional boundarics more difficult
o Exurban and rural communities are less likely to have their own Section 8 programs
. Ircal or resident preferences limit access to Section 8 certificates/vouchers in specific communities

' Many state Section 8 programs are structured by coun$r, with separate waiting lists and local preferences
o Inconsistencics in Section 8 administ6lion between jurisdictions make mobility more difficult
o Receiving Section 8 agencies may be unwilling to take on responsibility for collecting money owed to

sending agencies by particular participants
r Recent changes such as delayed reissuance and increased security deposit requirements have made

mobility more difficult

BKhibit +4
Facrons DrscounacrNc SEcrroN E Monnrry ro Irw-PovERTy Anpas

A number of participant-related factors that impede mobility were also identified.

Moving to a low-poverty area often requires choosing to leave family, friends, and support

systems behind. It may also entail leaving a predominantty Hiqpanic or African American

neighborhood to live in a majority white community where encounters with racism arc all too

frequent. In addition to these difficult elements of participant choice, administrators also noted

that limited skills and information-general as well as directly used in housing search-reduces

the chances of a successful outcome for participants searching in lowerloverty areas. Finatly,
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Clupter Four: Section 8 Mobility

more rigorous landlord scneening (and a wider choice of tenants) put families with credit

problems at a disadvantage in seeking access to the limited supply of affordable rental units in

such areas.

In the area of progxam design and administration, reqpondents cited many factors that

discourage moves to low-poverty neighborhoods. Apart from the general incentives for the

agencies to keep participants within their own jurisdictions, and the disincentives resulting from

administrative problems around portability, respondents saw a major barrier to mobility in the

Fair Market Rents (FMRs), particularly the recent reduction to the 4fth percentile of the rent

distribution for standard units occupied by recent movers. If the FMR is set for a whole

metropolitan area (market-wide), then in better-quality areas the FMRs will cover an even

smaller share (than 40 percent) of all rental housing and make fewer units accessible to program

participants. Recent changes also have made exception rcnts more difFrcult to obtain, tightening

control over higher rents even when rent reasonableness comparisons would justrfy them. Other

administrative barriers to portability, in combination with widespread use of resident or local

preferences, tend to assure that Section 8 programs in smaller jurisdictions serve people already

living there.

4.3 Wmr SUOULn BE SECTION E'S Ror.n N MOBr,rrY?

After discussing mobility trends and the factors facilitating and impeding moves to low-

poverty areas, study reqpondents were asked to what extent the Section 8 program shouW

encourage such moves. It was clear from the answers that there is a wide range of views among

program administrators as to the appropriate role (if any) they should play in assisting

participants with locational choices.

Frftibit 4-5 shows the distribution of reqponses from administrators of different kinds

of Section 8 agencies. Again, these samples arc small and purposive, in keeping with the

exploratory nature of this study. Nevertheless, the wide range of views is evident in each group

of agencies.

Difficulties Encountered

Influencing the views expressed by some of these nespondents were the dfficulties

encountered by their programs when participants made moves to low-poverty areas. These
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Chapter Four: Section 8 Mobtlity

Exhibit +5
IVmr RoLE Snoul,n rm SBcrrox E kocnlrr Pr,ly nv

Encounlcnvc Housnc Moru,rry?

Respondent Viens of
Proper Section 8 Role

Number of Responses

Stste
Programf,

Metropolitan
Programsb

Locsl
Prognrrnso

High-
Portability
Programsd

Participants should be actively encouraged to
make moves to low-povert5r areas

5 4 4 4

Participants should be given information,
offered the opportunity to move to low-
poverty areas but not pushed

2 1 1 1

Participants should have free choice, but the
program should not guide (s0eer) them

2 I 2 1

Housing mobility is only appropriate for
some participants; it should only be encour-
aged (or allowed) for them

0 0 0 1

Section 8 programs do not have this cepabili-

$r ("are not social service agencies')
0 2 0 I

Encouraging mobility is an unreasonablc
admi n istrative requircment

I 0 0 0

NOTES: Total responses ard respondents = 33. Each respondent gave only one answer.

" Includes both staiewide program administrators and state progran subcontraclors. Total number of respondents
to this question: 11.

b As defined for this study (see Chapter 3). Total number of respondents to this question: 8.
o Local programs ovedapped by multi-jurisdictional (state or metropolitan) programs. Total number of respondents

to this question: 7.
d Selected in pairs (one sending, one receiving agency). Total number of respondents to this question: 7.

difficulties included:

. The alleged development of concentrations of Section 8 families;

o Opposition to non-rcsidents moving into the community;

. Congressional pressure resulting from such movement; and

o Negative reactions from program staff.

The issue of perceived Section 8 geographical concentration-rarely raised when Section

I participants live in areas of poverty or minority concentration-has grown with the expanded
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Clnpter Four: Section I Mobtltty

use of portability and in places with patterns of low-poverty moves. The director of a city

program known for its mobility focus described "corridors of subsidiesf' that were being created

by participant housing mobility. In his area, the notion had been raised of limiting the number

or proportion of subsidies in a particular area, in order to avoid such concentrations. Balancing

the commuirity's needs with the tenants' needs was recognizfrd as a very tough issue. The

director of a metropolitan housing agency, commenting on local concerns about mobility,

indicated that the cooperation of suburban towns was highly dependent on their being able to

retain their residency preferences; without this, the towns would not have been willing to apply

for or share administration of the program.

An administrator of a high-portability county agency receiving many participants from

the center city noted that she had made a number of visits to various police departments in the

county to provide information on the Section 8 prcgram. Even so, Section 8 remained a

codeword for minority and welfare recipient, and some local residents asked why "these people"

should have a right to move into a better community when other the residents had to work to

Iive there. One countywide agency had encountered Congressional pressure over just such a

situation. In a soft housing market, when someone rents a single-family home and then it is

discovered that they are receiving a Section 8 subsidy (or if the family is of a different

background than the neighbors and it is assumed that subsidy is involved), "the neighbors can

get vociferous. "

Community opposition to the arrival of subsidized poor families from the city has arisen

in a variety of locations and gained considerable press coverage. Less well-recognized is the

opposition that can arise among staff in Section 8 agencies. Sometimes, participants move to

communities the staff themselves cannot afford, or participants look down on the areas where

staff members live, and this can cause anger. According to the head of a countywide

metropolitan program, mobility can also generate heavier demands on program staffto intervene

in landlord disputes or to accommodate the special demands of owners in low-poverty areas.

However, staffattitudes can be changed by training or education that addresses the issue

of mobility. A program director in a city with multiple overliapping Section 8 agencies noted

a real change in the staffls point of view after they collaborated with several agencies on a

proposal for Section 8 counseling (in reqponse to the HUD NOFA). She saw them moving
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Clapter Four: Section 8 Mobility

toward an understanding of the benefits of low-poverty moves and the value of working with

counseling agencies to support and encourage mobility.

4.4 M,lrm.Ic Monu.rry Elsrn
The data gathered for this shrdy pnovide some suggestions for HUD and Section 8

agencies about ways to encourage and facilitate participant moves to low-poverty areas. In light

of the dfficulties and opposition encountered in jurisdictions with substantial mobility

experience, it seems evident that the goal of making mobility easier will need to be pursued not

only by administrative means but also by political leadership and public education.

Study respondents identified a number of ways to make mobility easier to achieve, for

individual certificate- and voucher-holders and for the program more generally. Exhibit 4-6

summarizes the suggestions in three categories: local program actions; participant support; and

HUD actions.

Local Program Actions

Ircal Section 8 agencies can take a number of different actions to encourage mobility.

Public education and landlord education can serve to deflect opposition and to expand the

program's reach into the rental stock in better neighborhoods. One study respondent described

the need to "be actively involved in the community, working prcactively to improve both

communications and operations." This respondent's countywide agency conducts a range of

activities with local landlords-including general progxam outreach, establishment of a Section

8 I-andlord Advisory Committee, and setting up agreements with owners of apartment complexes

in low-poverty areas. The agreements open the complexes to Section 8, under exception rents.

I-ocal Section 8 agencies can also make mobility easier by finding ways to approve

higher rents for high-quality properties and neighborhoods in their jurisdictions. One reqpondent

described the way his agency established a rent gradient within the county and provided

certificate- and voucher-holders with a map showing the maximum rents in different places. The

agency was able to do this because the market was relatively soft, but also because capping the

rents well below the FMR in some areas provided the funds to cover higher rents in other areas.

(In this jurisdiction, exception rents were not generally needed for low-poverty areas.)

4-12

l

I
t
I

I
I

E

I
I
I
I
r
l
r



Clapter Four: Sectton 8 Mobtliry

Exhibit 4-6
Wa,vs ro M^lrre Movns ro Low-PovERTy Anrm Elsrx. rN TEE Srcrrox 8 hocnruvr

Local Program Actioru

o Educate thc public about the value of housing mobility
o Conduct landlord outreach (education and markcting about Section 8 generally and about mobility)
o Seek landlord agreements (agreements covering acceptance of Section 8 under exception rents in low-

poverty areas)
o Establish I qndlord Advisory Commillse (means to bring landlords closer to program and into marketing

effort)
o Establish rent gradient within a jurisdiction, based on rcnt reasonableness determinations, that provides

the means to pay morc for units in low-povert5l areas
. Negotiate agreements or MOUs making consistent des and procedures across local jurisdictions
o Support mobility when it involves incremental upgrades in neighborhoods; do not expect or require

qruntum leaps
. Link mobility efforts to Family Self-Sufficiency, job training, working participants

Participant Support

. Train regular Section 8 staff to value housing mobility

. Train regular Section 8 staff to encourage clients to considcr low-poverty moves
o Provide resources to encourage and facilitate mobility (zuch as a Resource Room or special mobility

briefings)
o Provide counseling io eucourage and assist low-poverty moves
o Provide clear information and consis0ent rules across local jurisdictions
. Link mobility support to Family Self-SufEciency or other educatioual and job training prograrns
o Focus mobility support on working participants

HUD Actions

o Educate the public about the value of housing mobility
o Define mobility to include incremental upgrades in neighborhoods rather than quantum leaps
r Focus mobility efforts through agencies that do not adminisier public housing, to reduce zuspicion and

avoid dircct linkage between mobility and public housing program changes
r Create a mechanism to expedite exception rent approvals for the purpose of zupporting mobility programs
r Create a mechanism for approving greater rent increases when needed in low-povefi areas
r Allow local agencies more control over program rents
o Allow local agencies to approve a percentage of higher rents, targeted to low-poverty arcas or working

families
r Focus allocation of new units to agencies with active mobility prograrns
o Focus allocations of new units to larger agoncies and agencies with larger jurisdictions for economies of

operation as well as to foster mobility
o Providc competitive funding for consoli&ted waiting lists; let local agencies design and apply

4-t3



Clapter Four: Section 8 Mobtlity

A number of the local agreements to facilitate portability, discussed in Chapter Four,

will also serve to make mobility easier. In general, agreements that make Section 8 program

information, rules, and procedures uniform across jurisdictions in an area will also aid low-

poverty moves. Owner outreach efforts, prompt inqpections, and prompt landlord payments will

serve this purpose as well.

Some study respondents suggested that local agencies would do well to think about

mobility in terms of incremental improvements in participants' housing and neighborhoods,

rather than requiring or expecting moves all the way from the most concentrated-poverty areas

to the most affluent ones. For many famites, a move to a slighfly lower-poverty neighborhood

is a much morc realistic goal and can be a major achievement. On the other hand, it was also

suggested that local programs focus their housing mobiliay efforts on Section 8 clients who-
through involvement in Family Self-Sufficiency, or higher education or job training programs-

are seeking economic and social mobility. Not only may these families be more. successful in

adjusting to low-poverty areas, but their presence may cause less opposition frcm neighbors.

Participant Support

Apart from the local agency actions just described, there are a number of more dircct

means for supporting participants seeking housing mobility. Such means include counseling and

search assistance, as employed in various mobility programs around the country. One

metropolitan subcontractor to a state program described how resources are targeted to

encouraging mobility; the agency has a staffed Resource Room, which offers information on

each community in the metropolitan area (transportation access, school ratings, other facilities

and institutions, and comments by Section 8 participants who live there). The agency also holds

periodic mobility briefings for searchers and for progxam recipients seeking to move. Other

local agency actions described above are also a means of participant support in choosing moves

to low-poverty areas.

HUD Actions

Study respondents suggested a range of means by which HLID could support housing

mobility, apart from rolling back recent progpm changes that have imp€ded it (see Frfiibit 4-4).

Some of the actions address the public opposition and outcry about mobility (for example,
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Chapter Four: Section I Mobility

fostering public education and urging more incremental moves). One interesting suggestion was

based on the observation that mobility programs are particularly feared when they are associated

with public housing redevelopment or relocation; if efforts to foster mobility can be focused in

agencies that do not operate public housing, there may be less opposition.

Respondents named a number of HUD actions related to rents, all designed to provide

Section 8 agencies with the means to pay higher rents (and apprcve greater rent increases) for

units in low-poverty arcas. A variation would allow such rents primarily for working families

seeking better housing and neighborhoods. There were also several ideas about how HIID could

use new unit allocations to make mobility easier. Finally, HLID could encourage the local

prognm actions and the varied means of participant support through dissemination of materials,

training, technical assistance, and funding of housing mobility efforts mounted by local agencies.

Conclusion

Study reqpondents from all tlryes of agencies provided information and views on Section

8 participant housing mobility. By and hrge, their observations imply varied pattems of

movement rather than a predominance in the direction of lower-poverty areas. Of course, data

to substantiate or further explore these impressions iue very difficult to obtain.

From their vantage point in state, metropolitan, and local Section 8 agencies around the

country, shrdy reqpondents expressed a wide range of views about whether this program should

foster low-poverty moves. In pursuing a mobility agenda, HLID must recognize the need to

educate and convince program administrators about the value of this program direction.

A substantial number of factors-including several recent program changes-were cited

as impeding mobility to low-poverty areas. On the other hand, reqpondents identified some

factors encouraging such moves. And they cited a number of ways their programs were making

mobility easier for both participants and administrators.
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Cnarrpn FIvE

RECENT CIIANGES AI.ID OIJTLOOK f,'OR THE
SECTION 8 PROGRAM

This chapter summarizes reqpondents' views from all the study samples towards recent

Section 8 program changes and describes these administrators' ouflook for the future of the

progfirm. These viewpoints do not necessarily rq)resent the opinions of the reqpondents'

agencies nor of housing authorities overall.l

However, the information gathered is useful because it is so current and reflects what

some program administrators are thinking about the program during this time of rapid change.

Section 5.1 summarizes the recent progmm changes, and Section 5.2 describes administrators'

outlooks on the changes and the future of the Section 8 program. It should also be noted that

administrators do not always differentiate clearly between statutory changes originating in

Congress and changes made at HUD's discretion.

5.1 Ovnnrrew oF RECENT kocruvr Cnrtcrs
Frftibit 5-1 lists some of the major changes that have occurred within the Section 8

progfim in the liast two years. Some changes affect participant entry and movement. Significant

changes were made regarding waiting list organization and applicant intake under the 1994

Admissions Rule, and there were further changes affecting admissions and continued eligibility

under the 1995 rule concerning non-citizens and the optional suqpension of federal preferences

for 8 months in 1996. Other important changes have affected portability (grcatly expanding

certificate-holders' ability to move with Section 8) and how much new participants will have to

pay in security deposits and minimum rent.

1. To understand the current outlook of Section 8 administrators towards the Section 8 certificate and voucher
programs, respondents were asked open-ended questions regarding the adequacy of administrative fees and
the effects of recent pro$am changes. Some administrators did not have any response to these questions,
whereas others were quite vocal and had comments on a number of program changes. Not everyone was
asked these questions consistently. @ue to time constraints, not all respondents were asked all these
questions. The interviews were originally planned for 30 minute.s. However, even without covering all of
the questions, many were one to two hours in length.) Respondents commented on different aspects of the
program. Finally, the sampling for this study was purposive. For all these reasons, no meaningful statistical
analysis can be provided on what percentage of respondents approved or disapproved of a specific program
change.
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Chapter Five: Recen Clanrges and Owlookfor the Seaion 8 Progranr

o Fhat Fiscat Year 1996 Btdget (Aptill 1996)
o Optional Delay of Minimum Rent Requirement for Three Months
o Blimination of Take-one, Take-All Requirement until 9/30/!b
o New HAP and Lease Addendum
o Changes in application of annual adjustuent factors and rent reasonableness

. Fcbntary 1996 Notice requiring agencies to use ACC resctves to crtcnd carrcnt contracB

. Conthuing Rcsolatbn of lanuary 26, 1996
o Minimum Rent Requirement of $25
o Delay of Reissuance of Certificarcs/Vouchers for three months
o Optional Suspension of Federdl heferences until 9/30/96

o 1995 Conformkg Rule and Rebted Noticcs
o New HAP contract and lease addendum
o Changes in briefing requirements and information packcts
. Expansion of nationwide portability to ccrtificarcs
o Elimination of special claims under new contracts
o Change in security deposit requircments
o New and mandatory use of Portability Form
o Provision for Portability reimbursements; eliminated by 1995 Rescission Bill
. Special portability fce elimineted by 195 Rescission Bill

o September 1995 Reductbn of FMRs fum 45th to 40th pcrcentile of stanfurd lnushtg

. March 1995 Rcstictbns on Nonittizens xrlc

. January 1995 Admhistrativc Fee Calculation Change

. 1994 Ad,missbns fuile
o Automation of HUD-50058 form
o Additions to federal preference categories
o Prohibition of mainaining waiting list by bedroom size
o Issuance based on first household on list, not by bedroom size
. Requiremcnt to offer cross-listilg on open waiti4g lists

Exhibit 5-l
Hrcnr,rcnrs oF IIETENT kocnau CRlxcBs

Changes affecting landlords in the program (as well as limiting the units affordable to

participants) have included the 1995 FMR reduction to the 40th percentile aod the April 1996

alrcration in annual adjustment factors for rents. Section 8 agencies also need to explain to

landlords the new HAP contract and lease addendum (with the old one also continuing in use),

the elimination of specid gl6ims, the increased security deposit requirements, and the temporary

suspension of the take one/take all requirement.
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Chapter Five: Recent Changes and Outlookfor the Secfion 8 Progron

Pnogram funding-including the fees that support agency operations-has been affected

by the 1995 fee calculation changes and FMR reductions (because the fee is calculiated as a

percent of the FMR) and the delayed reissuance of certificates and vouchers from January 1996.

Even more important is the requirement that agencies use their ACC program reserves to extend

expiring contracts.

Because the Section 8 prcgram is administered by hundreds of local agencies, even

minor program change require considerable effort, as agencies across the country learn of the

changes and inform participants, landlords, and staff about them. Some program rule changes

can be expensive to implement. Policy and procedures manuals must be updated, staff must be

trained and implementation planned and monitored. A substantial amount of time is required

to revise the program documents and forms that explain the prcgram to landlords and applicants

or participants. Some agencies have the further time and cost burden of translating revised

program materials into various languages.

Having nrles change only for a qpecific period increases the workload and cost

significantly. Federal preference suqpension, the minimum rent nrle, and the delay in reissuance

of turnover certificates and vouchers all expire on September 30, 1996. Forms and documents

have had to be altered to reflect the temporary change and will need to be revised again if the

permanent requirements differ from the temporary ones. Some of the recent short-term changes

(e.9., minimum rent and delay in reissuance) were published with very liffle notice before

implementation was required. Essentially, housing authorities had only two weeks to implement

the minimum rent change, since many agencies are required by state law to grve at least 30 days'

notice of a rent increase to participants.2 Sufficient time should be given to review a new

requirement, decide how to implement it, and train staff on the procedure while the daily

workload continues. Even changes that are viewed as positive by the staff may be unwelcome

due to the time required for putting them in place.

5.2 VmwS ABOUT THE tr]FFECTS oF K,ocnnu Culxcrs
Our interviews reveal that Section 8 administrators from all types of agencies-states,

subcontractors and branch offices, metropolitan and local housing authorities-are working hard

2. Since the interviews (conducted in March and April 1996), HUD has published Notice 96-23 permitting
HAs to delay implementation of the minimum rent for three months.
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Chapter Ftve: Recent Changes and Outlookfor the Section 8 Program

to understand and implement the large number of recent progam changes. Although many

respondents are pleased with the program revisions that hold participants more accountable and

simplify the program, most also believe that the volume of changes and the temporary nature

of some make it extremely difficult to maintain program operations. Below, we group the recent

program changes shown in Exhibit 5-1 into topic areas, and we examine respondents' views on

them.

Confoming Rule

There was considerable support among respondents for bringing the certificate and

voucher programs into conformity. However, some felt that the progmm changes in the

Conforming Rule did not go far enough in merging the two progmms. These administrators

pointed out that merging accounting and reporting forms would be an important next step,

reducing the number of separate forms and records to be maintained.

Federal Preferences

Feedback received on the optional suqpension of federal preferences (originating from

the January 1996 Continuing Resolution) are mixed. Most program administrators support the

elimination of the federal preferences. However, a number of agencies have decided not to

implement the suspension, since they believe it will be too much work-and extremely confus-

ing-to bring them back on October I if no permanent suqpension is passed. Others believe it

is worth the additional cost they may incur to re-implement preferences, because, in the interim,

they will be able to assist persons who have been on the waiting list for many years. The

elimination of federal preferences at one agency resulted in 800 people moving ahead of the

previously ranked number one person. Working families who did not rank high on the fist

under the federal preference system have moved up on the waiting list. The agency's

administrator believes that these working families will be more interested in joining the

undersubscribed Family Self-Sufficiency program than the non-working families now at the top

of the list. Having more working families in the Section 8 program may also help the agency

cope with funding shortages, sihce working families generally will need lower housing assistance

payments (IIAP) than non-working families. This savings in HAP means the agency will have

a larger reserve account.
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Chapter Five: Recent Clunges and Outlookfor thc Section I Prograrn

Minimum Rent

Most administrators interviewed for this study agree with the minimum rent nrle that

requires program participants to have a total tenant payment (TTP) of at least $25 and gives

housing authorities the option to set it as high as $50. The impact of the rule change varies

from area to area, depending on the rent burden of participating families and the size of utility

allowances. In some artlas, the change will have little effect, because many households already

have total tenant payments of more than $25 per month. In other areas, where utility allowances

are typically higher than $25 per month, the tenants will still not make payments to their

landlords but will pay a greater share of their utilities.

Tenant Accountability

Program revisions that increased tenant accountability have been favorably received by

most study respondents. These changes are also typically supported by landlords in the

community. The specific changes that are well-received include the Conforming Rule changes

to hold the tenant accountable for tenant-caused damage to the unit, or for tenant failure to pay

5-5
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Delay in Reiszuance of ltrrnover Certificates/Vouchers (Shetving)

The requirement to delay the reissuance of turnover certificates and vouchers for three

months was generally not well-received by prcgram administrators. For all Section 8 agencies,

this delay will rpduce administrative fee earnings, since fees are earned based on the units leased

up at the beginning of each month. Administrators interviewed feel that they will also have

trouble maintaining the 95 percent or higher lease-up rate required by HLJD. The shelving

requirement seems to many administrators to run direcfly against all the work they have done

to achieve and maintain full utilization of program resources.

A variety of other concerns about this program change were raised. Respondents are

working on ways to control and track the delay in issuance of specific turnover certificates and

vouchers. One agency made a special iurangement with the local HIID office to document

typical monthly turnover and then delay reissuance of this number of units each month, rather

than tracking qpecific certificates and vouchers.

Subcontractors to state agencies noted the likely loss of administrative fees; most are

paid per leased-up unit, but they will not be able to reissue a turnover unit for three months.
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Clwpter Ftve: Recent Clantges and OutlookJor the Section 8 Progratn

utilities (if this results in the unit faiting the housing quality standards inspection).3 Agency

administrators also applauded the additional family obligations and tougher language in the

progxam nrles, which make it easier for the landlord to terminate the lease and easier for the

agency to terminate program assistance to problem tenants.a

Security Deposits and Damage Claims

Most study reqpondents agrce with the policy permiuing landlords to require higher

security deposits, eqpecially since qpecial claims for vacancies, damages, and unpaid rent were

eliminated in the October 1995 Conforming Rule. They believe these changes force owners to

"act like landlords"-to take reqponsibility for screening potential subsidized tenants, just as they

would screen any other tenant. Landlords in some communities ale willing to acce,pt the larger

security deposits in installment amounts. However, in some cases (particularly where the

housing market is tight), the new nrle may result in a hardship for participants, if landlords

requfue a full month's rent as a deposit or if they are less willing to allow the tenant to build up

the deposit in increments on a payment schedule.

According to reqpondents, the loss of special cliaims and the continued take-one, take-all

policy may make it more dfficult for local Section 8 programs to attract and keep good

landlords. The take-one, take-all policy requires that landlords who accept a certificate or

voucher for a unit in one of their multifamily buildings must accept certificate and voucher

applicants in all multifamily buildings they own, providing the applicants pass the screening

criteria.5

Fair lVlarket Rent Levels

Several reqpondents provided feedback on the decrease in Fair Market Rent (FMR)

levels. Respondents were concerned that family choices are limited by this reduction, since the

3. Previously, the landlord was penalized in these situations, and HAP payments were not made until the
situation was rectified. Under the new rule, HAP payments will continue and the tenant is given time to
remedy the problem. But if the problem persists, the agency may terminate the family's assistance.

4. Presumably landlords will also applaud the recent HUD regulation which provides for the elimination of
the automatic lease renewal (endless lease). However, this was not in effect at the time of the interviews.

5. At the time of the administrator interviews, the take-one, take-all policy was still in effect. In May 1996,
it was suspended until Odober l, L996,
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Clapter Five: Recent Clunges and OutlookJor the Sectton I Progran

rents in better-quality neighborhoods or low-poverty areas are frequently at or above the old

FMRs. In response to this concern, some agencies are exercising their exception rent authority

more fipquenfly, to provide families with more options. But exception rents are permitted only

upto ll0percentof thecurrentFMR, andtheyareallowedforonly20percentof aprogram's

units. Concerned that there could be an even greater concentration of poor persons in high-

poverty areas as a result of the FMR reduction, some administrators would like more flexibility

in determining rents, so the rents ane comparable to the local market and enable participants to

choose from a wider range of locations.

Administrative Fees

Section 8 administrators seemed relieved that administrative fees were not cut as much

as proposed (from 8.2 to 6 percent). However, they feel that the threat of fee rpduction is still

present and fear that they will not be able to operate the progxam with further cuts. Several

administrators reported that they are doing the basic work within current fee revenue levels but

are already using reserves to enhance program services.6 A number are in the process of

rethinking caseloads and staffing patterns as a way to maintain program functions.

Particularly vulnerable to the theat of reduced fees are those agencies operating over

large geographic areas. Many of them report having difficulty managing costs, due to the time

and mileage involved in conducting unit inspections for a large area. One state agency

administrator said that the agency would probably lose money operating the program if the fees

were lowered, and that the state would not continue to operate Section 8 at a loss. Another state

agency is already operating at a loss and is supporting program operations with fees from the

contract administration of its Section 8 New Constnrction units.

Several reqpondents are also concerned that additional administrative fee cuts will make

it difficult to operate the Family Self-Sufficiency prcgram (FSS). At current fee levels, many

agency administrators say there is inadequate compensation for running this program. Although

uncomfortable with fee cuts, all reqpondents are working to maintain program operations.

6. A frequent elample was use of administrative fee reserves to fund an FSS coordinator position

5-7
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Overall Funding and Support for the Section E hogram

While there was positive reaction to many recent changes, overall the administrators

of Section 8 agencies interviewed for this study feel vulnerable in the face of uncertain funding.

The lack of untargeted incremental units, the use of ACC neserves to extend current contracts,

the continuing threats to the administrative fee percentage, the three-month delay for re-issuing

turnover units, and the increased agency reqponsibility entailed in changing the allocation process

from units to dollars-all these threaten pro$am funding and contribute to both programmatic

and financial concerns. The 1994 Conforming Rule change that requires agencies to house the

flrst family on the waiting list (regardless of bedroom size) makes planning for available funds

more difficult, since the HAP payment the agency will need to make on a family's behalf will

vary significantly with unit size.

The lack of new funding has resulted in a number of agencies reconsidering their

absorption policy for portability units. Agencies that absorbed units often counted on receiving

new funding increments, so they could continue to house the people on the waiting list as well

as those "porting in" from different communities. Because there is no new funding, agencies

that used to absorb are beginning to bill. As Chapter 3 explained, this process is more costly

and time-consuming, yet it provides a lower administrative fee for each unit (80 percent rather

than 100 percent).

Overall, the study respondents view Section 8 as a much needed progam but are

concerned about the future of funding for it. To prevent a loss of funds from the delay in

reissuance, many agencies quickly absorbed portability units, improving their lease-up rates and

increasing their administrative fees before the delay period went into effect. Some agency

administrators are exploring new options for funding, while others are tapping reserve accounts

to create additional certificates and vouchers that will both assist more families and increase

administrative fees once the units are leased up. As Congress and HUD make further decisions

on the program, administrators will continue to seek ways to maintain and improve program

effectiveness.
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CHlrrBn Sx
IMPLICATIONS T'OR Ht'D ACTIONS AI\D FI]TI]RE RESEARCH

The Section 8 program is a locally administered program. It is also fundamentally a

market-based program, relying on private landlords to provide housing at market-rate rents.

Because housing markets are often larger than the political jurisdictions defining the service

areas of local Section 8 agencies, these two aspects of the program can come into conflict. Over

the years, HIID and state and local program operators have reqponded to this mismatch between

the administrative and market bases of the progxam in a variety of ways. This study has begun

to describe and analyzn, these ways, based on a modest and exploratory data collection effort

(interviews with A administrators in different tlpes of agencies).

At the present time, issues about Section 8 portability and mobility have brought the

mismatch between housing markets and agency service areas into prominent view. On the one

hand, statutory and regulatory changes continue to expand the choices available to certificate-

and voucher-holders, and these changes encourage participants to use their housing assistance

to obtain the best units and neighborhoods available. There is evidence that the volume of

portability activity has grown significantly over the past decade-and particularly between 1991

and 1996-as the scope of portability widened during a national recession characterized by soft

rental markets in many metropolitan areas. In addition, HUD Secretary Cisneros has been an

outspoken advocate for making the Section 8 program a source of opportunities for housing

mobility (moves from high-poverty to low-poverty neighborhoods).

On the other hand, in a few parts of the country there has been opposition from the

public to the movement of poor families with rental subsidies into middle-income communities.

In part, this results from associating Section 8 with the demolition of ill-reputed public housing

developments and the reIocation of their tenants. But even where this link is not present, study

reqpondents reported that subsidiz*l renters-eqpecially those on public assistance-may be

resented by their working neighbors. Ethnic and racial differences can exawrbate this reaction.

Although moving to low-poverty areas need not always require portability across

jurisdictional boundaries, it remains a fact that a substantial amount of the affordable rental

housing in low-poverty communities is distributed across small suburban jurisdictions with

sqrarate, local Section 8 programs. What can be done to address the fundamental paradox that
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Clwpter Six: Implications for HUD Acttons and Future Research

the Section 8 program is locally administered and market-based? Both its local administration

and its reliance on the private housing market are key to the program's popularity and public

support at all levels. Efforts by HLID to imprcve the efficiency of the program, by bringing it

more into line with the workings of the housing market, are apt to provoke strenuous resistance

from local officials who want to maintain control over the administration of the program in their

local jurisdictions. Concerns about the perceived concentration of Section 8 recipient households

have already begun to threaten local acceptance in some places. HtlD must consider carefully

how to pursue its policy goals while maintaining and strengthening progxam support.

What, then, have we learned from this exploratory study that can suggest constnrctive

action under these circumstances?

6.1 l\(rrnopor.rrAN AomYrsruuox

This section summarizes the study's findings about agencies that administer the Section

8 program on a metropolitan basis. TVo research questions organized our work on this topic:

Has metropolitan administration been achieved in some areas? What would encourage new area.s

to implement metropolitan administration? These questions grew from assumptions about the

likely benefits of unified metropolitan administration.

What We l.earned about Metropolitap firlministration

Administration of the Section 8 program on a metropolitan basis firrns out to be rarer

than expected at the outset of this study. Not only are there few truly metropolitan agencies

administering Section 8; those that do exist were begun with wide jurisdictions rather than

created through cooperation or consolidation of smaller agencies. Several agencies thought to

be prime examples-such as Metro Housing and Rehabilitation Authority in Minneapolis-St.Paul,

San Diego County (CA), and Clark County (NV)-fell well short of comprehensive coverage

of their metropolitan areas. We did not attempt to determine the number of local agencies

across the country that serve all or most of a metropolitan area. Instead, we used the best

sources possible Ooth HLJD data and well-informed observers) to identify the sample. It seems

likely that a more exhaustive search would find only a handful of local agencies across the

country that serve an entire metropolitan area.

6-2
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Clwpter Stx: Implicaions for HUD Actions and Future Research

The sample of nine agencies examined for this study fell into thrce groups. Two

agencies were the exclusive administrators of Section 8 in their metropolitan areas. Three

agencies also served an entire metropolitan area, but were not the only agencies operating

Section 8 programs there. The remaining four sample members administered the program in

multiple political jurisdictions, but it turned out they did not serve the entire metropolitan area.

In considering the rationales for these different stnrctures, it was clear that in most

cases, the service area of the Section 8 program was a function of the legal jurisdiction of the

sponsoring agency. The agencies with wide coverage were in areas where a single local

government served a1l or almost all of the metropolitan area @ade County, Jacksonville) or

where the sponsoring agency had a special mandate to operate on a metropolitan basis (Portland,

Rochester, Akron). The Rochester and facksonville agencies had expanded the jurisdictions of

their Section 8 programs. In both these cases, the major clty in the region extended its program

to serve outlying areas otherwise unserved (although Rochester's program also overlaps several

small housing authorities and administers their Section 8 programs as a subcontractor.)

Noteworthy in its absence from our sample was any agency that served an entire

metropolitan arsa as the result of a consolidation of programs in the alea. Such an effort is

under discussion in San Diego, and without doubt there will be interesting lessons that come out

of the San Diego experience. However, the process is not yet far enough along to assess its

likely outcomes or effects.

What Can IIUD Do To Foster Metropolitsn fidministration?

It seems unlikely that HUD can do much to bring metropolitan agencies into existence.

Ircal initiatives toward cooperation can be encouraged and assisted but not forced. If HLID

decides that administering the Section 8 program on a metropolitan basis offer important

advantages, it can establish incentives and/or reward such efforts through qpecial allocations of

incremental units (as long as there are untargeted, incremental units funded by Congress). In

the absence of overall growth in the prcgmm, I{UD'S means for encouraging metropolitan

administration are quite limited.
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Clnpter Six: Implicaiorc for HW Aaiorc and Future Research

Further Research Needed

Because of this study's modest data collection effort, it does not provide a basis for

estimating the number of Section 8 programs in the county that currently operate on a

metropolitan basis. Further research would be necessary to make a full identification of agencies

that are metropolitan, with attention to two of the three types of metropolitan administration

identified above: exclusive and non-exclusive metropolitan administration. To the extent that

these agencies are a special resource for promoting mobility in the Section 8 program, HUD

may want to know where such programs exist across the country.

6.2 Ponunu,rrv

Given the locally based administration of Section 8, portability is the central mechanism

by which recipients can gain access to new and different parts of the metropolitan area. The

administration of portability was a major concern of the Section 8 program administrators who

participated in the study. Three of the study's central research questions pertained to this topic,

focusing on agencies' experiences and issues, ways to ease the burden imposed by certificate and

voucher portability, and how best to stnrcturre a tenant-based assistance program to facilitate the

use of assistance in any part of a metropolitan area.

What We Learned about Administering Portabitity

Portability affects the size of an agency's program-and thus alters staffing needs,

revenue levels, and the resouroes available to assist local families waiting for subsidy. Agerrcy

administrators reported spending substantial resources, and experiencing a significant level of

frustration, in administering portable Section 8 zubsidies. There was widespread support for

HUD's efforts to standardize the administration of portable units, but there was also continuing

concern about uncertainties and delays in billing and about imbalanced flows of units.

One of the striking findings of the study was the multiplicity of approaches developed

by Section 8 agencies to reduce the uncertainties and costs of administering portable units.

Among the 42 agencies studied, we identified 16 distinct ways of faciliating Section 8

portability. These strategies depend on four basic mechanisms: absorption; cross-adurinistration;

jurisdiction; and agreement on standards and procedures.
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Clnpter Six: Implicuions for HUD Aaions and Future Research

Vtrhat Can HUD Do to Facilitate the Administration of Section E Portability?

HLID has issued several nrles and notices that have already hel@ smooth the

administration of portability. According to agency administrators, it is not clear that new nrles

would be more valuable to local agencies than a reqpite from nrle changes. The 16 strategies

already developed by local agencies in the study sample do not require direct HLID intervention.

Here, HUD's best role may be to describe these strategies in detail and disseminate information

on them to local agencies, as a sort of menu from which to choose the strategy or strategies most

appropriate to local needs and resources.

ftrrther Research Needed

The interviews conducted for this study suggest that a growing portion of program

participants arc ufilizing the portability provisions of Section 8, particularly since certificates

became fully portable in 1991. However, the actual volume of portability activrty is unclear.

Further, the use of portability seems to vary from region to region and even among agencies in

the same region. Because the practice of absorbing portable units has been widespread,

administrators of many agencies report that they do not themselves know how much portability

their programs have experienced.

Fufther investigation of the overall level of portability and analysis of tlte factors that

influence the volume would be quite valuable to HUD, as this is probably the most significant

change in Section 8-from the standpoint of both participants and administrators-since vouchers

were introduced. One way to estimate the level of portability nationwide would be to rpcruit

the participation of a random sample of housing authorities representative of all agencies

administering Section 8. Because accurate retrospective dataare not generally available, sample

agencies would be asked to track incoming and outgoing portable units for a period of time after

the study began (e.9., for three to six months), recording absorptions as well as billings. With

a nationally representative sample of Section 8 agencies, such an approach could yield

considerable insight into the use of portability across the country.

A comprehensive study to collect information about the use of portable certificates and

vouchers might require substantial resources. A less comprehensive analysis of data from

specific agencies that have been tracking the use of portability could shed some light on this

issue at less expense. Several agencies contacted for this study-including the Boslon Housing
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Clnpter Six: Implications for HUD Actions and Furure Research

Authority, the Metropolitan Boston Housing Partnership (subcontractor for the Massachusetts

state program), and the Housing Authority of Alameda County (CA)-have useful data on

Section 8 portability but have not had the resources to analyze them systematically. A study of

modest scale that drew on these readily available data sources could still significantly contribute

to our understanding of the Section 8 program.

What We Learned about How to Structure the Section E Program to Facilitate Use of
Assistance lhroughout Metropolitan Areas

A third research question about portability concerns how to structure Section 8 program

administration to facilitate portability. Agencies that can operate Section 8 on a metropolitan

area-wide basis clearly have an advantage in administrative ease. I-ocal agencies with a

metropolitan-wide service area have been discussed above. However, in the study sample, zosl

of the agencios with the friltty to issue certificates ond voucherc readily useable thruughout

a metrupolitan o.rea were state agencies.

To what extent are the state agencies a better way to deliver Section 8 benefits than

their local counterparts? We have only the observations of a limited number of local and state

program administrators on which to base an assessment. These observations suggest that:

State agencies can make participant movement easier (using bookkeeping methods
rather than portability).

Because state agencies use a single set of nrles for recipients and landlords, they
make it easier for owners with property in different areas and for families who
move. 

r

State agencies can provide a "single point of contact" for portability from out-of-
state, simplrfying these moves for both the initial HAs and the families.

State agencies may have greater capacity and willingness to absorb inbound
portability, compared to local receiving agencies.

State agencies facilitate participant movement in nrral areas

ftrrther Research Needed

This study did not include in its sample all states operating Section 8 programs. In

order to understand the full extent-and potential-of the state role in Section 8 administration,

a

a

a
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Clwpter Six: Implications Jor HUD Actions and Future Research

including the possibilities and prcblems of state-administered Section 8 programs in metropolitan

areas, further research is necessary. The research should examine issues of jurisdiction,

coverage, and overlap, as well as a range of administrative practices relevant to portability and

mobility.

Although we interviewed representatives of nine of the largest state progmms, twice as

many states with smaller progmms were not included. Furthermore, several states recently

stopped operating Section 8 programs. The experiences of the smaller state prcgxams and the

states that stopped operating Section 8 clearly would offer further insight into prospects for

expanding the state role in administering tenant-based rental assistance.

It may also be worthwhile to take a morb in-depth look at the states that were included

in this study. Our limited data collection effort has captured only the major features of these

progftrms, leaving plenty of room for further elaboration. For example, analysis of waiting list

stnrcture and practices (including local preferences) might well offer further insight into factors

shaping the volume and patterns of portability.

One particularly promising avenue for further research about state Section 8 programs

is the role these Section 8 programs play in fostering mobility. Several states with large Section

8 programs-such as Massachusetts, Michigan, and New Jersey-recommend themselves because

their high-quality data systems could make it feasible to identify both origin and destination

locations for recent movers. Furthermore, each of these states has a different approach to

portability and to managing the allocation of certificates and vouchers acnoss counties or regions.

Sfirdying several states would shed light on the role that administrative practices play in

facilitating or discouraging mobility.

Another opportunity to look in detail at.portability in a particular area is presented by

policy developments in Massachusetts. The Commonwealth of Massachusetts' Section 8

program is moving towards establishing a single statewide waiting list. This change could offer

a chance to assess the impact of conversion to a statewide list on the level of applications and

on movement within the state.

6.3 Monu,rrv

A single research question organized our exploratory efforts in regard to mobility: how

can a tenant-based assistance progxam serve low-income residents of a metropolitan area in a
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Clapnr Sil,: Implicattonsfor HUD Aaiow and Fwure Research

way that enables mobility out of high-poverty areas? However, before considering mechanisms

for facilitating mobility, it is important to examine common assumptions about the degree to

which households pafiicipating in the Section 8 program are concentrated in high-poverty areas

and about the factors that keep them there. In other words, before evaluating solutions, it is

advisable to assess the nature and magnitude of the pnoblem.

tr\rrther Research Needed on the Concentration of Sec{ion 8 Recipients in Both Eigh-
Poverty and Other Neighborhoods

HUD has a stated policy goal of encouraging the deconcentration of poverty and using

the Section 8 program to facilitate moves from high-povefiy areas to low-poverty areas. At the

same time, local officials from several different parts of the country have complained that low-

income households are using Section 8 to move outward, creating new ar€as of concentrated

poverty in inner-ring suburban communities. Basic but as yet unaddressed research questions

related to this topic include the following:r

Would Section 8 recipients live in different neighborhoods without the Section 8
program?

When Section 8 recipients move to very different neighborhoods, are they
materially different from other residents of those neighborhoods?

To what extent is Section 8 unduly concentrated?

What does a detailed examination of qpecific cases of concentration suggest about
the overall patterns?

Use of existing data from the Housing Voucher Demonstration, the Section 8 Utilization Study,

and HUD's Multifamily Tenant Characteristics System would malce apowerfrrl and cost-effective

approach to these questions.

1. These questions grcw out of attendancc at Sccretary Cisnetos' roundtable on Scctioa 8 concentration and
were devcloped by Dr. Stcphen Kennedy of Abt Associates in a lcttcr to Deputy Aseistant Secretary Margery
A. T\rrner dated Novembcr 8, 1995.

o
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What We Lcarned About Administrslons' Perceptions of Mobility Efforts

Our exploratory efforts are useful for documenting the perceptions of Section 8 program

administrators about the extent of mobility cunently, the role the program should play regarding

mobility, and the mechanisms that may work to encourage it. In general, our reqpondents did

not know how often Section 8 recipients moved from high-poverty to lower-poverty neighbor-

hoods. Based on their experience, the movement of Section 8 participants was not uniformly

from city to suburb. Some reqpondents felt that a significant numbbr of participants were

leaving high-poverty arreas, while others felt substantial numbers were returning to such areas.

Some were concerned that participants were leaving high-poverty neighborhoods in the city for

equally (or almost equally) high-poverty areas in inner subu.rbs. Certainly, more information

about the frequency of origin and destination locations for Section 8 households that move is of

great intercst.

Moves from high-poverty to low-poverty areas arc influenced by a great number of

factors, only some of which are within the contrrol of policy makers. Influences on mobility

include general economic and social factors, participant-related factors, and factors related to

program design and administration. There are a variety of ways study reqpondents suggested

.to make mobility easier for Section 8 participants, including local program actions, participant

support, and HUD actions.

What Can EUD Do to lUake it Easier for Participants to Move from High-Poverty to
Lower-Poverty Areas?

Suggested HLID actions, detailed in Chapter Four, range from public education to

targeting incremental program units. Some of the actions involve political leadership and

support for outreach efforts on behalf of Section 8. Another key area for HUD action is in

assisting and allowing agencies to manage local program rcnt levels strategically, in order to

support moves out of high-poverty areas.

Ftrther Research Needed

A substantial amount of research is currently being undertaken with regard to mobility

programs. Several rccent studies analyzn various local programs, and HIID has reported to
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Clwpter Six: Implications for HUD Actions and Future Research

Congress on mobility efforts arising from desegregation orders.2 A ten-year tracking and

research effort is entailed in the Moving to Opportunity for Fair Housing demonstration

sponsored by HIID and currently underway in five cities around the country. Other HIJD-

supported research in this area includes an assessment of mobility counseling, an analysis of

housing search strategies irmong low-income households, and an examination of the determinants

of location choice by minority homeseekers.

Some of the agencies sampled for this study offer additional examples of local mobility

initiatives, which might fnritfully be documented and analyzed. However, the research

suggestions (noted above) related to portability and the Section 8 concentration issue represent

an approach that can extend our knowledge about the administrative and political barriers to

participant movement of all kinds.

2. See, for example, Alexander Polikoff, d., Housing Mobility: Prom*e or llhrsion? (Washington, D.C.:
The Urban Institute, 195). See aleo John M. Goering et al., Promoting Hotuhg Clwice in HW's Renul
Assistance Programs: Report to Congress (Washinglon, DC: U.S. Department of Housing and Urban
Development, April 1D5).
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Administration of Multi-Jurisdictional Programs

Organization/Structure
o What is the nature of the agency's geographical jurisdiction? Does it overlap other agencies

administering Section 8?
o What kind of stmcture does the agency use to administer the program? $/hy was it set up this

way?
o Who does certifications and annual recertifications?
o Who does initial and annual housing quality inspections?
o How are other program functions carried out?
r Is the administrative fee enough to cover administration costs? What causes cost ovemtns, cost

surplus?

Subcontractors
o What other kinds of entities (if any) assist the agency in administering the program?
. I)o these entities do certifications and annual recertifications?
o Do these-entities do initial and annual housing quality inspections?
. Why did the agency choose these entities rather than self-administration or a different type of

entity?
o How are the entities compensated? Is the administrative fee enough to cover administration costs?

What causes cost overmns, cost surplus?
o What kind of monitoring does the agency do of local entities?

Allocation of Certificates/Vouchers
o How does the agency determine where certifisates/vouchers are to be allosated (States only)?
o What is agency's view of HUD'g separate allocation of nrral and metropolitan program resourses?

Waiting List
o Is the waiting list state/metro-wide and maintained by the multi-jurisdistional agency, or is it

subjurisdictional or local?
r How is a waiting list developed? Where do households go to sign up for the waiting list?
o Are there any mechanisms for facilitating household access to more than one list?
o How are families selected off the lists?
r Are there any local preferences? Residency preferences? What are the politics around them?

What has been the experience with obtaining HUD approval of them?

A-3



Current Issues for Multi-jurisdictional Programs

Overlapping Jurisdictions
o To what extent does the State/metro program overlap with other PHA Section 8 programs within

metropolitan areas?
o Do waiting lists also overlap? What incentives and disincentives do the programs have to share or

combine overlapping waiting lists? Is there cooperation or cross-listing?
o How does the State PHA cooperate with the local PHA and vicE-versa?
. Are relationships between overlapping local and State/metro housing authorities strained by

competition for incremental units? By differences in administrative practices (e.g., rent reason-
ableness determinations, exception rents)?

o Are there instances of cooperation rather than competition?

Other Issues
o What arrangements have been made to implement Family Self-Sufficiency programs? Do State

and metro agencies face different challenges in implementing FSS than do locd PHAs? Have any
issues arisen around FSS?

o What changes have been made (or are being made) as a result of the Section 8 cooforming rule?
How will implementation of the conforming rule affcct State and metro agencies? Ilave any issues
arisen around these changes?

o Have any issues arisen around the past allocations of incremental Section 8 funding?
e Have there been any discussions about the anticipated changes in the Section 8 administrative fee

structure?

Experience with Portability

o How does portability affect State/Metro administration?
o Overall, assess the effectiveness of State/Metro administration of Section 8 for state and metropol-

itan portability.
o How does the receiving PHA typically handle the portable certificatcs and vouchers-bill the

initial PHA or use its own certificates or vouchers?
o How do PHAs handle FSS for portable certificates/vouchers? Are incoming recipients eligible for

FSS? If an incoming recipient is already an FSS participant, what responsibilities does the
receiving PHA have for the FSS contract?

o Have some PHAs worked out special agreements or coalitions to make portability easier? What
are those special agreements or coalitions?

o How does the PHA inform recipients that portability is an option? Does the PHA encourage
recipients to take advantage of portability? If so, how?

r What incentives/disincentives does a PHA have to promotc or discourage use of portable
certifi cates/vouchers?

o What are the strengths and weaknesses of portability, as it exisg nodas it will exist under the
conforming rule?
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Experience with Mobility (Moves to LowPoverty Areas)

r How mobile are households in the State/Metro program?
r Does the State/Metro HA know the extEnt to which households move from city to suburb or high-

poverry to low-poverty neighborhoods?
o Do Section 8 submarkets (parts of the rental market with concentrations of Section 8 or with

practices targeted to Section 8) exist?
o What seems to affect mobility (tenant preferences, NIMBY, community opposition, soft housing

markeUlandlord preference, rent limits, acceso to transportation)?
r Does the PHA enoourage mobility? If so, through what policies/procedures?
o Overall, assess the effectiveness of State/Metro administration of Section 8 for metropolitan

mobility.

Promoting Inter-jurisdictional Cooperation

Nature and Extent of Cooperation
o In what ways do PHAs within a single metropolitan area cooperate? Is information shared nmoDg

PHAs about landlords or tenants? Are rules made consistent?
r What organizations bring together PHAs in a metropolitan area (e.g., statewide lobbying groups,

metro planning organizations, metro/statewide housing organizations)?
. Do new MIS technologies offer opportunities for enhanced inter-agency cooperation? Are there

area-wide efforts to jointly develop new technological syetems (e.8., hand-held computers for
inspections, MIS systcms)? How do these affect portability?

f,'or metro areas thst already have metro-wide administration of Setion 8:
o What factors facilitated the development of metro-wide administration?
o How would you assess the effectivencss of metro-wide administration for providing opportunities

to households for mobility (moves to low-poverly areas)?

For metro areas without metro-wide administration of Section 8:
o What factors would facilitate the development of metro-wide administration?
. What factors discourage or inhibit the development of metro-wide administration?

A-5
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Intemiew Gaide for Sanple #1:
Statewide Section I Agencies

With funding from HUD, Abt Associates and Quadel are conducting an exploratory snrdy
of State and mehopolitan administration of the Section 8 Existing Housing program. As part
of this study, we are interviewing representatives of nine of the largest state Section I programs
in the country. We want to learn more about how your agency operates and about the
advantages and difficulties of your approach to the administration of the Section 8 program. We
are also interested in your experiences with portability, and in the oppornrnities of Section 8

certificate- and voucher-holders to move to a variety of locatiors within the state.

This interview should take about 30 minutes. Is now a good time to talk?

Name:

Title

Organization:

Site

Date of interview:

1lnterview Guide for Sample #l/State Section 8 Agencies
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1

Administration of Multi-jurisdictiond Section 8 Programs

I would like to begin with some general information about your agency and its
administration of the Section 8 program.

How long has your state agency operated a Section 8 program?
How many units do you administer? Certificates_ Vouchers_

Do you operate any special Section 8 programs? Which ones?

Operates
Program (/)

FSS

VASH

Family Unification

Other:

What prograrns other than Section 8 certificarcs and vouchers do you administer?

[If the agency has nwny divisions, obtain infonrution onty on the progranu
operated by the division tlwt ntns Section 8.J

What is the total number of staff in your agency? [For large nwhidivisional
agencies, obtain the total stafing for the division tlwt operates Sectton 8.J

f. How many staff are direcfly involved in administering the Section 8 program?

How does your agency administer the Section 8 program?

a. Do you use branch offices with sarc employecs? How nuny branches?

b. Do you use zubcontractors?

PROBE
How many? What tpes?
How long have you been using zubcontractors?
How were the snrbcontractors selected?
Why did the state decide to use subcontractors rather than operate
using state staff?

a.

b.

c.

d.

e.

2
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o

o

o
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c Here are some standard Section 8 functions.
program?

Who performs them for your

Function Centrd Office Branch Office Subcontractors

Outreach

Maintain the waiting list

Take applicatiors

Intake interviews

Intake inspections

Annual/interim recertifications

Annual reinspections

Make HAP payments/utility
reimbursements

Enroll families in FSS

Case management for FSS

[IF SUBCONTRACTORS:] How does your agency monitor subcontractor
performance?

3. Is the administrative fee zufficient for the state's operation of the program?

[IF SUBCONTRACTORS]: How are the zubcontractors compensated?

[We are trying to determine if thq receive a fee per unit (and how tlwt coresponds to
the overall fee earned by the statantide agenq) or are paid based upon an itemized
budget or somc other meclanismJ

PROBE
Is this compensation to subconffactors adequate?
Have there been disputes or issues related to the adequacy of fees?

4. Does your Section 8 program overlap Section 8 programs administered by other PHAs?

a. IF YES:
yours?

Approximately how many PHAs have jurisdictions overlapped by

How many of these PHAs are in metropolitan areas of a significant size?

[F SLTBCONTRACTORS] Which of the subcontractors operate in the most

d.

o

b

c

3Interview Guide for Sample #l/State Section 8 Agencies
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urban environment? [We are particular$ interested in ary PIIA subcontractors
which operate throughout a metopolitut area with their own programs. Attother
interest is subcontractors who lrove successfulty dacloped coopeTative
relatioruhips with other agencies administeing Seaion 8.J

5. How is the waiting list organized?

How do families apply for the program?

How are families selected off the list(s)?

How many names are currently on the waiti'g list?

Is the waiting list currently open?

[F MULTIPLE WAITING USTS] How does your agency determine where
certificates and vouchers are to be allocated (for example, the state's application
to HUD, HUD's allocation policies)?

Is there any mechanism for giving households easier access to more than one list
(either to multiple state lists or lists of other PHAs)?

Are there any circumstances in which the state maintains a consolidated waiting
list with other PHAs? IF YES: Which PHAs? How did this cooperation come
about?

II. Current ksues

Does the geographic scope of your program present problems or challenges for
implementing the Family Self-Sufficiency Program?

The conforming rule and other recent legislation and regulations are changing the way
Section 8 is administered. What implications will the anticipated changes to the
administrative fee structure have for your agency?

What are the agency's concerns?
Will changes to the fee structure bave a different impact on the State agency rhan

on the single-jurisdiction PHAs that administer Section 8?
Has your agency planned or implemented any other changes in response to the
recent changes in federal policy?

m.

a.

b.

c.

d.

e.

f

ob

6

7

a.

b.

c.

Experience with Portability
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The next questions address your agency's experience with portable certificates and vouchers.

8. Does a statewide approach to administration of Section 8 offer significant advantages in
adminisrcring portable vouchers and certificates compared to single-jurisdiction PHAs?

PROBE
Are allocations fixed by county or region, or can certificates and vouchers
move with recipients throughout the state?

Are there significant disadvantages to statewide administration of Section
8?

9 How many households withcertificates and vouchers initially iszued by your agency have
used portability to move to another jurisdiction in the last year? (Federal Fiscal Year
1995 or previous twelve months, or whatever is readily available.) fiNTERWW{ER:
Please note the applicable peiod.l

How many of those units were absorbed by the receiving PHA?
For how many such units total is your agency currently billed by receiving
PHAs?
How many different agencies currently bill you for portable certificates and

vouchers?

How many households with certificates and vouchers initially issued by another agency

have used portability to move to your jurisdiction in the last year? (Federal Fiscal Year
1996 or the previous 12 months, or whatever is readily available.) [INTERWWER:
Please note the applicable period.J

How many units have you absorbed?
For how many units do you bill other agencies?
How many other agencies do you bill?

11. In general, do you have concerns about the administration of portable certificates and
vouchers?

PROBE
Have these concents been alleviated by the conforming rule, with its new
billing form and procedures?
What are the strengths and weaknesses of portability as it exists now and
under the conforming rule?

a

10

a.
b.

c.

a.

b.
c.

a

a

t2 At this time, we are developing a list of additional contacts for this shrdy, particularly
agencies that experience high portability in their Section 8 programs. Are you aware of
any high-portability (initial or receiving) PHAs, either in this state or elsewhere in the
country?

LIST, GET CONTACTS IF POSSIBW (Candidates for tunple #5)

lnterview Guide for Sample #1/State Section 8 Agencies
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w. Experience with Mobility

The next questions are about mobility for certificate- and voucher-holders-that is, the ability
to move from one politicd jurisdiction to another, or to move from a high-poverty area to a low-
poverty area.

13. What types of areas do certificate- and voucher-holders in your progmm choose as places

to live?

Any tabulations/reports/maps on the locations where recipients lease up?
OBTAIN COPY IF POSSIBLE

14. To what extent do voucher- and certificate-holders move to a new city or town?

PROBE
o

o

b

a.

c

To what extent do voucher- and certificate-holders move from high-poverty to
low-poverty areas?

What seems to affect this movement (tenant choice, NIMBY, cornmunity
opposition, soft housing markeUlandlord preference, rent limits, access to
mnsportation, adminishative bariers)?
Does a statewide progam encourage or facilitate this movement?

15 Are there any particular places or zubcontractors in your program where there have been
efforts to increase mobility among recipients?
LIST (candidates for tumple #2)

What has been done there?
How well has it worked?

16. To what extent should the Section 8 program encourage moves to low-poverty areas?

PROBE
o How could the program do a better job of this?

UNTERVIEWER: CONTINITE ONLY IF TIME PERMITS. IF NOT, GO TO QUESTION
20.1

V. PromotinglnterJurisdictionalCooperation

My final questions focus on the nahre and extent of interagency cooperation.

L7. In wbat ways does your agency cooperate with other agencies adninistering the Section
8 Program?

PROBE
o

O

Interview Guide for Sample #l/State Section 8 Agcncies 6
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18. Are there any organizations in this State that attempt to encourage or facilitate
cooperation among agencies administering Section 8? IF YBS: Describe who they are
and their efforts.

Examples might include:
o Statewide lobbying groups
o Metropolitan planning organizations
o Metropolitan/statewide housing organizations
o Other

a Are there proposals or plaru to extend such cooperative efforts? [Time
permittiniJ

In what areas?

What is likely to happen?

Are you aware of any cooperation among the local governments in your area to shape
programs in policy areas other than Section 8 administration? In what policy areas?

PROBE

Housing (other than Section 8)?
Je! fisining/job access?

Child care?
Health services?
Social services?
Transportation?
Other?

IFOR EACH POUCY ABF'A IDENTIFIED:I

Do you know the extent of cooperation in this policy area?

What governments are involved?
How much of the metropolitan area is covered?

Do you have other thoug[ts about the issues of mobility, portability, or interagency
cooperation in the administration of Section 8 that you want to share with me?

THA}.IK YOU VERY MUCH FOR HELPING US WITH THIS STUDY!

19

20

o

o

o

a

a
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Intemiew Guide for Sample #2:
Suhconfiactors to the Lotgest Stutewide Sectbn I hogrwns

With funding from H[JD, Abt Associates and Quadel are conducting an exploratory study
of State and metropolitan administration of the Section 8 Existing Housing program. As part
of this study, we are examining the largest of the Statewide Section 8 programs. Your
organization has been identified as a subcontractor to tname of statewide PHAI, and lname of
respondentl recornmended that we talk to you about your experiences in operating the Section
8 program. You have been identified as a lPllA/l,[onorofit organizationl. Is that correct?

We want to learn more about your agency's operation of Section 8 as a subcontractor to
the State and about the positive and negative aspects of your experience in administering the
program. We are also interest€d in your experiences with portability and in your perception of
the oppornrnities for Section 8 certificate- and voucher-holders to move to a variety of locations
within your jurisdiction.

This interview should take about 30 minutes. Is now a good time to talk?

Name:

Title:

Organization:

Site:

Date of interview:

IInterview Guide for Sample #2/Subcontractors to State Section 8 Programs
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1

I. Administration of Multi-jurisdictional Section E Programs

I would like to begin with some general inforrration questions about your agency and its
administration of Section 8.

What is your area of jurisdiction in operating the statewide program? (Note

metropolitan areas covered.)
How many units of Section 8 do you administer for the statewide program?
Certificates_ Vouchers_
Do you operate other programs as a zubcontractor to the state agency? (Describe
briefly.)
Other than your work as a subcontractor to the statc, do you operate any other
Section 8 certificate and voucher programs?

What is your area of jurisdiction for those programs?
How many units do you operate? Certificates
Vouchers

e. IF THE SLTBCONTRACTOR IS A PHA:

a.

b.

c.

d.

l.
It

i.
ll.
lu
lv

i.

What other programs does your housing authority operate?
What is the total staff of the housing authority?
What is the number of staff operating the Section 8 program?
Can you please send me a map that shows your jurisdiction for the
statewide progmm and for your own Section 8 programs?

f. IF THE SI.JBCONTRACTOR IS NOT A PHA:

11.

lu.
lv.

What type of organization is your ageney? (E.9., private nonprofit, local
government, CAP agency, COG, private for-profit.)
In what types of other activities is your agency involved?
How long have you been a subconuactor to the starcwide program?
How was your agency selected to be a subcontractor for fte statewide
program?
How many totrl strff does the agency have?
How many staff are involved in administering the Section 8 program for
the state?

v.
vi

lnterview Guide for Sample #2/Subcontracors to Statc Section t Programs 2
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2. Which of the following functions does your agency perform related to the Satewide
Section 8 program?

Performs
Function (/)

Outreach

Take applications

Maintains the waiting list (all or portion)

Intake interviews

Intake inspections

AnnuaUinterim recertifi cations

Annual reinspections

Make HAP payments and issue utility reimbursements

Enroll families in FSS

Case management for FSS

IF THE AGENCY MAINTAINS A WAITING LIST, ASK QITESTION 3. OTHERWTSE,
sKrP TO QUESTTON 4.

How is the waiting list organized?

State-wide? _By county or region of the state? Other?

a. How do families apply for the program?

b. How are families selected off the list(s)?

c. How many nemes are currently on the waiting list?

d. Is the waiting list currently open?

Is there any mechanism for givrng households easier access to more than one list
(either to multiple state lists or lists of other PHAs)?

Are there any local preferences or residency preferences?

i. Have there been recent political concerns or pressures around
local/rcsidency preferences?

ii. What has been your experience in gaining Ht D approval for such

3

e

f
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preferences?

4. How is your agency compensated for its services to the statewide program?

Is the compensation enough to cover administrative costs?

How does the state monitor your program?

5 V/hat areas of discretion do you have in administering the program? For example, do
you set any of the policies related to the administrative plan, or do you have your own
administrative plan?

m. Experience with Portability

The next questions address your agency's experience with portable certificates and vouchers in
the Starc program.

How many households with certificates and vouchers initially issued by your agency have
used portability to move to another jurisdiction (within or outside the State) in the last
year? (Federal Fiscal Year 1995 or previous twelve months, or whatever is readily
available.) [Intentiewer: please note the applicable period.J

How is this handled among the State's zubcontractors?
How many of those units were absorbed by the receiving agency?
For how many such units total is your agency currently billed by receiviqg
PHAs?
How many different agencies currently bill you for portable certificates and
vouchers?

Does a state-wide approach 1e ldminisftation of Section 8 offer significant advantages in
administering portable vouchers and certificates compared to single-jurisdiction PHAs?

PROBE
Are allocations fixed by region or county, or can certificates and vouchers
move with recipients throughout the state?

Are there significant disadvantages?

8. Has this agency worked out special agreements or coalitions to make portability easier?

What are those special arrangements? How do they work?
With what other agencies?
How did this come about?
What has been the experience with these arrangements?

PROBE

t
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a.

b.
c.

d.

a.

b.
c.
d.

a
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9 At this time, we are developing a list of additional contacts for this study, particularly
agencies that experience hig[ portabillty in their Section 8 programs. Are you aware of
any high-portability (itritial or receiving) PHAS, either in this state or elsewhere in the
country?

LIST. GET CONTACTS IF POSSIBLE (Cottdidates for Sample #5)

IV. Experience with Mobitity

The next questions are about mobility for certificate: and voucher-holders; that is, their ability
to move from one political jurisdiction to another, or to move from a high-poverty area to a low-
poverty area.

10. What tlpes of areas do certificate- and voucher-holders in your program choose as places

to live?

Any tabulations/reports/maps on the locations where recipients lease up?

OBTAIN COPY IF POSSIBLE

11. To what extent do voucher- and certificate-holders move to a new city or town?

To what extent do voucher- and certificate-holders move from high-poverty to
low-poverty areas?

What seems to affect this movement (tenant choice, NIMBY, community
opposition, soft housing market/landlord preference, rent limits, acc€ss to
transportation, administrative barriers)?
Does a state-wide program encourage or facilitate this movement?

To what extent should the Section 8 program encourage moves to low-poverty areas?

PROBE
o How could the program do a better job of this?

V. Promoting Inter-Iurisdictional Cooperation

My final questions focus on the nature and extent of inter-agency cooperation.

t3 In what ways does your agency cooperate with other agencies administeri4g Section 8

in your area?

a. Do agencies share information about landlords or tenant? Do agencies share or
coordinate waiting lists?
Is there any special arraqgement to facilitate a family's application to other

PROBE
o

o

a.

b.

c.

t2

b
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Section 8 programs in the same metropolitan area?

Have there been any discussions on maintaining a metropolitan-wide waiting list?
Are there any organizations in your are,a that attempt to encourage or facilitarc
cooperation among agencies administering Section 8? IF YES: describe who
they are and their efforts.

Examples might include:
o Statewide lobbying groups
o Metropolitan planning organizations
. Metropolitan/statewide housing organizations
o Other

e. Are there proposals or plans to extend such cooperative efforts?

In what areas?

What is likely to happen?

Are you aware of any cooperation among the local goverffnents in your area to shape

programs in policy areas other than Section 8 administration? In what policy areas?

PROBE

Housing (other than Section 8)?
Job training/job access?

Child care?
Health services?
Social services?
Transporation?
Other?

IFOR EACH POLICY AREA IDENTIFIED]

Do you know the extent of cooperation in this policy area?
What governmeffs are involved?
How much of the metropolitan area is covercd?

Do you have other thoughts about the issnres of mobility, portability, or inter-ageDcy
cooperation in the administration of Section 8 that you want to share with me?

THANK YOU VERY MUCH FOR HELPING US WITH THIS STUDY!

c
d

a

o

14.

O

o

o

15
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Intemiaw Guide for Sanple #i:
Metropolitan Housing Agencie s

With funding from HUD, Abt Associates and Quadel are conducting an exploratory study
of State and metropolitan administration of the Section 8 Existing Housing program. As part
of that study, we are interviewing representatives of agencies operating large Section 8 programs
around the country that serve most or all of a metropolitan area. We want to learn more about
how your agency operates and about the advantages and difficulties of your approach to
adminisrcring Section 8. We are also interested in your experiences with portability, and in the
opportunities that Section 8 certificate- and voucher-holders have to move to a variety of
locatiors within the metropolitan area.

This interview should take about 30 minutes. Is now a good time to talk?

Name:

Title:

Organization:

Site:

Date of interview:

lnterview Guide for Sample #3/Metropolitan Housing Agencies
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I. Administration of Multi-jurisdictional Section 8 Progrnms

1 I would like to begin with some general information questions about your agency and its
administration of the Section 8 program.

PROBE
What type of organization (public or nonprofit, state or local, etc.) is your
agency?
When was the organization established?

Under what circumstances was the organization established?

Hbw big is the agency? (Approximately how many staff?)
What kinds of programs does the agency operate?

2. Please tell me about your Section 8 Existiag Housing program

How many units do you administer? Certificates?_ Vouchers?
In what political jurisdictions does the agency administer Section 8?

Approximately how much of the metropolitan area [inpercent of population] does
your Section 8 program cover?
OBTAIN MAP IF POSSIBLE

What other agencies also administer the Section 8 Existing Housing program in this
metropolitan area?

PROBE
o To what extent does your Section 8 program overlap with other Section

8 programs?
What jurisdictions are overlapped?
Do waiting lists also overlap? What incentives and disincentives are there
to share or combine lists?
How does your agency cooperate with the local PHA(s) and vice-versa?
Are your relationships with overlapped agencies strained by differences in
administrative practices, s:uch as rent reasonableness determinations,
exception rents, and inspection standards? Which issues are most
important?

IAT TIIIS POTNT, MAKE AN ASSESSMENT ABOUT WHETITER TrrE AGENCY IS AN
APPROPRIATE SIJBJECT FOR THIS STI.'DY. PROCEED IF AGENCY COVERS AT
LEAST HALF THE METROPOLITAN POPUI.ATION ON ITS OWN OR COOPERATES
WITII OTIIER AGENCIES TO DO SO.I

a

o

a

a

o

a.

b.
c.

d.

3

a

a

o

o
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4. How is your Section 8 program organized?

Central office only? Branch or field offices?
Does agency use subcontractors to administer any aspects of the Section
8 program?

5. Here are some standard Section 8 functions. Who performs them for your program?

6. How is the waiting list organized?

Is the waiting list metropolitan-wide? If not, how many lists are maintained and
for what areas?

How is/are the waiti4g lists developed?
How are families selected off the tist(s)?
Where do households go to slgn up for a waiting list?
Is there any mechanism for facilitating household a@ess to more than one list?
Are there any local preferences or residency preferences?
i. Have there been recetrt political conoerns or pressures around

locaUresidency preferences?

ii. What has been your experience in gaining HLJD approval for nrch
preferences?

PROBE
a

O

a.

b.
c.
d.
e,

f.

Function Central Office Branch Office Subcontractors

Outreach

Maintain the waiting list

Take applications

Intake interviews

Intake inspections

Annual/interim recertifi cations

Annual reinspections

Make HAP payments/utility
reimbursements

Enroll families in FSS

Case management for FSS

3Interview Guide for Sample #3/Metropoliun Housing Agencies
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7 IIF THERE ARE MLTLTIPLE WAITING LISTS:I Does your agency determine where
certificates and vouchers are to be allocated?

What defines tlre allocation (for example, the state's application to HUD, HUD's
allocation policies, population figures, other)?
What discretion does your agency have to make allocations?
Does the agency experience local pressures in making allocations?

UF THE AGENCY OVERI-APS OTHER SECTION 8 PROGRAMS:I How is
your relationship with overlapped agencies affected by the competition for fair
share allocation?

8. IIF AGENCY IS A SLTBCONTRACTOR:I How is your agency compensated for
administering the Section 8 program?

Is the compensation enough to cover administrative costs?
How is your program monitored?

II. Current Issues for Multi-Jurisdictional Programs

Does the geographic scope of your program present problems or challenges for
implementing FSS?

a. How does FSS affect your ability to coordinate or cooperate with overlapped
agencies?

10. The conforming rule and other recent legislation are changing the way Section 8 is
administered. What implications will the anticipated changes to the administrative fee
structure have for your agency?

What are the agency's concerns?
Will changes to the fee stnrchrre have a different impact on this agency
than on the traditional, single-jurisdiction PHAs that administer Section 8?
Has the agency planned or implemented any other changes in response to
the conforming rule or other recent pollcy changes?

a

b.
c.
d.

PROBE
o

a

9

PROBE
a

a

o

4Interview Guide for Sample #3/lvfetropolitan Housing Agencies
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m. Experience with Portability TSKIP TO Q.17 If' SHORT OF TIMEI

The next Erestions address your agency's experience with portable certificates and vouchers.

11. Does a metropolitan-wide approach to xdministration of Section 8 offer advantages in
administering portable vouchers and certificates compared to single-jurisdiction PHAs?

PROBE
Can recipients move within the meEopoliun area without using
portabiliry?
Are there disadvantages?

t2. How many households with certificates and vouchers initially issued by your agency have

moved to another jurisdiction in the last year? (Federal Fiscd Year 1995 or previous
twelve months, or whatever is readily available.) [Iruerviuver: Please note the
applicable period.J

How many of those units were absorbed by the receiviqg PHA?
For how many zuch units total is your agency currently billed by receiving
PHAs?
How many different agencies currently bill you for portable certificates and
vouchers?

How many households with certificates atrd vouchers initially issued by another agency
have used portability to move to your jurisdiction in the last year? (Federal Fiscal Year
1996 or the previous 12 months, or whatever is readily available.) [Intentianter: Please
note the applicable peiod.l

How many units have you absorbed?
For how many units do you bill other agencies?
How many other agencies do you bill?

What incentives/disincentives does a metropolitan-wide Section 8 program have to
promote or discourage use of portable certificates/vouchers?

In general, do you have concerns about the adminishation of portable certificates and
vouchers?

Have these concenu been alleviated by the implementation of the
conforming rule, with its new billing form and procedures?
What are the shengths and weaknesses of portability as it exists now and
under the conforrriqg rule?

a

a

L3

a,

b.

c.

a.

b.
c.

t4

15

PROBE
O

a
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16. At this time, we are developing a list of additional contacts for this study, particularly
agencies that experience high portability in their Section 8 programs. Are you aware of
any high-portability (initial or receiving) PHAs, either in this state or elsewhere in the
country?

LIST, GET CONTACTS IF POSSIBI-E (Candidates for Sample #5)

PROBE
What seems to affect this movement (tenant choice, NIMBY, community
opposition, soft housing markeUlandlord preference, rent limits, access to
transportation, administrative barriers)?
Does a meffopolitan-wide program encourage or facilitate this movement?

IV. Experience with Mobility

t7 What types of areas do certificate- and voucher-holders in your program choose as places

to live?

Any tabulations/reports/maps on the locations where recipients lease up?
OBTAIN COPY IF POSSIBLE

18. To what extent do voucher- and certificate-holders move to a new city or town?

PROBE
o

o

b.

a

c

PROBE
a

O

To what extent do voucher- and certificate-holders move from high-poverty to
low-poverty areas?

What seeuts to affect this movement (tenant choice, NIMBY, community
opposition, soft housing markeUlandlord preferencr, rent limits, access to
transportation, administrative barriers)?
Does a statewide program encourage or facilitate this movement?

What has been done there?
How well has it worked?

19. Are there any particular places in your program where there have been efforts to increase
mobility arnong recipients?
LIST (candidates for tumple #2)

lnterview Guide for Saryle #3nvletropolitan Housing Agencies 6
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20. To what extent should the Section 8 program encourage moves to low-poverty areas?

PROBE
How could the program do a better job of this?

V. Promoting Inter-Jurisdictional Cooperation

My final questions focus on the nature and extent of interagency cooperation.

21. In what ways does your agency cooperate with other agencies administering the Section
I Program in your metropolitan area?

PROBE
Share information about landlords or tenant? Share or coordinate waiting
lists?
Any organizations that attempt to encourage or facilitate zuch cooperation
among agencies administering Section 8? (Describe who thq are and
their efrorts. Emnples might include statswide lobbying groups,

metropolitan plaming organizattoru, or metropolitanlstatanttde housing
organizntioru.)
Any proposals or plans to extend zuch cooperative efforts? In what areas?

What is likely to happen?

Are you aware of any cooperation among the local governments in your metropolitan
area to shape programs in policy areas other than Section 8 administration? In what
pollcy areas?

Housing (other than Section 8)?
Job training/job access?

Child care?
Health services?
Social services?
Transportation?
Other?

[FOR EACH POLICY AREA IDENTIFIED:J
o Do you know the extent of metropolitan cooperation in this policy area?
o What governments are involved?
o How much of the metropolitan area is covered?

23 Do you have other thoughts about the iss;ues of mobility, portability, or meEopolitan
administration of Section 8 that you watrt to share with me?

THANK YOU VERY MUCH FOR YOUR ASSISTANCE WITH THIS STUDY!

a

a

a

o

22.

PROBE

7lnterview Guide for Sample #3/Metropolitan Housing Agencies

r

a

t
o

a

o

o

o

n



Inteniew Guide for Sanple 4:
PHAs Overbpped by State or Metrupolitan Agencies

Vlith funding from HuD, Abt Associates and Quadel are conducting anexploratory study
of State and metropolitan administration of the Section 8 Existing Housing program. As part
of this study, we are interviewing representatives of agencies with jurisdictions in which one or
more other agencies also operate the Section 8 program. We want to learn more about how your
agency operates relative to overlapping jurisdictions, and about the advantages and difficulties
of your approach to administering Section 8. We are also interested in your experiences with
portability, and in the opportunities for Section I certificate- and voucher-holders to move to a
variety of locations within a metropolitan area.

This interview should take about 30 minutes. Is now a good time to talk?

Name:

Title

Organization:

Site:

Date of interview:

1lntenriew Guide for Sample #4/Overlapped PHAs
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1

I. PHAs Overlapped by Multi-Jurisdictional Section E hograms

I would like to begin with some general information questions about your agency and its
administration of the Section 8 program.

Is this an independent PHA or a unit of local government?
What other programs does your agency administer? (e.9., public housing)
What is the geographical jurisdiction of the Section 8 program? OBTAIN MAP
IF POSSIBLE
How many units do you administer? Certificates: Vouchers:

How is the waiting list organized?

Statewide? By county or region of the state? Other?

a. How do families apply for the program?

b. How are faurilies selected off the list(s)?

c. How many names are currently on the waiting list?

d. Is the waiting list currently open?

Are there any local preferences or residency preferences?
i. Have there been recent political concen$ or pressures around

local/residency preferences?

ii. What has been your experience in gaining HUD approval for zuch
preferences?

I understand that there are other agencies that administer Section 8 certificates aDd

vouchers in your jurisdiction. Could you Dame the agencies and their jurisdictions?

LIST

4. Do you share or combine waiting lists with any of these agencies?

Describe how this works.
What incentives and disincentives are there to share or combine lists?
Is there any mechanism for helping applicants get access to the waitiag list
of the other agency(ies)?

a.
b.
c.

d.

2

e

3

PROBE
o

o

a
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5 Agencies with overlapping jurisdictions often have a need to jointly review practices and
procedures related to rent levels, housiug inspections, and other aspects of Section 8.

PROBE
How does this work with the State or metropolitan program(s) that
overlap(s) your jurisdiction?
Are there other isnres that need to be coordinated benveen your agencies?

In general, how would you describe the nahre and quality of your agency's interactions
with the other, overlapping Section 8 agencies?

PROBE
Positive and negative aspects of this/these relationship(s)? (BE
SPECTFTC)
Are relationships with these agencies strained by differences in particular
administrative practices? Which issues are most important?

II. Current Issues for PHAs Overlapped by Multi-Jurisdictional Programs

7 Do you feel that your agency competes with other agencies for the allocation of
incremental Section 8 units in your jurisdiction?

PROBE
Have there been any problems or issues as a result of this competition?

8 The conforming rule and other recent legislation and regulations are changing the way
Section 8 is administered. What implications will the anticipated changes to the
administrative fee structure under the conforming rule have for your agency?

What are the agency's concerns?
Will changes to the fee stnrcture have a different impact on the State agency than
it will on the single-jurisdiction PHAs that administer Section 8?

Has your agency planned or implemented any other changes in response to the
recent changes in federal poticy?

m. Experience with Portability

The next questions address your agency's experience with portable certificates and vouchers.

a

6

a

a

o

a.

b.

c.

3lnterview Guide for Sample #4/Overlapped PHAs
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9 How many households with certificates and vouchers initially issued by your agency have
used portability to move to another jurisdiction in the last year (Federal Fiscal Year 1995
or previous twelve montbs, or whatever is readily available.) fintentiaver: Please note
the applicable period.J

How many of those units were absorbed by the receiving PHA?
For how many zuch units total is your agency currently billed by receiving
PHAs?
How many different agencies currently bill you for portable certificates and
vouchers?

10

What arp those special arrangements? How do they work?
lVith what other agencies?
How did this come about?
What has been the experience with these arrangements?

11. In general, do you have concerns about the administration of portable certificates and

vouchers?

PROBE
Have these concerns been alleviated by the implementation of the
conforming rule, with its new billing form and procedures?
What are the strengths and weaknesses of portabitity as it exists now and
under the conforming nrle?

t2 How does the portability of certificates and vouchers affect your Family Self-Sufficiency
program?

Are irrcoming recipients eligible for FSS?
If an incoming recipient is alrcady an FSS participant, what
responsibilities does your agency have for the FSS contract?
What are the challenges for you FSS program? for certificate- and
voucher-holders?

13 At this time, we are developing a list of additional contacts for this study, particularly
PHAs that experience high portability in their Section 8 programs. Are you aware of
high-portabitity (initial or receiving) PHAs, either in this area or elsewhere in the
country?

LIST, GET CONTACTS (Candidotes for tumple #5)

a.

b.

c.

Has this agency worked out special agreements or coalitions to make portability easier?

PROBE
O

o

a

o

a

a

PROBE
o

o

o
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r
I
I
tl

t
I
I

I
t
I
I
I
t

I
I

n

E

l



IY. Experience with Mobility

The next questions are about the mobility of certificate- and voucher-holders-that is, the ability
to move from one political jurisdiction to another, or to move from a high-poverty area to a low-
poverty area.

t4 What types of areas do certificate- and voucher-holders in your pro$am choose as places
to live?

Any tabulations/reports/maps on the locations where recipients lease up?
OBTAIN COPY IF POSSIBLE

15. To what extent do voucher- and certificate-holders move to a new city or town?

PROBE
a

o

b

a.

c

To what extent do voucher- and certificate-holders move from high-poverty to
low-poverty areas?

What seems to affect this movement (tenant choice, NIMBY, community
opposition, soft housing market/landlord preference, rent limits, access to
transportation, administrative barriers)?
Does a statewide program encourage or facilitate this movement?

16. Are there any particular places or subcontractors in your progftrm where there has been
active encouragement or efforts to increase mobility among recipients?
UST (candidates for Sample #2)

What has been done there?
How well has it worked?

L7. To what extent should the Section 8 program encourage moves to low-poverty areas?

PROBE
How could the program do a better job of this?

PROBE
a

a
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V. Promoting Inter-Jurisdictional Cooperation

My final questions focus on the Dature and extent of interagency cooperation.

Are there any organizations in this State that attempt to encourage or facilitate
cooperation among agencies administering Section 8? IF YES: Describe who they are

and their efforts.

18.

19

a.

Examples might include:
o Statewide lobbying groups
o Metropolitan planning organizations
o Metropolitan/statewide housing organizations
r Other

tIF TIME PERMITS:I Are there proposals or plans to extend zuch cooperative
efforts?

In what areas?

What is likely to happen?

Are you aware of cooperation among the local governments in your metropolitan area

to shape prognms in policy areas other than Sectiou 8 administration? In what policy
areas?

Housing (other than Section 8)?
Job training/job access?

Child care?
Health services?
Social services?
Transportation?
Other?

[FOR EACH POLICY AREA IDENTIFIED]
o Do you know is the extent of metropolitan cooperation in this pollcy area?
o Wbat governments are involved?
o How much of the metropolian area is covered?

Do you have other thoughts about the iszues of mobility, portability, or metropolitan
administration of Section 8 that you want to stnre with me?

THANK YOU VERY MUCH FOR YOIJR ASSISTANCE WITTI TIIIS STI'DY!

a

a

PROBE

20
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Intemiew Guide for Sanple 5-R:
Active Portability Receivers

With funding from HuD, Abt Associates and Quadel are conducting an exploratory study
of State and metropolitan administration of the Section 8 Existing Housing program. As part
of that study, we are interviewing representatives of agencies that operate Section 8 programs
with extensive portability components. We want to learn more about how your agency operates
and about the advantages and difficulties of your approach to adminisrcring Section 8. We are
also interested in the opporhrnities that Section 8 certificate- and voucher-holders have to use
portability to move to a variety of locations within the meffopolitan area.

This interview should take about 30 minutes. Is now a good time to talk?

Name:

Title:

Organization:

Site

Date of interview:
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r.

1.

Agency Background Infotmation

First I'd like to ask some basic information about your agency. Can you tell me:
PROBE
o Whether it is an independent PI{A or a unit of local goverunent?
o Whether it operates both public housing and Section 8? Any other programs?
o The extent of your geographical jurisdiction?
o OBTAIN MAP IF POSSIBLE

2. Please tell me more about your agency's Section 8 program.

How large is the program? (# certificates? _ # vouchers? _ )
Has your agency been allocated new certificates or vouchers in the last 3

vears? How manv?
Please describe the population served by the program (family/elderly,
raciall ethnic composition, small/large families, etc.)
OBTAIN STATISTICAL PROFILE IF POSSIBI.E

3 I understand that yourprogram has quite anextensive experience with portability. Could
you tell me:

PROBE
Currently, how many certificates/vouchers total are involved in
portability? (total # \
Of these, how many are outgoing?
Is this primarily a sending (initial) agency or a receiving agency?
What agencies are the primary parhers to this one in portability?

PROBE
a

O

a

o

a

O

a

Agency #1
Agency tr2
Agency #3

As a sender S or receiver R ?
As a sender S or receiver R ?
As a sender S or receiver R ?

4

[IF PRIMARILY RECETVING OR EQUALLY SENDING AND RECETVING,
PROCEED. IF PRMARILY SENDING, SWITCH TO SENDERS INSTRTJMENT.]

How many households with certificates and vouchers initially iszued by your agency have
used portability to move to another jurisdiction in the last year? (Federal Fiscal Year
1995 or previous twelve months or whatever is readily available.) [Intervi*ver: Please
note the applicable period.J

How many of those were absorbed by the receiving PHA?
For how many are you billed?
How many different agencies bill you for portable certificates and
vouchers?

PROBE
o

o

a
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II. Description of Portability Experience

5 As the receiving PHA, how does your agency tlpically handle the portable certificates
and vouchers?

PROBE
Do you bill the initial PHA or absorb (use your own certificates or
vouchers)?
whv?
Does this differ among your main partners?

6 Has this agency worked out special agreements or coalitions to make portability easier?

PROBE
What are those special agreements or coalitions? How do they work?
With which other agencies?
How did this come about?
When did it start?
What has been the experience with this arrangement?

Are there administrative factors that contribute to the high rate of mobility in your
arealyour program?

Shorter waiting lists in the other jurisdictions?
Different preferences in the other jurisdictions?
Other administrative factors?

m. Experience with Portability

8 What has been your agency's experiences with administering portability? Have there
been...

Administrative fee issues?
Waiting list iszues?

Resource constraint issues?

Interagency communication iszues?

Other iszues?

7

a

o

o

a

a

a

PROBE

PROBE
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9 How does this agency handle Family Self-Sufficiency for incoming portable certificates
and vouchers?

Are incoming recipients eligible for FSS?
If an iaseming recipient is already an FSS participant, what
responsibilities does the sending HA still have for the FSS contract?
If an incoming recipient is already an FSS participant, what
responsibilities does your agency have to help the FSS participant?

10. How does this agency handle FSS for outgoing portable certificates and vouchers?

PROBE
Are outgoing recipients eligible for FSS?
If an outgourg recipient is already an FSS participant, what responsibilities
does your agency still have for the FSS contract?
If an outgoing recipient is already an FSS participant, what responsibilities
does the receiving agency have to help the FSS participant?

ry. Experience with Mobility

11. What are the factors underlying your high portability experience?

Differences in housing stock?
Differences in housing prices?
Differences in local economy/job opportunities?
Differences in gality of life/neighborhood safety/etc.?
Other differences?
Metropolitan contcxt?

12. In view of the factors underlying this portability...

PROBE
Do you think participants improve their housing or neighborhoods by
these moves?
Do you think participants improve their economic proqpects by these
moves?
Do you think this portability helps recipients move from high-poverty to
low-poverty areas?

PROBE
o

o

o

PROBE

O

o

a

o

o

a
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13.

14.

Wbat do you think of the idea that Section 8 should foster more moves to low-poverty
areas?

PROBE
a If it should, how could this be done?

Does your Section 8 program produce any tabulations or reports or maps on the locations
where your recipients have leased up? IF YES: Does this include the portability cases?
Are they separately labelled?

PROBE
o What do/does the report(s) cover?
o Can we get copies?

V. View of Recent Ht D Changes Affecting Portability

15. What is your agency's view of recent HUD changes in the area of portability?

Portability form and rules
Poo[ to replace absorbed certificates and vouchers (but no FY 1996
allocation to use for this)
Other?

16. What are the stengths and weaknesses of portability, as it exists now/as it will exist
under the conforming rule?

VI. Promoting Inter-Jurisdictional Cooperation

My final questions focus on the nahrre and extent of interagency cooperation.

t7 In what ways does your agency cooperate with other agencies adminisrcring the Section
8 Program in your metropolitan area?

PROBE
Do agencies share information about landlords or tenants? Do agencies
share or coordinate waiting lists?

PROBE
a

o

o

a
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18 [F TIME PERMITS:] Are there any organizations in your area that attempt to
encourage or facilitate such cooperation among agencies administering Section 8? IF
YES: Describe who they are and their efforts.

Examples might include:
o Statewide lobbying groups
. Metropolitan planning organizations
o Metropolitan/statewide housing organizations
o Other

a. Are there proposals or plans to extend zuch cooperative efforts?

In what areas?

What is likely to happen?

19. Are there any other comtrlents you'd like to make about portability or mobility under
Section 8?

THANK YOU FOR HELPING US WITH THIS STUDY!

o

a
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Intemiew Guide for Sonple 5-S:
Active Portabilily Senderc

With funding from HUD, Abt Associates and Quadel are conducting an exploratory study
of State and metropolitan administration of the Section 8 Existing Housing program. As part
of that study, we are interviewing representatives of agencies that operate Section 8 programs
with extensive portability components. We want to learn more about how your agency operates
and about the advantages and difficulties of your approach to administering Section 8. We are
also interested in the opportunities that Section I certificate- and voucher-holders have to use
portability to move to a variety of locations within the metropolitan area.

This interview should take about 30 minutes. Is now a good time to talk?

Name

Title:

Organization:

Site:

Date of interview:

IInterview Guide for Sample #SlActive Portability Se,nders

tl

E

E

LI

l
T

n

I
I
I
t
I
I

r
I
t



I.

1.

Agency Background Infomation

First I'd like to ask some basic information about your agency. Can you tell me:

PROBE
Whether it is an independent PHA or a unit of local government?

Whether it operates both public housrng and Section 8? Any other
programs?
The extent of your geographical jurisdiction?
OBTAIN MAP IF POSSIBLE

a

O

o

a

2 Please tell me more about your agency's Section 8 program.

a

o

PROBE
How large is the program? (# certificarcs? 

- 

# vouchers? 

- 

)
Has your agency been allocated new certificates or vouchers in the last 3

vears? How manv?
Please describe the population served by the program (family/elderly,
racial/ethnic composition, small/large families, erc.)
OBTAIN STATISTICAL PROFILE IF POSSIBLE

3 I understand that your program has quite an extensive experience with portability. Could
you tell me:

PROBE
a Currently, how many certificates/vouchers total are involved in

portability? (total # )
Of these, how many are outgoing?
Is this primarily a sending (initial) agency or a receiving agency?
What agencies are the primary partners to this one in portability?

a

a

a

a

o

Agercy #l
Agewy #2
Agercy #3

As a sender S or receiver R ?
As a sender S or receiver R ?
As a sender S or receiver R ?

IF PRIMARILY SENDING OR EQUALLY SENDING AND RECETVING, PROCEED.
IF PRIMARILY RECETVING, SWITCH TO RECEIYERS INSTRI,JMENT.
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4. How many households with certificates and vouchers initially issued by your agency have
used portability to move to another jurisdiction in the last year? (Federal Fiscal Year
1995 or previous twelve months or whatever is readily available.) [Intervievver: Please
note the appltcable period.J

PROBE
How many of those were absorbed by the receiving PHA?
For how many such units total is your agency currently billed by receiving
PHAs?
How many different agencies bill you for portable certificates and
vouchers?

5 How does your agercy inform certificate- and voucher-holders that portability is an
option?

Does the PHA encourage recipients to take advantage of portability?
IF YES: How?

II. Description of Portabitity Experience

As the sending/initiating PHA, how does your agency tlpically handle the portable
certificates and vouchers?

PROBE
Are you biltd by the receiving PHA or does that agency absorb with its
own certificates or vouchers?
whv?
Does this differ among your main partners?

7 Has this agency worlred out qpecial agreements or coalitioru to make portability easier?

PROBE
What are those special agreements or coalitions? How do they work?
With which other agencies?
How did this come about?
When did it start?
What has been the experience with this arrang'ement?

a

a

o

PROBE
o

o

6.

o

a
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8 Are there administrative factors that contribute to the high rate of mobility in your
arealyour program?

Shorter waiting lists in the other jurisdictions?
Different preferences in the other jurisdictions?

Other administrative factors?

m. Experience with Portability

9 What has been your agency's experiences with administering portability? Have there
been...

Administrative fee iszues?

Waiting list iszues?

Resource constraint isnres?
Interagency cornmunication issues?

Other issues?

10. How does this agency handle Family Self-Sufficiency for incoming portable certificates
and vouchers?

PROBE
Arc incoming recipients eligible for FSS?
If an incoming recipient is already an FSS participant, what
responsibilities does the sending HA still have for the FSS contract?
If an incoming recipient is already an FSS panicipant, what
responsibilities does your agency have to help the FSS participant?

PROBE
o

a

o

PROBE

a

11. How does this agency handle FSS for outgoing portable certificates and vouchers?

Are outgoing recipients eligible for FSS?
If an outgoing rccipient is already an FSS participant, what responsibilities
does your agency still have for the FSS contract?
If anoutgoing recipient is alrcady an FSS participant, what responsibilities
does the receiving agency have to help the FSS participant?

PROBE

a

i

a

a

a
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IV. Experience with Mobility

12. What are the factors underlying your high portability experience?

Differences in housing stock?
Differences in housing prices?
Differences in locd economy/job oppornrnities?
Differences in quality of life/neighborhood safety/erc.?
Other differences?
Metropolitan context?

In view of the factors underlying this portability..

PROBE
Do you think participants improve their housing or neighborhoods by
these moves?
Do you think participants improve their economic prospects by these
moves?
Do you think this portability helps recipients move from high-poverty to
low-poverty areas?

What do you think of the idea that Section 8 should foster more moves to low-poverty
areas?

PROBE
a If it should, how could this be done?

Does your Section 8 program produce any tabulations or reports or maps on the locations
where your recipients have leased up? IF YES: Does this include the portability cases?

Are they separately labelled?

PROBE
a What do/does Orc report(s) cover?

Can we get copies?

PROBE

13.

t4.

15

a

a

a

o

O

o

Potability forrr and rules
Pool to replace absorbed certificates and vouchers (but no FY 1996
allocation to use for this)
Other

5Interview Guide for Sample #S/Active Portability Senders
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V.. View of Recent HUD Changes Affecting Portability

L6. What is your agency's view of recent HUD changes in the area of portability?

PROBE

a

a

a

a

a

a
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17. What are the strengths and weaknesses of portability, as it exists now/as it will exist
under the conforming rule?

VI. Promoting Inter-Jurisdictional Cooperation

My final questions focus on the Dature and extent of interagency cooperation.

18. In what ways does your agency cooperate with other agencies administering the Section
8 Program in your metropolitan area?

PROBE
Do agencies share information about landlords or tenant? Do agencies
share or coordinate waiting lists?

19. [F TIME PERMITS] fue there any organizations in your area that attempt to encourage
or facilitarc zuch cooperation among agencies administering Section E? IF YES:
Describe who they are and their efforts.

Examples might include:
o Statewide lobbying groups
o MetropoliAn planning organizations
o Metropolitan/statewide housing organizations
o Other

a. Are there proposals or plans to extend zuch cooperative efforts?

In wbat areas?

What is likely to happen?

20. Are there any other comments you'd like to make about portability or mobility under
Section 8?

THANK YOU FOR HELPING US WITII THIS STUDY!

O

a

o
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Enhibit C-l
Blsrc Crnucrrcnr.sncs or NrNE Stltp Acnxcres

OpsRAu\c urp Sncrron E kocnruvr

Name of
Ageucy

Area of
Jurisdiction

Size of
Program

Type of
Administration

State Staff
Operating
Section E
Program

Other Programs
Administered

\ilaiting List
Adrninistration

Perceut of
Administra-

tive Fees
Paid to
Subcon-
tractors

Conrecticut
Departmentof
Social Services
(MA)

Satewide 2,793 Single for-profit
subcontractora

9 staff monitor
the program

No information available for
this surdy

Single statewide list 83

Massachusetts
Exccutive
Ofhce of
Communities
and Develop
ment

Statewide t2,NO Nine regional
subcontractorsb

5 central office
staffplus 3
financial and I
lawyer

Moderate Rehabilitation,
Family Unification, Sarc
tenant-bascd, homeless dis-
abled, PBA and TBA, VASH

9 liss (1 per subcon-
tractor); plan to
establistr single state-
wide list

97

New Jersey

Dcpartmentof
Community
Afrairs

Statewide 15,010 Sute employees
through 17 field
offices

198 staff for
vouchers and
certificates

Moderate Rehabiliation,
Family Unification, homeless
disabled, HOME Enant-
based, sate-funded homelcss,
McKinney transitional hous-
rn8

I list organizedby
county

Not applicable

MichiganSarc
Housing Devel-
opment Agency

Sarcwide 14,000 Satc employees in
central and six
branch offices;
individual contrac-
tors in 15 additional
offices

55 starc saff
and about 50
contract em-
ployees

Moderatc Rehabilitation,
Family Unification, VASH

Generally separate
liss for each county

Not applicable
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Exhibit C-l (continuc0
Blsrc Cnmlcrrnsncs or NlxE Srerr Acpxcres

Orunrrnrc rm Srcrron E Pnocnrurr

c4

Neme of
A$ncy

Area of
Jruisdiction

Size of
hogran

I}pe of
Administration

State Staff
Operating
Section 8
Pr,ogram

Other Programs
Administered

Waiting List
Administration

Percent of
Administr&

tive Fees

Peid to
Subcon-
tractors

New York
Stale Division
of Housing and
Community
Develqrment

Operates in tl8
of62 counties

2L,368 Uscs 40+ subcon-
tractors; operat8s

3,E00 unis in New
York City using
state employees

6 saff monitor
subcontractors;
15 operate
direct program

@lus snpport
from finence

and audits)

Moderate Rehabilitation,
Housing management irrnkey
program, housing trust fund,
MiEhell-hma, Low Income
Tax Credits, homeless pro-
gfarrs, HOPE, monitor rent
stabilization

Each of 48 srbcon-
tractors meintains x
list; starc has list for
direct operation in
NYC

90

Virginie Hous-
ing Develop
mcnt Agercy

Saewide, but
agfees mt to
opcrale in some

areas. [)ocs
mt oPeratc in
somc rural
counties.

8,62 81 subcontraciors
operatc in 93 locali-
ties

29 staff Moderate Rehabilitation
Multifamily 

"oot"", "d,iioir-tration, PBA, homeless dis-
abled programs

About 8l liss (1 per
subcontracor) for 93
jurisdictions

65 on average
(range: 60 to

e0)

Oklahoma
Housi4g Fi-
nencc Agency

Operars in all
parts of the
stetc exccpt 5
municipalitics

7,000 Uscs stete employ-
ees operating from
central office or out
of tteir homes

60 staff for
ccrtificaes and
vouchers (41 in
central ofEce;
19 operatc from
home)

Moderate Rehabilitation,
Multifamily contract adminis-
tration, Low lncome Tax
CrediB, RTC programs,
PBA, HOPWA, homeless

Progrrms

Single list organized
by county

Not applicable
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Exhibit C-l (continaed)
Blsrc Cru,rurcrrrusrrcs or Nnve Smrr Acnucrrs

Oprrurrntc rrm SBcrton I PnocRAM

t May be repleced by nonprofit association.
o nigtt noryrofit organizations and a regional housing authority.

Name of
Agency

Area of
Jurisdiction

Size of
Program

Type of
Administration

State Staff
Operating
Section 8
hogram

Other Progrrms
Administered

lVaiting List
Administration

Percent of
Administra-

tive Fees
Paid to
Subcon-
tractors

Kennrcky
Housing Cor-
poration

Operates pri-
marily where
no other PHAs
exist, but some
overlap. Oper-
atcs in more
than E0 of the
120 counties in
state.

2,700 Use state staff in
central ofEce and
five branch offrces;
use subcontractors
in 15 branch offices

33 central staff,
5 in branch
offices plus 15

zubcontractors

Moderate Rehabilitation,
Muttifamily contract adminis-
tration, Rental Deposit Secu-
rity Program, Shelter +
Care, HOPE Elderly, PBA,
HOME tenant-based

20 lists (1 per ofEce)
covering 80 counties

52

Tennessee
Housiqg Devel-
opment Agency

Could operate
anywhere, but
only operates in
areas not served

by o6er PHAs.
Opcrates in 74
of95 counties.

4,269 Use state staff in
central and 9 field
offEces

55 state staff Moderate Rehabilitation
Multifamily contract adminis-
tration, HOME, state tcnant-
based

74 lists (1 per coun-
ty) maintained in 9
offices

Not applicable
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State: CT KY MA nilr NJ NT OK TN VA

Choices: s
Iffi #J

: ]]::::::::l:::::, :]:::::::::'::::::::::::1,::::::

s

-

:::.. . :: ..r. .: .:.

,:.;.:'..,;,',tt,,.:i,Fiit

sl
0n,,,,.,,,.,'..., ,:,,.,..i,,.,

C/B C/B/S C/B ctB c/s

Outrcach s C/B/S s C/B/S c B/S c B c/s

Maintain the waiting list s c s c/B/s c B/S c B s

Take applications s C/B/S s C/B/S c B/S c B S

Intake inrcrvicw
Intake inspectlon
Inrcrim and annual recertification
Annud inspection

s s c/B/s B B/S B B s

Housing assistance and utility
reimburscment payments

s C s c/B/s C c C C ca

Enroll families in FSS s c s c/B/s B B/S C c s

Qsss menagement for FSS cb cc s c/B/s B B/S C B s

Exhibit C-2
Sumumy oF WHo Ponronus Kny Ftnccrroxs rN SrATE Sscarox I kocmus

ffiY: C : Ccntral office of sute agency
B : Branch office of shte agerrcy

S : Subconrractor

Notes, Actrally performed by Service Bureau.
Performed by CT D€partment of Social Services, the oversight agency for the satewide Section 8 program.

Acunlly done by JOBS Program.
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Organizational
Approac.h

State Agency's Jurisdiction

Statewide A[nost Statewide
Mostly Suburban

and Rurd

State agency employ-
ees

New Jersey Oklahoma Tennessee

State agency employ-
ees and subcontractors

Michigan New York Kenucky

Subcontractors Connecticut
Massachusetts

Virginia

Exhibit C-3
JunrsorcrtoNAr, AIur ORcANTzATToNAL Conpmrsox

Fon Nntg LmcB Surr Acpxcres Aonmrsrpnmc Sscrrox 8
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Exhibit C4
MBrnopoLrrAl ApnmusrmuoN oF THE SEcrIox 8 hoGRAM: 9 Exllwrps

Agency rYpe
Section
8 Unlts

Percent
of Metro-

polltan
Area

Servd

Share of
Sectlon t
Untts in

the Metro-
polttan
Area Basis for Metropotitan Status

Housing Authority
of Portland, OR

Exclusive 5,060 39% All HAP is the only Sec. 8 administer-
ing agenry in the county

Jacksonville, FL
Housing Authority

Exclusive 5,500 LN% Almost dl Under portability, JHA considers
its sewice area to include threc
neighboring counties (the balance
of the metro area).

Rochester, NY
Housing Authority

Nonexclusive 3,245 tN% Most Based on staff attomey's review,
RHA concluded it could legdly
administer units throughout metro-
politan area.

Dade County, FL
Dept. Of Special
Housing Programs

Nonexclusive 5,509
+

4,1ff

too% Most County goveroment is coextensive
with MSA

Akron, OH
Metropolitan
Housing Authority

Nonexclusive 3,100 98% Almost all AMHA was established as a metro-
poliun agency 25 years ago. It
overlaps several sma[ $ec. $
programs and no longer serves the
entire metropolitan area but was
"bom metropolitan."

Housing Authority
of County of San

Diego, CA

Patial 6 300 s0% Less than
half

HACSD is part of an effort to
regionalize the Section 8 program.

(Twin Cities)
Metropolitan
Housing and
Redevelopment
Authority, MN

Partid 4,800 40Vo Lcss than
half

MHRA covers only areas not
served by other HAs and has
seen its tcrritory shrink as new
Sec. 8 programs have been estab-
lished.

Housing Authori-
ty of Clark
County, NV

Partial 1,654 82Vo About half Under agreement with nro cities,
HACC follows units when they
move anywhere in the metropoli-
frn area

Public Housing
Authority of
Orangc County,
CA

Partial 6,695 89% Most units Serves all of county except throe
cities. 'Mobility" MOU with
those cities allows PHAOC to
continue qdministering units after
moves.

a llurricane relief, e:rpiring h 1997.
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IIITIIIIIIIIIIIIIII
Enhibit C-5

Nlrrnp lxo Enrrnr or MrrnoFoIJTAr{ Coorumrrox

Nature snd Extcnt of
Metropo[tan
Cooperation

State Agencies and
Subcontractors Metrbpolitan fueucies

Local Eouslng Authori-
6es

mgh Portability Agen-
cies

High cooperation e Orange County, CA
o San Diego County, CA
r Housing Authority of

Clark County, Nevada
(Las Vegas)

Medium cooperation
(narrowly focused or ad

hoc cooperation)

o Michigan
o New York (upsate)
o Virginia

. Metro HRA (Minneap-
olis-St. Paul, MN)

o Rochester, NY

o Cambridge, MA
o Minneapolis, MN
o Harfford, CT

o Boston, MA
o Washington, DC
o Qlrircy, MA
o Montgomery County,

MD
o Oakland, CA
o Alameda County, CA
o Dallas, TX

Low cooperation o Connecticut
o Tennessee
o Oklahoma
o Massachusetts
o New York (downsate)

o Dade County, FL o Newark, NJ
o Oklahoma City, OK
o Grand Rapids, MI
o Jackson, TN

o Houston, TX

Not applicable (no other
agencies with which to
coordinarc)

o Kentucky o Portland, OR
o Alcron, OH
o lacksonville, FL
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