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PUBLIC HOUSING 
 
1. Minimum Rent 
 Minimum Rent of $25 that will increase by $25 every two years during tenure in 

Public Housing, and will be capped not to exceed $250 per month, which would 
be attained after 18 years of Public Housing residency. Households with a head 
or co-head of household, or spouse who is elderly (62 years of age or older, 
and/or disabled) will have no minimum rent. Departure or death of the sole 
elderly or disabled household member will result in the minimum rent 
requirement being re-instated for remaining household members. 

 
 Anticipated Impact 

• Provides incentive to maintaining employment or other income-producing 
activities, as well as allowing program participants greater choice in their 
continuing participation than a time limit feature, which would arbitrarily end the 
housing assistance regardless of the household’s efforts or progress toward 
self-sufficiency 

 
• Provides increased rent revenue  

 
Hardship Policy for Rent Reform 
Hardship Policy allows for self-certification to a hardship condition for up to 2 
months per calendar year. This hardship would provide a waiver for the 
minimum rent during that period, with no obligation on behalf of the resident 
household to re-pay the waived amount. The PMHA would provide a three-
month hardship for the death of a household member, with no obligation to 
repay the waived minimum rent. There is an automatic and indefinite hardship 
minimum rent exemption for households that have a senior or disabled head of 
household, co-head or spouse.  

 
2. Maximum Rent 

Maximum Rent allows for rents set at less than 30% of adjusted income. 
Maximum rents are $450 per month for 1 and 2 bedroom units, and $475 per 
month for 3 and 4 bedroom units, regardless of income. Households are 
permitted to reside in public housing for as many as 5 years at these amounts, 
before having their maximum rent increase to 90% of the HUD Fair Market 
Rents. (There is no time limit for this higher maximum rent level). Income re-
verifications will be biennially for these households. Elderly or disabled 
households will have no time limit for the ceiling rents. 

 
Anticipated Impact 

• Provides incentive to maintaining employment or other income-producing 
activities, as well as allowing program participants greater choice in their 
continuing participation than a time limit feature, which would arbitrarily end the 



  
  
  
  
   

3 

housing assistance regardless of the household’s efforts or progress toward 
self-sufficiency 

 
• Provides increased rent revenue, in the sense that, families with higher incomes 

leaving public housing are typically replaced with extremely low-income families 
 
• Encourages stability at public housing developments resulting in less vacancy 

and unit turnover costs 
 
• Encourages home-ownership by allowing more disposable income to be used 

as savings for a down payment 
 
• Promotes housing independence by offering biennially income re-certifications 

requirements 
 
3. Elderly and Disabled Rent Re-Certification  

Elderly and disabled households who have 90% or more of their income from 
Social Security, SSI or other disability payments, and pensions will have a rent 
re-determination every two years. However, they may choose to have their 
income reexamined at any time. 

 
Anticipated Impact 

• Staff will have additional time to spend on property management and resident 
quality of life efforts 

 
• Elderly and disabled residents will have an additional incentive to remain in 

PMHA housing, thus vacancy and turnover time will be reduced 
 
4. Change in employment income  

Change in employment income resulting in an increase or decrease of $1,000 in 
annual income is not processed until the next annual re-certification. However, 
residents are expected to report changes. 

 
Anticipated Impact 

• Staff will have additional time to spend on property management and resident 
self-sufficiency efforts 

 
• Provides incentive to maintaining employment 

 
5.  Rent Adjustment for Income Decreases  

Rent adjustment for income decreases that are expected to be 30 days or 
longer will be processed.  Note: Decreases in employment income resulting in 
less than $1,000 will not be processed until the next annual re-certification. 
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Anticipated Impact 
• Reduces Administrative Burden for completion of multiple rent calculations 
 
• Allows 30 days for residents to find new employment or recapture lost income 

 
6. Assets/Interest Income 

Neither Assets nor Interest is considered in the income calculation for the 
purposes of calculating rent. 

 
Anticipated Impact 

• Reduces Administrative Burden of having to calculate and verify asset/interest 
income, which in most cases has minimal, if any, impact on rent amount 

 
• Property Managers will have additional time to devote to tenant issues, which 

decrease terminations 
 
• Families will be more encouraged to save when asset/interest income is not 

considered in the income calculation for rent determination 
 
• Low-income families that have asset/interest income are more likely to apply for 

public housing, thus increasing their housing choices 
 
7. Overall percentage of income amounts for rent calculations 

Overall percentage of income amounts for rent calculations will be changed from 
30% of adjusted gross income to charging 25% of employment income plus 
28% of other forms of income. Rent charged will be the greatest of the adjusted 
income calculation, 10% of gross income, or the minimum rent. 
 
Anticipated Impact 

• Provides incentive to finding and maintaining employment or other income-
producing activities 

 
8. Non-reimbursed medical expenses will be raised from 3% of 

income to 10% of income.  
By increasing the percentage, the need for medical expenses verification is 
eliminated. 

 
Anticipated Impact 

• Administrative burden of verifying non-reimbursed medical expenses will be 
eliminated  

 
• Loss to household will be off-set by percentage of income amounts for rent 

calculations 
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9. Dependent deduction 

Dependent deduction increased from $480, up to a maximum of $960 to $500 
with a maximum of $1,000.  

 
 Anticipated Impact 

• Low-income families will be encouraged to take advantage of this incentive and 
apply for public housing 

 
10. Deduction for senior or disabled adults 

Deduction for senior or disabled adults in the household will be increased from 
$400 to $500, and a household with two or more senior or disabled adults will be 
allowed up to $1,000 deduction in rent calculation.  

 
Anticipated Impact 

• Low-income families will be encouraged to take advantage of this incentive and 
apply for public housing 

 
11. Deduction for Absent Child 

Deduction for absent child may be claimed when the household head or co-
head or spouse is paying child support, but the household would remain subject 
to the $1,000 maximum cited earlier.  

 
Anticipated Impact 

• Provides incentive to finding and maintaining employment or other income-
producing activities 

 
12. Providing transitional housing  

Up to 42 units of transitional housing will be set aside for previously homeless 
families at Renaissance Place and Community Estates. Through partnership 
with Family and Community Services and its Portage Area Transitional Housing 
(PATH) program, residents receive on-site intensified case management 
services as they move toward self-sufficiency. 

 
Anticipated Impact 

• Provides most vulnerable residents of Portage County with the basic need for 
housing 

 
• Provides previously homeless families with on-site supportive services which 

emphasizes goal-setting and an establishment of a case plan for self-sufficiency 
 
13. Maintain existing supportive services arrangements with 

partners as well as increase the numbers of partners 
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Existing supportive services arrangements with local non-profits will be 
maintained as the PMHA seeks new grants when available that can support 
self-sufficiency efforts.  PMHA is also seeking to simplify rent determination 
policies to enable staff to spend more time with self-sufficiency topics and 
referrals to the Portage Workforce Connection.  PMHA goals: Increase the 
number of partners providing supportive services to residents and participants.  
PMHA Goal: See an increase in households reporting employment to 65% in 
five years. 

 
Anticipated Impact 

• 65% of households will report employment in five years 
 
• The number of PMHA partners will increase 

 
  

HOUSING CHOICE VOUCHER 
 
1. Initial rent burden cap of 50% of adjusted monthly income 

PMHA will continue to utilize an initial rent burden cap of 50% in an effort to 
provide families with greater housing choice.    

 
Anticipated Impact 

• Allows participants to lease units in geographic areas that provide more 
opportunities and expand the housing choice by approving tenancies that would 
otherwise be denied  

 
2. Exclusion of overtime, bonuses and income from bank assets 

Exclusion of overtime, bonuses and income from bank assets promotes the 
accumulation of assets by employed residents. PMHA will exclude interest 
income earned from bank assets such as checking and savings accounts and 
Certificate of Deposits.   

 
Anticipated Impact 

• Increases the number of households who accumulate bank assets 
 

 
3. Employment and education deductions 

PMHA will continue to give $500 deductions from annual income where the 
head of household or spouse is employed 33 hours or more in the same position 
or is registered as a full-time student at an educational institution, as defined by 
the standards of the institution, and maintaining a minimum of a 2.0 grade point 
average 

 
Anticipated Impact 
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• Increase in the number of participants who obtain/maintain full-time employment 
or increase employment income as well as by the number of participants who 
are enrolled in formal educational institutions 

 
4. Cap on dependent child deduction 

PMHA will continue to give a $480 allowance for each family member (other 
than the head or spouse), who is disabled or a minor, and for family members 
who are 18 and older who are full-time students or who are disabled.  This 
allowance is not to exceed $960, except that current residents (as of April 23, 
1999) are entitled to an allowance of $480 for each family member who is a 
minor and for family members who were 18 and older and full-time students or 
who are disabled as of June 1, 2000. 
 
Anticipated Impact 

• HAP expenditures associated with the households outlined above will be 
reduced 

 
5. Project-based voucher program 

PMHA will continue to offer project-based Section 8 assistance to non-profit 
organizations that own rental housing  

 
Anticipated Impact 

• Increases the supply of rental units and assists the special needs populations to 
obtain suitable housing 

 
• The impact of the ongoing activities will be evidenced in PMHA utilization rate 

for project-based units 
 
 
6. MTW Homeownership Program 

PMHA will continue to expand the MTW homeownership program, which 
identifies families with homeownership as one of their goals, screens the family 
for eligibility and applies a homeownership assistance payment to participants 
who purchase a home under the program 

 
Anticipated Impact 

• The impact of this activity will be an increase in the number of low-income 
families owning homes and receiving supportive services aimed at helping 
families move from renters to homeowners 
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7. Project Based Program 
PMHA will continue to offer Project-Based Section 8 assistance to non-profit or 
for profit housing entities that own rental housing and provide supportive 
services to participating residents. 

 
 PMHA may attach up to 20% of its voucher assistance to specific units. 
 
 The PMHA Project-Based program does not require units to be new 

construction or rehabilitated units. 
 
 The term of HAP contracts will be for a five-year term subject to MTW approval 

and subject to funding availability. 
 
 Participating families may be eligible for a tenant-based voucher after two years 

of project-based assistance. Families have no right to continued assistance in 
another program. 

 
 Unit selection will be available based on meeting eligibility requirements for the 

sponsor and the housing unit(s). The process will be open, with advertising and 
other outreach efforts. 

 
 Project-based vouchers may be permitted for transitional housing units as well 

as permanent housing with supportive services. 
 

Anticipated Impact 
• The impact of this activity will be an increase in the number of low-income 

families with special needs. 
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Housing Authority of the County of San Mateo Tiered Rent Structure 
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MTW Conference
W hi t DCWashington, DC
April 28, 2009

Tiered Rent Structure (HCV)

Proposed by the Housing  Authority of 
the County of San Mateo (HACSM)

About San Mateo County

Located in Northern California betweenLocated in Northern California between 
San Francisco and Santa Clara Counties 
Across the bay from Oakland and 
Alameda County
Population = 706,984
M di h h ld i $82 913

2

Median household income = $82,913

About HACSM

Administers the following programs:Administers the following programs:
4023 Housing Choice Vouchers
180 Public Housing units
130 Moderate Rehab units
157 Shelter Plus Care households

3

34 Supportive Housing households

About HACSM

Established in March 1941Established in March 1941
Total financial resources planned for all 
programs is $64,544,715.00
Average HAP = $1,071
Total number of employees = 48 

4
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Research, Development, and
Planning Process

5

Stakeholders

Internal Task Force
Participants
Owners
Community Partners
Legal Advocacy groups

6

Legal Advocacy groups

Research Methods

Surveys
Focus Groups
Internal Task Force
Advisory Committee

7

Locally Defined Challenges

Time:  Processes taking too long
Complexity:  Procedures too challenging 
to understand, prone to error, and 
cumbersome
“Red Tape”

8

More demand than supply
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San Mateo County Priorities

Increase Timeliness
Decrease Complexity
Increase Housing Opportunities
Increase Self-Sufficiency of Participants
Seek additional avenues for providing

9

Seek additional avenues for providing 
housing assistance in San Mateo County

Increase Timeliness and Decrease

MTW Initiatives

Increase Timeliness  and Decrease 
Complexity

Application and Rent Calculation Processes:
Modification of verification for medical 
expenses, child care expenses – use of 
tenant provided documents

10

tenant-provided documents

MTW Initiatives – Med Exp
Number of Families Receiving Medical Expense Deductions vs. Total Number of Vouchers

Total Number of 
Vouchers

4023

2500

3000

3500

4000

4500

11

Number of Families 
Receiving Medical 

Expense Deductions
391

0

500

1000

1500

2000

MTW Initiatives – Med Exp

40,000

Summary % of Medical Expense over 3% of Annual Income

18,408

36,348

15 000

20,000

25,000

30,000

35,000

12

5,986

6,468
96% 71 3%

3,980

14%
0

5,000

10,000

15,000

High Low Average

Allowable Medical Expense Deduction over 3% of Total Income Annual Income (Gross) % Medical Expense to Gross Income
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MTW Initiatives – Child Care
Number of Families Receiving Child Care Allowance vs Total Number of Vouchers

Total Number of Vouchers
4023

2500

3000

3500

4000

4500

13

Number of Families 
Receiving Child Care 

Allowance
125

0

500

1000

1500

2000

MTW Initiatives – Child Care

40 000

Summary of % of Child Care Costs to Annual Income

29,910

21,971

38,116

20,000

25,000

30,000

35,000

40,000

14

12,740

43%

240

1%

4,668

12%
0

5,000

10,000

15,000

High Low Average

Child Care Allowance Annual Income (Gross) % CC cost to Gross Income

MTW Initiatives

Increase Timeliness and DecreaseIncrease Timeliness  and Decrease 
Complexity

Application and Rent Calculation Processes:
Assets – increase asset value requiring 
verification to 50K

15

Income – use of EIV and tenant-provided 
documents

Increase Housing Opportunities

MTW Initiatives

Increase Housing Opportunities
Streamline the lease up process

Remove 40% cap at initial move in
Remove Payment Standards
Eliminate Utility Allowance Schedule
Applicant and Participant know exactly

16

Applicant and Participant know exactly 
how much subsidy they will receive at 
briefing
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MTW Initiatives

Increase Self-Sufficiency of 
Participants

Encourages family to take personal 
responsibility in housing decisions
Provides avenues for growth through 
collaboration with community partnerships 

17

Model 1 = Cambridge HA

Tiered Subsidy Development

Model 1 = Cambridge HA
Flat Rent

Model 2 = Cambridge and Keene HA 
(hybrid)

Fl t R t l t d b id

18

Flat Rent plus step-down subsidy

Model 3 = Tiered Subsidy Table

Potential Negative Impacts

Increase in tenant rent portionIncrease in tenant rent portion
Increase cost to the HACSM

Households in lower rent units
Computer and technology challenges
Transition challenges

19

Potential Positive Impacts

Simplification of rent calculation processSimplification of rent calculation process
Streamlining of lease-up process
Cost-savings 

Day-to-day expenditures
Staff time
R d ti i

20

Reduction in errors
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QUESTIONS OR COMMENTS?

21

Contact Information

Bill Lowell Deputy DirectorBill Lowell, Deputy Director
(650) 802-5024
WLowell@smchousing.org

Jennifer Anderson, MTW Project Manager
(650) 802 3358

22

(650) 802-3358
JAnderson@smchousing.org





Amount 100%
1BR_FMR 1325 1325
2BR_FMR 1658 1658
3BR_FMR 2213 2213
4BR_FMR 2339 2339
5BR_FMR 2689 2689
6BR_FMR 3092 3092

Adj_Inc_L Adj_Inc_H 1BR_Subsidy 2BR_Subsidy 3BR_Subsidy 4BR_Subsidy 5BR_Subsidy 6BR_Subsidy
0 1999 1275 1608 2163 2289 2639 3042

2000 5999 1226 1559 2114 2240 2590 2993
6000 9999 1126 1459 2014 2140 2490 2893

10000 13999 1026 1359 1914 2040 2390 2793
14000 17999 926 1259 1814 1940 2290 2693
18000 21999 826 1159 1714 1840 2190 2593
22000 25999 726 1059 1614 1740 2090 2493
26000 29999 626 959 1514 1640 1990 2393
30000 33999 526 859 1414 1540 1890 2293
34000 37999 426 759 1314 1440 1790 2193

Housing Authority of the County of San Mateo
Tiered Subsidy Table (w/ 4K Tiers)

$50 Minimum Rent

$100 difference between each 
tier, when Tiers are set at 4K 
increments and tenant is 
contributing 30% of AAI.

34000 37999 426 759 1314 1440 1790 2193
38000 41999 326 659 1214 1340 1690 2093
42000 45999 226 559 1114 1240 1590 1993
46000 49999 126 459 1014 1140 1490 1893
50000 53999 26 359 914 1040 1390 1793
54000 57999 0 259 814 940 1290 1693
58000 61999 0 159 714 840 1190 1593
62000 65999 0 59 614 740 1090 1493
66000 69999 0 0 514 640 990 1393
70000 73999 0 0 414 540 890 1293
74000 77999 0 0 314 440 790 1193
78000 81999 0 0 214 340 690 1093
82000 85999 0 0 114 240 590 993
86000 89999 0 0 14 140 490 893
90000 93999 0 0 0 40 390 793
94000 97999 0 0 0 0 290 693
98000 101999 0 0 0 0 190 593

102000 105999 0 0 0 0 90 493
106000 109999 0 0 0 0 0 393
110000 113999 0 0 0 0 0 293
114000 117999 0 0 0 0 0 193
118000 121999 0 0 0 0 0 93
122000 125999 0 0 0 0 0 0
126000 129999 0 0 0 0 0 0
130000 133999 0 0 0 0 0 0

$50 Minimum Rent

$100 difference between each 
tier, when Tiers are set at 4K 
increments and tenant is 
contributing 30% of AAI.





Step 1 Step 2 Step 3

Factors included in Annual Adjusted 
Income and (TTP) Calculation 7 Potential Factors to determine HAP Factors to determineTenant Rent 

Portion

   Employment Income Negotiated Contract Rent (including family's 
40% cap at initial move in)       Contract Rent

   Asset Income
Mixed Family Proration (% of HAP that the 
family must pay as determined by # of 
eligible/ineligible family members)

     ( - ) HAP

Excluded Income (ie: Food Stamps,
LIHEAP)

* Payment Standard (determined by the 
lower of either the unit size rented or the 
eligible voucher size)

Tenant Rent Portion

   Child Care Expenses
* Voucher Bedroom Size (determined by 
family composition) - should be adjusted 
with any changes to members in household

   Medical Expenses * Unit Size (Bedroom Size actually rented 
by family)

   Deduction per child ($480)

* Utlity Allowance (based on the actual unit 
size rented, whether or not the family is 
paying for utilities, and which utilities are the 
families responsibility)

* Note: These areas/items have frequent rates 
of error, are noted as being confusing for all 

parties and often responsible for delays in the 
lease up process

Deduction per Eld/Dis Household ($400) Tenant 30% AAI (TTP)

   Annual Adjusted Income (AAI) HAP
   AAI Divided by 12

Monthly AAI x 30% = (TTP)

Step 1 Step 2 Step 3

Factors included in Annual Adjusted 
Income Calculation

2 Factors to Determine Tiered Subsidy 
HAP

Factors to determineTenant Rent 
Portion

   Employment Income       Annual Adjusted Income       Contract Rent
   Asset Income       Voucher Bedroom Size      ( - ) Tiered Subsidy  HAP

   Excluded Income ** Tiered Subsidy HAP ** Tenant Rent Portion
   Child Care Expenses
   Medical Expenses
   Deduction per Eld/Dis Household ($400)
   Deduction per child ($480)
   Deduction for Utilities (UD)

Annual Adjusted Income

Housing Authority of the County of San Mateo
Rent Calculation and Subsidy (HAP) Determination Process

Current Process

Proposed  Process, including Tiered Subsidy Table

** Exceptions:
"Full Subsidy Rent" - If the Contract Rent is less than the eligilble 
Tiered Subsidy, then T will pay $100 rent, and the subsidy (the 
contract rent) will be reduced by $100

"Mixed Family Rent" - Subsidy will be prorated based on # of 
eligible/ineligible household members
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April 28, 2009 at 10:15AM: 
Laying the Groundwork for Rent Reform; 

Steps to consider when developing alternate rent strategies 
 
 

Questions for MTW Agencies to Consider  
When Developing Alternate Rent Policies 

 
 
What are the most important objectives?   
Is it to serve more households for a given amount of Federal subsidy, is it to promote fairness in tenant 
rental contributions, is to promote administrative efficiency and morale, is it to encourage work, is it to 
generate additional rental income for the agency? 
 
What constituencies support these objectives and what constituencies require consultation and 
education?   
In particular, how does the Board and how do tenant groups view the objectives, and what are their 
major concerns?  How can these concerns be alleviated?  How can currently unassisted tenants be given 
a voice?  Does the PHA anticipate any challenges from legal aid or housing advocacy organizations? 
 
What agency financial factors should be considered when exploring rent reform options?   
What would be an acceptable financial outcome for the agency:  Policy should be revenue neutral?  
Policy must generate extra rental income?  Can/should the agency operate more that one rental policy 
for the same sub-group?   
 
What is the procedure for planning the specifics of rent reform?   
How and when will affected constituencies be part of the discussion?  How much education is needed to 
prepare stakeholders to participate in the planning process?  How much analysis is needed by the agency 
to prepare for such discussions? 
 
What can be learned from other PHAs that have attempted Rent Reform?   
What can be learned from PHAs that tried to implement rent reform?  What can be learned from very 
low income housing providers in the local community outside Public Housing and Vouchers – what are 
their rent structures and how do they answer questions about affordability, equity, and ease of 
administration? 
 
Who will rent reform cover initially?   
Only new households who are non-elderly and non-disabled?  Only new households who volunteer? All 
non-elderly and non-disabled households, but phased in?  All agency households immediately as long as 
there is transition to higher rents and/or a hardship policy?  Should different rent reform policies be 
implemented for different sub-groups?  (Non-working but employable households, fixed-income 
households, employed households, etc.) 
 
Will a preference be given in the waiting list for those accepting rent reform rules?   
What percent of all newly assisted public or voucher units will be set aside for those under rent reform 
rules, or should all households be required to accept the MTW rent policies?  Once accepting rent 
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reform, must the household abide by them for a certain period, or will the new policy be permanent (as 
long as the agency has MTW authorizations)? 
 
 
 
What type of rent structure will be chosen?  
Flat rents for everyone in rent reform?  Tiered flat rents according to the number of years in the 
program?  A flat minimum much higher than current minimum rents plus a flat percentage (e.g. $200 
monthly plus 10% of all income above $8,000)?  
  
Will term limits be part of rent reform?  
How many years, and how tied to the rents (e.g. tiered flat rents that rise with number of years in the 
program)?  Will the limit be firm (after X years you must leave), or soft (after X years your rent goes up 
to 120% of market rents – this generates more rental income and provides working role models – if they 
stay) 
 
If term limits are implemented, is there adequate market rate rental housing in the community available 
for people to move into?   
What is the current vacancy rate for the local rental market?  Will people be able to stay in their current 
neighborhoods? 
 
Will term limits be coupled with self-sufficiency assistance?   
Will the agency offer support/assistance to families to prepare them for the transition to market rents?  
What will the support include? Will such support be voluntary or mandatory?   
  
What are hardship provisions?   
What appeals are allowed?  How many?  Who will judge (PHA plus fellow tenants and perhaps 
unassisted tenants?)  Will the hardship policy include provisions for both permanent exemptions and 
temporary delay or waiver from the rent reform?  Under what circumstances will a permanents 
exemption be granted rather than a temporary delay?  Will agency staff make judgments or will an 
independent committee (of non-agency individuals) determine the outcome of hardship requests? 
 
How will rent reform rules be evaluated and modified?  
What are the baselines, metrics and benchmarks?  Procedures for getting input and sharing findings? 
Basis for change?  Financial impacts on families?  Financial impacts on agencies?  Staff time impacts?  
Staff error impacts?  Resident self-sufficiency successes?  Resident failures (evictions for non-payment 
of rent)?  Reductions in resident fraud cases?  Improved resident satisfaction?  Impacts on length of 
residency?  Increases in number of households served over 5 year period?  Increases in number of HCV 
families being currently served. 



April 28, 2009 at 10:15AM:  
Creating Administrative Efficiencies, Removing Disincentives to Increasing Income, and Promoting Self‐Sufficiency 
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• Goals�for�Session�and�Project�Overview

P j t A h• Project�Approach

• Developing�the�Modeling�Tool

• Phase�1�Recommendations�and�Implementation

• Phase�2�Status

 KING COUNTY 
HOUSING AUTHORITY

• Q�&�A

5

Rent�Reform�Guiding�Principles

1. Simplify rent calculations and 
streamline process to produce 
significant administrative efficiencies.

2. Make rent calculations easier for 
id t t d t d F i

6. Coordinate Resident Services 
programs and rent policies to support 
self-sufficiency and transition to non-
subsidized housing.

7 M i i th h iresidents to understand. For seniors
and younger disabled residents, who 
are on a fixed income, simplify review 
process to make it less burdensome 
and confusing.

3. For working families, promote 
employment and wage progression and 
reduce/remove disincentives to 
increasing income through employment. 

7. Maximize the housing resources 
available to self-sufficient participants.

8. Ensure that new rent policy changes 
will reflect cultural and linguistic 
diversity of KCHA resident population.

9. Establish a hardship policy for 
households who experience a sudden 
loss of income through no fault of their 
own

 KING COUNTY 
HOUSING AUTHORITY

4. Maintain transparency of process with 
residents, staff and community.

5. Minimize intrusiveness into residents’ 
lives.

6

own.

10. Develop and implement changes that 
will be revenue neutral for KCHA. 
(Phase 1)

Project�Breakdown�by�Phase

1. All�households�in�KCHA’s�
mixed�population�buildings

� Phase�1�Definition��

Fixed�
Income

39%
Work�Able

61%

2. Other�public�housing�and�
Section�8�households�where�
100%�of�adults�are�elderly�or�
disabled*�
�AND�
90%�of�household�income�
comes�from�a�fixed�source�
(i.e.�Social�Security,�SSI,�
pension�or�GAU)

Phase�1

Phase�2

 KING COUNTY 
HOUSING AUTHORITY
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*�excluding�live�in�attendants

Current annual review 
processes mapped

Phase 1 population analyzed

Phase�1�Project�Timeline
• Phase 1 recommendations were 

adopted by the board in June ‘08 and 
implemented in November ’08

• Implementation planning took place 
between April ’08 and September ‘08

processes mapped

Financial model built and scenarios tested

Rent reform ideas generated

Public process 
completed
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8Jan ‘08 Feb ‘08Dec ‘07

• Team kick-off • Initial recs presented to 
team

Mar ‘08

• Public hearing; 
discuss ideas

8

Apr‘08
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Generating�Rent�Reform�Ideas

Staff Peer Organizations
• Interviews with PH and S8 staff to 

understand process pain points

• Mapping of rent policy 

• Meetings/calls with west coast MTW 
peers (Oakland, Portland, Seattle, 
Vancouver)

Residents and Stakeholders Other

administrative processes with PH 
and S8 staff to understand 
opportunities for streamlining

• Meetings/calls with MTW peers that 
had already implemented reforms 
(Cambridge, Keene) 

Rent�
Reform�
Ideas
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• Meetings with Resident Advisory 
Council (RAC)

• Meetings with KCHA board

• Meetings with advocates and 
community leaders

• Review of SEVRA bill

• Review of national research (e.g., 
PHADA)

Phase�1�Meetings�Held

7

8
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0

1

Oct Nov Dec Jan Feb Mar Apr

Public�housing Section�8 External MTW/workgroup Other�staff

• Goals�for�Session�and�About�KCHA

P j t A h• Project�Approach

• Developing�the�Modeling�Tool

• Phase�1�Recommendations�and�Implementation

• Phase�2�Status
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Setting�Modeling�Constraints

• More�or�less�revenue�neutral

• Minimize�rent�changes:�goal�for�most�households�to�see�
little�or�no�rent�change.

• Ensure�minimum�of�75%�of�households�served�have�
incomes�below�30%�of�AMI

• Meet�minimum�reserve�requirements

• Easy to implement and for residents to calculate their own

 KING COUNTY 
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• Easy�to�implement�and�for�residents�to�calculate�their�own�
rent�(back�of�envelope)
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New Rent Policy Scenarios (PH and Sec. 8)

Check Constraints

Gross Income

- Income-Based Variables - - Other Variables - - Admin and Services-Based 
Variables -

Less

Outlining�Financial�Model�Variables�

• #�Bedrooms • Hardship� • Asset�verification

Calculate Adj. 
Income

Va
ria

bl
es

• Asset�value�adjustments

• Childcare�deductions

• Disabled�deductions

• Elderly�deductions

• Medical�deductions

• Working�deductions

#�Bedrooms

• #�Household�
members

• Flat�rents

• COLAs

p
exceptions

• Income�
bands

• Location

• Income�verification

• Lease�terms

• Recertifications

• Resident�services

• Self�certifications
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New Tenant Rents

Calculate Impact

Tenant 
Throughput

Waiting List 
Throughput

New Admin/Support Policies

Incremental
Revenue

Incremental
Expenses

Incremental
Income

MTW 
Reserve

# Residents 
Rent  Inc/Dec

- Resident Impact* - - KCHA Viability Impact -

O
ut

pu
ts
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Modeling�Framework:�Measuring�Resident�Impact
ILLUSTRATIVE

Section 8: Change in Tenant Rent # Tenants % Total
# Total Households 3089 100.0%

# Households whose Tenant Rent decreased 2390 77.4%
Difference of $0 to -$5 1800 58.3%
Difference of -$5 to -$25 584 18.9%
Difference of -$25 to -$50 5 0.2%
Difference of -$50 to -$75 1 0 0%Difference of -$50 to -$75 1 0.0%
Difference of -$75 to -$100 0 0.0%
Difference of -$100 to -$125 0 0.0%
Difference of -$125 to -$150 0 0.0%
Difference of -$150 to -$175 0 0.0%
Difference of -$175 to -$200 0 0.0%
Difference < -$200 0 0.0%

# Households whose Tenant Rent did not change 11 0.4%

# Households whose Tenant Rent increased 688 22.3%
Difference of $0 to $5 300 9.7%
Difference of $5 to $25 299 9.7%
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Difference of $5 to $25 299 9.7%
Difference of $25 to $50 73 2.4%
Difference of $50 to $75 16 0.5%
Difference of $75 to $100 0 0.0%
Difference of $100 to $125 0 0.0%
Difference of $125 to $150 0 0.0%
Difference of $150 to $175 0 0.0%
Difference of $175 to $200 0 0.0%
Difference > $200 0 0.0%

Modeling�Framework:�Measuring�Financial�Impact

SECTION 8 1 Memb 2 Memb 3 Memb 4 Memb 5 Memb TOTAL

Current Gross Income
Average $8,837 $12,154 $16,178 $22,514 $25,812 $9,730
Median $8,028 $12,312 $16,332 $18,906 $23,144 $8,028

Current TTP
Average $232 $337 $447 $610 $784 $259

ILLUSTRATIVE

Average $232 $337 $447 $610 $784 $259
Median $214 $320 $446 $485 $663 $235

Proposed TTP
Average $232 $334 $449 $615 $804 $259
Median $214 $317 $446 $496 $687 $235

Difference in TTP
Average $0 -$3 $2 $5 $20 $0
Median $0 -$3 $0 $11 $25 $1

Current Shelter Burden 31.5% 33.3% 33.2% 32.5% 36.5% 32.0%
Average 31.7% 33.3% 33.9% 33.1% 35.1% 32.0%
Median 28.9% 32.7% 34.4% 33.6% 34.4% 29.2%

Proposed Shelter Burden 31.5% 33.0% 33.3% 32.8% 37.4% 31.9%
Average 31.7% 33.1% 34.1% 33.8% 36.4% 32.1%
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Median 28.3% 32.2% 34.5% 33.9% 35.6% 29.1%
Difference in Shelter Burden 0.0% -0.3% 0.1% 0.3% 0.9% 0.0%

Average 0.1% -0.2% 0.2% 0.7% 1.3% 0.0%
Median -0.7% -0.6% 0.2% 0.3% 1.3% -0.1%

Current HAP $1,273,225 $323,400 $53,317 $19,864 $3,176 $1,672,983
Proposed HAP $1,272,287 $324,987 $52,973 $19,605 $3,126 $1,672,978

Change in HAP -$939 $1,586 -$343 -$259 -$50 -$5
% Change in HAP -0.1% 0.5% -0.6% -1.3% -1.6% 0.0%

• Goals�for�Session�and�About�KCHA

P j t A h• Project�Approach

• Developing�the�Modeling�Tool

• Phase�1�Recommendations�and�Implementation

• Phase�2�Status
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• Q�&�A
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Result:��Easy�Rent�Program

• All�deductions�were�eliminated�(medical�deductions�only�allowed�
above�$3,000)

• TTP�percentage�was�lowered�(from�30%�to�28.3%)�to�reach�a�
revenue�neutral�situation�(across�both�programs)

• Existing�utility�allowances�were�kept�(we�modeled�the�impact�of�
using�average�UAs�by�bedroom)

• Credit�rents�were�eliminated�after�6�month�grace�period

• Triennial�reviews�were�instituted

 KING COUNTY 
HOUSING AUTHORITY

• Hardship�policies�were�established�for�extraordinary�cost�of�living�
changes�and�high�unreimbursed�medical�expenses
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Projected�Phase�1�Household�Rent�Changes

3,000

3,500

500

1,000

1,500

2,000

2,500
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0

500

Decrease�<$25 Increase�<$25 Increase�>$25 Decrease�>$25

Public�Housing Section�8

Easy�Rent�Implementation

• Established�implementation�committee.�

• Held�multiple�trainings�for��front�line�PH�and�S8�staff

• Held�resident�meetings�to�explain�Easy�Rent�program

• Changes�were�reviewed�with�KCHA�IT�staff�to�determine�how�
much�could�be�automated�for�launch

• Challenging�to�identify�every�software�change�required�prior�to�
implementation.��
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• Instituted�12�month�rolling�implementation�schedule.�At�date�of�
each�household’s�annual�review,�the�Easy�Rent�calculation�will�be�
applied�to�existing�household�income

Projected�3�Year�Staff�Time�Savings�(Reviews)

Complete�review

Medical�expense�verification

Prepare�packets

Income�and�asset�verification

Follow�ups

Rent�calculation

p
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� 1,000� 2,000� 3,000� 4,000� 5,000� 6,000� 7,000�

Projected�Hours�Saved�(3�years)

Public�Housing Section�8
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Measuring�the�Impact�of�Phase�1�Recommendations

• Section 8 staff time required to complete reviews per year

• Public Housing staff time required to complete reviews per 
yearyear

• Staff time spent on property management/support service 
activities*

• Residents taking advantage medical expense hardship policy

• Resident satisfaction with rent reform changes

 KING COUNTY 
HOUSING AUTHORITY
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• Public housing rent roll

• Section 8 subsidy

• Goals�for�Session�and�About�KCHA

P j t A h• Project�Approach

• Developing�the�Modeling�Tool

• Phase�1�Recommendations�and�Implementation

• Phase�2�Status

 KING COUNTY 
HOUSING AUTHORITY

• Q�&�A

22

Possible�Phase�2�Concept
• All�deductions�will�be�eliminated,�including�Earned�Income�Disregard.�

Exceptions�will�be�developed�for�households�with�exceptionally�high�
medical�expenses,�childcare�expenses,�etc.�

• Fixed�rent�tables�established�with�household�fixed�rents�being�broken�
down�by�gross�income�bands�and�bedrooms.

– Gross�income�bands�currently�set�at�$2,500�increments,�but�we’re�
exploring�the�tightening�of�lower�income�bands,�and�expanding�higher�
income�bands.

• TTPs�are�calculated�using�a�predetermined�percentage�of�the�lowest�end�of�
each�income�band.

• Average�utility�allowances�for�PH�and�S8�are�used�to�calculate�the�fixed�

 KING COUNTY 
HOUSING AUTHORITY

g y
rents�and�adjust�for�different�size�households.

• Not�easily�applied�to�Section�8�HCV�program.��Current�scenarios�would�
show�substantially�increased�HAP�payments.��Flat�subsidy�could�mean�that�
higher�income�folks�that�rent�cheaper�units�have�substantially�lower�
shelter�burdens.�

23

Combined�Phase�2�Population:�By�Income�Bands

Gross Household Income 
Bands Studio 1 Bdr 2  Bdr 3  Bdr 4  Bdr 5  Bdr

Up to $2,500 1 41 100 49 3 1
$2,500 - $5,000 3 99 202 55 5 0
$5,000 - $7,500 0 71 774 232 21 1
$7,500 - $10,000 0 97 337 342 51 1
$10,000 - $12,500 2 116 357 179 58 5
$12,500 - $15,000 1 90 274 245 44 8
$15,000 - $17,500 0 68 210 197 49 6
$17,500 - $20,000 0 63 191 153 51 8
$20,000 - $22,500 0 44 144 161 44 8
$22,500 - $25,000 0 33 141 132 32 3
$25,000 - $27,500 0 21 127 107 36 8
$27,500 - $30,000 0 13 103 87 23 5
$30,000 - $32,500 0 2 77 99 19 6
$32,500 - $35,000 0 5 74 65 23 2
$35,000 - $37,500 0 8 35 43 13 1
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$37,500 - $40,000 0 1 32 33 23 8
$40,000 - $42,500 0 1 28 24 5 1
$42,500 - $45,000 0 0 9 31 9 2
$45,000 - $47,500 0 1 9 27 6 1
$47,500 - $50,000 0 0 8 21 3 6

$50,000 + 0 1 32 54 20 7
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Working�Family�Incentive�Concept

Gross Household 
Income Bands Studio 1 Bed 2 Bed 3 Bed 4 Bed 5 Bed

Up to $2,500 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0%
$2 500 $5 000 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0%

� Discounts�to�Standard�Fixed�Rent�Schedule��

$2,500 - $5,000 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0%
$5,000 - $7,500 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0%
$7,500 - $10,000 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0%
$10,000 - $12,500 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0%
$12,500 - $15,000 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0%
$15,000 - $17,500 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0%
$17,500 - $20,000 10% 10% 10% 10% 10% 10%
$20,000 - $22,500 10% 10% 10% 10% 10% 10%
$22,500 - $25,000 10% 10% 10% 10% 10% 10%
$25,000 - $27,500 10% 10% 10% 10% 10% 10%
$27,500 - $30,000 10% 10% 10% 10% 10% 10%
$30,000 - $32,500 10% 10% 10% 10% 10% 10%
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$32,500 - $35,000 10% 10% 10% 10% 10% 10%
$35,000 - $37,500 10% 10% 10% 10% 10% 10%
$37,500 - $40,000 10% 10% 10% 10% 10% 10%
$40,000 - $42,500 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0%
$42,500 - $45,000 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0%
$45,000 - $47,500 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0%
$47,500 - $50,000 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0%

$50,000 + 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0%

Simplifying�the�Utility�Allowance

• The�utility�allowance�acts�as�the�mechanism�for�adjusting�rents�
for�larger�unit�sizes�(and�higher�required�incomes�for�larger�
families).

• Significant�variation�in�utility�allowances�currently�exists�based�on�
different�structure�types,�number�of�bedrooms,�utility�
components,�and�utility�service�providers.

• The�biggest�driver�of�variation�for�households�that�have�a�utility�
allowance�is�the�sewer/water/trash�component.

 KING COUNTY 
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• Our�current�thought�is�to�establish�two�utility�allowance�
categories�broken�down�by�bedrooms,�those�including�
sewer/water/trash,�and�those�excluding�sewer/water/trash.
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• Goals�for�Session�and�About�KCHA

P j t A h• Project�Approach

• Developing�the�Modeling�Tool

• Phase�1�Recommendations�and�Implementation

• Phase�2�Status

 KING COUNTY 
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• Q�&�A
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EASY RENT – KCHA’s Rent Reform Initiative for Seniors and 

Residents with Disabilities on Fixed Incomes 
 

King County Housing Authority has developed an Easy Rent program that simplifies the rent calculation 

and income verification process for seniors and residents with disabilities on a fixed income.  The revised 

rent policies are easier for residents to understand and easier for KCHA staff to administer.  The Easy 

Rent program applies to KCHA’s Public Housing and Section 8 programs.  Residents of properties with 

Low Income Housing Tax Credits will remain subject to requirements governing those programs. 

 

 

Guiding Principles 

1. Make rent calculations easier for residents to understand.  For seniors and younger disabled 

residents, who are on a fixed income, simplify annual review process to make it less 

burdensome and confusing. 

2. Simplify rent calculations and streamline the recertification process to produce significant 

administrative efficiencies. 

3. Maintain transparency of the process with residents, staff and community. 

4. Minimize intrusiveness into residents’ lives. 

5. Ensure that new rent policy changes will reflect cultural diversity of KCHA resident population. 

6. Establish a hardship policy for households who experience a sudden loss of income through no 

fault of their own. 

7. Develop and implement changes that will be revenue neutral for KCHA. 
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Who is Included in the Easy Rent Program? 
The following households qualify for KCHA’s income verification and rent calculation changes under the 

Easy Rent program. 

 All households in our mixed –population (high-rise) buildings   

 All other Public Housing, Section 8, and Project-based Assistance households who meet the 

following criteria: 

o 100% of adults are either elderly or disabled (excluding live-in attendants); AND  

o 90% or more of the total household income comes from a fixed source (SSI, Social 

Security, government or private pensions, GAU). 

Residents of KCHA Low Income Housing Tax Credit properties will remain subject to existing income 

verification requirements governing those programs. 

New Recertification Schedule 

Currently, recertifications of income and rent recalculation are conducted annually in the Public Housing 

and Section 8 Housing Choice Voucher programs.  Recertifications will now be conducted every three 

(3) years for all households who meet the above criteria.   Verifications of income sources and 

recalculation of rent payments will be conducted by KCHA every three years, unless the resident 

requests an interim review.  In the intervening years, a cost of living adjustment (COLA) will be 

automatically applied annually to Social Security and SSI income and rent will be adjusted accordingly.   

These changes do not affect the current cycle for HQS inspections. 

KCHA will develop a reasonable transition process to implement the new three-year review cycle.   

Interim Reviews 
Qualifying households in the Easy Rent program will retain the option to have an interim review 

between the new three-year recertification cycle for any of the following reasons: 

 Decrease in income greater than $2000 through no fault of their own; 

 Increase in unreimbursed medical expenses greater than $2000 and total unreimbursed medical 

expenses exceed $3,000; 

 Request by a household on a flat rent to have a review to return to an income-based rent; 

 Errors/misrepresentation/fraud. 
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Interim recertifications are only processed if the effect of the loss of income is expected to be longer 

than ninety (90) days.  Permanent loss of income (i.e., death of an income earner) results in a 

permanent, rather than interim, rent reduction. 

Interim rents remain in place until the next scheduled recertification or the household experiences an 

increase in income, whichever comes first.  Households receiving an interim rent reduction must report 

any subsequent income increase to KCHA within thirty (30) days of occurrence.  Failure to report within 

thirty days results in retroactive rent changes or other measures, depending on the severity of the 

circumstances. 

Residents are still required to report any changes in household composition to their Public Housing 

Property Manager or their Section 8 Housing Specialist and Section 8 Landlord.  A family’s rent is 

recalculated if the addition or subtraction of a household member results in an annual income change 

greater than $2000.    

Dependent Minors 
In the event that a dependent minor in an eligible household turns 18 after recertification, the 

household will remain eligible for the Easy Rent program until the next scheduled three-year 

recertification. 

Income and Rent Calculation  
Qualifying households in the Easy Rent program will now have their rent calculated at 28.3% of their 

income.  All sources of income currently included in rent calculations will remain unchanged.  Standard 

deductions and the Earned Income Disregard will no longer be applied to the rent calculation.  However, 

residents with unreimbursed medical expenses above $3,000 may receive a deduction amount as 

described below. 

Medical Deductions  
Qualifying households in the Easy Rent program who have more than $3,000 in unreimbursed medical 

expenses will receive a deduction for the total amount of unreimbursed medical expenses.  This 

deduction will be applied to total annual income before rent calculation. 

Flat Rent 

The current flat rent schedule and accompanying policy will remain in place for Public Housing.  

Households that choose a flat rent will continue to have income verification and rent calculation reviews 

every three years.  KCHA will consider modifying its flat rent structure for all Public Housing residents in 

fiscal year 2009. 
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Minimum Tenant Rent and Utility Reimbursements 

 KCHA will replace its current minimum total tenant payment (TTP) of $25 with a minimum tenant rent 

of $0.  However, in the event that a household’s utility allowance is greater than the total tenant 

payment (TTP), a utility reimbursement (also known as a credit rent) will be issued to the household for 

a period of no more than six months.  For example, if a household TTP is calculated to be $40, but the 

utility allowance for that unit is $50, the household will receive a reimbursement of $10 from the 

Housing Authority for a period of up to six months.   

Beyond the initial six month limit for utility reimbursements, a resident may be eligible to apply for 

additional relief under KHCA’s Hardship Policy.  

Zero Income Households 
Households reporting zero income will be subject to requirements under the new Minimum Rent policy 

described above.  Households reporting zero income will be referred to services for benefits assistance. 

$100 Cap on Rent Increases 
As a result of these changes, no household’s monthly rent will increase more than $100 for the first 

year. 

Utility Allowances  
The current utility allowance schedules for Public Housing and Section 8 will remain in place.  KCHA will 

continue to monitor utility costs and will make changes to utility allowances  when costs increase by 

10% or more.   KCHA will consider simplifying its utility allowances in fiscal year 2009. 
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Phase I - Easy Rent Hardship Policy 

 

Prior to imposition of any change in rent, the household will be provided with advance notice as 

required by their lease and /or governing documents.  Households that are notified of a rent increase 

will also be informed, in writing, of their ability to seek a waiver based on financial hardship provided 

that the hardship is related to medical expenses or extraordinary cost of living. (i.e. shelter burden 

greater than 50% of monthly household income). 

Hardship Criteria 
1.  Extraordinary Cost of Living 

In both Public Housing and Section 8 Housing Choice Voucher programs, a household may apply for a 

hardship review if the total shelter burden exceeds   50% of household’s monthly income, except for 

Section 8 households who have chosen to rent a unit above the payment standard.  Shelter burden is 

defined as the cost of rent and utilities and unreimbursed eligible medical expenses. 

2. Utility Allowance Exceeds Total Tenant Payment Beyond Six Month Cap   
 
In both Public Housing and Section 8 Housing Choice Voucher programs, a household may apply for an 

extension of its utility reimbursement beyond the six month cap.  The household would need to 

demonstrate that the loss of the additional utility reimbursement would put the household at risk of 

losing their housing.  Residents with exempt household income (i.e. live-in attendant income) are not 

eligible for a hardship solely based on this criterion. 

Hardship Committee 
The Hardship Committee will be comprised of KCHA staff, including the MTW Program Director, the 

Family Programs Manager, and an additional Resident Services Department staff person.  Once a 

hardship review request has been submitted, the Committee will examine each family’s circumstances 

on a case-by-case basis.  The Committee has a choice of remedies it can recommend (including 

permanent, family-specific rent caps) as it deems appropriate, to reduce a qualifying household’s rent 

burden: 

1) Set rent at minimum rent of $0 for a specific period of time  

2) Extend utility reimbursement for a specific period of time 

3) Phase in reasonable rent increase for a specific period of time 

4) Extend $100 per month rent cap for up to one year (resulting in a two year maximum) 

5) Phase out $100 per month rent increase cap out over specified period of time, not to exceed 

three years 

6) Appropriate combination of above listed options. 
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The Hardship Committee will send its recommendation to the Director of Housing Management and/or 

Director of Resident Services for approval.  Applicants who disagree with the recommendation may 

appeal through KCHA’s existing Grievance Procedure. 

Grievance Procedure 
Should a resident be dissatisfied with the decision of the hardship committee, the household may 

choose to take their request to an outside hearing officer.  This option will be based on KCHA’s existing 

grievance policy.  

 



April 28, 2009 at 2:00PM: 
Using MTW to Develop Successful Homeownership Programs 

 

 



















April 28, 2009 at 2:00PM: 
Evaluating Voucher-Only MTW Initiatives 
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Profile of MassDHCD
19,000+ Section 8 Housing Choice Vouchers
Administers HCVP through 8 Regional Administrating Agencies (RAAs)

M i t W k @ DHCDMoving to Work @ DHCD
One of the original MtW demonstration sites
Only MtW site that does not own or operate federal public housing
Designated 183 vouchers as “MtW vouchers”
MtW program implementation began in 1999
Operates in two areas: Boston, MA and South Worcester County, MA

DHCD’ I iti l G l f MtWDHCD’s Initial Goals for MtW
Use their resources more creatively to help families off of welfare
Test a model with a shallow rent subsidy that promoted self-
determiniation
Use employment as a vehicle for facilitating housing choice and 
mobility 

Profile of MtW Locations
[Boston, MA] Metropolitan Boston Housing Partnership
[South Worcester County] RCAP Solutions

South Worcester County Boston

Area Profile (2007)*
Median Income: $45,058
Median Gross Rent: $831
Poverty Rate: 18.0%
Cost of Living Index: 122.2

Area Profile (2007)*
Median Income: $50,476
Median Gross Rent: $1,107
Poverty Rate: 20.4%
Cost of Living Index: 140.7

*Source: www.city-data.com

Total clients entering MTW program:  
380

Total clients completing 
3 years of program: 
82%

Total clients entering MTW program:  
129

Total clients completing 
3 years of program:
45%

MtW Programs

South Worcester County
122 vouchers

Boston
61 vouchers122 vouchers

$458/mo in subsidies split between 
RENT: $250 (steps down each 
year)
SUPPORT FUNDS: $158
ESCROW: $50

Firm 3-year time limit (through 
FY2009)
Target population: working families

61 vouchers
$833/mo in subsidies split between 

RENT: $700 ($800 for large 
families)
SUPPORT FUNDS: $83
ESCROW: $50

Firm 3-year time limit (through 
FY2009)
Target population: families in g g g
homeless shelters

Data Analysis: Client Demographics
South Worcester County Bosto

n
AGE:

HH SIZE:

31 years old

3 (1 adult + 2 children)

33 years old

3 (1 adult + 2 children)HH SIZE:

GENDER HOH:

RACE:

ETHNICITY

3 (1 adult + 2 children)

96% Female

9% Black;
39% White*

16% Non Hispanic

3 (1 adult + 2 children)

93% Female

55% Black;
19% White

59% Non Hispanic

*Significant amount of missing data

ETHNICITY:

EDUCATION:

16% Non-Hispanic;
66% Hispanic

19% less than HS;
45% HS or equivalent
(95% no college degree)

59% Non-Hispanic;
26% Hispanic

2% less than HS;
43% HS or equivalent
(70% no college degree)*
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Data Analysis: Housing + Neighborhood
Boston
Clients came out of shelters so had to engage in a housing search 
process
Average time to find a unit was 89 days (Maximum 481 days)

[Boston, MA] Metropolitan Boston Housing Partnership

Average time to find a unit was 89 days (Maximum 481 days)
53% of clients exceeded the 60 day search limit
35% of clients moved after 1 year in their unit (U.S. rate ~ 16%)
Half of the households moved to and remained in one neighborhood 
(Dorchester), which has traditionally been one of the most affordable areas in 
Metro Boston.

South Worcester County (SWC)South Worcester County (SWC)
Most clients enter the program living in private housing and remain in the unit 
after enrollment and  nearly all clients live in Worcester city or Southbridge (20 
miles from Worcester)

Data Analysis: Housing + Neighborhood

Participants believe (or are resigned to the fact) that their income limits them to 
neighborhoods that are often less safe and lack community resources 

Therefore, they look for the best of what is possible.

CLIENT FOCUS GROUPS

“My neighborhood is fairly dangerous but the part where I live is fine.  I definitely 
would not go for a walk after 10PM. You just don't do that. There are a lot of

Primary Search Criteria:
Schools
Safety
Public Transportation

would not go for a walk after 10PM. You just don t do that. There are a lot of
heroine users around there…. I like where I live because there is a community 
garden there, I coordinate the garden, and I love my neighbors.” -- South 
Worcester client

“A lot of times that’s what we’re used to… we’re accustomed to what it is… 
you’re always used to your own poverty.” -- Boston client

Data Analysis: Rents

Worcester Boston
Average Rent $724 $1 178

Comparing Boston and SWC Rents at Intake

Average Rent $724 $1,178
Average HAP $250 $700
Average Tenant Payment $474 $478

Despite the difference in unit rent, both groups are 
making similar tenant payments

Implies that the challenge in Boston is mainly in 
housing search and program “graduation” (when 
there is a dramatic jump in rent payment)

to support employment and increase self-sufficiency

1 “MtW Housing Mobility Advisor” for each site

Mandatory budgeting after 6 months in the program

Data Analysis: Case Management

Mandatory budgeting after 6 months in the program

Referral-based system where clients are referred to agencies by MtW 
Adivsors

Employment and Training
Childcare

Coordinate with Career Centers and Department of Transitional p
Assistance to provide additional resources to clients
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Data Analysis: Employment + Income
[Boston, MA] Metropolitan Boston Housing Partnership

Employment Status
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Data Analysis: Employment + Income
[Boston, MA] Metropolitan Boston Housing Partnership

Employment Income by Program Time
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Longer program time corresponds with slightly better 
employment outcomes

Data Analysis: Employment + Income
[South Worcester County] RCAP Solutions

Employment Status Over Time for Second Recertification Group
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Data Analysis: Employment + Income

Comparing Boston and SWC Employment Income Change

[Boston, MA] Metropolitan Boston Housing Partnership
[South Worcester County] RCAP Solutions
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Relatively close outcomes suggest a ceiling to the 
income increase that DHCD’s MtW model can facilitate
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$1,000
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Median Income: Intake Median Income: Most Current

Worcester 1
Worcester 2
Boston
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Data Analysis: Compared to HCVP
South Worcester County

$839

$1,734

$884$1 000
$1,200
$1,400
$1,600
$1,800
$2,000

Boston

$1 856$2,000

$757

$0
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$326$246
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$839
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$884
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$1,000
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Median HAP Median 
Unit Rent

"Post-Rent
Payment" $ per

Capita

MtW:RCAP
HCVP

MtW clients have higher 
incomes but also higher 
rent payments

HCVP clients live in better 
units (if using rent as a 
proxy)

$425

$700

$1,125

$477
$281

$999

$1,300

$370

$1,856

$1,021
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$200
$400
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$800

$1,000
$1,200
$1,400
$1,600
$1,800
$ ,

Median Income/Mo Median 
TTP

Median HAP Median 
Unit Rent

"Post-Rent
Payment" $ per
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MtW: MBHP
HCVP

Key Question: Can a 
household be relatively 
more self-sufficient?

Escrow Account
$50/mo
Cannot be access until graduation
Matched by DHCD (1:1) if used for purchasing a home (recently 

changed)

Data Analysis: Escrow + Support
Budget

changed)
Support Funds
South Worcester County

$158/mo
Access with approval of MtW Advisor
Acceptable expenses include utilities, household expenses, 

transportation, childcare, etc. 
Encouraged to save funds for after graduation

Boston
$83/mo
Access with approval of MtW Advisor
Primarily used for utilities
Encouraged to save funds for after graduation

Data Analysis: Assets, Debt and Savings

Assets vs. Debt

[Boston, MA] Metropolitan Boston Housing Partnership
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$2 500

$3,000
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Client’s total debt amount is 
move than double their 
assets (includes all financial 
accounts)

$0
Average Median

Debt
$0

Average Median

Actual
Possible

On average, clients are able to save 
less than 50% of their support funds, 
which indicates they are not able to 
meet most of their household 
expenses without additional 
assistance

Data Analysis: Measuring Self-Sufficiency
Rent as a Percentage of Income

South Worcester County
Intake Recert 1 Recert 2

Median Rent $738 $750 $775
Subsidy $250 $150 $0

Worcester clients paying 
nearly half of their income in

Boston
Intake Recert 1 Post-MtW

Median Rent $1,178 $1,174 $1,174
Subsidy $700 $700 $0
Tenant Payment $478 $474 $1,174

Subsidy $250 $150 $0
Tenant Payment $488 $600 $775
Median Income $1,648 $1,760 $1,734
Rent as % of Income 30% 34% 45%

nearly half of their income in
rent by graduation but step-
down might lessen burden

y ,
Median Income $1,075 $1,856 $1,856
Rent as % of Income 44% 26% 63% If MtW ended today these 

clients would be paying 
2/3 of their income in rent
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Data Analysis: Measuring Self-Sufficiency
Comparing Current MtW Income to other Poverty Indicators
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Boston 30% AMI PSU Living Wage
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Is keeping families out of “deep poverty” a satisfactory outcome?

Who succeeds?

Worcester Client
Married couple with children
Both employed but needed rental assistance to deal with temporary

Examples from Focus Groups of “Successful” MtW Clients

Both employed but needed rental assistance to deal with temporary
hardship

MtW provided them with financial and other support to get back on track
They are able to put most of their MtW subsidy into savings
Graduated with $17,000 in escrow funds (on course for homeownership)

Boston ClientBoston Client
Single mother
College graduate
Ended up in a shelter because of substance abuse and other personal 

challenges
Entered MtW to get a private apartment and supportive services
Found employment and has moved up in her job (i.e. several raises) 

Conclusions

DHCD’s MtW programs get or keep households out of “deep
poverty” but not out of poverty (i.e. self sufficiency elusive) 

Stable housing  may not  be the primary conduit for 
employment

So What makes a difference?
Case management
Education
A t f ti iAmount of time in program 
Individual Earning Capacity at enrollment
Program rules

What’s Next?
Should DHCD significantly increase the case management and 
supportive services tied to their MtW program?

Clients expressed a need for more case management and supportive services

“More structure would help a lot of people.  When your life has been completely 
blown apart there is no structure and it is hard to bring that structure back into 
your life.”

“At the beginning of the program there was this one meeting and I don't really 
know much about the program at all.  I just know [the MtW Advisor] calls me all 
the time and asks me if I need help.  Anything I need she is there for me.... but I 
don't know what options are out there.”p

“I [have] a part-time job.  I don't make that much but I try to save.  I try not to think 
about the money.  It [MtW] is a good thing that helps me with the rent because its 
too much.  She always says to me if I want to take a training or a course to let her 
know but its hard because I have two children.  If I work they help me with 
daycare and if I don't work they don't help me with daycare because I won't have 
anybody to watch my kids.  I can't work and study at the same time because who 
is going to take care of my kids?”
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What’s Next?
Will eliminating time limits offer more stability to clients and ease 
anxiety?

Clients were very concerned about life after the program…

“At the end of the road are they just going to kick me into the street? I don’t think 
three years is enough and I don’t know if five years is because I can’t time myself 
I still feel like I just got out of the shelter.”

…but did not want to be permanently dependent on federal assistance.

Clients might not be any further ahead with more time if they do not have theClients might not be any further ahead with more time if they do not have the
proper supports and services in place to move them ahead.

What’s Next?
Is there too much emphasis on getting clients employed and not enough 
on education?

Clients wanted access to better education and more than just low-skill jobs

“I think there is an emphasis on the measure of success being ‘how many people 
did we get off of welfare’ not based on what kind of growth potential these 
individuals have in their career or what kind of quality of life they have.”

“The only way out of poverty is through education.  The best thing they can do 
right from the beginning is not say ‘OK, in three years there is going to be money 
left in the budget to go to school.’  No, go to school now and then in three years or 
four years at least you will have a degree or some type of a foundation.”

“I’m not interested in being someone’s secretary for my whole life.  I want to run 
your whole office.”

Evaluation
How should DHCD [or any other agency] evaluate its program going forward?

Observe clients annually or wait for complete program cycle?
How does one define program goals and success?
What are the appropriate indicators of success?

Employment and incomeEmployment and income
Health and well-being
Quality of life
Neighborhood and housing

“We came out of a shelter and it [MtW] saved our lives and we are very veryWe came out of a shelter and it [MtW] saved our lives and we are very very
grateful.”

“I love this program.  It took me and my kids out of the shelter and into my own 
place.”

“[MtW] helped me get out of the shelter and into an apartment that was closer to 
work and 



April 28, 2009 at 3:45PM: 
Evaluating MTW Initiatives – Atlanta Housing Authority’s Benchmarking Study  
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Control and Treatment Group of AHA Families: 1995 to 2007

Average Census Tracts Characteristics 
where AHA Properties are Located

Table 5Table�5.� � � � � � �

Neighborhood�Characteristics�where�Families�Lived�in�2007�
10
� Median�HH�

Income�
Neighborhood�
Poverty�Rate�

ITBS�3rd�
Grade�

Composite�

ITBS�5th�
Grade�

Composite�

2004�Average�Price�of�
Single�Family�Home�

Mixed�Income�Properties� $22,138� 35% 45 42 $232,027�
Affordable�Properties�� $17,584� 56% 37 40 $193,554�

High�rise�Properties�� $30,099� 30% 55 52 $269,385�
Project�Based�Voucher�s $20,384� 33% 40 44 $177,441�

V h Cit f Atl t $27 698 29% 43 44 $190 542Vouchers:�City�of�Atlanta� $27,698� 29% 43 44 $190,542�

Vouchers:�Rest�of�the�Metro� $35,350� 18% 44 46 $157,481�
Average�all�locations�� $27,331� 32% 44 45 $201,645�

Community Attribute Index for Atlanta

The CAI is a comprehensive measure of community attributes indexed at the census tract level. It measures the
average achievement along six dimensions affecting community life. Each dimension is comprised of two to four
different variables, each variable is weighted according to its relative importance in explaining dimension
(weights provided inbrackets in the table below).

CAI�

Dimension�Index

Variable�Index

Economic�
Opportunity

Poverty
Status

Educational
Attainment

Housing��&�
Population

Rate�of�
Crime

Family
Stability

How�to�calculate�the�CAI

1. Collect�data�for�each�variable�and�generate�a�variable�index�value
Actual values for all variables in the index are collected. The maximum and minimum values observed for
each variable are chosen as goalposts. The variable index is expressed as a value between 0 and 1 by
applying the followinggeneral formula.

•%�Female�headed�
household�(50%)
• Poverty�rate�
(50%)

• %�of�people�with�
some�college�/�no�
degree�(50%)
• %�of�people�with�
associate�degree�
(50%)

•Median�household�
income�(50%)
• Composite�score�
on�ITBS�(25%)
•Writing�
assessment�score�
(25%)

• Total�households�
(25%)
• Total�housing�units�
(25%)
• Total�population�
(25%)
• Total�single�family� �
housing�units�(25%)

•%�of�45�59�years�
old�(50%)
•%�married�
households�(50%)

• Violent�crime�
rate�(50%)
•Overall�crime�
rate�(50%)

CENSUS�TRACTS�IN�METRO�ATLANTA�COLOR�CODED�BY�
CAI SCORE

(CAI�SCORE�IS�DIVIDED�INTO�QUARTILES)
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1995�VOUCHERS�IN�ATLANTA�OVERLAID�ON�CAI COLOR�CODED�MAP 2007�VOUCHERS�IN�ATLANTA�OVERLAID�ON�CAI�MAP

BY�2007�MOST�FAMILIES�LIVED�IN�BETTER�
NEIGHBORHOODS
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56%
30% 29% 18%

36%
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Self-Sufficiency Index
The SSI is a comprehensivemeasure of how self�sufficient families are in theirenvironment.

Dimension Calculation Sufficiency�Level

Sufficiency�
Level

Income�Deficit

Rental�Deficit

In�come�to�Area�
Median�Income

Earnings�Deficit

(Poverty�Line�for�Family� Size�–
Total�Household�Income)�÷
Poverty�Line�for�Family� Size

(Fair�Market�Rent�� Rent�amount�
paid�by�Household)�÷ Fair�Market�
Rent

Household�Income�divided�by�
0.5*AMI

(Poverty�Line�for�One�Person�
Family��– Earned�Income�of�
Head�of�Household)�÷ Poverty�
Li f O P F il

0

0

1

0

HH
Employment�Status

Line�for�One�Person�Family

If�any�Adult�in�Household�is�
working�=1�,�Otherwise=0

1

How�to�calculate�the�SSI

1. Collect�clean�data�and�generate�a�Value�for�each�dimension
Actual values for all variables in the dimension are collected. Although at this stage most values are already
between 0 and 1, we clean and adjust any which do not comply. For instance, we assign 0 for any value below 0
and1 forany value above 1.

Maximum�
value

1

EMPLOYMENT�RATE�WAS�HIGHER�IN�2007�THAN�IN�
2004�OR�1995

Employment Rates of AHA Target Population Over Time

1995 2004 2007

Mixed Income�Properties � 62% 64%

Public�Housing�Properties 16% 25% 52%

Vouchers:�City�of�Atlanta 26% 38% 54%

Vo chers Rest of the Metro 30% 44% 48%Vouchers: Rest�of�the�Metro 30% 44% 48%

Total 21% 38% 53%

FAMILIES�ARE�WERE�MORE�SELF�SUFFICIENT:�
IN�2007�THAN�IN�2004–� VALUES�CLOSER�TO�ZERO�ARE�BETTER
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PERFORMANCE�OF�AHA�THIRD�AND�FIFTH�
GRADERS�ON�NATIONALLY�STANDARDIZED�TESTS

Type of Housing

Percentile�ITBS�
Score�for�AHA�

Percentile�ITBS�
Score�for�All�

Number AHA
Ave.�

Percentage ofType�of�Housing�
Assistance�Received�by�

Parents

Assisted�3rd

and�5th Graders�
at�57�APS�
Schools

Other�3rd and�
5th Graders�at�
the�Same�57�
APS�Schools

Number�AHA�
Students�

Taking�Test

Percentage�of�
3rd &�5th

Graders�at�
Schools

��&���	����� !	�#�?���� 8;7@ 8;A7 B88 C:D

����� !	�"����	E���"�#� 8;AC 8;FG G68AF 7BD

��-��	 ��$�	����� ! 8;FA 8;F@ BF 7BD

��� 8;AA 8;AH G6H8H AHD��� 8;AA 8;AH G6H8H AHD

� CONVENTIONAL� MIXED�INCOME� VOUCHERS�

Category� � � �

No.�Observations�on�AHA�Students� 754� 79� 1154�

Average�Absences�Per�School�Year� 8� 5� 6�

Ave.�No.�of�3rd�and�5th�Graders�at�School� 383� 401� 460�

%��AHA�Students�of�3rd�and�5th�� 54%� 28%� 27%�
% f St d t ith F /R d d L h 95% 95% 89%%�of�Students�with�Free/Reduced�Lunches 95% 95% 89%

Student�Teacher�Ratio�at�School� 13.8� 14.3� 14.3�

Average�Age�of�HOH�in�2004� 36� 35� 35�

Average�Bedroom�Size�of�Household� 3.3� 2.7� 2.9�

Average�Family�Size�in�Household� 5.1� 3.7� 4.6�

Monthly�Rent�Paid�(excluding�subsidy)� 142� 335� 232

Average�Earned�Income� 3,168� 10,460� ����������������6,719
Average�Household�Income� 7,462� 14,410� ��������������10,519

%�of�Household�Heads�Married� 2%� 1%� 1%�

%of Households Headed by Females 97% 100% 99%%�of�Households�Headed�by�Females 97% 100% 99%

%�of�Household�Heads�on�TANF� 31%� 19%� 26%�

Percent�of�Employed�Household�Heads� 25%� 59%� 45%�

Poverty�Rate�for�AHA�Households� 94%� 68%� 83%�

Poverty�Rate,�Census�Tract� 52%� 40%� 28%�

Median�Household�Income�,Census�Tract� 16,133� 24,200� 30,761�
Average�Sale�Price,�Census�Tract� 176,577� 221,867� 165,539�

�
�
�

MODEL�1.�AHA�STUDENT�PERFORMANCE�ON�NATIONALLY�
STANDARDIZED�TESTS

(TYPE�OF�HOUSING�ASSISTANCE�PROXIES�SCHOOL�QUALITY)

Unstandardized�
Coefficients

Standardized�
Coefficients Sig.g

Beta Beta

<�� ��� �= FH;7CG ;88G

�����	�&�� ���	��#� !	I��# ,;AHB ,;G77 ;88G
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MODEL�2.�EXPLAINS�FACTORS�THAT�INFLUENCE�
TEST�SCORE�OF�AHA�STUDENTS

(SCHOOL�QUALITY�IS�CONTROLLED�DIRECTLY)

Unstandardized�
Coefficients

Standardized�
Coefficients Sig.g

0��� 0���
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Figure�13_1.��� �

Benefit�Cost�Analysis�of�Revitalization� �

�
2001�Discounted�Values�of�

Benefits�and�Costs��

SOURCE�OF�BENEFITS� �

Benefit�to�AHA� �

Revenue�from�Mixed�Income�Communities� �$��������������������������293,726,237��

Net�Benefit�of�Relocating�Families�from�Conventional�Housing�to�Vouchers� �$�������������������������������5,784,267��

TOTAL�BENEFIT�TO�AHA� �$��������������������������299,510,504��

Benefit�to�AHA�Families�� �

�Improvement�in�Housing�Quality�by�moving�to�Vouchers�� �$����������������������������������721,199��

Improvement in Housing Quality by moving to Mixed Income Housing $ 6 387 050�Improvement�in�Housing�Quality�by�moving�to�Mixed�Income�Housing�� �$�������������������������������6,387,050�

�Increased�Value�of�Economic�Output�by�Voucher�Recipients�� �$����������������������������12,998,475��

�Increase�in�Value�of�Economic�Output,�Families�in�Mixed�Income� �$����������������������������37,141,090��

TOTAL�BENEFIT�TO�AHA�FAMILIES� �$����������������������������57,247,814��

Benefit�to�Community/Society� �

Net�Benefits��from�the�Reduction�in�Crime� �$��������������������������311,106,084��

Benefits�from�New�Early�Learning�Center� �$��������������������������604,061,869��

Benefits�from�Improvement�in�Schooling� �$��������������������������742,655,416��

TOTAL�BENEFITS�TO�COMMUNITY/�SOCIETY� �$����������������������1,657,823,370��

TOTAL�BENEFITS� �$����������������������2,014,581,688��

� �

SOURCE�OF�COSTS� �

Investment/Fixed�Costs� �

Fixed�Cost�of�Mixed�Income�Revitalization� �$��������������������������925,091,268��

Fixed�Cost�of�Schools� �$��������������������������108,096,295��

Cost�of�Early�Learning�Center� �$�������������������������������3,356,837��

TOTAL�FIXED�COSTS� �$����������������������1,036,544,400��

Operating�Costs� �

Cost�of�Operating�Mixed�Income�Communities� �$��������������������������238,519,416��

TOTAL��OPERATING�EXPENSES� �$��������������������������238,519,416�

� �

TOTAL�COSTS� �$����������������������1,275,063,815��

� �
NET�COST/�BENEFIT� �$��������������������������739,517,873�
� �

BENEFIT�COST�RATIO� 1.58�

What�Factors�are�Important

• A�Quality�Living�Environment
• Choice�for�Families

• Higher�Expectations�of�Families
• The�Proper�Vision:�Realizing�human�

potential
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April 28, 2009 at 3:45PM: 
Q & A – Sources and Uses of Funds 

 
 

DRAFT:  April 23, 2009 
 

MTW Plan and Report Funding Sources and Uses 
Reporting Guidance 

 
 

1.   Purpose 

The following document outlines issues, suggestions and options related to a Moving to Work 
(MTW) public housing agency (agency) providing financial sources and uses information in their 
Annual MTW Plan and Report as required per Section VII of Attachment B of the MTW 
Agreement (Form-50900). 

2. Introduction 

Section VII of Attachment B of the MTW Agreement (Form-50900) requires MTW agencies to 
report on the sources and uses of MTW funds (VII.A), state and local funds (VII.B), and the 
Central Office Cost Center (COCC) funds (VII.C). In addition, information on an agency’s 
unique cost allocation or fee for service approaches (VII.D) and uses of single fund flexibility 
(VII.E) also are to be provided. This information is required in both the agency’s Annual MTW 
Plan and Annual MTW Report. Agencies have the option of also providing information on their 
reserve balances (VII.F) and planned sources and uses by Asset Management Project (AMP) 
(VII.G).   
 
The following guidance is provided to help agencies to comply with these requirements.  MTW 
agencies may take different approaches in providing this data, but a similar level of information 
must be provided.  It is assumed that this information can be extracted from an agency’s existing 
budgeting and accounting system and will not require an extensive and complex new effort to 
develop. 

3.  Sources and Uses of MTW Funds (Section VII.A) 

Even if the subsidy allocation levels have yet to be determined by HUD and/or the agency’s 
budget has yet to be finalized, the agency must still provide “projected” sources and uses data in 
their MTW Plan based on reasonable subsidy level and expenditure assumptions. MTW funds 
are defined as funding that is eligible for use as a Single Fund Budget with Full Flexibility, 
even if the MTW agency has chosen not to utilize this MTW authorization.  This funding 
includes public housing operating, public housing capital and Housing Choice Voucher 
(HCV) funding. Please note that HOPE VI funding is not to be included in the MTW funds. 
The goal is to provide stakeholders and HUD with a realistic indication of the MTW agency’s 
likely funding sources and uses for the coming fiscal year. The PHA should indicate if these are 
projected numbers and provide the assumptions utilized for any projections made. When 
reporting actual sources and uses amounts in their MTW Report, agencies should note if the 
amounts reported have been audited or are still un-audited. 
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It is recommended that this information be presented in a table format. This format enables an 
easy comparison between planned and actual funding amounts. Following are suggested table 
shells that could effectively provide this information. Separate table shells are provided for the 
MTW Plan and MTW Report documents. A specific list of sources and uses categories are not 
mandated in Form 50900, but the agency should indicate in general terms how funding will be 
received and how this funding will be generally deployed. Agencies may modify the listed 
categories in these sample tables, eliminate the categories that don’t apply, or add additional 
categories to fit their unique situation.  Non-traditional categories should be clearly defined by the 
agency.   
 
Exhibit 1:  Sources of MTW Funds   

 
MTW Plan 
Sources of MTW Funds Planned Amount 
Public Housing Rental Income $ 
Public Housing Subsidy $ 
Public Housing Capital Funding $ 
HCV Subsidy & Fees $ 
Investment/Interest Income $ 
Non-Rental Income $ 
Reserves  $ 
  

Total $ 
 

 
MTW Report 

  

Sources of MTW Funds Projected * Budgeted Actual 
Public Housing Rental Income $ $ $ 
Public Housing Subsidy $ $ $ 
Public Housing Capital Funding $ $ $ 
HCV Subsidy & Fees $ $ $ 
Investment/Interest Income $ $ $ 
Non-Rental Income $ $ $ 
Reserves  $ $ $ 
    

Totals $ $ $ 
* If projected amounts are used in the MTW Plan 
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Exhibit 2:  Uses of MTW Funds   
 
MTW Plan 
Uses of MTW Funds Planned Amount 
HCV Housing Assistance Payments $ 
HCV Administration  $ 
Agency Managed Housing Operations  $ 
Privately Managed Housing Operations $ 
Utilities $ 
Public Housing Rehabilitation Activities $ 
Development Activities  $ 
Resident Services Activities  $ 
Protective Services $ 
Debt Service Repayment $ 
  

Total $ 
 

 
MTW Report 

  

Uses of MTW Funds Projected * Budgeted Actual 
HCV Housing Assistance Payments $ $ $ 
HCV Administration  $ $ $ 
Agency Managed Housing Operations  $ $ $ 
Privately Managed Housing Operations $ $ $ 
Utilities $ $ $ 
Public Housing Rehabilitation Activities $ $ $ 
Development Activities  $ $ $ 
Resident Services Activities  $ $ $ 
Protective Services $ $ $ 
Debt Service Repayment $ $ $ 
    

Totals $ $ $ 
* If projected amounts are used in the MTW Plan 

 
MTW agencies are also required to provide a narrative description of any major changes in the 
sources and uses of funding from the approved MTW Plan. If “projected” sources and uses were 
provided in the MTW Plan, MTW agencies should explain significant changes from both the 
projected and adopted budget amounts.  The following constitutes a “major funding change”:  

a. Funding source or use amounts that were at least ten percent less or greater than 
anticipated;  

b. Changes that resulted from the elimination of anticipated funding sources; 
c. Changes that resulted from the arrival of unexpected funding sources;   
d. Projected or budgeted uses that were not expended during the fiscal year; and 
e. Funding uses that were expended during the fiscal year but that were not projected or 

budgeted prior to the start of the year by the Agency.   

4.  Sources and Uses of State and Local Funds (Section VII.B) 

Annual MTW Plans are to indicate the amount of state and local funding that will be received 
during the fiscal year and how this funding will be generally deployed. State and local funding 
is defined as resources provided directly to a MTW agency and does not include State or 
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local programs provided independently to agency clients.  If no State or local funding is 
expected, this should be so noted in the MTW Plan. If actual source amounts were not yet known 
when the MTW Plan was submitted, projected amounts should be provided. Agency MTW 
Reports are to indicate the actual amounts received and the actual uses of these funds. 
 
It is recommended that this information be presented in a table format. Following are suggested 
table shells that could effectively provide this information. A specific list of sources and uses 
categories are not mandated in Form 50900, but these sample tables include several categories 
that might apply. Agencies should add to, modify or eliminate those categories to fit the agency’s 
unique situation.  Non-traditional categories should be clearly defined. 
 
Exhibit 3:  Sources of State or Local Funds   

 
MTW Plan 
Sources of State or Local Funds Planned Amount 
Funding to Develop Affordable Units $ 
Funding for Self-Sufficiency Programs $ 
Funding for Resident Services Programs $ 
Funding to Support HCV Activities $ 
Funding for Public Housing Programs $ 
Funding to Improve Resident Security $ 
  

Total $ 
 

 
MTW Report 

  

Sources of State or Local Funds Projected * Budgeted Actual 
Funding to Develop Affordable Units $ $ $ 
Funding for Self-Sufficiency Programs $ $ $ 
Funding for Resident Services Programs $ $ $ 
Funding to Support HCV Activities $ $ $ 
Funding for Public Housing Programs $ $ $ 
Funding to Improve Resident Security $ $ $ 
    

Totals $ $ $ 
* If projected amounts are used in the MTW Plan 
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Exhibit 4:  Uses of State or Local Funds   

 
MTW Plan 
Uses of State or Local Funds Planned Amount 
Development of New Low Income Units $ 
Redevelopment of Distressed Units $ 
Preservation of Low Income Units $ 
Administration of HCV Activities $ 
Management of Public Housing  $ 
Resident Self-Sufficiency Programs $ 
Resident Quality of Life Programs ** $ 
Supportive Housing Programs *** $ 
Community Safety/Security Activities $ 
  

Total $ 
** Youth programs 

Senior citizen programs 
Programs addressing specific resident needs 

*** Housing targeting special populations 
 

 
MTW Report 

  

Uses of State or Local Funds Projected * Budgeted Actual 
Development of New Low Income Units $ $ $ 
Redevelopment of Distressed Units $ $ $ 
Preservation of Low Income Units $ $ $ 
Administration of HCV Activities $ $ $ 
Management of Public Housing  $ $ $ 
Resident Self-Sufficiency Programs $ $ $ 
Resident Quality of Life Programs  $ $ $ 
Supportive Housing Programs  $ $ $ 
Community Safety/Security Activities $ $ $ 

Totals $ $ $ 
* If projected amounts are used in the MTW Plan 
 

5.  Sources and Uses of Central Office Cost Center Funds 
(Section VII.C) 

MTW agencies are to provide sources and uses information on the Central Office Cost Center 
(COCC) in their Annual MTW Plans, if applicable. Agencies that establish a COCC must 
provide this information. If the agency does not utilize a COCC, this should be noted in the 
MTW Plan. If source amounts were not yet finalized when the MTW Plan was submitted, 
projected amounts should be provided. Agencies also are to compare the planned COCC funding 
sources and uses with the actual amounts received and used in the agency’s MTW Report.  
 
Once again it is suggested that this information be presented in a table format. Following are 
suggested table shells that could effectively provide this information. A specific list of COCC 
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sources and uses categories are not mandated in Form 50900, but these sample tables include 
several categories that might apply. Agencies should add to, modify or eliminate these categories 
to fit the agency’s unique situation.  Non-traditional categories should be clearly defined. 
 
Exhibit 5:  Sources of COCC Funds   

 
MTW Plan 
COCC Sources Planned Amount 
Public Housing Management Fee $ 
Public Housing Bookkeeping Fee $ 
HCV Bookkeeping Fee $ 
HCV Management Fee $ 
Public Housing Asset Management Fee $ 
Capital Fund Administrative Fee $ 
Asset Repositioning Fee $ 
MTW Administrative Fee $ 
Interest Income $ 

  

Total $ 
 

 
MTW Report 

  

COCC Sources Projected * Budgeted Actual 
Public Housing Management Fee $ $ $ 
Public Housing Bookkeeping Fee $ $ $ 
HCV Bookkeeping Fee $ $ $ 
HCV Management Fee $ $ $ 
Public Housing Asset Management Fee $ $ $ 
Capital Fund Administrative Fee $ $ $ 
Asset Repositioning Fee $ $ $ 
MTW Administrative Fee $ $ $ 
Interest Income $ $ $ 
    

Totals $ $ $ 
* If projected amounts are used in the MTW Plan 
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Exhibit 6:  Uses of COCC Funds   
 
MTW Plan 
COCC Uses Planned Amount 
Administrative Salaries $ 
Administrative Benefits $ 
Legal Expenses $ 
Staff Training Expenses $ 
Travel and Meeting Expenses $ 
Audit Costs  $ 
Administrative: Computer Operations $ 
Administrative: Office Expenses $ 
Resident Services Expenses $ 
Utility Expenses $ 
Maintenance Expenses $ 
Protective Services Expenses $ 
Non-Routine Expenses  $ 
Planned use of Excess Funds, if any  $ 
  

Total $ 
 

 
MTW Report 

  

COCC Uses Projected * Budgeted Actual 
Administrative Salaries $ $ $ 
Administrative Benefits $ $ $ 
Legal Expenses $ $ $ 
Staff Training Expenses $ $ $ 
Travel and Meeting Expenses $ $ $ 
Audit Costs  $ $ $ 
Administrative: Computer Operations $ $ $ 
Administrative: Office Expenses $ $ $ 
Resident Services Expenses $ $ $ 
Utility Expenses $ $ $ 
Maintenance Expenses $ $ $ 
Protective Services Expenses $ $ $ 
Non-Routine Expenses  $ $ $ 
Planned use of Excess Funds, if any  $ $ $ 

Totals $ $ $ 
* If projected amounts are used in the MTW Plan 
 

6. Description of Fee for Service or Cost Allocation Approach 
Deviations (Section VII.D) 

MTW agencies have the ability to test creative fee-for-service or cost allocation approaches that 
differ from 1937 Housing Act requirements.  Agencies that are utilizing alternate approaches 
must provide a description of the specific MTW features that have and/or will be adopted 
and explain the objectives of these modifications in the agency’s MTW Plan.  Actual 
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deviations that were implemented during the fiscal year must then be described in the agency’s 
MTW Report.  To ensure that a proper assessment of the effectiveness of these MTW features is 
possible, it is recommended that agencies establish an evaluation methodology similar to the 
assessment approaches being utilized for other MTW initiatives.  This includes establishing 
baselines, benchmarks and metrics to assess each adopted deviation.  

7. Description of Single-Fund Flexibility Uses (Section VII.E) 

In their MTW Plan, MTW agencies are to provide information on those single-fund flexibility 
uses that will be deployed during their fiscal year. Only agencies utilizing this funding 
flexibility must provide this information. If such flexibility is not being used by the agency, 
this should be so noted in the MTW Plan. Agencies are to indicate the actual funding flexibility 
that was utilized during the fiscal year in their MTW Report.  
 
Agencies can either describe or list the funding flexibility used. The method used to provide this 
information should reflect the complexity of the agency’s funding flexibility strategies. HUD’s 
goal is to have a clear understanding of how this MTW authorization is being utilized. If limited 
funding flexibility is being utilized, the agency need only provide a list of the non-traditional 
funding uses that will be or have been pursued. Following is an example of how such funding 
uses might be presented in a MTW Plan and Report.  Please note that these following examples 
are hypothetical and do reflect actual MTW agency strategies or HUD’s recommendations for use 
of funding flexibility. 
 
Exhibit 7:  Uses of Funding Flexibility (Example 1) 

 
MTW Plan 
1. The agency will redirect $50,000 in HCV Housing Assistance Payment (HAP) 

funding to modify 3 public housing units for persons with disabilities at 
Greenbrier Homes. 

2. The agency will redirect $80,000 in HCV program administrative savings, 
realized from the adoption of a bi-annual recertification policy, to enhance the 
agency’s MTW public housing homeownership program. 

 
 
MTW Report 
1. The agency redirected $65,000 in HCV Housing Assistance Payment (HAP) 

funding to modify 3 public housing units for persons with disabilities at 
Greenbrier Homes.  This is $15,000 more than was planned for this activity.  
Additional work was required to fully comply with Uniform Federal Accessibility 
Standards (UFAS) requirements. 

2. The agency redirected $60,000 in HCV program administrative savings, realized 
from the adoption of a bi-annual recertification policy.  This is $20,000 less that 
was planned for this activity but did allow for a MTW homeownership program 
staffing increase of one full-time employee. 

 
If a more extensive use of funding flexibility is being utilized, it is suggested that this information 
be presented in a table format. These tables should indicate the non-traditional deployment of 
funding by noting the both general sources and uses of the agency MTW funding that is being 
redirected. Following are suggested table shells that could effectively provide this information. If 
a table format is used, agencies should ensure that each planned use of funding flexibility is 
clearly described.   
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Exhibit 8:  Uses of Funding Flexibility (Example 2) 
 
MTW Plan 
Source(s) Uses Planned Amount 

$______ will be 
redirected from 
________ funds 

Activity #1 $ 
Activity #2 $ 
Activity #3 $ 
Activity #4 $ 
Activity #5 $ 
Activity #6 $ 

  

Total $ 
 

 
MTW Report 

  

Source(s) Uses Projected * Budgeted Actual 

$______ was 
redirected from 
________ funds 

Activity #1 $ $ $ 
Activity #2 $ $ $ 
Activity #3 $ $ $ 
Activity #4 $ $ $ 
Activity #5 $ $ $ 
Activity #6 $ $ $ 

    

Totals $ $ $ 
* If projected amounts are used in the MTW Plan 

 

8. Reserve Balance Information (Section VII.F) - Optional 

MTW agencies have the option of providing reserve balance information in the Annual MTW 
Plan and Report.  This information may be important to the agency’s stakeholders.  The agency 
may present this information using any appropriate method that clearly indicates the types and 
amounts of their reserve balances.   

9. Planned Sources and Uses by AMP (Section VII.G) - 
Optional 

MTW agencies have the option of also providing funding sources and uses information organized 
by the agency’s Asset Management Projects (AMPs).  If this information is provided, it should be 
attached to the agency’s MTW Plan and Report documents as an Appendix.  Presenting this 
information by AMP does not forgive an agency from providing the sources and uses 
information required in Section VII.A of Attachment B of the MTW Agreement (Form-
50900).   

10. Submission of Paperwork Required for the Receipt of 
Funds 

While Section VII of Attachment B of the MTW Agreement (Form-50900) does not explicitly 
state that MTW agencies are required to submit paperwork with the Annual MTW Plan and 
Report submission as required for the receipt of funds, the MTW agency is submitting the Annual 
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MTW Plan and Report in lieu of the Annual Agency Plan and 5-Year Plan required by Section 
5A of the 1937 Act, thus the required forms still need to be provided to HUD to enable the 
distribution of funds.  MTW agencies should include these items as attachments to the MTW Plan 
and Report.  Section VII.B. of Attachment B of the MTW Agreement (Form-50900) notes that 
agencies are “required to comply with any and all HUD reporting requirements that are not 
specifically waived by HUD.”  This includes the submission of the OMB Circular A-133 Audit 
and the Capital Fund Program forms. 

11.  Questions 

MTW agencies with questions on the information required in Section VII of Attachment B of the 
MTW Agreement (OMB Form-50900) should contact: 
 
Mr. Ivan Pour, Program Director 
Moving to Work Demonstration Program 
U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development 
Office of Public Housing Investments 
451 Seventh Street, SW, Room 4130 
Washington, DC 20410 
(202) 402-2488 
Fax (202) 401-2370 
E-Mail: Ivan.M.Pour@hud.gov 
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