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EXECUTIVE SUIVIMARY

The Administrative Agency Experiment (AAI|) is one part of the Experimcntal

Housipg Allowance ],rogram (I,lllAP), which is fundcd by the U.S. Dcpar:tmorlt of

Housing and Urban Development (HUD). The purpose of the AAE is to evaluate

administrative procedures in a housing allowance program, especially as they

bear on goals and outcomes, such as participant benefj-ts and administrative

costs - Other parts of the EHAP are testing the response of participants and

the housing market to a housing allowance program.

In the AAE, eight local public agencies operated fimited-scale housi-ng allow-

ance programs. By the end of the period covered in this report, the opera-

tional phase of the experiment was nearly complete. The eight agencies had

planned and operated their own programs. They had received applications from

more than 15,000 families, of whom nearly 6,000 became allowance recipients.
The AAE had collected data about the participants and the agencies, and com-

pleted some preliminary 4nalyses.

This report provides summary sLatistics describing the experiences of the
participating families, and serves as background to the analyses of admini-
strative procedures in future AAE reports. It considers the three major

stages of a family's prograrn exp erience: entering the program, becomi.ng

a recipient, and the first yea:: of full participation.

ENTERING THE PROGRAM

During the limited period in which agencies accepted applications (a maximum

of nine months) | an average of 17 percent of the people eligibte to partici-
pate applied to the program. The application rates ranged from l-0 Lo 47

percent from one agency to another. These rates were inf.Iuenced by agencies'
publicity activi-ties, the size and population density of the various program

areas, the avaj-l-ability of other housing assistance, and many other f act.ors .

Applicants were not representative of the total eligible population. For

example, only 12 percent of the applicants were elderly, compared to 32

percent of the eligible households.

I



The "working poor" (the nonelderly with no welfare or other grant income)

were also underrepresented. They constituted only 32 percent of the program

applicants, but were 54 percent of the eligible population. Tn contrast,
nonel-derly welfare recipients represented 55 percent of the applicants but

only 14 percent of the eligible population. Lj-mits on program size prevented

the agencies from serving all applicants, so they generally gave priority to
families from underrepresented groups. This policy, however, had only a

small effect on reducing the imbalances.

About 1I percent of all the applicants were ineligible. Most agencies

screened applicants immediatel-y, and discovered at this point that about 8

percent of them were ineligible. Later, when they reviewed the eligibility
of selected applicants more thoroughly, they found that 3 percent more were

not qualified for participation.

Agencies had to certify the accuracy of information on income and family
size that applicants provided on the application form. Certification pro-

duced different income data in about half the cases. The changes led to
increases and decreases in the individual payments, and to a small reduction
in the total- amount of allowance pa)rments. The certification adjustments,
then, resulted mainly in a more equi-tab1e distribution of subsidy moni-es.

ENROLLEES: BECOMING A REC]P]ENT

A family had to meet two conditions to receive AAE allowance payments.

First, it had to be certified eligible. When it was, the agency enrolled
the family in the program and made housing information and some reLated
services available to it. Second, the family had to demonstrate that it
occupied, or had secured a lease and planned to occupy, housing that met

quality standards set by each agency. Having met the housing quality
requirement, the family could receive allowance payments. Overall, lL
percent of those who enrol-led met the housing quality requirement and

became recipients. At seven of the eight agencies, between 65 and g6

percent of the enro.l-lees became recipients. At. one agency, only 33
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Ipercent d]-d so.

Some enrollees lived in units they did not want to leave and which could

pass the agency's housing quality requirements. These people were able to

become recipients without searching for new housing. Families that wanted

to move, and those whose present units did not qualify for payments, had to

find and lease new and acceptable housing.2 About half of the enrollees
planned to move to new units, and most of them did attempt to move. Those

attempting to move were less successful in becoming recipients than the

enrollees who planned to stay where they were; 84 percent of the latter
group became recipients, compared Eo 62 percent of the former group.

Housing quality was a major factor in enrollees' moving decisions. Enrollees

who said they were dissatisfied with their unit or their neighborhood were

more likely to plan to move than those who were satisfied. Enrol-lees who

knew of serious deficiencies in their units were more likely to plan to
move than those who did not indicate such problems. And enrollees in units
where serious deficiencies were reported by independent inspectors also
generally planned to move.

The allowance payments, which averaged $8I per month at first payment, sub-

stantially reduced recipients' out-of-pocket expenditures for rent. At

enrollment, the median rent as a fraction of income (the "rent burden") was

42 percent of the recipients' gross income. At first payment the median

rent burden was reduced lo 2l percent. Because the recipients who moved

had paid relatively Iow rents at enrollment and increased them after moving,

their reduction in rent burden was much smaller than that of those who did
not move.

Families that moved used a substantial portion of their allowance payments

for increased housing expenditures: on the average, their rents increased

I The AAE has further studied--and continues to research--the rate of
reaching reci-pient status at this one site. Part of the completed
analysis is reported in Sel-ected Aspects of the Jacksonville Housing
Allowance Experiment (Cambridge, Mass.: Abt Associates Inc. r 1-976)

If a unit did not comply with housing quality requirements, the enrollee
had the option of staying in it and having it repaired if the landlord
was wiIling.
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by $55 per month. Those that stayed in their old units and had repairs made

paid a $7 average increase. Others that did not nove experienced an average

increase of $:. The average rent paid by all recipients rose from $12I at
enrollment to $147 at first payment.

The increased rent of families that moved suggests that they improved the

quality of their housing. A comparison of these familiesr actual rents to
the cost of "modest, standard housing" (as estimated for various family sizes
in each area) shows that families that moved paid an average of 76 percent

of the estimate in their original dwellings, and 112 percent in their new

homes. The rents of those participants who did not rrnve were, on the

averalle, about equal to the estimated standard.

Measures of physical housing quality also show that movers improved their
conditions. Participants and inspectors reported serious defects in the

units participants moved to much less frequently than they did in their old
units. And those who moved were less overcrowded in their new units. About

18 percent had more than one person per room (a common measure of overcrowd-

ing) in their original units, and 5 percent averaged over 1.5 persons per
room. These rates were reduced in the new units to 9 percent and I percent,

respectively.

Participants generally moved to better neighborhoods, or at least to neigh-
borhoods equal in quality to the ones they Ieft. About 77 percent of the

moving households settled in new census tracts.I Using a socioeconomic

quality index with an average of 1.00 for each city ill-ustrates the improve-
ments made in participants' location. The families v*ro moved, including
those who moved within tracts, originally lived in tracts with a mean score

of .75i after moving, they lived in tracts with a mean of .86. BIack house-

holds made the greatest proportional gains. The mean of their original
tracts was .45i it was .61 for those to which they moved. white households

started and finished in tracts with the highest mean scores (.87 and 1.00).

Overall, households that moved tended to go to areas with a lower percentage

of minority residents than the areas they left. Black families moved from

tracts with an average of 56 percent minority residents to tracts with an

This analysis is based on cases for which tract information was available.
Therefore it excludes most households in rural areas.
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average of 40 percent.l lr,lany black famifies, however, made substantially
different moves than the average suggests. Sixteen percent moved to tracts
with at least 20 percent more minority residents, and 39 percent moved to
tracts with at least 20 percent fewer minority households.

The pattern for white households shows less change. On the average, they

moved from tracts with 6 percent to tracts with 4 percent minority residents.
Only 12 percent of white households moved to tracts with I0 percent more

or fewer minority residents than those they left.

RECIPIENTS: THE FIRST YEAR OF EXPERIENCE

By the end of the first year, recipientsr average payments had declined
from $81- to $77. The cirop reflecLs some increase in participant incomes

over that period.

Agencies recertified the income of all households around the end of their
first year of payments. In addition, agencies had conducted interim re-
certifications of 22 percent of the households. About 90 percent of the

certifications l-ed to payment changes, but their effect on average payments

was sma1l.

Agencies allowed recipients to move to new units at any Lime. provided that
the new units met the housing quality requirements. About 17 percent of the

recipients moved to other qualifying units during their first year of
participation.

About a fift.h of all households that became recipients dropped out of the
program by the end of the first year. Over 40 percent of these dropouts

moved out of the program areas. About the same number became ineligible
because of changes in income, housing conditions, or other factors related
to program requirements.

Tract characteristics are based on 1970 census data, which were collected
in 1959. Because the moves took place in 1973 and 1974, these figures
could oversLate the changes substantially. AAE participants might have
been simply following established moving patterns.

1
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The statistics presented in this report capture only a part of the experience

of families participating in the AAE. When the participants themselves

surunarized their experiences in response to survey questions and in inter-
views, they were very positive. over 95 percent, for example, described the

agency staffs as concerned, helpful and friendly. More than 90 percent said

they lived in better housing than they could afford without the allowance.

Even those who had not become recipients were complimentary. The impli-
cations of participant experiences for polj-cy will be analyzed in future

work by the Administrative Agency Experiment and other parts of the Experi-

mental Housing ALlowance Program.
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r.0 THE ADMINISTRATIVE AGENCY EXPERIMENT: BACKGROUND AND STATUS

1.1 ADMINISTRATIVE AGENCY EXPERIMENT

The Administrative Agency Experiment (AAE) is one of three experiments being

conducted by the U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development (HUD) as

part of the Experimental Housing Allowance Program {rHae;.1 These experi-
ments, authorized by the Housing and Urban Development Act of 1970,2 study

the idea of helping needy families obtain adequate housing by giving them

direct cash payments earmarked for housing.

The Administrative Agency Experiment evaluates allowance program management.

Eight public agencies in different housing markets across the country each

provided allowances to as many as 900 families. The experiment collected
information on the different administrative procedures the agencies used,

their effects and costs, and the experiences of agencies and program

participants.

In Iate l-972 and early L973, after an initial program design period, HUD

selected the eight agencies for the Administrative Agency Experiment. 1l^,o

local housing authorities, two metropolitan area government agencies, two

state community development agencies, and two welfare agencies were chosen

for their diversity of administrative structures, location, and local housing

markets. HUD required each agency to plan and conduct a housing allowance

program within its jurisdiction, and it prescribed administrative guidelines.
Among them:

Agencies were to follow predetermined eligibility rules for
program participants.

The allowance formula was to be computed as the difference
between a payment standard for a given household size and a
percentage of the householdts income. In no case could the
allowance payment exceed the household's actual rent.

The other experiments examine the effects of different formulations of
the alLowance program on participants (the Demand Experiment), and how
housing markets respond to a fu1l-scale program (the Supply Experiment).

Section 504, as amended by the 1974 Housing and Community Development
Act (Section 804).
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The agencies were to ensure that families chose "standard"
housing. The inspection method and the definition of "standard"
were lcft to each agency.

Agencir:s had to make housing market information and equal housing
ol.rporLunity services available to all participants.

The program was to be restricted to rental- housing.
required by the program's funding vehicle, Section
Housing Act of 1937.)l

(Leases were
23 of the

Each participating household would receive no more than 24 monthly
allowances from the experiment. However, it was entitled to
housing assistance for three more years under other government
programs.

Agencies were required to make standard monthly reports (both
financial- and nonfinancial) for use in the evaluation.

These regulations were either required by law or necessary for evaluation
of the agencies' operations. fn all other particulars, HUD encouraged

variation in administrative practices.

Each agency prepared a detailed plan specifying how it woul-d conduct the

program, whom it would serve, how much it would spend, and when major program

events would occur. After HUD reviewed the plans, the agencles signed con-

tracts and began enrollment. The program continued for three years. The

fj-rst year was devoted to bringing participants into the program, During

the second and third years, the agencies made payments and provided partici-
pants with other required services. They transferred families to other

houslng programs when they had received 24 months of payments under the

experiment.

The experiences of the agencies and of the people who participated in the

program provide the information for the evaluation. Participants' experiences

are highlighted in this report.

"Section 23 of the Housing Act of 1937" refers to the Leased Housing
Program described in Section 23 of that act, as amended by the Housing
and Urban Development Act of 1965. Section 23 was in effect when the
AAE agencies planned their operations, but it has since been revised
by Section B of the Housing and Community Development Act of 1974.
Unl-ess otherwise specified, this report will refer to the Section 23
program as the "Leased Housing Program. "

f
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1.2 EVALUATION DESIGN

The Administrative Agency Experiment is sometimes called a "naturalistic
experiment" to contrast its design and research strategy with those of
classic experimental research. fn the classic experiment, scientific prin-
ciptes govern the three major elements of evaluation design--the prograrn de-

sign, the design of data collection, and the analysis design--to yield the

most accurate answers to a limited number of prespecified questions.

As a naturalistic experiment, the AAE did not impose on the agencies admin-

istrative methods to be measured and evaluated. Instead, it encouraged

each agency to develop its own means of administering a housing allowance

program. This natural-istic approach requires eval-uation of both the signi-
ficant administrative variations among agencies and the consequent differ-
ences in their operations and results.

Data coll-ection was initially determined by assumptions about what infor-
mation might be usefulr given important variations in administrative pro-
cedures. Analytic design, therefore, has been continuous; the AAE performs

each analysis on the basis of the actual variation in administrat-ive practice
and the data so far collected. In a sense, there are not one but many

analytic designs in the AAE. A brief review of the three evaluation design

elements may be he1pfu1.

Program Design

The eight participating agencies had basic responsibility for program design

in the Administrative Agency Experiment. Each agency had, in fact, already
shown strong interest in implementing a housing allowance program. To help
agency planners, HUD and the evaluation contractor prepared a program manual

sketching plausible administrative options for carrying out the different
1

assigned tasks. - Each agency then attempted to define an administratj-ve
approach that would successfully reach and serve the eligible population in
its prograJn area.

HUD planners del-iberately selected agencies with significantly different
locations, prior experience, eligible populations, and housing markets

Agency Program Manual- (Cambridge, Mass.: Abt Associates Inc., 1972) .t
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(see Ta-b1e-. 1-I), Because of these differences, HUD pJ-anners expected that
the aqencies would use very different approaches in administering their
housing allowance programs.

HUD made no attempt to force variation or extreme options on the agencies.

Nor did it assume that variation would occur in all tasks or thaL all
variations would be important. But the desired variation in administrative
procedure generally took place. The administration of the eight agencies

differed importantly in their major aspects, and many of the administrative
design options presented in the prograrn manual were represented in the Ad-

ministrative Agency Experiment.

The Design of Data Collection

Although the basic data collection strategy had to be formulated before

detailed information about program design was available, the general research

objectives had two major implications for data col-lection.f First, the

administrative procedures in use at the sites had to be determined. Second,

much data on program outcomes woul-d be needed to discover differences in the

effectiveness of various agency procedures

Data on agency procedures came from many sources, but most important were

the on-siLc observers. At each site, they spent a year recording the pro-

cedures and experience of the agency. Their objective was to study the

agencies in every way, but systematic observation of specified functions

was mandated to ensure common and comprehensive coverage of all sites. The

specification of functions also all-owed a uniform procedure for cost

accounting. Each of these functions is an important administratj-ve task.

For instance, outreach brings people to apply to the program; certification
verifies eligibility and sets payment amounts. Definitions of the major

functions are in Appendix A.

The choice of administrative procedures might have had different effects on

the program. Four types of data that woul-d reveal those effects were

collected: cost information; the experiences of individual participants;
information on housing and related conditions of families; and agency

Later instruments and interviews with agency staff were to some degree
adapted to site characteristics.

1
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CHARACTERISTICS OF THE 8 AAE SITES
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Salem,

Oregon

Housing Authority of
City of Salem

Pacif ic West 93,041 Medium-sized city
with adiacent growth
e(ea

7.g% 1.7% 5,232 9v" 31 .3v. 5% 7.2%

Springf ield,
Massachu'

setts

Commonwealth of
Massachusetts

Department ot
Community Affairs

New England 472,917 Area of mul tiple
medium-sized

cities and towns

6.6% 5.0% t7,572 13% 41.5% 2.7% 6.2%

Peoria,

I llinois
State of lllinois Dept.

of Lmal Government
Af fairs Olfice ol
Housing and Buildings

East North
Central

1 96,865 Medium-sized city
with rrearby rural

areas

5.9Yo 6.3% 5,235 1W, 30.9% 3.0% 4.5%c

San Ber-

nardi no,

Califor'
nia

San Bernardino County
Board of Supervisors

Pacific West 547,254 Area of multiple
medium sized cities

9.8% 23.O%a I 9,745 12% 36.4% 9% 12.O%

Bismarck,
North
Dakota

Smial Services Board

of North Dakota
West North
Central

104.r 87 Small cities and

towns with surround-
ing rural areas

11.$6 .8% 2,116 s% 31 4% 5.9%b 8. 'l 
",6d

Jacksonv i I le,

Florida
Jacksonville Depart-
ment ol Housing and

Urban Development

South Atlantic 545,900 Large metro-
politan area

t4.o% 22.5% 17,429 11% 32.71',. 4.4% 4.0%c

Durham,
North
Carol ina

Durham County
Department of Social
Serv ices

Sourh Atlantic 132,681 Medium'sized

city with adiacent
rural areas

t4.ax 37.6% 5,620 14% 53.0% 2.9% 6.0%

Tulsa,

Oklahoma
Tulsa Housing

Au tl)ority
West South
Centr al

342,000 Large metropolitan
afee

9.0v. 12.5% a.7u 33.(I)6 r.9% l3 6%

Source: Third Annual Report ol the Administrative Agency Experiment Evaluation (Cambridge: Abt Associates, 1976). Bismarck population and housing
figuresrevisedtoincludefull programarea,usingU.S.Bureauof theCensus,CountyandCityDataEook,l9T2. (Washington.D.C.: U.S.Govern-
ment Printirrg Of{ice, 1973).

alncludes 16% "Persons of Spanish Language or Surname."

bMore recent housing studies ol Bismarck indicate that the degree of substandardness in the city's housing is considerably lower than census figures for the
full program arca.

cvacancy rates for Peoria and Jacksonville are adlusted for standarrtness (locally delinerl)-

dVr."n.y rate lor the city of Bismarck is 6. 1%; for the full program area,8.l%.



(ixpcriences, such as administrative problcms and modifications of

I.,roccdures; -

Analy tic Desiqn

l4o:;t of thc'ma-ior research quest-ions in the Administrative Agency Experiment

are provoked by important variations in administrative procedure observed

among sites. When agencies used more than one way of performing an admin-

lstrative task, the evaluation asks four questions: (1) Are there cost

differences between the options? (2) Do the methods produce different

results? (3) i.Jhat are the peculiar administrative problems of each alter-
native? (4) What are each option's implications for other administrative
procedures?

Eva.luators of a natural-istic experiment must always ask a fifth question:

(5) Are apparently different outcomes really the result of the choice of
procedures, or do they merely reflect differences in participant or site
characteristics? Given the post hoc character of the design, the results

of any admini-strative option could be confounded with the characteristics

of recipients or of the location and the local housing market -

Future analyses wil-l-, in the context of these five questions, link the

participant outcomes presented in this report with administrative procedures

l)I-J STATUS OF THE EXPERIMENT

This report marks the end of the Administrative Agency Experiment's third
year. By the beginning of L976, the operational phase of the experiment

was virtually completed. The eight agencies were all in the last stages

of their participation. Most of their recipients had either left the pro-
gram or had only a few months of experimentaf housing aflowance payments

remaining. The agencies were busy transferring the remaining parti-cipant-s

i-nto other housing assistance programs.

During their period of operations, the eight agencies received over 15,000

applications, 90 percent of which came from eligible families- The program

offered some 8,100 households an opportunity to participate, and nearly

6



5,800 fami1ies received a housing allowance payment. The eight agencies had

made more than 100,000 monthly housing allowance palzments to these families
by the end of the period covered in this report.

Data collection and preliminary analysis of the experiment were nearly

complete at the end of the third year. On the basis of the preliminary

analyses, the AAE undertook a detailed review of analytic products. I"lajor

analytic reports on administrative procedures, are now being prepared and

are scheduled for completion in 1976. This report is another product of
the preliminary analyses.

L.4 STRUCTURE OF THE REPORT

Recipients of the AAE programs passed through three stages of participation.
First, they applied to the program and were formally enrolled. Next, they

met the requirement of living in standard housingr ds defined by the agency.

FinaIIy, recipients received their monthly payments and ultimately trans-
ferred to other housing programs if they did not drop out before the 24-month

period ended. As shown in the right-hand column of Figure I-1, these three

stages are the basis for Chapters 3-5 of this report.

Each stage of participation corresponded to a set of agency administrative
activities, and thus to a group of research issues about administering a

housj-ng allowance program. Figure 1-1 is an overview of the relation
between agency activities and participant experiences. The introductory
material in Chapters 3, 4, and 5 discusses the admj-nistrative procedures

that relate to the participant u*p"ti".r."=.1

A glossary of terms used to refer to participants at different program
stages (applicant, enrollee, recipient, etc.), and of terms for adminis-
trative functions is in Appendix E.

I
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FIGURE 1_1
ADMINISTRATIVE ACTIVITIES AND PARTICIPANT EXPERTENCES

Administrative Activities Participant Experiences

Entering the Program
(Chapter 2)

Becoming a Recipient
(Chapter 3)

Participating as a Recipient
(Chapter 4)

Outreach

Screening and
Selection

Generati ng
Enrol I ees

Certification

EnrollmentI ntake

Servi ces
Helping Enrollees
Become Recipients

I nspecti on

Payment
Operati ons

Payment
Process

Recerti fication

Ma i ntenance

Serv i ces
Postpayment
Services

Reinspection

I



2-O ENTIIRING TIII; I'RO(IRAM

Peop1e's experience with the experimental housing allowance proqram began

when they learned of its existence. Agencies publicized the program through

the mass media, contacts with other social- service organizations, and meet-

ings and informal contacts in the community. After hearing of the program,

over 15,000 families decided to apply. Figure 2-1 shows the steps they had

to pass through in order to be enrolled and the number of applicants reaching
each step.

FIGUBE 2-1
STEPS !N INITIAL PARTICIPATION IN THE AAE

Source: AAE Application, Enrollment, and Certification Forms; Agency Selection Records

6ln some cases, mostly in Bismarck, certification took place before selection: A total of 107
households were certified eligible at various sites, but were never selected.

bThi, figrr. and some others presented in this report differ marginally from those in the
Second Annual Report due to further editing of data files during the year.

c 
Missing Cases: Eligibility of applicants - 1l; selection - 3.

9

Household
Applies and
Provides
lnf ormation
to Agency

N = 15399

Preliminary
Determination
of
Eligibility
(screening)

N = 14104

Eligible
Households
Enter
Selection
Pool a

Selected
Households

N = 10765

N = 1284c

lneligible
households

N = 2085

Selected
household
drops out or
not located

N = 3336c

Not
Selected

N = 8361

Certified
Elisible

Mandatory
Enrollment
Conference

Certitication
Households
Provide
lnformation

a
N = 8787

Family is

enrolled and
has opportunity
to become
recipient of
a housing
allowance

N=8095b
Oertified
ineligible

N=426

Drops
Out

N=266



l,1os1- aqencies conducted a l)reli-minary screening of appllcants to see whether

they met. the program's eligibility criteria. Those who did were placed in
a pool for possible further participation.

Because the agencies could make payments to only a limited number of families,
not all those who applied could be sefected for enrollment. In all, the

agencies selected slightly less than I1,000 applicants. They conducted a

more thorough review of the eligibility of those they selected, and at the

same time checked the information that would determine the size of the

family's allowance payment.

Nearly 8,100 eligible households then enrolled in the program. Prospective

enrollees attended meetings at which they were informed of the program rules
and officially enrolled. This chapter describes the steps from application
to enrollment.

2-L APPLICATlON

trach agency attempted to attract a group of applicants that closely matched

the local eligible population in such demographic characteristics as income,

household size, and race, sex, and age of heads of household. In their
outreach activities, agencies attempted to attract enough applicants with
the desired demographic characteristics without raising the hopes of many

more people than could ultimately become recipients. Generally, the agencies

found 1t very difficult to estimate the size and the composition of their
eligible populations accurately because of a l-ack of availabl-e clata.l A11

agencies overestimated the number of eligible households in their areas,

and most of them underestimated Lhe proportions of female-headed and elderly
1'rousehofds in the eliqible population.

Agency outreach campaigns attracted 15,399 applications
(B percent) were screened out as ineligibl-e for various
were I4,104 eligible applicants.

Of these , L,295

reasons. Remaining

I The estimates used in this paper are not those used by the agencies "

They are estimates prepared for analysis of the AAE using the 1970 U.S.
Census Second Count and 1-in-100 Public Use Samp1e tapes. These esti-
mation procedures are presented in Appendix A.
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These eligible apg;licants represented 17 percent of the e1i c1 itrle houseliolds;

in the eight program areas. The percentages of the eligible households that
applied for the program varied wid.ely from site to site- As Table 2-1 shows,

Salem received applications from about half the estj-mated number of eligible
households in its program area. But Jacksonville and San Bernardino attracted
only one-tenth of their eligible households. These application rates reflect
the varying intensity of agenciesr outreach campaigns, the limited time during

which agencies took applications (a maximum of 8 months), the ease of applying

and many other considerations. The characteristics of the applicants compared

with the characteristics of the eligible population, aggregated over all
eight sites are shown in Figmre 2-2. The eligible appticants' incomes and

TABLE 2-I
APPLICATION RATES BY SITE

A B C

Estimated
Number of
Eligible
Households

Number of
E1i9ibIe
Households
Applying

Proportion
Applying:

B
A

TOTAL

Site
Salem
Springfield
Peoria
San Bernardino
Bismarck
Jacksonville
Durham
TuIsa

8l ,7 43

5,232
17 ,572

5,235
L9 ,7 45
2,176

17,429
5,620
8,734

L4,7O4

434
334
064
926
569
696
23l-
850

2

2

2

1

1
1
1

.L7

.47

.r3

.39

.to

.26

.r0
))
11

Source: The eligible population is estimated from 1970 Census Second
Count and l-in-100 Public Use Sample tapes. (these figures
differ somewhat from those used in earlier reports as a result
of the refined estimation procedures reported in Appendix A.
They are not the estimates used by the agencies in their own
planning, but more accurate estimates made by Abt Associates.)
The figures for actual applicants are from AAE Application Forms.

Data Base: Eligible Households (see note above on Source); Eligible
Applicants (N=14, lO4; missing cases - 11)
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FIGURE 2 -2
COMPARISON OF DEMOGBAPHIC CHARACTERISTICS OF THE

ELIGIBLE POPULATION AND ELIGIBLE APPLICANTS

10Yo 20% 30% 40% 509.6 60% 10% 80% 909; 1009"
r_,1 _ _lAGE OF

HOUSEHOLD HEAD

under 65 yearsa

65 or olrlcr a

RACE OF
HOUSEHOLD HEAD

mrnonty

nonminority

SEX OF
HOUSEHOLD HEAD

ma le

f emale

NET
HOUSEHOLD INCOME

$0-1 999

$2000--3999

$4000 s999

$6000 and over

HOUSEHOLD SIZE

1

2

3-4

5+

Vil/) tti,ri,ot 
" 

P o p u I a t i o n

FI.TII e lo,r,,u Appt icants

AG EAA/E LFAR E

INCOME

elderlY

welfare nonclderly

other nonelderly

Source: AAE Applications Forms and 1970 Census and Publrc Use Sample
Dala Base: Eligible Population (N= 81743].: Eligible Applicants (N = 14,1M; missing cases - 1l)

a ln most of the report, "elderly" is definecl as age 62 and over. ln this section only, a cut-o{f ol 65 and over is used
to permit comparisorr with the census.
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household size are similar to those of the full eligible population. However,

white households, male-headed households, el-der1y households, and nonelderly
households wi-thout welfare income were all substantially underrepresented

among the applicants.

These patterns do not necessarily reflect results to be expected in a

national housing allowance program. AAE analyses suggest that the number of
applicants and their demographic characteristics can be influenced to some

extent by administrative procedures. Many factors affect the response to
agency outreach campaigns, and some of them, of course, are beyond the

agencies' control. But AAE experience shows that publicizing the program

through the mass media can attract applications at more representative rates
from hard-to-attract groups, especially if the message is "targeted" to

1them.

One useful way of looking at the resufts of outreach is to consider the
planned number of recipients. Each agency had a specified number of re-
cipient households as a goal.' ,, its outreach produced a pool of eligible
applicants large in relation to the recipient target, the agency had two

advantages. First, there was more opportunity to select households with
demographic characteristics called for in agency p1ans. This advantage is
discussed further in the following section on the selection process. Second,

agencies with higher ratios of eligible applicants to planned recipients had

more reserves to draw on if an unexpectedly high number of households dropped

out before becoming recipients. Jacksonville's extremely high dropout rate,
with its smaller-than-planned applicant pool, severely limited the agency's

ability to enroll more households to reach its participation target. If
the ratio of eligible applicants to the recipient target were too 1arge,

on the other hand, an agency might disappoint many households whose hopes

it had raised but could not fu1fill. In the AAE, these ratios ranged from

a l-ow of 1.42 Eo a high of 2.7O. The median ratio was 2.22.

See Jean MacMil-lan, Outreach: Generating Applications in a Housing
Allowance Program (Cambridge, Mass.:

I

2 For six agencies the target was 900;
Bismarck,400.

Abt Associates , ),9'76) .

in Durham it was 500, and in
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2.2 SEI,ECTION

Agencies selected families from their pools of eligible applicants through-
out the enrol-lment period. HUD had asked them to estimate how many selected
households would not enroll and how many enrollees would terminate without
qualifying for payments. Then, working back from their target number of re-
cipients, the agencies chose the number of applicants they thought they would

need to reach it. In general they timed their selections to spread out the

enrolfment process and even out the staff workload as much as possible.
rlowever, rvhen several agencies were in danger of falling short of thei-r re-
cipient targets l-ate in the enrollment period, they began to select at a

much higher rate.

Site variations in selection are shown in Table 2-2 - Overall, the median

percentage of eligible applicants selected was B0 percent. The minimum

percentage at any site was 58, and the highest selection rate was 94 percent-

TABLE. 2-2

PERCENTAGE OF ELIGIBLE APPLICANTS SELECTED IN THE AAE

Minimum at any site 5B%

Median of alf eight sites 80%

Maximum at any site (excluding Bismarck) a 94e"

Source: AAE Rpplication Forms and Agency Selection Records

Data Base: Eligible Applicants (N = f+,LO4i missing cases - 1l-)

-Th. Bi=.arck record.s l-ist 569 households as eligible at application, but
the agency selected 579. Ten households were actually ineligible at appli-
cation but later became eligible because of changed circumstances. Because
of the confusing nature of the data, Bismarck has not been shown as the
"maximum" site. The median was cal-culated using data from all eight si-tes.

NoLe: In order to show patterns in the data simply, several tables similar
to Table 2-2--showing only the range across sites and the median of
all- sites--are presented in the text. In all cases, a more complete
table is given in an appendix. For example, by looking at Table A-1
in Appendix A the interested reader can learn that the minimum
selection rate of 5Be" shown in Table 2-2 is from Springfield. The
appendix table also lists the percentages of eligible applicants
selected from a number of demographic categories-
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l'he extent of variatiorr i-n l-lre proportion of applicants se-lr:<;t-ed acros:j

sites implies t.hat some aqencies were able to use selection to compensate

for imbalances in application by certain groups. Varying responses to out-
reach among demographic Aroups l-eft most agencies with a surplus of appli-
cants from some groups and a shortage from others in relation to their targets.
In general, those groups underrepresented in the applicant pool were selected

at somewhat higher rates than others. The elderly were chosen more often
than the nonelderly, whites more often than other ethnic groups, and male-

headed households more often than femaLe-headed households. Table 2-3 shows

some of these variations.

TABLE 2-3

SELECTION OF UNDERREPRESENTED GROUPS RELATIVE TO OTHERS

Proportion
of the

Eligible
Population
Apptying

BGroup

Number of
Eligible

Applicants
A

Number of
Applicants
Selected

C

Percentage
of

Applicants
Selected

c/A

L4,LOA

2, LL2
}L,992

8,780
5,324

4,6'10

g ,434

LO,765

r,892
8,873

7,19O
3,575

3,8r8

6,94'7

76e"

90e"

74%

822
67e.

82e"

74e"

.L7

.08
))

.L4

.26

.13

.21

lOTAL

Elderly
Nonelderly

White
Nonwhite

Male head of
household

Eemale head
of househo]-d

Source: AAE Application Forms and Agency Selection Records

Data Base: E1igible Applicants (N = 14,LO4; missing cases = If)

Figure 2-3 illustrates that across aII sites selection procedures had onty
a marginal effect in compensating for the varying rates of application among

demographlc aroups. Even though elderly, white and male-headed households

were selected more frequently than nonelderly, nonwhite, and female-headed

households, the demographic profiles for selected applicants still resembled

those for eligible applicants more closely than those for the estimated

eligible population.
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FIGURE 2_3
DISTRIBUTIONS OF DEMOGRAPHIC GROUPS AMONG THE ESTIMATED

ELIGIBLE POPULATION, ELIGIBLE APPLICANTS, AND SELECTED APPLICANTS

AGE OF HEAD
OF HOUSEHOLD

Estimated Eligible Selected
Eligibles Applicants Applicantsa

- 100

-80

- 
60-

- 
40-

-20 
-

RACE OF HEAD
OF HOUSEHOLD

Estimated Eligible Selected
Eligibles Applicants Applicants

SEX OF HEAD
OF HOUSEHOLD

Estimated Eligible Selected
Eligibles Applicants Applicants

100 - 100

6P ro
=z13ffo- o-oqo-<
u.r o
JL!95 oo(9uJ

.Jng
Oat2k<
=ta
fra 40
,.9od
uJ o-o<
3rl-=d
UOE -'; 20
o-.,il

- 80-

-60-

-40 -

-20-

o -0- -0-

Elderly

Nonelderly

Nonwhite Male

White Female

Source: Eligible Population from 1970 Census f -in-100 Public Use Sample Tapes

Agency Application Forms and Selection Records

Data Base: Estimated eligible population (N=81743) and eligible applicants
(N = 14104; missing cases - 11)

aThis column based on "Elderly" = 62 and over (the usual program definition),
rather than 65 and over.
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CERTIFICATION OF INCOME AND ITOUSEHOLD SIZE

Agencies obtained the permissi-on of the selectee in such cases.

Because the amount of payment to which a houschold was entitl-ed was deter-
mined by its income and size, the agencies needed accurate information on

these two points. AII agencies col-Iected some information about income and

household size when families applied to the progran. In most cases, however,

the information was not detail-ed or immediately verified. Income figures
were often only rough estimates. But these estimates were the basis for the

preliminary screening of ineligible applicants. As described in Section 2. I,
agencies declared L,295 households--or 8 percent of aII applicants--ineligible
before they formed their selection pools. Of these, 63 percent were ineli-
gible because of income, household size, or assets.

After sel-ection, agency staff asked those households that wished to enroll
for more detailed information on their income and househol-d size. In certi-
fying household size, most agencies accepted a signed statement from the

head of the household declaring that he or she had given correct information
and was aware that a fraudulent statement could lead to prosecution.

Certification methods for income varied more widely. Some agencies attempted

to verify al-l incomes by checking with a third party--in most cases an

employer, bank, or grant source; sometimes the Internal Revenue Service.l
other agencies relied primarily upon self-declaration of income. Still
others required selectees to document their statements with paycheck stubs,
deposit sIips, and welfare or Social- Security checks. Most agencies used

some combination of these methods.

Relatively few households rirere decl-ared ineligible as a result of certifi-
cation. Table 2-4 shows that agencies eliminated only 333 households, or
about 3 percent of alL selectees, at this stage. Nearly half of these house-

hol-ds were in Tulsa. The Tulsa Housing Authority could not verify their
income or excluded them on the basis of its prevj-ous experience with them.

These households might or might not have been technically ineligible on

other grounds.

I
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CERTIFICATION

TABLE 2-4

SELECTED APPLICANTS CERTIFIED INELTGIBLE
BY REASON EOR ]NELIGIBILITY

Reason for fneligibility

Over Tncome

Lj-ve Outside Program Area

Head of IJousehold Now Full-Time Student

One-Person Household, Under 62, Not
Handicapped

Over Asset Limit
Prefers Other Subsidized Housing

Bought Home

Unable to Verify Income (Tulsa Only)

Bad Tenant Record (Tulsa onlY)

Other

Total Number,
Ineligible

Percentage
lneligible

88

L2

5

26ea

4

2

3

3

23

4

101

51

43

1

I
7

I
30

15

13

Total 333

Source: AAE Certification Forms

Data Base: Selected applicants certified ineligible

100%

(N = 333t*

arhis Lable shows onty applicants who were first selected, then certified
ineJ-igible. An additional 93 applicants were certified ineligibl-e before
selection, mostly in Bismarck. There certification was done at appf; -

catlon; it took the place of screening.

Based on information uncovered in certification agencies raised or lowered

the potentia.l- allowance payments of just over half of the househol-ds that
were certified eligible. To estimate the total effects of certification,
hypothetical palrments were calculated for aLl certified households on the

basis of two sets of income and household size figures.l

The AAE evaluation did not conduct an independent verification of house-
hold income for comparison with agency figures. For this reason, we base
estimates of certification results on comparison of the information on
certification forms with the income and household size initially reported
on the application forms.

1
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The first hypothetical payment level was based on income information co1-

lected at application. The second was computed on the basis of certified
income and household size. The difference between these amounts is the

potenti-aI change in payments caused by certification, assuming all certified
applicants would become allowance recipients. I

Changes in payment had two causes. Some households were found ineligible,
and thus they were entitled to no payment. Other households, agencies dis-
covered, were entitl-ed to different payments because their reported income

or household size changed in certification. Table 2-5 shows that certifi-
cation, taken in general across all- sites and methods used by the agencies,

led to a mean potential pa)rment reduction of $19.42 per certified applicant
per year, or about $1.62 per month. About $5 of this annual amount is
attributable to ineligible households and the remainder is the resuft of
payment adjustments for eligible enrol-Iees. These numbers may be deceptive,

however, because they are an average across sites and are based on all en-

rollees, not just those who became recipients. When figures for actual
recipients only are taken into account, the average savings from payment

adjustments approa.h.r ,ero.2 t

This result is only an average, though. Certification often led to the dis-
covery that individual households had overreported their incomes because

applicants did not remember them accurately or because they failed to
consider afl all-owable deductions. When a family's income decreased

between application and certification, their potential payment increased.

Table 2-5 reports the potential- payment changes by site. Even though the

average change was small, note that some individual payments changed sub-

stantially. The standard deviations (shown in parentheses under the dollar
figures) are many times larger than the mean payment changes. This differ-
ence shows that certification at all agencies led to considerable

In fact, only about 66 percent of certified households did become
recipients. Lower-income households, which were entitled to larger pay-
ments, dropped out more often than others. For this reason, the figures
reported here overestimate the savings resulting from certification in
the AAE. See the discussion below.

The variation across sites and the difference in results comput-ed on
different data bases suggest that payment savings may not be a predictable
outcome of certification. These issues will be further analyzed in forth-
coming reports on certification in the AAE.

I

2
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1'ABr,ri 2-5

RIISIJLTS Otr CERTIFTCATION: MEAN I{YPOTIIETICAL PAYMII:NT

CHANC;ES BY SITE (in dollars per year)

Site

Percentage of
Cases with
Payment
Changes

Mean Payment
Changea
( standard
deviation)

Number of
Cases

Missing
casesb

Salem 85?

Springfield 3l

Peoria

San Bernardi-no 29

Bi-smarck

Jacksonville 5B

Durham 66

TuIsa 72

50

+ $9.64
(294.22)

1,080

f,190

L,446

995

593

r,r36

790

r,r50

+ 7.58
( 20r. 78 )

- t4.56
(354.48)

- L.52
(20r.1e)

- 12.76
(250.43)

- 46.73
(3s2.64)

- 16.60
(r91. ee)

- 74.66
(21s.36\

20

13

13

72

24

13

225

I

TOTAL -$L9.42
(274.31)

8,390 407

Source: AAE Application and Certification Forms

Data Base: certified households (N = 8,380; missing cases - 4o7)

This number is the difference between payment based on certification in-
formation and payment based on application information. A negative figure
means certification would have led to a lower average payment.

a

bFigures here exclude households with a recorded gross income of zero and
those certified ineligible for reasons other than income - (Agencies did
not usually verify income information if the household was ineligible on
other grounds " ) As noted in text and Tabl-e 2-4, 88 households found in-
eligible by reason of income are included here.
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readjustment of potential payments upward and downward. The potential pay-

ment changes differ widely, however, from site to site. These differences
probably result from agency use of various certification methods, differences
in cl-ientele, and other factors. Future AAE reports wiII present extensive

analyses of the effects of certification procedures.

Certification would have al-tered the palrments to 54 percent of all certified
househofds. About 58 percent of those with changes would have received

lower payments, and the remaining 42 percent were entitled to higher payments.

Thus, certification would have lowered payments in about 3l percent of aII
cases.

There is no documentation of significant and deliberate misreporting of
income or household size: such evidence is difficult to obtain without an

independent audit of participant incomes. In any case, there are many other
explanations for the changes the AAE observed. Income information was

difficult to col1ect accurately at application. People rarely have accurate
income figures at the tip of their tongues, especially if they have several
income sources or their income fluctuates. AIso, the AAE formula for com-

puting net income was compl-ex. Finally, there was often a gap of six weeks

or more between application and certification, and househol-d incomes could

easily have changed in that time.

Agencies certified income and household size, among other reasons, to ensure

that each recipient household received the precise amount to which it was

entitled by program gn:idelines. In fact, the principal benefit of certifi-
cation was more equitable allocation of subsidy money. AAE data prove that
certification did, in fact, lead to substantial- readjustments of payments.

The analysis shows that these readjustments were more frequent when the

agencies verified income data with independent sources than when they

accepted participants' statements without corroboration. I

For further discussion of AAE data and associated policy issues, see
forthcoming reports on certification.

1
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ENROLLIVIENT

In the AAE, agencies selected l-0,765 applicants. Agency selection pools

lost 19 percent of their members as dropouts or because staff could not

locate them; 3 percent were certified ineligible; 2 percent were found

eligible but decided not to enroll; and the remai-ning 75 percent became

enrolrees. r

The ratio of enrollees to selectees ranged from a low of 54 percent in
Salem to a high of 90 percent in Springfield. Only Tulsa declared any

appreciabl-e number of households inel-igible as a result of certification
procedures. The rest of the numericaf differences between selectees and

enrollees resu.l-ted from the agencies' inability to contact selected house-

holds or household decisions not to enroll-. Enrollment rates did not vary

much across demographic categories.2 Elderly selectees enrolled somewhat

more often t.han average; and househol-ds with heads under age 25, black

households, and the "working poor" enrolled somewhat less frequently-

After enrollment, each agency required households to occupy units meeting

its quality requirements before receiving housing allowance payments. These

units could be those in which the households already lived, or they coul-d

be newly rented. The agencies offered housing information and other ser-
vices to help enroll-ees find acceptable housing. Chapter 3 will discuss

how successful the enrollees were in their search and some of the changes

in housing conditions that resulted from this agency requirement.

The percentages do not add up to I00 because of rounding errors.
See Table A-l in Appendix A for full application, selection, and enroll-
ment figures.

I
2
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3-0 BECOMING A RECIPIENT

The steps that led to enrollment may have been familiar to many program

families because they differ littIe from those in welfare and other estab-

lished public assistance programs. Public housing and the Section 23

Leased Housing Programs also involve similar procedures.

once enrolled, however, a familyrs experience with a housing allowance is
substantially different from experiences with most other low-income housing

IprogrErms.- In such progrems, for example, a 1ocal housing authority usually
supplies program participants with housing. In the AAE, agencies gave

families the responsibility to enter the housing market and find appropriate

housing on their own. Only if they did so could they become allowance

recipients.

At the time of its enrollment in the AAE, a family was allowed 60 days in
which to meet program requirements. Agencies could (and usually did) give

enrollees who did not meet the requirements in that time an additional 30

days. Enrolled families went through three steps: locating a satisfactory
unit, arranging for--and, at some sites, performing themselves--an inspection
of the unit, and negotiating a lease with the landlord. Agencies either
trained enrollees to do their own inspections or provided inspectors. They

atso offered a variety of supportive services, including housing informa-

tion and legal services. Each agency designed inspection methods and services

to fit its peculiar approach, clientele, and housing market.

The process of becoming a recipient varied substantially, depending on

families' initial- housing conditions and preferences. If an enrolled family
was satisfied with the unit it occupied at the time of enrollment and that
unit met the physical quality requirements of the agency and the landlord
was willing to sign a lease, the process was simple. Most famifies in these

circumstances became recipients within two or three weeks of enrollment.

An exception is the Section 8 existing housing program created in the
Housing and Community Development Act of 1914. It has some of the
features of a housing allowance program.

I
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If any of these conditions lvas not met, however, an enrollec had to arr:ange

with the l-andlord for repairs to the unitl or enter the housing market,

locate and lease an acceptable new unit, and move. Finding an acceptable

unit within 90 days sometj-mes required considerable skilI, and m<1ny enrollees
were unabl-e to do it. Families that entered the housing market dropped out
of the program much more often than those that did not do so.

Because it made an important difference whether a family searched for a new

unit, it is useful to divide enrollees into two groups: those who attempted

to change their housing (searchers) and those who did not (nonsearchers) .

If nonsearcherst housing passed inspection and landl-ords were willing to sign

a lease, they became recipients immediately. If not, they were faced with
the choice of becoming searchers or dropping out of the program. These steps

for nonsearchers are summarized in Figure 3-1. Forty-three percen'c of the

enrollees who became recipients were able to stay in their original units
without repairs.

FIGURE 3-1
STEPS FROM ENROLLEE TO RECIPIENT FOR NON€EARCHERS
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Because of the short duration of the AAE, it was unreasonable to expect
morc than limited repairs by landlords. Substantial rehabilitation of a
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Those nonsearchers whose housing did not meet the guality requj.rements could

fo1low a second path through the program. These enrollees could request

(or perform) inspections to identify needed or desired repairs. They woul-d

then negotiate with the landlord concerning the repairs and the lease. If
they were successfuf, second inspections would verify that the repairs had

been completed. Some 12 percent of a}l recipients stayed in their original
units under these conditions. If they were not successful in obtaining
repairs, they had to locate a new unit within the time limit or drop out
of the program.

Those who attempted to locate new units took a third path through the

programf shown in Figure 3-2. The searchers attempted to find new housing.

When they found a unit they 1iked, they had to decide if its size, location,

FIGURE 3-2
STEPS FROM ENROLLEE TO REC!PIENT FOR SEARCHERS
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nei-ghborhood, and physical characteristics met their needs gl9 judge whether

or nob the unit would pass agency standards. Their search continued until
they could meet agency conditions or t.hey dropped out. Tf bhe l.amify found

a satlsfactory unit that they expected to pass the agency's housing require-
ments, it had the unit inspection. If it passed, they arranged a fease and

Lhe enroflee became a recipient. If the unit failed inspection, the enrollee
continued the search for a new unit or dropped out. In aII, about 45 percent

ol those who became recipients were successful searchers.

Complete data on whether or not households actively searched for housing are

not available for those enrollees who terminated without qualifying for
payment-s- Ilowever, agency staff asked all- households at the time of enroll--
ment if they planned to move. Fifty-two percent said they did plan to move,

39 percent planned to stay, and the remaining 9 percent were undecided.

T'hese responses appear to be highly accurate estimates of actual search

behavior: among recipients, 92 percent of those who had p1anned to stay
drd so, and 82 percent of those who had planned to move did move.l Th.."fot.,
we will use moving plans as a proxy measure for actual searching in this

2chapter -

Tl-re next section of this report will consider the enrollees who succeeded in
bccoming recipients and some of the fact-ors associated with their success.

Subsequent sectj-ons will treat some of the benefits that recipients obtaj-ned:

t,he alfowance payments themselves, relief from excessive expenditures for
rent, improved housing quality, and improvements in locat-ion.

Preliminary analyses show that recipients who or-iginally planned to move,
but did not do so, Lended to be in tighter housing markets. Those who
planned to stay, but became movers, were frequently in poor quality
housi-ng. other factors were probabry also at work; anarysis of the
dynamics of the decision to move and actual moving will be presented in
forthcoming AAtr reports.
The AAE qathered, further data on actuar search behavior from agency
records, but unforLunatefy they were unevenly maintained by the agencies.
To the extent that concl-usions can be drawn from these data, they confirm
the validity of using "pJ-ans" as a proxy for attempts to move.

1

2
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3.I ENROLLEE SUCCESS IN BECOM]NG RECIPIENTS

NearJ-y B,100 families enrolled in the AAE; 5,756 (71 percent) of those

families succeeded in becoming recipients. The remaining 2,339 famili-es

left the program without receivi-ng payments.

The experience of enroll-ees in the program varied substantially, depending

on demographic characteristics, site, moving plans, and initial housing
Iconditions "

Demographic Characteristics, Site, and Enrolleesr Success in Becoming
Recipients

Elderly enrollees were more successful in becoming recipients than other
groups- Very large families, black families, and very low-income families
were less successful in meeting program requirements than enrollees without
these characteristics (see Figure 3-3) .

FIGURE 3_3
COMPARATIVE SUCCESS OF VARIOUS GROUPS IN BECOMING RECIPIENTS
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Detailed information on differences in success rate among sites and
demographic Aroups may be found in Table B-3, Appendix B.
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'l'he r.rt e of succcss at thc dilference agencies also varied considerably. At

one site, only 33 percent of the enrolled households became recipients. This

rate was unusual-; the next lowest figure was 65 percent. At the three sites
where enrollees achieved the highest rate of success, 86 percent became

recipients.

Moving Plans and Enroll-ees' Success in Becoming Recipients

Enrollees' experiences were strongly affected by their decision to move or
stay in their ori-ginal homes. In general, the two-fifths of the enrollees
who planned t-o stay were satisfied with their housing and expected that it
would meet agency guality requirements. About half of the enrollees planned

to move; the remaining tenth were unsure of their plans.

The difficulties enrollees experienced in becoming recipients were strongly
related to their attempts to move (as measured here by their plans to move

or stay at enrollment) - Figure 3-4 shows that 84 percent of the enrollees
who planned t-o stay were successful in becoming recipients. The success rate
for those who planned to move was 62 percent. The consistent difference
between t-hose who planned to move and those who planned to stay has one major

explanation. The tasks facing searchers were more difficult than the steps

nonsearchers had to complete -

'Ihis cxplanatiorl is reinforced by examination of the experiences of households

that became recipienLs. Families that moved took longer to become recipients
than those that stayed or arranged repairs. For all those enrollees who be-

came recipients, the average time between formal enrollment and receipt of
their first housing allowance palment was 24 days" Those who remained in
t-heir original units without repairs were able to complete program require-
ments in a median 19 days. The median for those who successfully negotiated
with landfords for repairs was 27 d,ays, and for those who moved it was 32

days (see trigure 3-5).

Most enr:ollees who failed to become recipients used much of the 90-day period

attempting to meet program requirements. OnIy slightly more than IO percent

of this group l.eft the program within four weeks of enrollment. The median

time botween enroll-ment and termi-nation for these enrollees, regardless of
their plans to move or stay, was alfiost 90 days (see Fi-gure 3-5) .
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FIGURE 3-4
ENROLLMENT PLANS, ATTAINMENT OF RECIPIENIT STATUS, AND

MOV!NG BEHAVIOR AMONG ENROLLEESA
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Source: AAE Enrollment and Payment lnitiation Forms

Data Base: Enrollees (N = 8095; missing cases - 0)
aSee Appenclix Table B-3 for more detailed data.
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FIGURE 3_5
MEDIANTIME LAPSE FROM ENROLLMENT TO FIRST PAYMENT FOR

STAYERS, STAYERS WITH REPAIRS, AND MOVERS
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FIGURE 3_6
MEDIAN TIME LAPSE FROM ENROLLMENT TO TERMINATION
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llousing Cond i ti ons , I),rrtic ip.rnt. Satisf action, and Moving I)Ians

llnrollees' rnovirtg 1>larrs prartially ref lected the extent to which they were

satisfied with the units and neighborhoods in which they lived. A sample

of enrollees was asked about satisfaction with units and neighborhoods. The

results are shown in Figure 3-7. Of those who were dissatisfied with both
their unit and their neighborhood, 92 percent ptanned to move. Only 25 per-
cent of those who were satisfied with both planned to move.

FIGURE 3_7

ENROLLEE SATISFACTION AND PLANS TO MOVE
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Source: First Participant Survey and AAE Enrollment Forms

Data Base: Enrollee Sample (N = 1089; missing cases - 110)a

a 
Participants who answered that they were neither satisfied nor dissatisfied
with their unit or neighborhood or both were excluded from this analysis.

In the same survey, participants responded to questions about the units in
which they lived. Interviewers asked several questions about deficiencies
or problems that might cause tl:te units to fail the programrs quality stan-
dard. Those problems which were potentially the most serious and which

occurred most frequently are singled out for analysis in Table 3-I.
Enrollees who indicated that their dwelling units had such problems were

substantially more likely to say they planned to move, as the tabLe shows.
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TABLE 3-1

PARTICfPANT-OBSERVED DEFICIENCIES IN PRE-ENROLI,MENT
UNITS AND PLANS TO IVIOVE

Enrollee Units
with Deficiency

Percentage of Enrolfees
Plann to Move

Deficienc ies
Observed by
Participants

Number
of Units
with
Deficiency

Total
Percentage Number
of Units of Units

In Units
Missj-ng with
Cases Deficiency

In Units
without
Deficiency

Unit lacked
piped-in water

Unit lacked
el-ectricity
Unit had
leaksb

Unit had rats
or miceb

Unit did not
tiave compJ-ete
kitchen

Unit did not
have complete
plumbing

Unit did not
have a full
baLh

Unit had no
heat, or heat
did not work

11

188

2L7

.)o

,o

I3

46

1e. 1,068 81 (64e.) a 48e.

48

47

47

51

50

50

50

4 0 l_ ,059 80 (15)

L,L24 25 72

L,L42 7 70

L,l4g 69

L ,147 2 79

L,L21 28 (62)

1,040 109 72

l7

19

3

2

o

I

4

Source: First Particj-pant Survey, AAE Enrollment Forms

Data Base: Joint Enrollee Sample (N = I ,149)

aPercentages in parentheses are computed on fewer than 20 cases.

4t'i-r,,r,,, clcfir:iencies are used in a measure combining the seven most commonly
or:c:urrj nq clof iciencies (see Figure 3-B) .

The same pattern occurs in data collected independently. Inspectors employed.

by the eval-uation contractor visited the units of a sampfe of enrolled house-

holds as part of the evaluation of the AAE. Here again, those measures which

seemed the clearest indicators of deficient units were chosen for examination

in this report. The incidence of these problems is shown in Table 3-2. Sum-

mary questions at the end of the form encouraged the inspectors to record an
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overall judgrment on the soundness and physical condition of the units. With

the exception of "safety hazards," which contained items that some participants
might view as only minor defects, the relation between plans to move and

deficiencies uncovered by the independent investigators is similar to that
observed for deficiencies reported by participants. Table 3-2 shows that
enrollees living in units with deficiencies that inspectors considered

serious were more 1ike1y to plan to move than those living in units free of
these deficiencies.

TABLE 3-2

DEFICIENCIES IN ENROLLEE UNITS AS REPORTED BY
EVALUATION CONTRACTOR TNSPECTORS AND PLANS TO MOVE

Enrollee Units
with Deficiency

Percentage of Enrol-lees
Planning to MoveDeficiencies

Observed
by Housing
Evaluator

Percent- Total
age of Number

Deficiency Units of Units
tlissing
Cases

In Units
with
Deficiency

In Units
without
Deficiency

overall condi-
tion of unit
was unsound

Unit had struc-
tural hazardsa

Unit had un-
vented space
heaters, port-
able electric
heaters, or
no heat

Unit had safety
hazardsa

unit had major
plunbing

actel rcaencaes

51

L43

r05

335

200

42 L,146 3 80%

53

61

60

50e"

50

50

50

49

Unit was unfit
for other reasons 151

I2 L,L44 5

9 L,LAB I

-129 L,L46

L7 L,L46 3

B13 1, r41

51

58

50

Source: Housing Evaluation Forms (First Wave), AAE Enrollment Forms

Data Base: Joint Enrollee Sample (N = 1,L49)

foh.r" deficiencies are used in a measure combining the seven most commonly
occurring deficiencies (see Figure 3-8).
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I t- w<-luld lrr' t:xJ>cr--t-cd l-h.'rL thc l)rcsence of more than one dc.Iicicncy wou]d

i.ncrc.rso th<: tcnants'dcsirc to move. In order to test this supposition,
the joint occurrcncc of thr: seven most colnmon housing faults shown in
Tables 3-1 and 3-2 was also examined. fn general, the greater the number

of these basic deficiencies in an enrollee's unit, the more likely it was

ttrat an enrol-lee planned to move. This relation is shown in Figure 3-8.1

FIGURE 3_8

ENROLLEE PLANS TO STAY/MOVE AND UNIT DEFICIENCIES
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Source: First Participant Survey and Housing Evaluation Forms (First Wave), AAE Enrollment Forms

Data Base: Enrollee Sample ( N =1148; missing cases-1 )

T}'rese few questions about major deficiencies in units provide only a limited
perspective on the initial housing condition of enrolled. families. Each

agency based its palzments to recipients on an estimated average cost of moflest,

standard housing (the "payment standard") "2 The proportion of the payment
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1 The incidence of these deficiencies is shown by site and demographic
categories in Table B-5, Appendix B.

A separate payment standard was esti:nated for household sizes l, 2, 3-4,
5-6, 7-8, and 9 or more people- This standard was estimated separately
for each of the eight sites.
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standard that families spent on rent aL the time of enroll-ment is another
indication of the quality of their initial housing.

fn general, families spending much less than the payment standard were

probably occupying housing of poor guality. More of those families would

be expected to move than famil-ies paying rents equal to the payment standard
or higher. The patterns in Figure 3-9 bear out this expectation.

FIGURE 3-9

RENT.TO.PAYMENT STANDARD RATIOS AT ENROLLMENT AND
RELAT]ON TO MOVTNG PLANS, ATTAINMENT OF RECIPIENT

STATUS, AND MOVING BEHAVIOR

Percentage of
Enrollees
Planning to Move

.@ or .61 - .81- .91- 1.11 or
less .80.90 1.10 more

Prcentage of Enrollees
Becoming Recipients
By Plans

planned to

planned to move

.60 or .61- .81 - .91- 1.1 1 or
less .80.90 1.10 more

Percentage of Becipients
Who Moved

-.81- .91- 1.11or
.90 1.10 more

.6O or
less .80

RATIO OF RENT TO PAYMENT STANDARD

Source: AAE Certif ication, Enrollment, and Payment lnitiation Forms
Data Base: Enrollees (N: 7534; missing cases - 5614)

Recipients (N = 5402; missing cases - 3544)

a Enrollees reported to be homeowners or occupying units without paying cash rent are excluded
from all analysis involving rent at enrollment.

l.'arnilies whose rent at enrollment was 60 percent or less of the payment stan-
dard were far more likely to plan to move than those whose rent approximated

the payment standard for their family size. Furthermore, nearly 80 percent

of those recipients with the lowest ratio of rent-to-palzment standard did

move. Just under 30 percent of those whose initial- rent had approxjmated
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the pay'rnent standard moved- As the middle graph in Figure 3-9 shows, at
most rent-to-payment standard ratios,. those who planned to move were less

Iikely to become recipients than those who planned to stay.

Reasons for Enroflee Termination

Enrollees' efforts Lo move from poor-quality or otherwise unsatisfactory units
clearly pJ-ayed a major part in determining whether they would become recip-
ients. But factors other than the attempt to secure adequate housing also

had some influence. A review of the recorded reasons for enrollee termina-

tion sheds some light on this point.

When enroll-ed househofds left the program, agencies recorded the reason on a

termination form. Ivlost of the enrofled terminees (75 percent) fai]ed to
locate satisfactory housing within the 60- to 9O-day lirnit
An additj-onal 8 percent of the terminees left the program because their
housing was substandard, because it was subsidized, or because they owned

their own homes. About 10 percent of the prepayment terminees failed to meet

other program requirements. Changes in income, or household size, for example,

disqualified some families. The remaining 7 percent dropped out for reasons

which may best be described as voluntary or "naturaf attrition." Some simply

lost interest in the program or the agencies could not locate them.I

The agenry-reported reasons for termination confirm the implications of other
data on enrollee experiences in the AAE. The major problem enrollees had in
becoming recipients was meeting the requirement that they secure decent, safe,
and sanitary housing before they receive an allowance payment.

I See Appendix Tabl-e B-2 for more detailed data.
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3.2 INITIAL PAY}4ENTS

The previous section dealt with all enrollees, both those who became recip-
ients and those who did not. In the remainder of this chapter we will
examine the benefits that accrued to the recipients. The households that
did not qualify for payments will not figure in this consideration.

Agencies determined the size of allowance payments by household size and

i-ncome. Each household was assigned a predetermined average cost (the pay-

ment standard) for a "modest" unit of appropriate size in standard condition.
The actual payment was computed by subtracting 25 percent of the household's

net income from the palzment standard. The following formula shows the

elements of the palzment calculations:

Palmlent.. = Payment Standard.. - .25 Net fncome.

where i = a househol-d of a given si-ze, and

j : the site at which household i receives palrments.

rn no case, however, did a household receive a subsidy greater than its
actual gross rent.' ,t a household's rent was less than the difference
between the payment standard and a quarter of its income, the payment

was egual to the actuaf gross rent-

Average Palments at First Payment

Tlre mean initial payment for all recipients at all sites was $80.92 per

month.2 As shown in Table 3-3, this amount varied by site from a 1ow of

$71.36 (Tulsa) to a high of $9I.O4 (Jacksonville), a range of abcut $20.

The median of site means was $82.13.

cross rent included agency estimates of average utility costs if they
were not included in the contract rent.
OnIy the initial- payments that each household received at the time it
brought an acceptable unit under lease are discussed here. Subsequent
adjustments to those payments during the first year of each household's
participaLion are the subject of Section 4.1

1

2
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TABLE 3-3

IN]TIAL PAYMENTS-RANGE ACROSS S]TES
(in dollars per month)

Mean Initial
Palment

Number of
Recipients

Minimum site mean

Median of site'means

Maximum site mean

$7r.36
a2.L3

9L.04

915

5,755

339

Source: AAE Palrment Initiation Forms

Data Base: Recipients (N = 5,755; missing cases - 1)

Note: See Appendix Tabl-e B-4 for more detailed data.

Average palzment levels varied considerably among demographic Aroups. The

greatest variations were due to household size and income because these factors
determined payment levels. Figrure 3-10 shows that mean payments decreased as

net household income rose and increased dramatically with househol-d size.

FIGURE 3_10
MEAN INIT!AL PAYMENT BY HOUSEHOLD SIZE AND NET INCOME
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Mt:an payncrrl:; lor wlriL()ij wcr() Iowcr than for other ethnic (rr()lr[)s;, largcly
because whites tended to have somewhat smaller households l-han others in
their income categories. Figure 3-II includes payment figures for elderly,
nonelderly with welfare income, and other nonefderly recipients. Palments

to the elderly averaged much less than those to the other two categories.
This variation reflects the size of most elderly househol-ds, which have only
one or Lwo members. The nonelderly with some grant income received the

highest mean payments, primarily because their incomes were often lower than

other nonelderly recipients heading households of sj:nilar size. Differences
in payment leve1s between male- ard female-headed households were negligible,
and differences among age groups were caused largely by variations in house-

hold size.

FIGURE 3_11
MEAN INITIAL PAYMENTS BY RACE AND AGE / WELFARE !NCOME

(ln dollars per month)
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J wfro received these payrments could use them in one of two ways.

;no need or desire to move, and if their rent remained constant,

they could simply use the payments to reduce their out-of-pocket expendi-

tures for rent. Ot, they might purchase more or better housing. They might

move to a higher quality unit or request that their preprogram unit be

rehabilitated. In these cases, the families were likely to have to pay a
higher rent, and they might not reduce their own expenditures for rent at
all. The following sections fook at how recipients used the payments.

)1J.J CHANGtrS IN HOUSING EXPENDITURE AND RENT BURDEN

Housing allowance recipients were often able to make trade-offs between spend-

ing their subsidy on improved housing and reducing the percentage of their
income spent on housing ( "rent burden" ) . This choice was limited by their
ability to locate units that would comply with agency quality standards.

There are obviously big differences in the alternatives to different house-

holds, even when they are within the same housing market. If an enrolled
family l-ived in a unit that met the agency's standards and could arrange an

approved lease, it was relatively free to choose between reducing its rent
burden and shopping for a better unit.

If the househofd had to move, however, its choices were more restricted. The

subsidy to which it was entitled was determined by an estimate of the average

rent for a unit of appropriate size for that family. The subsidy was not
determined by the size of the unit the family actually occupied. Thus, a
family with sufficient skill- or luck in using the market might find an

acceptable unit at less than average cost, but this good fortune woufd tend

to be the exception rather than the rule.f

This part of the report examines the changes in housing expenditures and rent
burden for households that stayed, stayed with repairs, and moved. Three

measures will be used: (1) the ratio of actual rent to the estimated average

The "average cost of housing" figures were determined by a method that
took both occupied and avaifable vacant units into account. Households
that move, however, usually pay more than the average because in a time
of rising housing costs, suppliers typically readjust rents when they
find a new tenant"

1
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rent for a particular household size (the

(2) actual do1lar amounts spent on rent;
household income (the rent burden).

"rent-to-payment s tio") ;

ofand (3) rent as a propor

The Ratio of Rent-to-Pa ent Standard

The ratio of rent-to-pa-lrment standard is to some extent a measure of the 
.

quality of a housing unit. It reflects, relative to other units of the same

size, the physical quality of the unit, the value attached to its neighborhood

and location, and the value of its other attributes.

The ratio may also reflect household decisions about unit size and cost. A

high rent-to-payment standard ratio may mean that a household has decided to
rent a unit larger than the unit size on which its palzment standard is based.

The experiences of households that moved were markedly different from those

that did not. For households that became recipients without changing residence,
the rent-to-payment standard ratio did not change greatly. This observation is
what would be expected, since major rent chanfes are uncommon for families
staying in the same units. The ratio increased sharply, however, for enroll-ees

who did move.

Figure 3-12 shows the ratios at enrollment and palzment initiation for house-

holds that did and did not move. The curves for nonmovers are very close
together, showing little change between enrollee and recipient status. The

curves for movers reveal that they were generally paying a much lower rent,
relative to the payment standard, when they enrolled than when they became

recipients. To the extent that the rent-to-palment standard ratio is indeed

an indicator of housing quality, these patterns suggest that households that
did not move did not change their housing quality either. But the movers

showed marked irr.t".="t.1

The mean rent-to-payment standard ratio at enrol-Iment was 0.89 for house-

ho1ds that became recipients. At first payment, it had risen to 1.0O (from

I O= notetl above, rents paid by recent movers tend to be higher than those
paid for housing of egual quality by tenants staying in units- For this
reason, rent-to-payment-standard increases for movers represenl "moving
increases" as well as gains in quality or other Characteristics.
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FIGURE 3_12
RENT.TO-PAYMENT STANDARD RATIOS AT ENROLLMENT AND FIRST PAYMENT

FOR MOVER AND NONMOVER RECIPIENT HOUSEHOLDS
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0.98) for nonmovers and to 1.13 (from 0.16) for movers. The maStittupe of
site variations are shown in Tabl-e 3-4. They range from a low meai-ratio
at enrotlment of 0.67 in Peoria for households that later moved to a high

of 1.06 in Jacksonvilfe for households that stayed. At first palzment, the

lowest figure was 0.93 for nonmovers in Peoria. The highest was 1.34 for
movers in Jacksonville.

On the average, recipients' rent was slightly more than the amount of the

payment standard. Some 44 percent paid less than the program standard; 56

percent paid more. Families that did not move appear to have been already

paying rent near the program standard at enrollment. By contrast, those

that moved were paying considerably less than nonmovers at enroll-ment, but

by first payment they were paying more.

TABLE 3-4

MEAN RENT-TO-PAYMENT STANDARD RATTOS AT ENROLLMENT AND

F]RST PAYMENT FOR RECIP]ENT HOUSEHOLDS

THAT DID AND DID NOT MOVE: S]TE VARIAT]ONS

Mean Ratios
Ivlovers I\ Norunovers N

Enrollment

Maximum site
Mean (a11 sites)
Ivlinimum site

First Payment

Maximum site
Mean (a11 sites)
Minimum site

81
76
67

359
2,25O

320

206
2,584

373

1.06
.98
.90

1.19
I .00

.93

130
3,L52

561

133
3,17L

562

t.34
1.r3
r.05

Source: AAE Certification, Enrollment, and Payment Initiation Forms

Data Base: Recipients at Enrollment (N = 5,4O2; missing cases - 354)
Recipients at First Payment (N = 5,755i missing cases - l)

Rent Paid

The mean gross rent at enroll-ment for households that became recipients was

$121. At first payment it was $L47. These figures, however, disguise major

differences between movers and nonmovers and some large differences in the

changes from site to site. Table 3-5 shows these differences.
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TABLE 3.5

I{EAN RENT TNCREASES FROM ENROLLMtrNT TO FIRST PAYMENT FOR
RECIP]ENT MOVERS AND STAYERS, BY SITE

(in dollars per month)

Salem

Springf ie 1d

Peoria

San
Bc-.rnardino

B i smarck

.lacksonville

Durham

TuIsa

T'OTA]-

Source:

Data Base

Move

Mean
Rent
fncrease

$s3

56

5B

53

46

83

53

49

$56

341

B5

I ?O

187

335

) )aq

N

436

359

320

U

AAE Enrol-lment and Payment nitiation Forms
?(.,

u
t

Recipients (ll = 5,4OL; miss'ing cases- - 355)

\,t .- "'
\ -';(t \'

\i \-
t, *J

Little change would be expected in stayers' rents (unless landlords charqed

a premium for cooperating with the p.ogta*f or took the opportunity of draw-

ing up a new lease to raise rent). A greater change would be expected for
stayers who arranged repairs, and an even larger change for movers. These

expectations are borne out in Table 3-5. Rents increased by an average of
$3 p,er month for households staying without repairs, by $7 a month for those

who stayed with repairs, and Fy $56 a month for movers. The overall mean
/.'

change was $25 per month. \0r'
,'J\l

ry\

Landlords who preferred not to becorne involved with a federally sponsored
housing program might charge higher rents to recornpense themselves for the
inconvenience they anticipate.

1

Total
Stay with
Repairs

Stay with-
out Repairs

Increase N

Mean
Rent

N

Mean
Rent
Increase

Mean
Rent
rncrease N

2

I
l2

3

I
$3

260

302

53

230

315

2 ,4'78

$ 3

1)

J

430

.'ZJ

526

24

I1
55

24

2L

$25

t66

4L4

308

462

841

5 ,401

BBO

6Z I

BBl

$21

21

Z)

153

26

61

45

189

614

L4

145

35

$6
t0

4

2

7

2t

9

4
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Mean changes for households that stayed without repairs ranged from a low

of $l in Bismarck and Tulsa to a high of $12 in Jacksonville. For house-

holds that stayed with repairs, increases ranged from a low of $2 in
San Bernardino to a high of $2I in Jacksonville. Increases for movers

ranged between $46 and $58, except for Jacksonville's $83. Jacksonville
had many movers, a relatively tight housing market, and rapidly increasing
utility costs during part of the enrollment period. It showed the greatest

overall mean increase: $55. Bismarck, which also had a relatively tight
market but few movers, experienced the lowest mean increase: $I1.

Rent Burden

As demolition, housing code enforcement, and other market forces and social
programs improve the existing housing stock, rent burden has become an

increasing problem for househol-ds with low to moderate incomes.l Fewer

Americans than ever before are living in substandard housing, but more and

more pay large percentages of their income for rent. Tn the 1973 Annual

tlousing Survey, 4l percent of the nonsubsidized renter households inter-
viewed said they paid 25 percent or more of their gross income for rent;
and 25 percent of the respondents reported they spent more than 35 percent

of their income in this way.2

AAE data gathered about that time show some implications of these figures
for a group of low-income household,s. At enrollment, 72 percent
of the AAE enrollees were paying over 30 percent of their gross income for
rent.' Or shown in Table 3-6, the median rent burden varied from a low of
O.3B in Bismarck to a high of 0.47 in Durham. The overall median was 0.42

David Birch et al., America's Housing Needsz L97O to 1980 (Cambrid 94,
Mass.: Joint Center for Urban Studies,1973), pp. 4-10,4-ll.

2 U.S. Department of Commerce, U.S. Bureau of the Census, Current Housing
Reports-, Series H-I50-73A, Annual Housing Survey. L973, Part A
(Washington, D.C.: U.S. Government Printing office, L97 5), Table A-I,
p.5.
Households (N=383) reporting zeto gross income or zero cash rent are
excluded from this analysis.
Since agencies calculated the subsidy with net rather than gross income
(see Appendix A for definitions), and since rent burden is defined in
some programs on the basis of net rather than gross income, both a net
and gross income measure of rent burden are shown in Table 3-6 and in
Appendix B. The text only discusses rent as a percentage of gross
income -

4

I

3

4
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TABLE 3-6

MEDIAN RE}iIT BURDEN AT ENR.OLLME}TT AND FIRST PAYIVITNT

(Rent as a Percentage of Gross and Net Income)

At Enrollrent At First Palment

Gross Net Gross Net

Lowest Site Medi.an

Overall Median

Highest Site Mediana

.38

.42

.47

.24

.47

48

54

68

.L7

.2L

.30

Source: Enrollment and PalTnent Initiation Forms

Data Base: Recipients at enrollment (N = 3,783; missing cases - 1,973)
Recipients at first payment (X = 5,475; missinq cases - 281)

tB...o." of the high rents being paid by Jacksonvj-lle recipients, HUD

subsequcntly raised the estimated cost of standard housing. These
figures do not refLect the revisions

Note: Further data are shown in Appendix B, Tables B-I3 through 8-16.

The subsidy absorbed much of the cost of rent for many families and l-ed to
si-zeable decreases in rent burden. The rent burden for AAE recipients is
computed as gross rent less the subsidy, divided by income. The resulting
figure expresses the out-of-pocket cost of housing as a percentage of the
family's income. The median rent burden at first payment among recipients
was 2l- percent. Site medians ranged from 17 percent in Bismarck and Peoria

to 30 prcrcent in Jacksonville.

Eigure 3-13 compares the rent burden for movers and stayers at enrollment and

at first payment. It demonstrates the downward shift in rent burdens for
both types of recipient households, but especially for the stayers. Rent

burdens for individual families ranged far above and below the medians,

l'iowever; some households took advantage of the subsidy to reduce their out-
of-pocket cost to almost nothing. Other households, by contrast, continued

to pay sizeable percentages of their income for housing. About 4 percent of
all recipient households spent over hal-f their total income for rent at first
payment. These very high rent burdens were concentrated among the lowest

income recipients, and tended to be at Jacksonvil1e more often than at any

other sites.2 Extraordinarily high rent burdens may reveal the special

Nct income is defined as gross household income less deductions for each
household member, unusual medical or job-related expenses, etc. A variety
of federal housing programs have used a figure comparable to the AAE's net
income to compute "reasonable" rent burden.
See Appendix B, Table 8.-16.
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FIGURE 3_13
RENT BURDENS AT ENROLLMENT AND FIRST PAYMENT

FOR MOVING AND NONMOVING RECIPIENT HOUSEHOLDS

RECIPIENT STAYERS
(including stayers with repairs)
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"t."r["" ", househotds with row current income but re]atively hiqh

assets, or they may be produced by a householdts temporarily depressed

income.

The patterns reported in this section of the report suggest that different
benefits accrued to program recipients. For those who already had acceptable

units at enrollment and did not move, the primary benefit was a reduction in
rent burden- For movers, there was less reduction in rent burden because of
increases in rent, but these increases presumably reflect a degree of
improvement in their housing. The discussion following wiIl examine some

of the i-mprovements movers were able to make.

3-4 CHANGES IN HOUSING CONDITIONS FOR HOUSEHOLDS THAT MOVED

Because of the AAE's limited duration and the small number of participants
at any one location, local housing suppliers did not respond to the program

with major rehabilitation. Therefore, only the movers--not the stayers--
had a chance greatly to Jmprove the quality of their housing. Such change

could take many forms--an improvement in physical quality, in size, in
location, or in all of these qualities.

The percentage of movers varied widely among the eight sites. As shown in
Table 3-7, it ranged from 24 percent of all- recipients in Bismarck to 51

percerrt in Jacksonville - OnIy the recipients who moved are included in the

analysis in this section.
TABLE 3_7

RECIPIENT I{OVERS BY SITE

S i-te
Percentage
of Movers

Total Number
of Reci-pients

Salem
Springfield
Peoria
San Bernardino
Bismarck
Jacksonville
Durham
Tulsa

53e"

45
40
46
24
51
47
44

948
B5t
935
822
430
339
516
915

Total 45"-" 5,756

Source: AAE Payment Initiation Eorms

Data Base: Recipients (N = 5,756)
48



Physical Quality of Units

In Section 3 -2, the quality of enroLlees' initial housing was described in
terms of certain deficiencies. This section uses the same deficiencies to
measure changes in the moverst housing conditions. These faults reflect
housing quality in only a rough way but in general they identify units tikely
to be substandard or unsatisfactory to tenants.l One group of deficiencies
was reported by a sample of participants in surveys conducted at enrollment
and approximately six months after first payment. Despite the small numbers

of respondents, Table 3-B portrays a pattern of improvement.

TABLE 3-8

I,IA.'OR DEFICIENCIES IN UNITS OF RECIPIENT MOVERS AT ENROLLMENT
AND FIRST PAYMENT REPORTED BY PARTICIPANTS

Enrollment Units Recipient Units

Deficiency

unit lacked piped
water

Unit lacked
electricity
unit had leaksa

unit had rats
or miced

Unit did not, have
complete kitchen

Unit did not have
complete plunbing

Unit dld not have
a full bath

Unit had no heat
or heat did not
work

Number of
Units with
Deficiency

3

1

77

79

11

6

I4

Missing
Cases

Number of
Units with
Deficiency

Missing
Cases

45

N

306

350

350

352

1 351

o 336

2 285

tt

306

11 305 47

0

22 343

23 347

352

351

336

5 287

I

3

0r 305 47

46 o

23

28 2

0

7

I

1

9

5

0

I

2

0

1

I6

67

14 4

I

3

4

2

7

16

65

Source: First and Second Participant Surveys

Data Base 3 Recipient nrovers in tle Participant Survey Sample whose units were evaluated by
Abt A.ssociates inspectors (N = 352)

"Th""" defictencies are used in a measure that conblnes the seven most commonLy occurring deficiencies
(see Flgure 3-14).

The deficiency measures are described in more detail in Appendix B.
I

49



Participants who moved reported fewer deficiencies in their new units than
in the units they had occupied at enrollment. The only deficiencies rcport.ecl
by more than a handful of families at enrollment. were the cxistr-.nce of loaks
(22 percent) and rats (23 percent). The incidence of both problems was re-
duced to 7 percent and 8 percent of the new recipient units, respectively.
The incidence of a1l- other problems also declined, but the numbers are too
small to a1low generalization.

A second set of deficiencies was reported by independent inspectors examining
the same dwelling units later. Table 3-9 shows they found significantly
fewer defects in the new units than those occupied at enrollment. The only
defects found in more than l-O percent of the new recipient units were safety
hazards, some of which might be considered minor problems. In al-l other
cases except that of plunbing, the deficiency rate of new units was half or
less than half of the old units.

TABI,E 3-9

MAJOR DEFICIENCIES IN UNITS OF RECIPIENT MOVERS AT ENROLLMENT AND FIRST PAYI4ENT
AS REPORTED BY EVALUATION CONIBACTOR INSPECIORS

Enrollment Units Recipient Units

Number of
Units with
Deflclency

23

34

115

57

Missing
t N CaseE

Number of
Units with
Deflciency

L2

t N Cases

1r 351 1

Missing
Deficiency

Overall condition
of uniL was unsound

Unit had structural
hazardsa

Unit had unvented
space heaters, port-
a-bl-e electric
heaters or no heata

Unit had safety
hazardsa

Unit had major plumb-
ing deficienciesa
Unit was unfit for
other reasonsa

15 349 3

71 35I I

10 35I r

33 350 2

19 350 2

16 348 4

4

51 4 334 18

7 23502

20 335 17

10 335 t7

6 335 t't

58

67

32

2l

Source: Enrollment Units - First Wave Housing Evaluation Forms; Recipient Units - Second Wave
Housing Evaluation Eorms

Data Base: Recipient llcvers in Joint Sanple (N = 352)

tTh.r. defl,ciencies are used in a measure that combines the seven most comrnonly occurring de-
ficiencies (see Fignrr€ 3-14).
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Additional- evidence of the improvement in housing quality can be seen in
Figure 3-14, which charts the joint occurrence of the seven most common

deficiencies in units occupied by movers at enrollment and after becoming
1recipients.- More than 60 percent of the reci-pient units were free of these

deficiencies- Only 38 percent of their initial units had been of simil-ar
quality. And while 35 percent of the old units had had two or more defi-
ciencies, only 12 percent of the new units did.

FIGURE 3-14
NUMBER OF DEFICIENCIES IN UNITS OCCUPIEO BY RECIPIENT MOVERS

AT ENROLLMENT AND FIRST PAYMENT

None
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Reoprent units (N = 352)

Source: First and Second Partrcrpant Surveys: Housrng Evaluatron Forms (First and Second Waver)

Data Baser Recrprent i/overs n Jornt Sample (N = 352)

The seven deficiencies were:
--Unvented space heaters, portable electric heaters, or no heat
--Structural hazards
--Safety hazards
--Major plumbing def iciencies
--Unfit for habitation
--Leaks
--Presence of rats or mice
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These indications of improvement in physical quality are consistent with the

increases i-n moversr rental expenditures discussed in Section 3.3. Physical
quality, however, is only one dimension of a familyts housing situation.
Another dimension, occupancy, is examined below.

Occupancy

"Occupancy" measures describe the amount of space available for the members

of a household and their access to basic facilities. A simple measure of
the amount of space is the nrmber of people n". roo*.1 In the AAE, agencies

recorded the number of rooms (excluding bathrooms) in the household's unit
on both the Enrollment and Payment Initiation Forms; the information reported
here comes from those forms. Information on household size at enrollment
comcs from the Certification Form. Data about the second aspect of occupancy,

access to basic facilities, derive from a survey asking enrollees and recip-
ients j-f they shared kitchen or plurnbing facilities.

At cnroflment, 18 percent of AAE reci-pient movers 
2 lirr.d in units with more

than one person per room, a level sometimes considered "overcrowded." By

this definition, Springfield and Peoria had the largest proportion of
enrollees in overcrowded conditions with 21 percent.

At enroflment, the largest differences i-n room occupancy were between

elderly and nonel-derly househofds and between large and small- households.3

Elderly enrollee households had an average of 0.46 people per room, compared

to O.B7 people per room for nonel-derly households. As household size in-
creased, so did the number of people per room. For example, one-person

households had an average of 0.4I people per room, compared to 1.51 persons

The AAE chose this measure because it was the least subjective alterna-
tive and because it could be calculated for all enrollees and recipients.
'Ihe agency operating forms number the bedrooms and rooms used for sleeping
(not necessarily the same as bedrooms), and the total number of rooms.
Because the deflnition of bedrooms and sJ-eeping rooms is more subjecti-ve
than that of total rooms and therefore is more l-ikely to vary among
participants, the total number was chosen for the measure. fnformation
about the number and area of rooms in participants' units is al-so avail-
able on the Housing Evaluation Forms, but the experiment collected these
data for only a sample rather than for all participants.
As in the rest of this section, only recipient movers are analyzed here.

The two demographic dimensions are interrelated; 94 percent of the enroll-
ee households headed by individuals over age 6I had only one or two members.
There were also smal-Ier differences in crowding among enrollees of differ-
ent races. Black and Spanish-American households averaged 0.83 and 1.08
people per room, respectively, compared to 0.79 people per room for whites.

1

2
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per room among househotds of seven or more. Almost 90 percent of the latter
group lived in overcrowded units with more than one person per room.

The i-ncidence of slrared kitchen and plumbing facilities was not widcsprcad

among recipient movers at enrollment. Eight percent reported sharing a

kitchen, and 10 percent said that they used the same plumbing facilities
as another household. Among sites, shared facilities were by far most

common in Jacksonville, where over one-third of the sample shared each kind
of facility. Among demographic groups, households with net incomes under

$I,000, black household=,1 ..rd very young households reported shari-ng

facilities most frequently.

Crowding and the incidence of shared facil-ities are both related to enroll-
ees' plans to move and the actual moves of recipients. Figure 3-15 charts,
for differenL level"s of room occupancy, the percentages of recipients planning

F!GURE 3_15
PEOPLE PER ROOM AT ENROLLMENT BY MOVING PLANS FOR ALL RECIPIENTS AND

BY MOVING BEHAVIOR FOR RECIPIENT MOVERS
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Source: AAE Enrollment and Payment lnitiation Forms
Data Base: (1 ) All Recipients; (2) Recipient Movers

Households categorized as "other ethnic groups" shared facilities at a
rate somewhat higher than blacks, but the numbers are too small to be
reqarded as reliabl-e.
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to movc at erirollmcnt and rccipients who did move. As crowding increascd,
so did tht-. frequency of moving plans; proportionately twice as many house-

]rolds in the most crowded category planned to move as did in thc least
crowded group. A1so, Fiqurc 3-15 shows that the degree of crowding at
enrollment is strongly related to actual moves. Almost four-fifths of the

households with more than 1-5 people per room at enrollment moved. Only a
thlrd of those with 0-4 or fewer people per room changed their residences.

As Table 3-1t) illrstrates, the pattern of relations for shared facilities is
quite similar to that for overcrowding. Enrollee households that shared

facilities were considerably more likeIy to pfan to move than those that did
not share; and recipient households that did not share facilities at enroll-
ment moved less frequently than those that did.

TABLE 3-10

SHARED FACILITIES AT ENROLLI.GNT, MOVING PLANS ,
AND MOVING BEHAVIOR FOR PACIPIENTS

Percentage of
of Recip-
ients Plan-
ning to
Move at
Enrollment

Missing
Casesa

Percentage
of Recip-
ients Who

Moved
Missing
CasesNN

Use of Facilities
in Enrol-lment Unit

Kitchen

Shared
Not Shared

Plumbing

Shared
Not Shared

B5 e"

4'7

46
750

420

r05

85%
43

4l
835

34

20

Bt_

47
62

149
76
42

63
833

Source: AAE Enrol-lment and Payment Initiation Forms, First Participant
Survey

Data Base: First Participant Survey respondents who became recipients
(N = 916)

aEnrollees answering that they were "undecided" about moving pl-ans (g = 87)
were excluded from the enrollment half of the table- The other missing
cases are largely on the shared facilities questions.

Roughly hal-f the participants who moved improved t-heir occupaney st-atus. A

quarter of the movers secured an additional room, and another fifth gained

an extra two or more rooms. Slightly less than a third moved into units of
the same size, and the last quarter chose smaller units. Very large families
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and households with net incomes of $5,000 or more moved into larger units
more frequently than other groups

'lhe <:ffcct of thesc changes in unit size on crowding is shown in Figurr:3-16,
whiclr grcrl)hr; r(x)m occupancy at enroflment and first paymcnt i-or movinq rccip-
ients. 'Ihe curves reflect a decline in the average number of people pt:r

room from O-82 at enrollment to 0.70 at first payment.

Participants also moved away from shared facilities. Only 1 percent moved

to unj-ts in which they shared plumbing facilities, and no one in the sampJ-e

moved to units with shared kitchens. Before moving, 10 percent of the sample

shared plumbing facilities and I percent shared kitchens.

Like the measures of physical quality, these occupancy patterns indicate that
AAE households that moved improved their housing.

FIGURE 3-16
PEOPLE PER ROOM AT ENROLLMENT AND

FIRST PAYMENT AMONG RECIPIENT MOVERS
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]E
-)-J LOCATIONAL CTIANGES BY R.ECIPIENT MOVERS

Because of the freedqn of choice implicit in the housing allowance program,

AAE participants who wished to move were abl-e to shop for a more convenient

location or a more desirable neighborhood as well as for a better, standard
.Iunrt -

This section of the report examines changes in some neighborhood character-
istics for moving households. It is based on U.S. Census data for the census

tracts in which participants lived at enrol-lment and at first p.1^..,t.2 A

word of caution is in order about these data. The goverrunent collected them

in 1959, and the AAE en-rolfees moved in 1973 and 1974. Neighborhood charac-

teristics might have changed substantially in the interim, especially if the

AAE movers were simply following established "mobil-ity streams" in their
focations.J Nevertheless, these data probabty reflect the general character

of the neighborhood changes that occurred.

1 The physical quality of units was inspected to ensure compliance with
agency quality requirements. Neighborhoods were not. inspected. Recip-
ients were therefore partially constrained in the neighborhood choices
they could make: they could move to a better neighborhood, provided they
found and could afford an acceptable unit there.

Not all addresses could be coded into tracts. Many of the missing cases
are in Bismarck, which is untracted and therefore not included in these
figures at all. But there are enough missing cases from other sites to
recommend caution in interpreting the data. This table shows households
that are not included in the following analyses:

Movers in the AAE : 2,597

Excluded from this discussion:
Movers in Bismarck (untracted) 100

Ilouseholds with discrepancies on operating
forms with regard to moving behavior I
I{ousehol-ds that could not be coded into a
tract (address given as a P.O. Box, etc.) 224

Total excluded 325

Remaining for analysis 2,272

It must also be remembered that the AAE was not designed to allow isolation
of the effects of a housing allowance program from other factors influencing
Iocational choice. The Demand Experiment wiII be able to compare the
choices of program participants with those of nonparticipants to determine
whether the changes in neighborhood were the result of the program or simply
the pattern for low-income famil-ies.

2

a)
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To estjmate the results of focational changes, the origin and destination

addresses of moving recipients were coded into census tracts. Both those

who c;h.rnrlr:d t-rac;Ls and thosr: who movr:d witl-rin tli<: samc tract- are includcd.

A 'io(: i,or:r;onornic i.nc-lcx (Sl:1) was; t-hr:rr r;orn1 rrrlt:rl lr>r c:ar.'tr (i()nsius L-r.rct. b;rr;(.<l orr

Lhe income, education, and white-collar cmploymc:nt of rcsidents of LhaL t-ract
I

compared to the city generally.^ This index allowed a study of changes in
2SEI scores.

Across all sites , 49 percent of movers went to tracts with higher SEI scores,

29 percent moved to areas with lower scores, and 23 percent experienced no
?change" (see Tabfe 3-11). Of all sites, Tulsa had the most households move

TABLE 3-I1

CHANGES IN SOCIOECONOMTC STATUS (SEI) OF CENSUS TRACT IIROM

ENROLLI{ENT TO T'TRST PAYMENT FOR RECIPIENTS WHO MOVED
(in percentages)

Site

Moved to
Tract with
Hiqher SEra

No
Change

Irloved to
Tract with
Lower SEI N

Total
Salem
Springfield
Peoria
San Bernardino
Bismarckb
Jacksonville
Durham
Tulsa

49e"

50
47
48
31

b

23e"

L7
27
3I
33
__b
18
t7
13

29e"

33
26
20
31
__b
34
33
26

2,272

445
359
32L
374

n

199
208
365

4A
50
61

Source: SEI from 1970 Census (see Appendix B for derivation); Application,
Enrollment, and Payment Initiation Forms

Data Base: Alt households that moved and whose census tracts could be
identified (N = 2,272)

aThe socioeconomic
employment.

b

index was based on income, education, and white-coIlar

1

2

Bismarck could not be includ.ed because its program area is not divided into
tracts in the U.S. Census.

The formula and sources used to derive the SEI are reported in Appendix B

These figures are as yet preliminary. Alternative measures of neighbor-
hood characteristics are being examined for more detailed analysis.
However, other measures used to date have given similar results.
Twenty-two percent moved within the same census tracts,
1 percent moved to tracts with equal- SEI scores.

3
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to tracts wiLh highcr sc()rcs; llan Bcrnardino had tho fewcst. Amon<; r,'tlrrric

groups, Spanish-American households moved to higher-scoring tracts much .less

frequently than other groups. Blacks, on Lhe other hand, mrcved to higher-
scoring tracts somewhat more often than whites and other groups (see Table

3-12). There was little variation among other demographic categories-

TABLE 3-12

CHANGES TN SOCIOECONOMIC STATUS (SE]) OF CENSUS TRACT FROM

ENROLL},IENT TO FIRST PAYMENT FOR RECIPIENTS BY RACE
(in percentages)

Race

Moved to
Tract With
Higher SEI

No
Change

Moved to
Tract with
Lower SEI N

white

Black

Spanish American

Other

47%

55

33

49

34%

18

34

22

,oo-

28

33

30

r,485

613

L37

37

Source: SEI from 1970 Census (see Appendix B for derivation); AAE Appli-
cation, Enrollment, and Payment Initiation Forms

Data Base: A11 households that moved and whose census tracts could be
identified (N = 2,272)

Note: This table shows only the direction of change. It does not show
magnitude of change or the relative quality of tracts in which
households have lived. See Table 3-l-3 for an indication of the
magnitude of change "

Tabfe 3-13 gives some idea of how much change occurred. Across all- sites,
the mean SEI at enrol-l-ment was 0.75. In other words, the average SEI score

for the tracts in which enrollees lived was about one-quarter lower than the

average for the cities in which they lived.l By first payment, the index had

risen to 0.86--a gain of 1I percentage points. Blacks made the greatest rela-
tive gains in SEI tract scores, but despite this improvement, the mean SEI for
their tracts of destination were below the means for a1l- other groups' tracts
of origin. Whites began and ended at the highest leve1 of all ethnic groups.

The formula used 1.0 as the average score for a measurement area- Measure-
ment areas were in most cases SMSAs or comparable areas covered by census
aggregations.

1
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TABLE 3.13

cllANCti:s tN Mt;:nN so(:[ol';(]oN()MIC s'fATUS (SEI) OF CENSUS 'tRnC't' lJ()tr It()Uljt,:ilOLI):j
,IIIA'I' I4()VI,:D I]I.J'I'W1.]I';N I.:NROLI,MEN'I AND FIRST PAYML]N'I , I]Y [tNCI.:

Race

Mean SEI
in Tract at
Enrollment

Mean SEI
in Tract
after Move

Mean
Change N

White

BIack

Spanish American

Other

Total

-a7

-45

- t6

.86

-15

1 .00

.61

.79

.94

.86

-13

"16

.01

.08

.11

1,485

613

).37

37

2,272

Source: SEI from 197O Census (see Appendix B for derivation) ; AAE

Application, Enrollment, and Payment Initiation Forms

Data Base: Afl households that moved and whose census tracts could be
identified (N = 2,272)

Changes in Ethnic Concentration

Another possible result of their moves for participants is change in the

ethnic composition of their neighborhoods. This section examines changes

in the percentage of minority households in the census tracts of participants
that moved to different tracts.

On the average, aII ethnic groups tended to move into tracts with lower per-
centages of minority households than those in which they were living at
enrollment. As a result, moves by black families generally increased inte-
gration and moves by whites decreased it. Table 3-I4 shows that change was

greatest for b.l-ack movers; they moved to areas with an average of 14 percent

fewer minority households. The mean changes for other llroups were modest.

Figure 3-17 shows the changes in the percentage of minority households in the

tracts of white and black households. The distributions for the two groups

are markedly different. The pattern for whites is unimodal. Fully 87

percent of the white households moved into tracts with mirrority concentra-

tions within 10 percent of those they left. Four percent of the white house-

hol-ds moved to tracts with over 10 percent more minority households, and

another B percent moved to tracts with at least 10 percent fewer minority
households. rn contrast, the black pattern is trimodal, with the largest
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FIGURE 3_17
CHANGES IN THE PERCENTAGE OF MINORITY HOUSEHOLDS IN THE

CENSUS TRACTS OF WHITE AND BLACK HOUSEHOLDS
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Source: Tract characteristics from 1 970 Census of Population and Housing (second count tapes).
Demographic and moving data from AAE Application, Enrollment, and Payment lnitiation Forms
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TABLE 3.14

CHANGES IN PERCENTAGE OF MINORITY HOUSEHOLDS IN CENSUS TRACT
FOR PARTICIPANTS WHO MOVED TO DIFFERENT TRACTS, BY RACE

Race

Mean g"

I'linority at
Enrollment

Mean s"

14inor ity
at First
Palment

Change in
I,lean e"

Minority
Missing
CasesN

White

Black

Spanish-American

Other

Total

.06

.56

.10

.11

.20

.04

.40

.o9

.07

.t4

-.o2
-.L4
-. 01

- .04

-.06

I ,439

613

L37

37

2,226

46

46

Source: AAE Application, Enrollment, and Paiment fnitiation Forms! L97O
Census for minority population figures

Data Base: A11 households that moved from their original census tracts,
and whose tracts could be identified (N = 2,272; missing
cases - 46).

Note: Census groups classified as "minority" include blacks and most
groups in the "other" category (for instance, American Indians).
Spanish-Americans are not separately identified in the census data
we used; most of them are probably classified there as nonminority

number of households clustered at the middle and at the two ends of the

distribution. About 33 percent of the black households moved to tracts with
minority concentrations within 1O percent of their origj-nal tracts. Forty-
six percent went to tracts with at least IO percent fewer minority households,

and about 20 percent moved to tracts with over 10 percent more minority
residents.

Figure 3-l-8 shows the effects of these changes on the distribution of white

and black movers in tracts with various minority concentrations. The graph

shows 88 percent of the white movers were living in tracts with less than

10 percent minority households when they entered the program and that this
proportion rose Lo 92 percent because of their moves. Bl-ack households were

much more evenly spread across the range of minority concentrations at bottr

enrollment and first payment. The upward shift of the curve for black house-

hotds reflects that, on the average, they were living in tracts with
proportionately fewer minority residents after their moves.
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FIGURE 3-18

CHANGE IN PERCENTAGE OF MINORITY RESIDENTS IN CENSUS TRACTS
AT ENROLLMENT AND FIRST PAYMENT, FOR BLACK AND WHITE MOVERS
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Source: Tract characteristics from I 970 Census of Population and Housing (second count lapes)

Demographic and moving data from AAE Application, Enroilment & PaVment lnrttatton Forms

White Households N = 1439; mrssing cases - 46

Black Households N = 613; missing cases - 0

It thus appears that many AAE movers were able both to l-ocate a unj-t accept-

able to the agency and to move to higher-status neighborhoods. Black house-

holds also tended to move to more integrated neighborhoods. It is important

to remember, however, that these patterns are not necessarily or entirely
due to the program. Sjmilar but nonparticipating households may have been

making identical- moves, but data to make such comparisons are lacking.
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4.O RECIPIENTS' POSTPAYMENT EXPERIENCES

By the time a family began receiving payments, it had located housing satis-
facory to the agency and could look forward to receiving two years of
experimental housing allowance payments. Compared to the other stages of
participation, this experience tended to be relatively uniform. The re-
cipients received checks from the agency each month, and periodically they

furnished the agency with evidence that they had paid their rent.

About a year after their original certification, agencies asked recipient
households to resupply information on household size and income. If a

family's circumstances had changed, the local agency adjusted the level of
its payments. By the time of annual recertification, 2 percent of the

participating recipients had improved their economic situation to the point
where they had become ineligible to continue in the program.l These famil-ies

became postpayment terminees.

Other variations in the experience of recipients were idiosyncratic, result-
ing from circumstances specific to single household.s. For example, some

recipients moved out of the program area, became sick and required institu-
tional care, or died. other recipients became dissatisfied with their
housing and moved. In this last case, they had to arrange an inspection and

a new lease. If they had moved to housing that did not meet the quality
requirements, they dropped out of the program.

Data are not yet available on the fulI 24-month period during which recip-
ients were entitled to receive payments. Many recipients were still re-
ceiving payments at the beginning of 1976. The data presented here

therefore cover only the first 12 months of participants' experiences as

recipients. Since agencies conducted the routine activities--recertification
of income, reinspection of units--annually, the 12 months constitute one

complete cycle of participation.

Agencies terminated these househol-ds because of excessive income at
annual recertification. An additional 1 percent of the participants
was found ineligible for other reasons. Termit'tations between first
payment and annual recertification are discussed in Section 4.3 below.

I
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4.L PAYMENT ADJUSTI,IENTS

Prior discussions of payment-s in this report havc dealt only with initial
payments, that is, the subsidies participants received when they first
became recipients. If there were no changes in the household's situation
or 1n the agency's payment standard., these initial- pa).ment levels held

constant throughout the remainder of each family's 24 months as a recipient.
However, these conditions were not very common. Only one agency adopted a

new schedul-e of payment standards, but most households experienced changes

that led to readjustments of their housing allowances.

Payments to families might be altered because of a change in income, house-

hold size, or--under certain conditions--gros= r.rrt.l When a participant
reported such a change,'an. agency conducted a recertification and adjusted

the payment feveL if necessary. Agencies could also initiate recertification
if there was reason to believe that a household's income had changed, whether

or not the household had reported it. (For example, increases in level-s of
Social Security payments led to automatic recertification of aII households

with such income at some sites.) Regardless of these interim adjustments,

HUD required all agencies to recertify each household's size and income

about one year after its first pa1 ..rt.3

Thus, each household still in the program at the end of a year should have

had an annual recertification and might also have had one or more interim

Agencies would make such an adjustment only if rent changed and if the
rent for the unit was less than the payment standard minus 25 percent
of income.

In accordance with a provision adopted from the model lease then used in
t.he public housing program, most agencies encouraged recipients to report
only those changes that wou1d lead to higher payments. Other changes
were normally registered at annual recertification. [The model lease is
in document RHM #7465.8 (see Appendix I, clause 5.a.(1)). The reason for
this provision is to avoid lowering a recipient's payment until the end
of the l-ease period, because the lease commits the recipient to a certain
rent for the full- period. l
Agencies were given the opportunity during planning to choose shorter
intervals between mandatory recertifications, buL all- chose the one-year
period.

1

2

3
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recertifications. Households that terminated before completing their first
year would have had only interim recertifications. Many of these recertifi-
cations resulted in payment changes.

To estimate the numbers of recertifications done for families that remained

recipients, records were examined for all households that had received an

annual recertification. This study yielded a base of 4,426 households for
analysis. About four-fifths of these households had not been recertified
between their original certification and the annual recertification. Seven-

teen percent had had one interim recertification, and 5 percent had had more

than one. Variations in the numbers of interim recertifications for these

households are shown by site in Table 4-I.

TABLE 4-1

INTERIM RECERTIFICATIONS BETWEEN ORIGINAL
CERTIFICATION AND ANNUAI, RSCERTIFICATION, BY SITE

Site
Number of
Households

Percentage of
Households
With No
Interim Re-
certification

Percentage of
Households
With One
Interim Re-
certification

Percentage of
Households ItIith
More Than One
Interim Re-
certification

Salem

Springfield
Peoria

San Bernardino

Bismarck

Jacksonville
Durham

TuIsa

TOTAL

1L3

748

629

70L

328

23t

430

646

4,426

842

75

66

8I
51

84

81

95

78

)-22

20

30

16

27

13

L4

4

L7

4Z

4

4

4

23

2

5

0

5

Source: AAE Recertification Forms

Data Base: Recipients with an annual recertification (N = 4,426)
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The numbers vary widely. Bismarck recertified about half of all 1ts house-

holds at least once between certification and annual recertificat-ion, but

Tulsa recertj,fied only about 5 percent.l

At annual recertification, agencies discovered that 2 percent of the parti-

cipating households were over-income and an additional I percent was ineli-
gible for other reasons. (See Table 4-2.) These disqualifications left
4,2'79 recipients remaining in the program after annual recertification.

TABLE 4-2

RESULTS OF ANNUAL RECERTIFTCATION BY SITE

Site
Number of
Households

Percentage
Found
EIigibIe

Percentage
Ineligible:
Over-
Income

Percentage
Ineligible:
Other

Missing
Cases

Salem

Springfield
Peoria

San Bernardino

Bismarck

Jacksonville
Durham

Tulsa

TOTAL

7L2

745

626

688

328

230

430

643

4,4O2

99%

97

99

98

90

100

99

96

97

le"

3

1

2

3

0

I
4

2

0%

I
0

0

7

0

o

o

1

I
3

5

13

o

1

o

3

24

Source: AAE Annual Recertification Forms

Data Base: AI1 Annua1 Recertifications (m = a,4O2i missing cases - 24)

Payment LeveIs after Annual Recertification

In order to examine payment levels for eligible households remaining in the
program after annuaf recertification, payment forms were matched (by income

amount an<1 date) with the Annual Recertification Forms.2 This analysis
treats changes from first payment to annual recertification, automatically
incorporating changes that resulted from interim recertifications.
1

2

Analysis of the resul-ts of these interim recertificatir:ns was
at the time this report was written.
There were 94 cases in which matching forms were not found.
4, l-85 cases are included in the analysis.

incomplete
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The monthly paymcnt for those households sti1l in the program after annual

recertification clropped by about six dollars. l About a quartcr of the re-
certified households were receiving higher payments than at first- An

additional 11 percent were receiving the same payment, and the remaining 63

percent were receiving lower payments.

TABLE 4-3

CHANGES IN MEAN PAYMENTS FROIV1 FIRST PAYMENT TO ANNI]AI. RECERTIFICATION, BY

SITE (IN DOLLARS PER MONTH; INCLUDES ADJUSTI\,IENTS RESULTING F'ROI4 BOTH
INTERTM AT{D ANNUAL RECERTIFICATIONS)

Mean Payment
at Annual Re-
certification

Change from
Mean at First
Palrment

Number of
Recipients
at First
Annual Re-
certification

Missing
Casesa

TOTAI

Site

Safem

Springfield
Peoria

San Bernardino

Bismarck

Jacksonvil-Ie

Durham

Tulsa

$76.6e

$73.16

85. 34

18.64

78.36

67 .77

94.06

72.92

67 .4L

-5.96

-9.77

-6. 31

-6.24

-3.83
-7 .78

-0.96b
-r.96
-7 -L6

4, L85

677

692

6L2

659

29L

226

425

603

94

I

Source: AAE Payment Initiation and Recettification Forms

Data Base: Households recertified eligible (N = 4,185; missing cases - 94)

a*Missing cases are households that received an annual recertification but
for which no matching payment form was on record.

bPayment standard.s were raised in Jacksonville, raising the subsidies of
some households during this period.

Taking all original recipient households into account (not just those who
received an annual recertification, as does Tab1e 4-3), the average pay-
ment over the whole experiment dropped from $8I at first payment to $77
after annual recertifications. This difference results from recertifi-
cations of households still participating in the program (whose payments
tended to decline) and from the termination of other households before
annual recertifications.
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Mean payments decreased at all sites. TabLe 4-3 shows the magnitude of
these changes, as well as the resulting mean palments by sj-te, The changes

in payment level did not vary significantly across demographj-c categories,
although nonelderl-y welfare recipients, J-arge families, and households in
the "other" eLhnic category experienced decreases somewhat greater than

average.

The trend toward lower payments was partly caused by inflation, which led to
increases in grant income as weII as in wages. Payment standards, meapwhile,

were i-ncreased only in Jacksonville, where the original ones seemed inade-

quate to cover prevailing rents of "modest stand.ard" units.I Thus, lower

average payments resulted because incomes were general-ly rising and payment

standards remained the same.

Recertification caused considerable redistribution of households among in-
come categories. Table 4-4 shows the extent of these changes. Only about

half of aII the households remaining in the program were in the same income

category at first pa)rment and at annual recertification. l4ore changed were

upward than downward. in line with the national trend of rising incomes

during this period. The extent of these changes demonstrates, however, that
annual and interim recertifications were important in assuring accurate pay-

ments. Had agencies not carried out these recertifications, they would have

made a relatively large number of overpayments and underpayments.

4-2 POSTPAYMENT I\,IOVES

Agencies did not require recipient househol-ds to remain in the units in which

they began to receive payments. They might choose, or be forced, to move for
any of the reasons that affect. other r".,t..=.2 For example, they might be-

come dissatisfied with the unit; it might be more convenient to relocate
nearer a job. a relative, or a frequently used service facility; or they

T'his increase took place in September L974. after annual- recertification
for some households but- before it for others "

1'lic- Ieases used in the program were signed for a one-year period, but they
inc.luded clauses permitting either party to break the lease during that
period, usually on 30 days' notice. (An exception was San Bernardino,
which used binding one-year leases and required participants who wished
to move sooner to negotiate with their housing suppliers. , Recipients in
San Bernardino moved about as often as those at other sites.)

I
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TABLE 4_4

CHANGES IN HOUSEHOLD ]NCOME FROM FIRST PAYMENT

TO ANNUAL RECERTIFICATTON (]N CATEGORIES OF $1OOO)

Category After Annuql Reperlililglipll
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2999

$o-
999
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3eo

20 151

2Z 122

11 67 105

2eo 10%
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119 33 177

'7 eo 12z 672;

$o-
999

L41

$1ooo-
r999

$ 3000-
3999

$4000-
4999 Total

212

l- 305 *

r:oo , J7

ur, '!L

33 i$1000-
1999

g' 3999<--.=r--
o

tro s2000-
oita 2999!
rd
U
FI
rdq $3000-

$4000-
4999

$ 500O+

Total

254

L37595

L4e"9eo

9C

.f'265 r * ';..

10 35 I 395 659 456 493 4r85
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Source: AAE Payment Initiation and Recertification Forms

Data Base: Households recertified eligible (N = 4,185; missing
cases--94 )

Percentage Moving to Higher Category - 35%
Percentage Remaining in Same Cateqory - 5L%
Percentage Moving to Lower Category - L4z

Note: The percentages in the tabl-e are row percents,
showing the percentage of participants from
original categories who moved into annual re-
certif ication categories .
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might be evicted. It is also possible that some househol-ds, under the
pressure of the 90-day limit to qualify for payments, accepted a unit that
did not fu11y meet their preferences with the intention of continuing their
scarch after becoming recipients. This part of the report examines patterns
of postpayment moves during the first year of the program.

Postpayment moves require administrative action. For example, the agency

must make inspections of units, and provide further services to enrollees
(for example, assistance in arranging a Iease and reminding recipients of
program requirements). AII AAE agencies retained some staff to perform in-
spections and offer services, but at levels below those of the enrollment
period. Agencies continued to provide legal services to recipients who re-
quested them" Only Springfield continued to offer a substantial number of
information sessions to recipients. Other agencies limited themselves to
responding to individual problems as they arose. The staff cutback was

apparently based on the assumption that recipients would generally need

fewer services than enroflees, and that much of the information given them

earlier would be retained by participating households.

A total- of 995 households, 17 percent of all recipi-ent families, moved during
their first year of pr1*urrtr.l Table 4-5 shows site variations, which range

from a low of J,I percent postpayment movers j-n Peoria to a high of 26 percent
in Salem. Thus, even though many of them moved to become recipients, AAE

households continued to change residences at a rate which approached the

national average of about 20 percent per y"ur.'

Jacksonville, the site with the highest percentage of prepayment movers, had

the second lowest percentage of postpayment moves. The pattern in Jacksonville
suggests that moves \^/ere often necessary to qualify for payments, because of
the poor condition of enrollees' initial housing, but difficult enough to dis-
courage families from moving after they became recipients.

Bismarck, on the other hand, had the lowest percentage of prepayment movers

and the second highest percentagre of postpayment movers. Far fewer enrollees

This figure includes only househol-ds that remained in the program after
their move. Families whose move led to their termination will be dis-
cussed in Section 4.3.
U.S. Census of Housing, 1970, Detailed Housing Characteristics: U.S.
Surnmar (washington, D.C.: U.S. Government Printing Office, L972), Table

I

2

23, p- 248
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TABLI] 4-5

POSTPAYMENT MOVES: HOUSEHOLDS THAT MOVED WITHIN ONE YEAR AFTER FIRST

PAYMENT AS A PERCENTAGE OF ALL RECIPIENT HOUSEHOLDS, BY SITE

Site

Number of
Households
That Moved

Households That
Moved as a Per-
centage of A11
Households

Number of
Recipient
Households

Salem

Sgrringf ield
Peoria

San Bernardino

Bismarck

Jacksonvill-e
Durham

tulsa

250

L42

101

150

B8

48

75

14r

26%

t1

11

I8
20

L4

I5
15

948

851

935

422

430

339

516

915

TOTAI 995 l'7e" 5,756

Source: AAE Payment Initiation Forms ( completed for both initial payment

and changes of address)

Data Base: ReciPients (N = 5 ,756)

in Bismarck had housing that did not meet the agency's quality criteria; most

could qualify for payments without moving. Once their standing in the program

was assured, however, they moved more often than recipients at most other
.Isltes -

Age was the demographic characteristic most strongly related to postpayment

moving. (See Table 4-6). The elderly, predictably,moved much less often
than other recipients, and households with heads under age 25 moved more

often than others.

The moves described here occurred only within the agencies' program areas

and into units which met the agencies' housing quality requirements.

I4uch of the enrollment period in Bismarck fell in winter, a time when--
the Bismarck on-site observer reported,--few people change residences.
Part of this siters great postpayrment moving activity may have been
merely an instance of recipients' seizing a seasonable time to move.

I
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TABLll 4_6

POSTPAYMENT MOVES: HOUSEHOLDS THAT I4OVED WITHIN ONE YEAR AFTT]R FIRST
PAYMENT AS A PERCENTAGE OF ALL RECIPIENT HOUSEHOI,DS, BY

AGE OF HEAD OF HOUSEHOLD

Age of Head
of Household

Number of
Households
That Moved

Households That
Moved as a Per-
centage of A11
Households

Number of
Recipient
Households

Under 25

25-44

45-6t

62 and over

295

47L

L23

to6

26e"

I9
L4

9

L,128

2,sLO

889

1,229

Source: AAE Application and Payment Initiation Forms

Data Base: Recipients (N = 5 ,756)

Recipients who moved outside the program area or into substandard units were

among those dropped. from the program. They are discussed in the next section.

4.3 RECIPIENT TERMINATIONS

AAE recipients were enLitl-ed to receive aIl-owance palzments for 24 months.

However, some households dropped out of the program before the end of two

years for a variety of reasons.

A fifth of the recipi-ent households dropped out before the end of their
first year of payments. The dropout rate was low for the first few months

and increased as time passed. In the last three months of the year, the

rate was about 3 percent per month. (See Tabl-e 4-7.) This figure is
probabJ-y slightly inflated because it includes some participants the agencies

found, ineligible at annual recertification.l Postpayment terminations

occurred most frequently in Jacksonville and Peoria, where 29 percent and

27 lrorccnt of the respective participants dropped out during the first 12

Annual recertifications took place both before and after the anniversary
date of the signing of the Payment Initi-ation Form. (tfris section uses
that date as a cut-off. For that reason the "number of households re-
maining in the program" discussed here is not identical with fhe "number
of households remaining after annual recertification," discussed in
Section 4.7 .)

1
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TABI,E 4-7

RECIPIENT TERMTNATION RATES BY RNCTPIENT PARTICIPATION MONTHS

I,lonth After
First Palment

Number of
Recipients
Terminating
in Each
Recipient
Participation
Month

Terminees in
Each Month
as a Percentagb
of Recipients
at the Beginning
of Each Month

Cumulative
Terminations
as a Percentage
of Total
Recipients

I
2

3

4

5

6

7

I
9

IO

t1

l2

32

59

82

a2

87

105

L25

110

106

r56

L54

t4L

.6

1.0

L.4

r.5
L.6

1.9

2.4

2.L

2.L

3.1

3.2

3.0

.6

1.6

3.0

4.4
5.9

7.8

9-9

1r.8
L3.7

L6.4

19.1

2r.5

Source 3 Payment Initiation and Termination Forms

Data Base: Postpayment Terminees--first year only (N = 1 ,239)

months. At the other extreme, only 15 percent of the recipients terminated
during their first year in Durham, and 16 percent in Springfield.

Termination rates for demographic groups varied during the first year of
participation- Households headed by individuals under age 44, especially
those with very young heads, terminated more often than ol-der households.

The termination rate for households with net incomes under $4,000 was lower

than that for higher-income households. And welfare recipients, female-

headed households, one-person households, and families with seven or more

members also dropped out less frequently than other households.

The highest termination rates were among relatively higher-income households

and nonelderly households with no welfare income ("the working poor") "

Whites and "other ethnic" households also terminated somewhat more often
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than blacks or Spanish-Americans. Figure 4-1 shows tJ:e termination rates
for these categories. These groups, which were arpng the most difficult to
enroll- in representative numbers, were also tlre most likely to drop out of
the program. Unless offset by agency outreach and enrollment procedures,

this tendency could 1ead, over time, to ttre program's serving dispropor-
tionately high percentagres of the lowest income households, households with
welfare income, and minority households.

Termination forms completed by tJle agencies provide information about why

households dropped out of the program during their first year of partici-
Ipation" TLre reasons for termination given on these forms can be grouped

into five major categories:

Moved from area

Housing substandard or ineligible
Ineligibility due to income or
housetrold size
Failed other program requirerrents

Voluntary and other terminations

232

43e"

47e"

10e.

t3u

118

the two major groups of terminees were those who moved out ef tlre program

area and those who became ineligible because of changes in their housing

condition, income, or household size, or failure to meet other requirements.

Each group accounted for more than 40 percent of all postpayment terminations"
rn a national program, the first group might not be terminations but transfers
from one program location to anottrer" Ihe second group--those who became

ineligible--gives us some measure of the importance of reinspections and

recertification procedures" Terminations for ineligibility accounted for
about 10 percent of all the original recipients"

The earfier Kansas City housing allowance demonstration program reported
that 32 percent of all recipients were inotable failures"--that is, they
dropped out of the program and generally returned to poor housing within
ttre progrErm area. Ttre AAE shows a markedly different picture. Most
enrollees terminated because ttrey beame ineligible on income grounds or
moved from the program area. Preliminary analysis of the fuIl 24-montlt
payment period shows that fewer than 104 of all recipients terminated
voluntarily or for reasons that seem comparable with Kansas Cityrs "notable
failure" category. (Ihe Kansas City program permitted 36 months of pay-
ments.) Cf" Scott Jacobs, "TLre Housing Allowance Program in Kansas City

in Planninq, October

I

Turns into A Notable Failure",

74
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FIGURE 4_1
TERMINATION RATES DURING FIRST YEAR OF PARTICIPATION BY

NET INCOME, AGE / WELFARE STATUS, AND RACE

4oyo
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Source: AAE Certification, Payment lnitiation, and Termination Forms
Data Base: First year terminees (N = 1239)
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5.0 PARTICIPANT PERSPECTTVES ON TFIE AA[]

Any report providing an overview of an experiment with several- thousand

participants must focus on common or typical experiences, summarizing them

in an analytical framework which is inevitably at least somewhat abstract.
This section of the report attempts to balance that abstraction with five
case histories of famil-ies whose experiences as participants were recorded

by on-site observers. As a preface to these casesf a summary of participant
responses to survey questions about their experience in the program fol-Iows.

5.1 SURVEY RESPONSES OF PROGRAM PARTIC]PANTS

As part of the evaluation of the AAE, interviewers tal-ked with a sample of
participants at each site three times. The first participant survey sampled

enrollees. The second and third participant surveys were administered to
members of the initial sample who were recipients approximately 6 and 16

months later. In addition, separate samples of former participants were

surveyed. These samples included persons who never received a housing

allowance payment (prepayment terminees) and some who l-eft the program after
becoming recipients (postpayment terminees) .

In each survey, interviewers asked participants several questions about their
relations with the administering agencies and their opinions of the program.

Their questions about the agencies were designed to reveal dissatisfaction
with the amount or type of help they received, and instances in which parti-
cipants felt they had been treated unfairly, rudely, or poorly in some way

by the agency staff.l

Responses from both recipients and terminees to questions about the agencies

were strongly positive in all surveys. Over 95 percent of the respondents

to each of the four surveys characterized the staff as concerned, helpful,
and friendly. Less than 5 percent of the respondents said that they did not

In the second and third participant surveys, interviewers asked these
questions only of participants who had visited the agency since the pre-
vious survey. In both cases, many (sometimes almost half) had not done
so. Therefore, responses to the two later surveys may be less repre-
sentative than those to the first, which had few households eliminated
by this skip pattern.

I
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like to go to the agency. The participants generally believed the staff
was interested in their problems; over 90 percent of the enrollee and re-
cipient respondents believed agency staff were "very interested. " Almost

no one reported a lack of interest. Prepayment terminees were slightly less
positive: 15 percent found the staff only somewhat interested, and 2 percent

throught the staff was not interested in their housing problems at all.

Over 90 percent of aII respondents reported that agency staff tried to help
them with their problems most or alI of the time. Only terminees--8 to 9

percent--mentioned any lack of help. Participants also generally believed
that they had sufficient access to agency staff. Few thought the agency

did not spend enough time talking about problems. Even among respondents

who failed to become recipients, only lO percent felt the agency had not

spent enough time talking with them.I

This very positive picture of agency staff among participants--including
those who terminated--is surprising, in view of the criticism that has come

from participants in many other public assistance programs. There is no

direct evidence available to discover the reasons for this response. However.

part of the explanation may be people's tendency to respond favorably to
this type of survey question. The novel and experimental nature of the AAE

may be another tactor.

other progr.m characteristics may have contributed to the positive feelings.
Much of the contact between agencies and participants occurred when staff
memlcers were attempting to help participants understand the program, find
housing, or work out difficulties with landlords. The proportion of agency

contacts that required participants to divulge personal information or in-
volved checking such information was lower than in many other programs.

Participants' expectations about interactions with agency staff, on the other

hand, may have been substantiall-y less positive. Several- on-site observers

reported that participants expressed pleasant surprise when agency staff
failed to fulfj-11 their negative expectations by being interested, polite,
and concerned.

Detailed information on the questions and responses summarized here rs
included in Appendix D.

I
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Any such explanation, however, is simply speculation. One cannot be sure

exactly what caused the participants' positive response except that very

few instances of harassment, iIl-treatment of participants, discriminati-on
or refusals to help were witnessed by on-site observers or reported by

participants.

Interviewers also sought participants' perceptions of the housing allowance

program. Ninety percent or more of the respondents stated they were able

to live in better housing because of the program than they could have other-
wise. This response is consistent with the answers to questions about satis-
faction with housing and neighborhoods. About two-fifths (39 percent) of
the enrol-Iee respondents to the First Participant Survey were dissatisfied
with their units, but only 12 percent of the recipients in the second survey

were. Similarly, a quarter of the enrollee sample expressed dissatisfaction
with their neighborhoods, but less than a tenth did so in the later survey

of recipients.

These changes in attitude only reflect the experiences of those who received

housing allowances. Enrollee terminees were unlikely to have benefited
substantially from their experience as enrollees, though they did receive

some agency information and attended training sessions. But 63 percent of
the enrollee terminees did in fact claim that they learned something about

housing from the program-

Generally, responses to the survey satisfaction questions show positive
attitudes toward the program and agency staff members.

5.2 CASE STUDIES OF INDIVIDUAI HOUSEHOLDS

Although planners and administrators must think of a program's clientele in
the aggregate, every enrolled household is unique. Each has it.s own charac-

teristics, its own past and present, its own hopes for assistance from the

program. The five case studies that fo11ow are presented to give some of
the feeling of the program as seen by five participants. The next-to-Iast
case shows that the experiences of the AAE participants were not always

positive. The cases have not been selected because they are "typical,"
or because they are especially different. They are simply samples of
participating households. They are real. The names have been changed, but
aI1 other detail-s are those collected by the on-site observers.
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MRS. PATRIClA MORRIS

I,lrs. Pat.ricia Morris is a 68-year-o1d widow who has been living in the

West since she lost her husband in L947. Originally from a small town in
Minnesota, she has lived a life dictated by the job market and by her

desire to live in a warmer climate.

Mrs. Morris has worked for most of her life. She started out as a clerical
worker in the Midwest. Later, she worked at unskilled jobs in the fish and

fruit canneries of Cal-ifornia, Washington, and Oregon. She has found em-

ployment in recent years as a domestic and continues to work even though

she is past the usual retirement age.

An active person, Mrs. Ir4orris belies the stereotype of the dependent elderly
man or woman. She subscribes to the loca1 newspaper and reads the

classified ads daily to find jobs. She rides a three-wheeled bicycle to
jobs she cannot get to on the bus.

For ten years prior to her application to the program, Mrs. Morris had

Iived in rented houses and apartments in the area. The last was a duplex

that was adequate and pleasant enough. It had three rooms, a laundry, and

a place outside to plant her garden. The location was convenient: "I am

hal-f an hour by bus to almost anywhere," she said during an early interview.

Mrs. Morris applied to the AAE in June 1973. She stopped by the agency

office on her way to work and filled out an application. She was selected

al-most immediately. The next d.irect contact she had with the progrErm was

at an enrollment conference held about a month after she had applied. At

that time she was asked to bring in pay stubs to verify her income. Her

agency representative recalls that she brought extensive documentation making

further verification unnecessary.

The agency asked Mrs. Morris to attend a group session at which she and

other enrollees were shown pictures of substandard housing. However, she

did not completely underst.and the verbal presentation. Although she wears

a hearing aid, she has trouble understanding conversation.

After the meeting was over, Mrs. Morris made sure that she had received aII
the written material that the agency passed out to prospective participants.
At home, she carefully read the brochures, not wanting to miss anything
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important. Even so, she found that she had to call her prograrn representative
to clarify a few points.

Agency records indicate that l4rs. Morris attended all- the required sessions.

The final one was to process the paperwork for the duplex she had found.

She calls the first two conferences "educatj-onal meetings, " but now cannot

remember the exact content of either. Nevetheless, she found them useful
when she was looking for a new home.

Like most of the elderly in the AAE, Mrs. I'4orris intended to stay in her

original location; but her landlord refused to sign a lease that involved

the federal government. This refusal still seems strange to her because

the landlord and his wife are both government employees. Iylrs. Morris tried
to explain that the lease was actually between tenant and l-andlord. and that
t-he government was not involved in any way. Nevertheless, the owner would

not agree to the l-ease.

At l"Irs. Morris ' request , her program representative agreed to tal-k to the

landford himsel-f. Although the representative explained the program in
detail, the man refused to reconsider his d.ecision. In retrospect, Mrs-

Morris was glad that she was forced to move because she found a much better
p1ace.

ft took five to six weeks of looking before she found the duplex she now

occupies. Although the search was difficult, she asked for no help. It
was midsummer and very hot; she rode her bicycle extensiveJ-y. A city pro-
gram allowing senior citizens to ride the bus for free provided. a welcome

alternative some days.

Mrs. Morris hunted down dupJ-exes. "Dup1exes usually have more space around

them, and the landlord has to pay the water bills and do the yardwork," she

explained. They tend to be more spacious than apartments, but are also

more expensive.

The unit she finally settled on is on a pleasant, tree-]ined street in a

well--established part of the city's east side- Because the neighborhood

is on the edge of the downtown area, the bus service is good. Although she

had considered several- attractive units in the north end, she decided. they

were too far away from the center of town and narrowed her search.
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The new place rents for $85 per month, about $15 more than her previous

home. Mrs- Morris thinks this is a reasonable price. She saw many units
at $IO0 or even $1I5 that were not as desirable. She has more room than

before and points out that the neighborhood 1s safer: her bicycle won't
be stolen if she leaves it outside. Most of her rent is covered by her

housing allowance check of $52.

Her new landlord is a dentist, and on the fifteenth of each month she

bicycles to his office and pays him in person. The unit is clean and well
cared for. It j-mmediately met with her approvaL and passed the agency's

inspection. Before she moved in, the landl-ord agreed to buy her new curtain
rods of the type she prefers- There are still a few things in the house

that need working on to make the place the way she would like it.

Iu1rs. Morris has no complaints about the agency and is perfectly satisfied
in her dealings with it. She likes the kind of program that lets participants
shop around rather than be crowded into buildings not of their own choice.

"I would rather do it this way--on my ownr" she insists. "It's not like
going to a place selected by the county."

Once she tried to rent through the local housing authority. They had only
two places for her to fook at and asked far too many personal questions for

her tastes. She rejected the housing project, noting that the units were

smalI one-room apartments with a kitchenette. She knew she could not be

happy there. A lot of the project's elderl-y residents, she believes, "are
just marking time until they leave this worLd."

Indirectly, the housing allowance payments had another effect on Mrs- Morrisl
life: she began to think about retiring. As long as the rent was being
paid by Lhe program, she figured that she could get by on the payments from

the state's Old Age Security program. The money would supplement her minimal

entitlement from federal Social Security. At first, she had misgivings

about applying because the money was from the welfare department. She

finally decided that "getting welfare is better than working under strain,
and I tm 68 now. "

Three months after she became an AAE recipient, Mrs. Morris went to the

county welfare office and applied for oId age security funds. "They were

nice and polite, " she says. Workers told her that processing her application
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would take a few weeks and that she shoufd work untiL she received her first
clieck. She worked until Thanksgiving and then quit.

Now that she's not working, Mrs. Morris says she needs more exercise. She

plans to rj-de her bike more often, wa1k, and go swimming at the YWCA when-

ever she can afford the admission charge. She used to attend free public
lectures around town. She goes less frequently now, but is still fascinated
by "colored movie pictures" of foreign places.

I4rs. Morrj-s'earnings have always been minimal, and there has been little
economic security in her Life. She allows that the AAE has helped "give
me t-he courage to retire. On EHAP, you can keep your dignity. "
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LAVERNE HARDY

Laverne Hardy is a 25-year-o1d black divorcee with one small child- She

is an attractive woman, always well dressed in pantsuits or stylish dresses.

Her makeup and hair are perfect. At the time she applied for the program,

she and her son, Dwight, were temporarily Iiving in her parentsthouse. She

was trying to reestabl-ish herself after her recent divorce. The AAE helped

her to get an apartment on her own. Before she became a program participant,
Laverne had never accepted public assistance of any kind. What litt1e help

she had received before had come from relatives. Usually, though, she de-

pended on herself.

Laverne gre\,/ up in sheltered surroundings. Her father was a Baptist minister
and a stern disciplinarian. She recalls that her parents seemed to want

something better for her. During high school, her parents admonished her

to study hard so that she wuld be successful. "They always wanted me to be

different from the rest of the kids," Laverne recalls. "I didn't go out on

a date until I was l-8, and I coul-dn't listen to records during the week."

Her parents' plans for Laverne included four years of college after high

school. She tried to fuIfiII their expectations. Unlike most of her friends,
who attended loca1 colleges, Laverne enrolled in a four-year program at a

small school in Florida. She liked being there but did poorly. "I didn't
have my mind on school," she says. "I wasn't interested in the work; I just
played cards all day or spent my time at the beach."

She eventually decided to get a part-time job to earn some extra money. She

was hired as a clerk by the owner of a jewelry store. Laverne was proud that
she had found a job on her own and wrote her family about it, but her parents

were not pleased. As soon as he heard about the job, her father drove to
Etorida and "put an end to it."

After two years of college, Laverne decided to drop out, return home, and

get a job and a place of her own. This plan met with the disapproval of
her parents, who felt that it was unsafe for a single woman to l-ive alone.

They had hoped that she would continue her studies so that she could get a

secure and welf-paid job. When she accepted a position as a telephone oper-

ator, her mother cried in despair, "Youtre a hopeless case. I just give up-"
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When she decided to marry, her family was again disappoi-nted. They had

always hoped that she would choose a professional man, but she was in love

with, and then married, a shoe repairman"

Laverne and her husband separated shortly after their son was born. Her

situation seemed hopeless. She had held low-paying jobs that required little
skill, and now she had an infant to care for. Deciding to swallow her pride,
she asked her parents to let her return home for a while. "That was real
hard. I'd been away from them for almost six years. But Dwight and I needed

a place to live until- I coul-d get back on my feet. I was determined to get

out on my own as soon as I could, and I knew I could learn how to take care

of myself. "

Her mother cared for Dwight while Laverne l-ooked for work. One company

offered her a position as an insurance adjuster. The pay was bad and she

didn't. l-ike the work, buL it was a start. She began to think about getting
an apartment of her own. The housing allowance program offered the

opportunity -

Laverne heard about the program after she had been J-iving with her parents

for several months. She was visiting with a neighbor, playing cards and

talking about the difficulties of paying their biIIs. Laverne said that
she wished she could get far enough ahead to move to a place of her own.

IIer neighbor then mentioned that she had just recently begun receiving a

monthly check from a new housing program to help pay her rent. She suggested

that Laverne call to see if she could qualify for some help, too.

Within three weeks, Laverne was enrolled in the program and was l-ooking for
an apartment of her own. The search proved difficult. Her parents were

hoping that she would decide to move nearby, so she tried to oblige them and

narrowed her choices considerably. Many Iandlords wouldn'L rent to her

because of Dwight, and she thought that one 1andlord had turned her down

because she was black-

Finally, when her search period was al-most over, her counselor called some

realtors to see if any apartments were available. One property owner had a

vacant unit about a half-mile from Laverne's parents. However, he had

rent.ed to Laverne before, remembered her as a "troublemakerr" and didn't
want to l-ease a place to her again. "I called him quite a bit to get him
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to make repairs," Laverne remembers. "I guess he just didn't like that very

weII. "

The agency counselor spoke with the landlord several times more and finally
convinced him that Laverne would probably make a good tenant. After all.
she had a steady job and could pay the rent on time. The landlord recalled
that Laverne had been good in that respect, so he decided to show her the

apartment.

The unit was a duplex that seemed to be in good shape. It had large rooms,

carpeting, and air conditioning. The rent was 9120 per month. Laverne

figured she could afford it now that she would be getting a payment of $64

a month from the agency.

Before she signed the lease, Laverne had the agency inspector look the place

over. He agreed that the unit was acceptable, but suggested that a few

repairs be made- A screen was missing, there i"ras a small hole in the ceiling,
and the bathroom mirror was cracked. As the agency brochures had instructed,
she typed up a list of the necessary work and gave it to the realtor when she

signed the lease- He agreed to do the repairs within a month.

Because she had applied l-ate j-n the program and had had difficulty finding
an apartment, Laverne Hardy was one of the last participants in the prograrn.

She moved into her new home in April L974. After she had been living there
for a time, she and her counselor occasionally reminded her landlord about

the repairs he had promised to do. Although he did not do the work, Laverne

still found the place comfortable. The rooms were large and sunny, and

Dwight could play with the neighborhood kids in the smal-I backyard.

Once she was living by herseJ.f, her parents' influence was much l-ess in-
trusive. Laverne had always been a gentle person who wanted to please others,
but she al-so liked to do things her own way. Her self-confidence seemed to
grow with her independence. She joined the local chapter of the NAACP and

al-so became a Big Sister to a Gir] Scout troop. Thirteen teenage girls met

at her house once a week. "They think of me as one of them. I let them

play my 45s and use this place as a kind of clubhouse but I also take time

to fisLen to their problems, too." The troop has been active under Laverne's

Ieadership. "Sometimes we go away on weekend trips. Last fa1l, we visited
an orphanage. They ran a story hour for some little kids and sort of acted
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like big sisters." According to Laverne, the girls like Dwight and treat
]rim "as a pet."

llhe has decorated the apartment to her own tastes. It now has a floor-t-o-
cej-Iing mirror at one end of the living room and a portable bar nearby,

Copies of primitive African busts that she made herself hang on the wa11s.

Laverne's financial situation has improved steadily. In October 1974 she

got a secretarial lob at a small real estate office. She has been respon-

sible for the filing system and managed to learn some accounti-ng, too. fler

co-workers are friendly, and the atmosphere of the office is casual. It was

a welcome change from her previ-ous job as an insurance adjuster. The pay

was better, too- Because of the increase in her income, her housing aflow-
ance payment fell to only $2'7 a month but she feels that she's doing pretty

wetl-. Dwrght began attending a nearby day-care center. Now he has a chance

to play with other chj-ldren his age, and Laverne no longer has to ask her

mother to care for him while she works.

Laverne has always been ambivalent about receiving help from the government,

but the AAE seems somehow different to her. "I told some of my friends
;rbout the program, but nobody else got on," she says. "Al1 of them thought

rt sounded like a good deal. They didn't think of it as welfare."

"My mother took it a bit harder. She was convinced it was welfare, and I
think she was real1y hurt because none of my family has ever been on assist-
ance before. "

fn time, her mother's view softened: "After I got my check, she seemed to
think it was a good thing. And also, she coufd see I wasn't behaving like
I was on welfare. I was working. I was doing a good job of taking care of
Dwight. I think she relaxed about the program when she saw that."

Recently Laverne has begun to plan to go back to school. Ironically, this
would fulfiIl her parents'plans, but this time the decision is her own.

She would like to become a child psychologist. "Then I wouldn't have to
depend on anyone," she says.
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THE MADDINGS

Eor Steve and Mavis Madding, a couple in their mid-twenties, the AAE was just
a temporary way-station in their quest of a middle-class dream. Both want

to own a house with a fair amount of land around it.

At the time of their application to the program, the Maddings were living
in a new, "double-wide" mobile home that belonged to a friend. He rented

to them at a reduced rate in exchange for Steve's help with his horses. The

home is just outside a small city, the land flat and almost treeless. The

owner has over 20 acres, so it qualifies as a farm: he could keep livestock
there, a single Hereford steer and five quarter horses. Every morning before
work Steve fed the animafs and turned them out into the fenced pasture in
back of the trailer. At night, he chased them back into the barn again.

For Steve, who grew up in a rural area, the life was ideal. "Nobody bothers
me out here," he said. "If I want to holler in the pasture, there's nobody

gonna bother me. If I want to shoot my rif1e, nobody's gonna say something."

He was also close enough to corunute to his assembly-line job at a factory
that makes agricultural implements.

Steve and Mavis first heard about the program on the radio. Somebody from

the agency was one of the guests on a local morning talk show. A few days

laler their landlord heard about the program, too, and he encouraged them

to apply.

Steve was working the day shift, and Mavis took care of all the paperwork.

"I heard about it and I did it," she says, a little proud. She was eight
monLhs pregnant with their second child when she went for the required
sessions.

At the time, Mavis was working as an aide at a local rest home. Because she

was scheduled to quit within a week, the agency certified the family income

on the basis of Steve's salary alone. After the baby was born, she planned

on going back to work. They didn't think that they could get by on just one

paycheck.
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During her second meeting with the agency, she found out that their payment

would be $71-, about average for the participants at the l-ocal- agency. This

check would pay over half of the $125 rent on the mobile home. Then, the

counselor sat down with her and together they drew up a budget. They

figured she woul-d be only about $40 a month ahead if she went back to work

after the baby came. The counselor suggested that she consider staying home,

since so much of her check would be going for baby-sitter's fees.

This arrangement was fine with Steve, who became enthusiastic about the pro-
gram, saying, "If you can get it, take it." Mavis, in contrast, was uneasy

at first and felt that the money was somehow connected with welfare. To her,
people who receive handouts are those who do not want to work.

In September, a month after they received their first check, their son was

born. Steve phoned in the change in family stze, and the next check was

$6 larger.

The Maddings figured they were taking home Iess money than when the two of
them were working, but it was worth it. Mavis could spend more time with
the kids. They had also enrolled their 4-year-oId daughter, Kathy, in a

church-sponsored nursery school that ran from 9:00 A.M. to noon- "Every

day she learns somethingr" lt4avis noted, "1ike a prayer or a song." Both

fe] t that the school was a good idea--it would give their chiLd a head start
when she entered public school- the following fa1l.

The housing allowance pa)rment also helped them pay their fuel bill during
the winter. Because the trailer was located in the country, city qas ser-
vice wasn't availalcl-e. They heated with propane, an expensive fuel.

In F.ebruary, af ter having been in the program for six months , the lt4addings '

financial picture changed for the better. The company for which Steve

worked was bought by another firm. The employees voted to go union, and

Steve's hourly wages increased substantially. The change was reported to
the agency. When the check for March carne, they were disappointed to find
that it was only for $25.

Steve cl-aimed that he still- liked being on the project. "There isn't any

third degree when you apply," he said. The Maddings had never applied for
food stamps because Steve's father was on the program, and they heard that
they "hassle him all the time.rr rrI guess I still like the whole set-up,"
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Steve al-Iowed. "But I don't know if I woul-d have gotten on it if we were

only going to get $25 from the start. "

The Maddings'rise in income brought further changes in their life. Steve

bought a four-wheel-drive Ford Bronco financed by the new company credit
union, and he was thinking about purchasing a new Sako rifle in time for
the next deer season. The couple also began to consider buying a house in
one of the new developments springing up just outside the town limits.
It4avis f avored a move, although Steve initially f e1t that the l-ots were too

small and the houses too close together. Eventually he decided that he

would rather own than rent.

In mid-June L914, Steve received another raise, which reduced the family's

monthly payment to $2I. Then, less than three months Iater, another notation

was made in the agency's records: the Iuladdings had purchased a home in

Tumbleweed Estates. Mavis had informed the agency of their new status.

Termination forms were processed, and the last check was stopped.

After a year in the prolJram, the Maddings had moved on-
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LORETTA WATSON

Loretta Watson is black and the mother of four children. She and her

children live on a gross income of $6,500 that she earns working in one of
the city's housing programs. She first heard of the AAE months before it
began taking applications. Her office was in the same building where the

new agency maintained a temporary office, and in fact she had applied for
a job with the agency when it first opened.

In early May 1973, Loretta applied for a housing allowance but was not

accepted until Ju1y. She used to joke with the agency outreach worker in
her bui1ding about why it was taking so long for her to find out about her

application--she figured. smaller families were being accepted first. Loretta
was finally enrolled in the prograrn on the first of August and atlended an

optional group couns.eling session on housing standards. The fact that in-
terested her most in the session was that certain things are reguired by

law in a rental unit. She didn't think that any of the units in Reed Village,
the public housing project she was living in at the time, would have passed

a state minimum housing code inspection.

Reed Viffage i-s a state-financed housing project of approximately I00 units
l-ocated in the heart of the city's black section. When the project was

built, the two-story row houses and trim lawns provided a pleasant contrast

to their dj-smal surroundings. Loretta moved into the project in 1969,

shortly after she arrived in the area. When she first settled in her new

house, the neighborhood was friendly and she could leave her children with
neighbors while she took evening college courses. During the four years

she l-ived there, however, the project gradually changed. It is now known

by many area residents as a bad project.

Loretta's attitude toward the project began to change, too. Her children's
ages run from 5 Lo 12, and she couldn't stand having them exposed to "drugl

deal-ers, addicts, and female impersonators. " She worried about them when

they were with friends because it seemed that the friends' mothers were

often not at home. The project houses began to need repairs. Loretta was

on the tenants' board that petitioned the housing authority for new doors,

stoves, and other repairs. But most t-enant organizing at the time was

futiLe. Loretta recalled that people wouldn't come out for meetings;
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clean-up caml)aiqns werc sl)ort,lived or failed altogether; and the housing

irutlio::i.ty clitl noL rtlsl;oncl t.,o r.'c{u('sts for maintenance for ycars. Neithor:

t--hc teliants rror the management secmed to carc anymore.

During this time a federal homeownership program was operating, and Loretta
thought about buying a house. She was approved for a low-interest mortgage

loan but declined it, realizing that her financial situation was not stable
enough- She and her children had been incurring a number of medical- bilIs,
and her job security wasn't conducive to taking out any loans.

Because of the many problems of project living, Loretta had already been

Iooking for an apartment when she enrolled in the AAE. She had looked in
several parts of town. Although she didn't want to be more than a few

minutes' drive from work and the children's school, location wasn't critical-
because she had a car. She felt she should be on a bus line, however, for
the times when she coul-dn't drive.

At one point, she considered moving into Pynchon Terrace, a new federally
subsidized development of 1arge, 1ow-rise apartment buildings in the North

End. When she applied for the AAE, however, her program representative told
her she could not live in a subsidized project and receive a housing allow-
ance at the same time. She decided on the housing allowance, anticipating
that the Terrace would have the same problems as Reed Village in a few

years- However, she said she had trouble finding places to look at when

she "sounded black" on the telephone. She and a friend did some testing in
a couple of cases. The friend, who was also in the program, eventually
fil-ed a discrimination complaint, but Loretta never saw a place she wanted

badly enough to take lega1 action.

She finally found a sunny, six-room apartment on the second floor of a two-

family home on Langley Street. The quiet street is in a well-groomed, inte-
grated neighborhood just up the hill from the Model Cities neighborhood--an

area where Loretta wouldnrt have to worry about her children's safety.

She had difficulty persuading the owner to sign the lease because he dldn't
want to have "anything to do with the government." Although her counselor

offered to intervene, Loretta persisted on her own until the landlord agreed,

and she moved in Oct-ober 1 - Loretta did not think that the landlord was
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using the lease as a cover for discrimination because he was also black and

had already accept-ed her deposit before she asked him to sign the lease.

At fj-rst Loretta was pleased with the apartment because of iLs location and

spaciousness--even though she had to buy more furniture to fill all the

rooms. She was concerned that she would be more pressed for money than she

had been. Her rent in the project had been only $67. Her rent here was $I20
plus all utilities, and her housing allowance was only $58 per month. Never-

thel-ess, she was convinced that she had made a wise choice in moving out of
the project. She was still close to work and the children were near their
friends. She obtained a special permit that allowed the kids to continue in
the same school even though they had moved out of its district.

A few months later, however, Loretta had changed her mind entirely. Her

heating biII was averaging over $40 a month. She thought there must have

been a mistake, but then realized it was probably correct because the

building was drafty and she had to keep the thermostat high to be comfortabl-e.

To boot, neither she nor the children had made friends in the neighborhood;

she regarded her neighbors as "middle class and standoffish." The landlady

was continually complaining about noise, and the two of them argued over the

behavior of each other's children. FinaIIy, in April, the landlady asked

Loretta to look for another place to live.

Loretta decided she should find a place where utilities were included in the

rent and where she wasn't living in the same building as the owner. She

recal-Led how she and a friend had daydreamed about living in Hampden East,

a luxury townhouse development with a swinuning pool, party room, and laundry

area. Rent there for Loretta's family would be $350. More realistically,
she applied at Cathedral HilIs, a privatel-y built subsidized development

where a three-bedroom apartment with a cellar and all utilities cost $180.

Loretta planned to "bug the guy every day" until she was accepted. She

realized that moving to Cathedral Hills would mean she no longer would be

all-owed to participate in the AAE. She was willing to terminate payments,

however, to move to a friendly neighborhood and a rental situation that
more closely fit her needs.

Loretta eventuall-y did get into Cathedral Hills, but for a time she was

afraid she wouldn't. The management there required a spontaneous home visit
to check on a potential tenant's housekeeping, and she was afraid her
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Iandlady might give her a poor reference. Whil-e she waited, she looked at
various apartments on the Hill and in Forest Park, but couldn't find anything-

She moved and enjoyed the privacy of her new apartment, although it was not
as nice as the model she had been shown. Hal! the cellar was unusable be-

cause of the heating plant housed there. In January, L975, the management

told her that she could move when another vacancy appeared, but she doubted

she woufd bother. Although she had taken a salary cut to keep her job, she

was again considering buying a home in the next year or two. A friend of
her son's who had been living with them had returned to his family, and she

expected to have her medical bil-Is paid off in the next few months. Her

sons were able to get money for some of their needs from their father, from

whom Loretta was recently divorced, and so she hoped that if she got a better-
paying job this year she might be able to start saving for a down payment on

a house.

When Loretta d.ropped out of the program in May 1974 she owed the agency $40,

the balance of a security deposit it had advanced her. The agency attorney
had been trying to recover the money by sending letters to her, and she had

paid $10, a first installment, in early June. In September, the attorney
began smalf claims proceedings against her for the remaining $30. Although

she agreed that she did owe the money, she was annoyed at the language in
the summons, whi-ch stated that she was terminated from the program for failure
to abide by the rules of the progran. "He made it sound like I was in
violationl I called them up and tol-d them I was terminating. Since I have

a post box address, I coufd have not tofd them and just kept getting the

checks, but I wouldn't do that. Anyway, I paid them off and wrote them a

Ietter--and sent a copy to the clerk of court explaining what really
happened. "

Loretta is not completely bitter about her housing allowance experience,

though: "At least it got me out of the project!"
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THE RICHARD BRIDGES HOUSEHOLD

The Richard Bridges household consists of eleven people and is referred to
by social workers as a "multi-problem family. " Richard is about 35.

He has been a diabetic for L2 years and takes insulin injections daily.
He is overweight and has high blood pressure. He works at a local furnace

company unloading trucks, but the work is strenuous and doctors have

told him that he should not work any overtime.

Flrs. Bridges is about the same age as her husband. She, too, is very over-
weight. Like her husband, she has an eighth-grade education.

The Bridges family includes nine chil-dren, ranging in age from their
daughter, Donna, who is 17, down to their grandson, Jimmie Allen, who is
2- Jimmie All-en is Donna's child, born out of wedlock. A11 the children
have problems in school. T\,vo attend a special schoot with ungraded classes

for neglected children. one son, Daniel, is 15 and is in the eighth grade

with his sister, aged 13.

Even though lar. Bridges is working, the family is eligible for public assis-
tance and receives a small- check every month. Each week they pay $36 for

$62 worth of food stamps. Mrs. Bridges is very aware of the high cost of
feeding a family. She proudly states that the kids love a soup she makes

out of macaroni, potatoes,and t-omato soup. Her husband buys potatoes in
lOO-pound bags to save money.

Mr. Bridges would like to get a better job, but has to take time off from

work to look for one. Each time he does, his take-home pay is less.
Necessary visits to the doct.or al-so cut the family income. The locat
Cal,hofic social services agency has been encouraging him to get a bett-er job,
but Mr. Bridges feels that he has some security at the furnace factory and

he takes home 51.00 a week. Many local companies would not hire him anyway

because of his medical. disabilities-

Housing has been a long-standing problem for the Bridges because of their
Iarge family and their poverty. In 1961 they were on publ-ic assistance

and 1ived in a housing project for five years. They report that the units
were smal-l and that their chitdren got into trouble with other kids.
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Since they left public housing, they have lived in six different houses in
the city. Mrs- Bridges points out that at least two of the houses were

condemned. One was termite-infested and the floor and door frames kept

falling away. The youngest child once fel1 j-nto the basement. In another

house, the kitchen sink was plugged for an entire year. Dishwater had to be

emptied with a paiI.

The Bridges seek better housing continuously. Local agencies have not been

able to help them out. Landlords, whom l4rs. eridges thinks are only out for
the money, often do not want to rent to them because of the famiLy's size.

At the time of their application, the Bridges were living in a large, older
brick house near a local college. Their neighborhood, the "btuff section"
of the city, is made up of older homes and apartments. Their house was

sparsely furnished. Several television sets, some without pictures, others
without sound, dominated the living room. A lawnmower sat in the dining
room.

"We'd li-ke to move to a better place. We looked at a few
places, but the damn rent is so high, or they just aren't
big enough. I've got a 1965 Chevrolet station wagon with
120,000 miles on it. The car burns a quart of oil for every
50 mil-es on the highway. I need to replace the motor and
brakes, but I got no place to do the work," said Mr. Bri-dges.

The Bridges pay $215 a month for their house, including utilities. Because

they owed money to the loca1 utility company when they moved in, the land-
lord offered to put the service in his name.

those months that have five weeks in them.

They pay extra money during

A social worker, thinking the fami-Iy would be prime candidates for assistance,
first told the Bridges about the housing allowance program. Over half of
Mr. Brldge's take-home pay was being taken by the rental payments. Several

other social agencies eventual-Iy told the Bridges about the new program,

too, but it was more than a month before they went to the agency office
and appJ-ied.

They cannot recall any questions t-hey were asked about the program, except

those concerning the acceptability of their present home. They do say, however,

that "the staff treated us real good." Mrs. Bridges adds that they were told
that because they were such a large family, there was a good chance they

would be sel-ected.

9B



Mrs. Bridges handled all of the program's paperwork. She brought her

husband's pay stubs and the children's birth certificates for agency

verification -

The agency counselor cautioned Mrs. Bridges not to sign any agreements until
the agency had inspected and approved the unit. According to l\ilrs. Bridges,

this arrangement was so the tenant would not be obligated to fix up the

landlord's property. The house they were living in was inspected and passed

by the agency inspector, who told them that he "didn't find too many houses

in bad shape." Their landlord signed the Lease after a careful reading.

Each month, the Bridges receive a monthly housing allowance check. Their
initial payment was $163, but soon after the family entered the program

Mr. Bridgesr i-ncome dropped, and a new payment of $18O per month began.

The Bridges feel that the housing allowance subsidy is adequate. They add

that they feel it. is only proper that they should pay their rent, too. They

compare the program favorably with public assistance. Mrs. Bridges remarks,

"AFDC don't give you nothing. It's a handout deal."

As an eleven-member, multi-problem family, the Bridges have used the payments

as an income supplement. The subsidy has increased their total family in-
come by more than 25 percent. Consequently, the AAE helps them pay their
rent but also allows them to purchase their full food stamp al-lotment.

"EHAP has helped 100 percent so far," I"Irs. Bridges says. However, the

additional money has not efimj-nated the shortage of fow-cost units for
large families.
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The Case Studies in Perspective

No single participant or small group of participants can be consldered

"representaLive" of the people who took part in the Admini,strative Agency

Experiment. Nevetheless, these five families illustrate some important

points that give perspective to the numerical results presented in other

chapters.

What did people get out of the program? That is the most important question

to be asked of any socj-al program. particularly one which embodies a rela-
tively untested concept.

Chapter 4 suggested that participants tended to divide into two groups. One

group moved and improved its housing situation. A second group stayed in
the same units and reduced their out-of-pocket expenditures for rent.

There are examples of both kinds of benefits in the case studies. Patricia
Irlorris and Loretta Watson moved, and they felt that their new units were

better. The Bridges and the Maddings stayed in units they already occupied,

but were able to "get along" beLter with the extra money.

The cases also illustrate some more subtle distinctions in the benefits.
Laverne Hardy used the housing allowance as a means to move out of her

mother's house; independence, not housing quality, was the important issue.

Mrs. Morris did not want to move, but she had to move because her landlord

wouJ-d not sign the lease- For her the improvement in housing quality was

accidental, not her originat objective. Loretta Watson wanted to move and

did, but she found that she disliked her new unit and had to leave the

program to find a place she was comfortable in.

The program played d.ifferent roles in these families' several Iives. For

the Maddings it was a temporary aid, a help until Steve's income went up

and they could buy a home. It was the key to retirement for Mrs. I,lorris,
the extra relief that woufd make Social Security enough to get by on. For

the Bridges, one suspects that the housing allowance was one of many

financial assistance efforts that might come and go without real effect on

the famil-y's future.

Al-most all- of the participants mentioned a benefit that is difficult to
capture in numbers: dignity. "On EHAP, you can keep your dignityr" said

I,lrs. Morris. Steve Madding was pleased at the absence of the "third degree"
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he thought participants in other programs were exposed to. Laverne Hardy's

friends liked the idea because "they didntt think of it as we1fare." Even

the Bridges liked the program better than AFDC, which l4rs. Bridges character-
ized as a "handout deal."

It is difficult to be sure that these feelings reflect the true nature of a

housing allowance progr;rm and not the enthusiasm of staff members for an

exciting new concept to try out. But the feeling is important, especially
because it contrasts with what some caLl the "stigma" of public housing, to
which the housing alJ-owance is one alternative.

Fina11y, one should note the absence of real "failures" among the case de-

scriptions. This omission does not mean that there were no failures. Many

people enrolled in the prograrn but could not find housing that would meet

program requirements. Some of them must have been bitter at having their
expectations raised and dashed. Among those who became allowance recipients,
failure is more difficutt. to define. Loretta Watson's case illustrates a

partial failure: the program provoked a move that she could not afford.
But the very favorable feelings which participants expressed about the

program in the case studies and in the survey responses suggest that very

few recipients believed the program failed them.
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INTRODUCTION

I'he arppendices that follow conLain materials which supplement or support the

data and discussions presented in the report. Appendiccs are arranged to
paraIleI report chapters. Thus, Appendix A contains material-s that relate
to Chapter 2, "Entering the Programr" the first chapter in which detailed
data are given; Appendix B parallels Chapter 3, "Becoming a Recipient," and

so forth.

Each appendix includes two primary types of material. First, important

variables used in the related chapters are defined and their sources =ho*.r.I
Second, detailed tables show the distribution of the most important partici-
pant outcomes across all eight sites and a number of demographic categories.
This is done to permit the interested reader to explore relationships that
are not shown in the text of the report because of lack of space. The

Contents provides a page reference both for discussion of variables and

for tables.

Many variables appear in several chapters. These will be defined in the
appendix related to the chapter in which the analysis first occurs.

I
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APPENDIX A

MAI'LjRIALS RELATING TO CHAPTER 2, "ENTERING THE PROGRAI{'I

1. EXAMPLES OF AGENCY OPERATING FORMS

Five standard forms are used by all- AAE agencies to provide data on each

househol-d at key points in the household's participation:

The Application Form was completed as the household applj-ed
and provides basic demographic and income information on alI
applicants.

The Certification Form was completed when (usua1ly for all
selectees) the household's income and size were originally
verified by the agency, and again for all recipient households
after approximately 12 months of payments; interim recertifi-
cations were done to adjust for changes in income or househol-d
size as necessary, and in some cases to establish a household's
ineligibility.

The Enrollment Form was completed at enrollment, and provides
information on rent and other characteristics of the unit a
household occupied at that time and plans to stay or move.

The Payment fnitiation Form was completed when a household
qualifi-ed as a recipient; it provides data on payments, in-
spection method, rent and other characteristics of the unit.
a household occupied at first payment; the same form was then
used to collect comparable information when a recipient moved
or had a rent change.

The Termination Form was completed when an enrol,led household
dropped out of the program for any reason, whether before or
after qualifying for payments; it shows the reason for
terrnination.

Examples of these forms fotlow. Many variables described later in the

appendices are derived, from them and will be described by reference to the

numbered questions they contain.

2.. VAPJABLES

The sliq ible Population

The estimates used in this analysis were derived from two sources: the

Census Public Use Sample and the Census Second Count.
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EXP E R t I/I EN TA L IJOUSI NG Al- LOWr\l'rC E [tROG RAI\4 -- Applicaiior l-i, in

PLEASE PtllNl IHE t-OLtOWING tNFt,)R*tATtON A8OtlT TltF HE.AO OF yOUR HOttsttrol t)

1 Namc: ---.- I\!l Uri,.l,lU,ildst lirst

2 AdcJress
DO. ttreel apt

PLEASE ANSWER OUESTIONS 4-7 BELOW:

4 How clirl you first hear of this program? (Please ch,.:ck only one.)
01 [J Referral frorn Public Housrng waiting list 06 B Radio

3 Plrorte

Soc ra i

Scc Nosr,)

col-
9-1 0 .01

1l-1' Nf OLlNA il

02 ll tlete rral f r.onr anothet agency

03 [] Frrend or relativo
04 D'rv
05 [ I i\,lcwspaper

i den t, i,'a r tio,1 Nufirt,er
07 fl Printiil Parnphlet

08 L] Cr-:rnnrunity Bulletin Board

09 DAtarne:ting
10 fJ Othcr (specify:)_ 

__

r3 5 What is tlre sex of tlre lreacl of your hcusehold? 1Ll Male 2 [-J Femalc

14 6 V/hat is the race ol the head of your houschold? (Please t:lrr:cl< only one.)
1 tl lVhite 4 U Spanish American
2 tJ Negro/Black 5 [-] Oriental
3 U Anrerici,rr lnrlian 6 {l Other

16 17

't !Vhat i; the agu of the head of your household?
I [ i Unclcr li] years

2 J 18 to 24 ycars

3 l l ?5 to 44 ycars

4 ll 45 to 61 years
5 n 62 to 6tl years
6 L-.1 65 years or older

f'l- EASt: SEE fili: t\PPl-lCAT|OtlS CLEt'lK WtlEl'l YOU 8f ACH )-l1lS ['OlNf.

I 'Nhat is thc total number oI p€rsons in ynur householdT

1&23
'24.2 J

3G35

36.41

42-47

I What is tlle arrnu"al tncc)ple for your hous,-.holcll
a) Earned lncome
b) Grant lncome
c) Other lncome
d) Total lncotne (a r b + c)

e) Allowable Dcductions
f ) Net lnconre (d-e)

T

I
I
I
I
I
t
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
t
I
T

t

48 53

54

56,ri0

55

10 l'l're ltJpt lncorne Lirnit fcr tlris houscholrl size is

1'! lstheireadof thehous:lrold,ortlr,:sp.'.;lrs-.,rfull-tinestudent? 1 [.lYe: 2 l-1 i\to

ASI: Ttlt rAi LOri't"'lG OUESI ICN lf Tttt:tlt lS t ti.:LY ONE t'EilSr)ii itV Tt/E ttAUSEIIOLC ll'l (tl t;) A\D nlI ltFAl) OF
Tilt HOUS{:flC{_D t5 UNDER 61 ItTEM /)

'i2 ls thc h!-,ad of ltre hous,;irolrl h-.nrlicrppcrl, disablr;'J or r.ii:grl;';ecl? 1 [-]Yes 2 tl No

lo tite be.lt ol rny' i(nowle(lge, thc abo,Jd iniornrltion is corrgct i,r'iil i':ccLtrate

13 DATE 
-.. -- 

tgr _- StGNAl'trRt:
fltonth doy yoar

l'O BE Catiritll e TFLt By t:LtGtiill n'\, _,; i;lFF:

61 r)l

f..,

1d

1ti
I'lr:iqirhorhoocl corje fc. abovc ad,rre:;;: L -_ -- ..l
Ellgibilit'yt Status

1 [ ] Eliqibie
2 [.] l']r:t Elriirle --Ovcr lrr,,r,',,^ l-i-rir to;- llr-'its.:hold
.l L.l lJoi [:lr.rri:i:r - Liv::s OuU;r-;" Fi'ogr;itn Ji.jris(licttoi.r
rl U llot Lligiblu * Orher ispccif y:)

16 DArE _-- -- ,----tzz---.-
,noilth tlay ycat

SICNATU 4 E:61 .G8

Lt2



EXPERIMENTAL HOUSING ALLOWANCE PROGRAM - (Re)certiltcation Form

1 Name
/ds t lil st tirttlSl I clt' rt ? t I rc at t ort Nttrnber

2 Address 3 Phone
no. street apt.

c ity Jtate ztp

TO 8E COMPLETEO 8Y THE (RE ICERTIFICATION STAFFCOL
910=02

1 ',t.1 5 4 Date (Re)certif ication was initiated 
- - tsz-

nonlh day yeal

16 5 This form provides information on: (Please check only one.)

D Certilication
D Recertif ication initiated by Participant - lncome Change

D Recertif ication initiated by Participant - Household Size

D Recertrf ication initiated by Agency - Periodic
J Recertif icatron initiated by Agency, Other (sFrecify:)

l7-18 6 (Fle)certif icatron Method (Please check one for household size and one lor income.)

ldentilicrtion Numbcr

1

2

3

4

5

19,26

27 -34

3136

37-42

43-48

4954

5t60
6r -65

67.12

7;r74

75

10

7 Source(si used to verify Househoicj Size (Please check all the sources that were used.)

19 ! Birth Certificate 22 D Contact with School(sl
20 D Tax Returns 23 E Contact with Employer(sl
21 D HorFe Visit 24 D Other (specify:)

8 Source(s) used to verify lncome (Please check all the sources that were used.)

FOR HOUSEHOLD SIZE'l tr Spot Checking Data ltems
2 D Checking All Data ltems
3 n Signed Statement

4 [] Signed Statement and Spol Checking ltems

5 fl Signed Statement and Checking All ltems

FOR INCOME
1 D Spot Checking Data ltems
2 tr Checking All Data ltems
3 D Signed Statement
4 D S'igned Statement and Spot Checking ltems
5 a Signed Statement and Checking All ltems

30 E Contact with Employer(s)
gt ! Contact with grant source(s)

D Over lncome Limit Ior Household
! Lives Outside Program Jurisdiction
D Other (specify:l

2z E Becent Paycheck Stub
' 28 D Tax Records

z9 D Receipts, cancelled checks

9 (Re)cerlified Household Size is

32 D Other (specify:)

The following is the (Re)certif ied annual income for this household

a) Earned lncome
b) Grant lncome
c) Other lncome
d) Total lncome (a + b + cl
e) Allowable Deductions
f ) Net lncome (d - e)

The Net lncome Limit for This Household Size is

Neighborhood code for above address:

Eligibility Status

1 D (Relcertilied eligible
( Relcertitied I neliqible because:

11

12

13

2

3

4

TGBO 14
DATE

1r3

SIGNATURE_t97 _
month day ycat
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t'XI'Itllfvlfl',lIn[. llOl,SlSlG Al-Lf)WAtilcE Pt]OGnf\M-- Enrollrri,.:rtt Fornt

1 Name

las t lttsl

2 Addrcss 3 Phcne

l.Jon ti I t c st i t| Nuil) b,t t

no. slrea t dpL

C( rl-.

9 t0 ,3

city state rip

rO BE COMPI-ETED 8Y TI|E ENfIOLLLIENI'STAFF
AFfES TTIE AIIPLICANT'S ELIGIOILITY STATUS I]AS BEEN VENIFIEO

4 \^/lrat is the Applicant's Rental Status?
'l [-.J Ourner or Buyer
2 [ ] Br-,ntr:r Occupied without Cash Rent
3 fJRenter,$_-per*t Llmonth 2 Dweek 3 [-]orher(specify:)

Characteristics of Applicant's Current Dwelling:

5 Total rooms (including Kitchen and excluding tlathroom)

I
I
I
I
I
I
t
I
I
T

I
I
I
I
I
t
I
t
I

ll I den t, {icJ t i o,, Alu m be /

t? ttl.15

t7

1,1

]i 28

6 Number u{ rorrms usually used for sleeping

7 ls tfiere a frrll bathroom within this dwelling tlrat is used by cnly this householdT t 0 Yes z tl IJo

ti Chcck all t:elow that are includod in the rent (Skip if item 4 is coded 'l ):

t9 Ll
20 rl
2r tJ
a1 I I

?3l)

UI'I LITI ES

Heat
(ias (not incluoing heati
E Ir()tr rLity (not irrcludir:g hcat)

Prped lvater
Garbaqe/ l-rash Col lr:ction

za fl
zs []
^^ 

f'I

27 L)

28D

APPL!AI.ICES, SE RVICES

Sink Gariraqq Disposal
(.oc<rng Stove
R efr igsratcr
l\rr (-ondrtioning

Park ing

9 Docs ttre Apltlicant plan to t)love or to stayT

I [ ) Movc + to wltich ncirrlrbc:hool2l,; * llrs he alrr:edy sslecteJ a trnit?

2 {.1 l',1uve, brit no neiUhbcrt,.,u.t pr.f"rli{lr':3}
3 [JStay
4 Ll Urrdecirled

i0 [',Jciglrborhood code for al;ove address

r [J Ycs ";r fl No
(ioL 3:l

33 :14

THE APPI.ICAI] T dAS IJEEN AOVISEO

OF HtS RtGLITS.4ND OBL|G.{TIONS AS AN ENnOLLEE lN fHlS P/1OGRi\Ll

: t'.) 11 oa'rt oF ENIILLUENT 
- - 

tsl 
-tnt,ilth dsy year

SIGNATURE oF ENROLLED IIFAD OF HOUSIIiOLI)

SIGAI 4TUHE OF FNROLLA4EHT STAFT MFIl'IEFI]

II4



EXI'l:t'llt\lINTr\t l'lOL)SING n L LOy.JAIiCE P[]OGRAI\,1 - Paymcnts lrritiation !-orrn

1 Narrrr.:

2 Arltiress

-1-_ -
It rsl

J larc

I den t r I tc;t ton nry r rt btr3 Phone
s [/.4.'t Jpt

ctlY ttp

COL
9r0 M rO 8E COMPLETI'D I]Y f IIE COUNSELING STAFF

4 This Fnrollct: has satisfietl the Aqency's l-lotrsing Requiru,ments. lle has;

1 r i Srayr',1 wrtlr reh;rbilitlttott
2 i I Stayerl wrllrotrl rehatrilitation

3 1.. I ir4ovctl Tlrc Move was (will be) conrpletrxl on 
- 

---- --.--. -197 
-monlh day ycat

5 For vrhich I)r,rnose was tllis fornt completcdT

I [l First P.ryrlettt
2 [ I Chanqe in P,ryrnr:rrt Anrounl (Skip to ltern 13.]

il:]:1]:,,.:::n,abovea(rdress: r--l
Clraracteristics of t)welling for which Tlris Payrnr:nt is initiated:

7 Rerlt S l)e[ 1 f] ;,ronth 2 [] week 3[] orher (sirccrfY:)

8 Total roorr)s (inclrrtiirrg kitclren antl excludirr(l bathroom) _-
I Nlurnlrer 6{ roorns usrrally used for sleellinq

10 ls rhr:re a full lrathroor-rr witlrin tlris dwelling that is used by only this householdT
'i': Chcr.k all l,i.l.,v; that arc includcd in thc rcnt:

UTII-ITILS APPLIANCES,SEI]VICES

zr [.] Heat rz t_'l Sink Garbage Disposal

ztl I l G;,rs (no1 inr;luding lrcal) sr [J Cooking Stove

23 [ ] Elc(:tricity (not including heat) sa D Relrigerator

30 [ -J PiJrr-.rl Vy'atr:r 35 D Air Conditioning
31 [.] Garb{rrl(:/l raslt Collectiorr 36 [] Parking

I-O RE COMPLETED DY THE IIISPECI'ION STAI.F

'12 Wlrat nas 1lu: rnethod of irrspectionT
1 i I Sr:lf lns2'r61ren - with spgt check
2 IlSelf lnspr:ctiorr - witlr no spol clreck

3 | I Autrocy lnspt-.ctrorr ori -- - - -- 
t9/ ---

ntottth day year

TO 8F C'O<,'!PLE f.D lIY 711E PAYIJi,INT.'STAFf

l1

ldenttIicttton numbct

17

t&19

?+')?, )'.\

J.l

25

2f)

2 /-.lo

12-16

it

:tu 42

I [] Yes 2 E :,Jo

43 44

4:, 50

5 r-52

53-55

56 59

(ir).64

l'lrrs Pa'r'nrutrt is basctl on:
13 lloLrsrlrolcl Srze of

i4 i\let r\rrtrLr,tl lr)t;t.rmc of S

15 I his Payntcrrt vrill [;egin irr Month:

16 Antciurrt o[ (lc.lLrction for security deposit is: $ 
--._ 

per month

17 Arnourrt for wlriclr Chcck is Actually \'Vrittr:rr is: $ 
--._- 

per m()nth

1B Ct)rr)f)lL,tc(l or)---- t97-
lttonlh ltY yenr

st GilA t.u n €

I15



coL
9- I 0=05

1 1.15

1 6-20

21-22

23-24

EXPERIMENTAL HOUSING ALLOWANCE PROGRAM _ TERMINATION FORM

1 Name
last first initial ldentification Number

2 rurrunrAddress 3 T.t.phon. No.
no. stree t apt.

ctty state zip

4 Our"of Enrottment 197_
yearmonth day ldentification Number

5 or,. of rermination 197_
yearmonth day

6 N"ignuorLoocl code for above address

7 Primary reason for termination (Please check only one)

10 t.l
11 u
124
13 fl
14 []
15 fl
16 tl
11 a
1B fl
1eD

lncome/Household Size

Decided to move to subsidized housing

Moved or moving from Program Area

Bought or buying new home

Moved --- new unit does not meet program requirements

Present unit substandard -- will not move

Present unit substandard -- could not f ind new unit
Cannot be located

Failure to provide recertif ication information

Voluntary termination (Specifyl

20 fl Completed Program -- transferred to Section 23 housing

21 u Completed Program -- referred to other public housing

22 L) Completed Program - no further action

23 LJ Completed Program -- continued allowance

Specify otl)er reasons for termination
in the "other" category

24 [] Otrrer

Signature
nonth day

8 o",. 191-
year

25.29

t1



Census Public Usc Samplc. This sample makes availabl-e thc' r.nt.irc cr:nsrr:r

record of one out of every IOO househol-ds. The details incorporated in
individual records make possibl-e a fairly precise determination of a house-

hold's eligibility for the housing allowance program and permit an estimate
of the number and demographic characteristics of eligible households. These

estimates, however, are subject to the following problems:

Comparab_lg fimg ieriod. The census data were gathered in
L969, whereas the AAE program began operation in L972-
Therefore, the figures are not strictly comparable since
some population changes have occurred during this period.
However, an attempt was made to all-ow for this difference
by deflating the income eligibility limits of L972 to
1970 l-evels. (This involved dividing by I.097, a factor
derived from the Consumer Price Index. )

Adequate Sample Size. Because only one of every I0O house-
holds is represented in the sample used, sample size may
l-ead to inaccuracies in estimating the'size of small-
subgroups, such as eligible elderly.

Compatible Definitions. Census and AAE definitions (u.9.,
for income or accounting period) are not always strictly
comparable. For example, census income fig,ures are based
on statistics for the previous year, whereas the AAE
agencies calculated income on the basis of anticipated
figures for the coming year.

Type of Data Included. The Census data are not sufficient-
1y detailed to allow an eligibility test for use in the AAE
program. Eligi-bility for the AAE program was based on net
income and household. size, but the census data do not iil-
clude information needed to compute net income, such as
child-care or work-related expenses. Therefore, the
eligibility screen used with the census data only approxi-
mates the AAE eligibility requirements, resulting in some
error in calculating the number of those who are actually
e1igib1e.

Census Second Count. The data available from the Census Second Count differ
from the Public Use Sample in at least one way: geographic coverage. It is
possible to match the AAE program areas fairly exactly to census geographic

divisions, using either groups of counties, SMSAs, or groups of census tracts.
In this way it is possible to estimate the size and some demographic charac-
teristics (subject to limits on the breakdowns available) of the total popu-

lation in the program areas.

tL7



These two data sources were combined by applying an eligibility rate, derived
from the Census Publ-ic Use Sample (CPUS) and defined as:

The number of eligible households in the CPUS area

The total number of households in the CPUS area

to the tota] number of households in the program area, derived from the

Census Second Count. These rates were derived separately for the two

demographic breakdowns available from Second Count data (sex and minority
status) to control for possibly relevant differences in the characteristics
of the populations of the CPUS area and the program area (see Figure A-1)

and averaged to give a final total figure for the size of the eligible popu-

Iation. Estimates of the percentage of households with male or female and

nonminority or minority heads were derived from the estimates in Step 3.

A11 other d.emographic distributions of the eligible population were taken

directly from Public Use Sample estimates.

Applicant, Certified Applieant, Enrollee, Recipient, Terminee

These participant stages are defined by the presence of the appropriate

operating form. Some other "status variables" are derived from the forms:

Eligible Applicant - Application Form, Ql5

Certified EIigible/Ineligible - Certification Form, Q12

Recertified - Recertification Form present

Prepayment or Postpayment Terminee - defined by presence
of a Termination Form in conjunction with other forms

Postpayment Moves - Payrnent Initiation Form, Q5

Selectee

Operating forms do not reflect sel-ection. Agencies kept separate records

of sel-ections. These records were col-l-ected by Abt Associates Inc. at the

end of the enroll-ment period and therefore are not always absolutely

accurate -

Sex of Head of Household

As reporLed by the household on the Application Form, Q5
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FIGURE A1
DERIVATION OF ELIGIBLE POPULATION ESTIMATES

STEP 1 STEP 2 STEP 3 STEP 4 STEP 5

Percentage of Male Headed

Households Eligible in CPUS
Area

Percentage of Female Headed

Households Eligible in CPUS

Area

Percentage of Nonminority
Headed Households Eligible
in CPUS Area

Percentage of Minority Headed
Households Eligible in CPUS
Area

Total Number of Male Headed
Households in Program Area
From Second Count

Total Number of Female Headed
Households in Program Area
From Second Count

Total Number of Nonminority
Headed Households in Program Area
From Second Count

Total Number of Minority Headed
Households in Program Area
From Second Count

X

x

P
P

x

x

Number of Eligible Male
Headed Households in
Program Area

Estimate of Total
Eligible Population

Number of Eligible Female
Headed Households in
Program Area

Average

to Obtain
Final Estimate

Number of Eligible Nonminority
Headed Households in Program
Area

Estimate of Total
Eligible Population

Number of Eligible Minority
Headed Households in Program
Area



Race of Head of Household

As reported by the household on the Application Form, Q6. The three cate-
gories of "American rndianr" "oriental," and "other" have been collapsed
into a single "Other" category.

Age of Head of Household

As reported by the household on the application Form, Q7.

Household Size

Initial information is gathered on the Application Form, Q8. The household

size as certified by the agency appears on the (Re)certification Eorm, Q8,

and on Q13 of Payment Initiation Forms. The figures used in this report are

those which most accurately reflect the program status under discussion.
Thus, figures on household size at enrollment usually come from the original
Certification Form, figures at Payment fnitiation come from the initial
Payment Form, etc.

Net Household Income

Like household sLze, this figure appears on all Application, (Re)certifica-

tion, and Payment Initiation Forms. Here again, the figures reported are

taken from the form which most accurately represents the program stage being

discussed- To arrive at Net Income, deductions for each member of the house-

hold, for unusual medical, or job-related expenses, special deductions for
elderly persons and certain other deductions are subtracted from Total
lncome.

Gross Household Income

Total- Income as reported on Application and (Re)certification forms.

agerlwelfare Income

Households with heads over 61 years of age are classified as "elderly" re-
gardless of income source- The remaining nonelderly househol-ds are divided

on the basis of income source: those with any grant income [(ne)certification
Form, elob)] are classified as "welfare nonelderly, " those with no income

from all sources are excluded.
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Hypothetical Payment Difference Resulting from Certification

Payment standards (see below) were set by HUD for each household size at
each site, as were eligibility limits. This variable represents the differ-
ence between the payment a household would have received on the basis of
the information on income and household size which the agency received at
application and then later verified by the agency.

Difference = (Payment Standard for household size at certifi-
cation - (.25 Net fncome at Certification) )
(Payment Standard for size at Application - (.25
Net Income at Application) ).

Payment Standard

These standards were based on comparably derived consensus rent figures
obtained from representative panels of persons knowledgeable about the

housing market at each site.

3. TABLES
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TABLE A-I
SEI,EETION, CERTIFICATION AND ENROLLI{ENT OF ELIGIBLE APPLICANTS

(Eligible )
Applicants

Applicants
Selected

Selectees Certified
IneligibI e

Selectees
Enrolled

t
l.lissing l{issing

N Cases t N Cases t
!{issing

N Cases
ltissing

t N Cases

TOTAL

Site
Salem
Sprlngfield
Peoria
San Bernardino
Bismarck
Jacksonville
Durham
Tulsa

Aqe of Household Head

Under 25
25-44
45-6r
Over 6I

Race of Household Head

White
BIack
Spanish American
Other

Male
Female

Net Household Income

so-999
$1000-1999
s2000- 2 999
s3000-3999
$4OOO-4999
95000 or more

Household Size

Age,/WeIfare Income

Elderly b
Welfare NoneJ-der1y
other Nonelderly

r00 14104 11 76 10765

11

58
84
67

1oo+a
94
90
75

11

I1

115

2437
4886
1550
1892

3818
5947

LAg2
5r33
36 38

r02

333

168
165

25
68

60
62
55

23
109
195

3 75 8095

L7
16
15
14

4
l2

9
13

26
45
l4
15

62
29

7
I

2434
2334
2064
L926
569

1696
1231
1850

1735
1348
1731
1294

579
1585
r113
1380

16
0

14
1

1I
t7
22

252

64 1107
90 1208
83 r44s
78 1004
85 499
65 1035
56 731
77 1055

7t I
o
I
o
2

I
2

18

4
4
3

I

3

4
I
9

2

2

2

3

4
5

67
76
7A
90

a7
75
74
7A
68

16
25
36
15

7

3625
6392
1975
2LL2

8780
41 30

995
r99

4670
9434

1I

94
173

43
23

1690
3620
121 5
1570

a2
7L
49
76

7I90
2935
488
Ls2

2ro
106

3

t4

77 554r
7L 2074
74 353
77 117

69
74
?8
83

73
76

2199
5296

83 1570
75 3860
72 2630

Sex of Household Head l1

11

33
67

a2
74

4
2

5 2

9
28
27
15
11
10

1281
3924
3766
2I10
I507
1401

78
?4
67
a2
84
a7

994
29L3
2537
L74t
13s4
t22t

68 675
75 2t94
79 2000
77 1335
74 1006
72 882

63

I

3-4
5-6

7+

2284
3533
5128
2I72

983

1990
2645
3772
1692

666

35
72

143
62
2L

82
75
14
70
77

1640
1976
277a
1r90

511

2

3

4
4

3

6 35

15
52
32

90
70
7A

2LL2
72A3
4593

I
2
5

Sourcer AAE Applicati.on, Certification and Enroll.ment Forns, Agency Selection Records

Data Base: Eligible Applicants (N = 14,104), Selected Applicants (N = 10,755), Selectees Certified
Ineligible (N = 333), Enrollees (N = 8,095)

Note: -\Ll variables used to establish the above reporting categories were taken from the Application
I'orms, Certification and/or Payment Initiation Forms, as appropriate. Sources of such variables
wiIl not be repeated on subsequent tables.

aBisnarck did selection at tine of application, and according to their records, selected ten nore
households than their total number of eligible applicants.

h-"Elderly" is normally defined as age 52 and over. However, in Section 3.1 and the Highlights, a

cut-off of 65 and over was used to permit comparison with census figures.
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FABLE A-2

MEAN ITYPOTHETICAL PAYI,IENT CHANGES RESULTING FROM CEBTIFICATION (IN DOLTARS PER YEAR)

llean ltisslng Cases

TOTAI,

Site
Salem
Springfield
Peoria
San Bernardino
Bismarck
Jacksonville
Durham
Tulsa

Age of Household Head

Under 25
25-44
45-6r
Over 6I

Race of Householal Head

whi.te
BIack
Spanish American
Other

Sex of Household Head

lta1e
FemaIe

Net Household Income

so-999
s1000-19 99
s2000-2999
s3 000- 3 999
s4 000-49 99
S5OOO or more

Household Size

Elderly
l{elfare NonelCerly
Other Nonelderly

9.64
7. 58

- 14.56
- L.52
- L2.76
- 46.73
- 16.60
- 74.66

l080
1190
t446
995
593

1135
790

1150

I
2

3-4
5-6

7+

- L9.42

- 21.16
- 18.49

- 11.86
- 29.81
- 20.2L
- 2.94

- 13.03
- 36. 09
- 4.30
- 63-99

8380

1758
3749
t256
r617

5711
zra4

350
L25

2924
5452

565
2L79
2188
137 5
r060
I013

1651
2038
2935
1223

523

16I7
4084
2665

4074

407

407

407

407

407

407

42t

50.73
22.4A

- 0.75
- a.44
- 50.12
-17)..79

- 11.52
- 10.44
- 20.75
- 15.56
- 81.12

- 2.94
- 23.2L
- 22.57

Age/welfare Income

Source: AAE Application and Certification Forms

Data Base: Certified Applicants (N = 8,787)

aExcludes households reporting gross income of zero and those certified ineligible
for reasons other than incor,re.
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APPENDIX B

MATERIALS RELATING TO CHAPTER 3, ''RtrCOMTNG A RECIPTENT''

1. VARIABLES

Plans to Move or Stay

Reported on the Enrollment Form, Q9.

Satisfaction with Current Unit and Neiqhborhood

Reported on the First, Second, and Third Participant Surveys. The actual
questions are reproduced in Appendix D.

Elapsed Time from Bnrollment to Payment initia tion ( or Termination)

The difference in actual days between the date of enrollment and the date

the Payment lnitiation Form or Termination Form was signed (Enrollment

Form QII, Payment Initiation Form QI8, Termination Form Q8).

Hou Observed by Participants

The following questions were included in the Participant Surveys:

1. Does your (house/apartment) have piped in water?

2. Does your (house,/apartment) have electricity?
3. When it rains, does the roof, ceilings, or walls of this (house,/apartmenL)

leak?

In the past 90 days, have you seen any mice or rats, or signs of mice
or rats in this building?

Do you have comptete kitchen facilities? (Complete kitchen facil-ities
are a sink with piped vrater, a range or cookstove, and a refrigerator. )

Do you have complete plumbing facilities in this (house,/apartment); that
is, hot and col-d piped water, a flush toilet and a bathtub or shower?

Now I want to ask about complete baths and half baths in your (house,/
apartment). A complete bath has a flush toilet, a tub or shower, and a

washbasin or sink with piped water. A half bath has one or two of those
things but not all three. How many complete baths do you have? (No bath
is coded as a deflciency. )

GeneralIy, (this/Last) winter, has the heating system in this (house,/
apartment) been in good, fair, or poor working condition, or not working
at al-l-?

4

5

6

7

I
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Housing Deficiencies Observed by Housing Evaluator

The foLlowing items were included in the Housing Evaluation Forms:

1. OveraII Ratinq. Enter a rating from 0 to 3 on the overall quality of
this dwelling unit. Take into consideration the conditions inside the
unit, as well as the condition of the structure and immediate
surroundings.
0 = Good condition; only ordinary maintenance needed.

1 = Basically sound; but some minor repairs are needed.

2 = Basically sound, but some major repairs,/renovations are needed.

3 = Unsound; hazardous or unfit for human habitation.

Are there any structural hazards either within the unit or the structure
as a whole? Structural hazards include such things as:

o severe cracks in the building foundation

o wooden foundations
o rotting or severely damaged beams

o bulges in the exterior surface

o collapsing roof or evidence of roof instability

What type of heating equipment is used? (CODE ONE)

1- Central warm aj-r furnace with ducts to each room, or a heat
pump

2. Steam or hot water system

3. Buil-t-in erectric units (permanentry instatled in warls, ceiring,
or baseboards)

4. Floor, wall, or pipeless furnace

5. Room heaters with flue or vent, burning gas, oi1 or kerosene

c). Room heaters without flue or vent, burning gas, oi1 or kerosene
7 . Fireplaces, stoves

8 - Portable electric room heaters
9. Unit has no heating equipment

(Codes 6, 8, and 9 are coded as deficiencies.)

3
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4 Are there any other safety or fire hazards present either in the unit
or immediate surroundings?1 Safety or fire hazards include such things
AS

o

o

o

o

o

o

insuf ficiently protected heights

unsafe porch

missing or damaged stair treads, balusters, or handrails
holes in the floor, or dangerously loose finish flooring
bare or severely frayed wiring
unsafe space heaters (Iook for an adequate ventilation escape)

inoperable or blocked fire exits
dangling or low hanging electrical and telephone wires or
clotheslines attached to the building

5 Are there any major plumbing deficiencies inside the dwelling unit?
Major plumbing deficiencies include:
o leaking or corroded pipes

o insufficient faucet pressure

o rusty water (if severe or uncorrectable)

o inoperable or inadequate drainage system

o inoperable or inadequate toilet facilities
o leaky basins or bathtubs

o insufficient or no hot water

o unsafe or inadequate hot water heater (look especially for a
workable temperature-pressure relief valve)

Are there any other conditions in the unit or the structure as a whole
that would cause the unit to be considered not fit for habitation?
Other conditions in the unit which may cause it to be unfit for human
habitation include:
o the presence of rats or other vermin

o peeling or flaking lead-based paint
o inadequate natural or artificial light
o inadequate vent-ilation
o overcrowding (are there more than two (2) peopte per room?) 

2

Some of these defects may be relatively minor safety hazards, but coding
of the Housing Evafuation Form does not permit those to be separated out.
This is not actually refJ-ective of the physical condition of a unit.
However, only one unit failed item 6 solely as a result of overcrowding.

6

1

2

L21



O infestation by pests (especially signs of termites) - With
respect to roaches, it is quite difficult to eliminate them
entirely even in the best of units. Remember that the presence
of roaches does not mean that the dwelling is infested by them.
In short, we are interested in the degree of infestation.
leaking gases

uncovered garbage

inoperable or unsafe stove and,/or refrigerator
inadequate heat

Reasons for Termination

The reasons for a termination are given on the Termination Form, Q7. Where

possible, reasons specified in writing have been coded into new or existing
categories. The fuIl set of categories was then collapsed into those shown

in the report.

Initial Payment

The initial payment is the amount given in the Payment fnitiation Form,

Q17, plus any amount deducted from the check for repaymenl of a loan to
cover a security deposit (Question 16).

Gross Rent

If a household's utilities are not incl-uded in its monthly contract rent,
this is the figure given on the Enrollment Form, Q4, or Payment Initiation
Form, Q7, put on a monthly basis. ff utilities are included in contract
rent, this is recorded in QB on the Enrollment Form or QIl of the Payment

fnitiation Form. If utilities are paid by the household in addition to
contract rentf an imputed monthly amount is added to compute gross rent.
The imputed utility costs were derived from the same panel used to create

the payment standard figures, and vary by unit size.

Rent Burden

Rent Burden is gross rent (see above, or gross rent minus initial payment)

divided by net household income (see above). Both rent and income figures

are taken from the form which best reflects the stage of program partici-
pation being discussed.

o

o
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Ratio of Gross Rent to Payment Standard

This ratio is computed for each household at enrollment and again at payment

initration, using the gross rents and payment standards applicable at that
point. The payment standard is defined in Appendix A.

Mean Cha in Rent

Itousehol-ds are first divided into categories such as "mover,/stayer" and

"increased rent,/no change/decreased rent. " Rents are then averaged over aIl
househol-ds in each category

People Per Room

Agencies recorded the total rooms (including kitchen and excluding bath-

room) on both the Enroll-ment and Payment Initiation forms. Information
abouL household size at the time of enrollment is provided on the Certifi-
cation Fcrm, and the Payment Initiation Form also ind.icates household size.
This variable was calculated by dividing the number of rooms by the house-

hold si-ze.

Change in Number of Rooms

The change in the number of rooms was calculated by subtracting the unit
size on the Enrollment Form (Q5) from the unit size on the Payment Initiation
Form (99) .

Shared Facil-ities

Households in the samples for the First and Second Participant Surveys were

asked whether they had complete plumbing and kitchen facilities. If they

answered "yesr" they were also asked, "Are these facilities also used by

another household?" Complete plumbing facilities are defined as "hot and

cold piped water, a flush toilet, and a bathtub or shower." Complete kitchen
facilities are "a sink with piped water, a range or cookstove, and a

refrigerator. "

The Socioeconomic Index (Ser1 and Percentages of Minority Households in
Census Tracts

Any attempt to describe the j-mpact of a housing prograrm upon the l-ives and

circumstances of its participants must take neighborhoods as well as dwelling
units into account" It is easier to recognize that this should be done,
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however, than actually to do it. The characteristics that cause neighbor-

hoods to be regarded favorably or unfavorably as places to live are not
simple either to list or to measure. Some factors may be relevant only to
a single household (for example, the presence of relatives nearby), while
others are presumably relevant to practically everyone (for example, a high
rate of burglaries or assaults). Further, the idea of a "neighborhood" is
highly subjective. Because of the complexity of defining and measuring

spatial variations in important neighborhood attributes, most studies resort
to some set of simplifying assumptions. This report is no exception. Here,

the geographical unit of analysis is the census tract--chosen so that appli-
cabl-e data from the 1970 census could be used. The measure used.to compare

neighborhoods is a socioeconomic index (SEI), based on median family income,

median years of school completed, and percentage of heads of househol-ds in
white-coIlar employment in each tract and in the SMSA as a whol-e.

The Socioeconomic Index (SEI)

In the formula which computes the index, tract figures are compared with
SMSA figures so that a tract which is "average" in aII of these measures

wil-l receive an index score of 1.00. Tracts which have higher incomes than

average, more schooling than average, etc., all else being equal, will re-
ceive index scores higher than 1.00. Tracts with lower than average com-

bined values on the census measures will receive index scores of less than

1.00. The index is thus standardized for each SMSA and shows the,"socio-
economic position" of each tract relative to the SMSA in which it is
located.

The measure is used in assessing the amount and direction of changes re-

sulting from moves between tracts by subtracting the SEI at the tract of

origin from the SEf at the tract of destination.

Details of the derivation of the SEf are given below-
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IFormula

SBI HE) F-J
where:

sEr

t

t
Y

Socioeconomic

I,,Iedian income

Median income

Median number

It4edian number

Percentage of
tract t

Index for tract t

of families in tract t

of families in SI4SA

of years of school-ing for individuals in tract t

of years of schooling for individuals in SMSA

heads of households in white collar employment in

t
Y

Et

c

S
E

wt

W = Percentage of heads of households in white collar employment i-n
SMSA

Source of Data

S

aVariable Census Count Source of Variable Used

Yt' Y

E

4th Count Population Tabulation 75

4th Count Population Tabulation 42

4th Count Population Tabul-ation 58, Items 1-I7
Tabulation 58, Items 1-42t

s

5

S

tE

w ,w

I

ttgTo census summary tapes

The source of the formula is: Analysis of Selected Census and Welfare
Program Data to Determine Relation of Household Characteristics, Housing
Market Characteristics and Administrative Welfare Policies to a Direct
Housing Assistance Program, Interim Report (Cambridge, Mass.: Joint
Center for Urban Studj-es, January 3I, 1973.)
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Percentages of Minority Households in Census Tracts

The 1970 census data from the Summary Tapes on the percentage minority in
census tracts was used as a rough measure of change in integration for
movers between their tract of origin and tract of destination. Percentage

minority as a percentage of all househofds was computed from TabuLation 3I

2. TABLES
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TABI,E B-1

PI,AT.IS TO MOVE OR STAY AI,IONG AtrL ENROI-I-FES

Percentage of Enrollees Planning to:

Move Stay Undecided
Missing

N Cases

TOTAL

Site

SaIen
springfield
Peoria
San Bernardino
Bismarck
Jacksonville
Durham
fulsa

Age of Household Head

Under 25
25-44
45-61
Over 61

Race of Household Head

White
BIack
Spanish American
Other

Sex of Household Head

Male
Female

Net Househuld Income

$0-999
$rooo-1999
$ 2000-2999
$3000-3999
s4000-4999
$5OOO or more

Household Size

Elderly
welfare Nonelderly
Other Nonelderly

56
42
34
2A
23

L620
1959
28t9
1185
507

52

56
52
52
48
25
79
(2

41

64
58
49
3I

45
73
56
49

49
54

76
55
49
52
45
49

34
50
57
64
68

31
62
52

39 9 8095 o

44

37
35

42
37

7

144
3

12
I4

5
6

L2

1ro7
1208
1445
1004

499
1035

731
1065

40
61
16
41
46

2A
33
42
60

46
20
32
38

I
9

10
9

9
7

1l
13

6
I
9.
9

1o
9

1590
3620
121s
1570

5541
2074

363
117

2799
5296

576
2L2l
2L43
1350
1000
887

1569
3951
25t2

o

o

18
37
42
39
45
42

9
9

9
9
I

I8

53

5

I
2

3-4
5-6

7+

9
I
9
I
9

Age,/welfare Income

6o
30
40

Source: AAE Enrollment Forms

Data Base: Enrollees (N = 8,095)

aPercentages do not alwayi add to 1OO* due to rounding errors.
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TABI,E B-2

ENROT.T.F:E TEE.IINATION RATES A}{D REASONS FOR TER!.TINATION

Percentage of Enrollee Terminees
Percentage Housing In- Failed to Attrition
of Enrollees Tine el,igible or Meet Other or voluntary
Terminating Exceeded Substandard Requirements Termination

Missing
Cases

TOTAI

Slte

SaIeE
Springfield
Peoria
San Bernardino
Bismarck
Jacksonville
Durham
Tulsa

Age of Household Head

Under 25
25-44
45-61
Over 61

Race of Household Head

white
BIack
Spanlsh A.merican
Other

Sex of Household Head

Male
FemaIe

Net Household fncome

$o-9e9
sro00-1999
s2000-2 999
s 3000-3999
s4000-4999
$5000 or rpre

Household Size

1
2

3-4
5-6

7+

Age/llelfare Income

Elderly
Welfare Nonelderly
Other Nonelderly

29 LoI76

33
65
86
49
46
96
88
46

77
76
78
68

4
I
8
9

11
16

6
11
11

7
6

7 2335 4

2335 4

233s

2335 4

760
157 3

2323 16

L4
30
35
18
I4
67
29
14

27
L2

6
26
22
I
5

L7

r59
357
508
181

69
695
2t5
149

11
11

6
5

27
13

4
L7
I3

2
2

20

3

9
o

10
I
9

L2
9
I
6
5

t2
7
I

13
10

4
9

t9
2
5

l8

33
31
27
22

I
7

10
L2

561
- 1108

325
339

4
5

7

I4

1023
47
2t
24

68
89
47
50

IO
5

20
4

13
4

31
25

L260
970

75
28

2

3
2I

9
6

9
8

27
3o

l4
3

9

70
78

13

41
22
24
29
32
40

272
475
517
387
315
358

321
569
853
384
201

92
78
?7
75
?o
65

I
6
5

6
11
1I

13
7

6
4
t

2330 9

20
29
30
32
40

22
30
31

68
72
75
83
88

2320 19

58
s2
70

6
I

13

338
1205

774

Source:

Data Base:

AAE Termination Forms

Enrollees (N = 8,095), Prepalment Tenninees (N = 2,339)
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TABI,E 8.3

PARTICIPATION RATES AND MOVING STATUS AT FIRST PAYMENT

Percentage
of Enrollees
Becoming

Percentages of Recipients

Staying
St.aying with Witjrout
Rehabilitation Rehabilitati.on

Missing
ients 1; Cases

1\]TAJ,

Site

7L

86
70
65
82
85
33
7L
86

L2

11
10

43 45 5756

0

SaJ-em

Springfield
Peoria
San Bernardino
Bismarck
Jacksonville
Du!ham
TuIsa

Age of Household Head

Under 25
25-44
45-6r
Over 6l

Race of Household Head

White
Bl ack
Spanish American
other

Sex of Household Head

2
L7

4
19

5
)1

9

2L

45
38
56
35
70
19
45
35

67
69
73
7A

<,
45
40
46
24
61
47
44

55
50
43
26

948
85r
935
822
430
339
5r6
915

1128
2 5I0

889
L229

0

0

77
53
79
76

36
38
43
61

48
2A
29
42

8
L2
14
13

11
t2
2L
IO

t2
L2

0

60
50
48

44
45

55
50
42
45
35
36

4279
I t0l

247
89

Net Household Income

$0-999
s 1000-r999
s 2000-2999
s 3000-3999
94000-4999
$50Oo or more

Househol-d srze

Ma.Le

Female

I
2

3-4
5-5

7+

Age,/Welfare Income

EIde r.Ly
Welfare Nonelderly
other Nonelderly

24
40
44
42
53
5I

297
1678
154 3

966
65I
508

4A
39
30

31
42
50
57
59

r 303
L372
I98I

793
307

L229
2753
L7 37

73
70

44
43

2037
37L9

3

53
7A
76
7l
68
50

80
7L
70
68
60

7A

70
59

I3
13
11
13

13
L2
II

o

L2
II
L2
l4
I4

57

37

26
54
44

6l
34
45

Source: AAE Pa\4nent lnitiation Eorms

Data Base: Enrollees (N = 8,095), Recipients (N = 5,756)
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TABLE B-4

MEAN INITIAI. PAYMENT TO RECIPIENTS
(IN DOLI"A8S PER I{ONTH)

Mean Standard
Deviation

Number of t{issing
CasesRec tS

5755 1TOTA',

Slte

Salem
Sprlngfield
Peorl-a
San Bernardino
Blsmarck
Jacksonville
Durhast
Tulsa

Aqe of Household Head

Under 25
25-44
45-6r
Over 61

Race of Household Head

9lhite
BIack
Spanish American
Other

Sex of Household Head

Male
Female

Net Household Income

$0-999
s 1000-1999
s2000-2999
$ 3000- 3999
$4000-499e
95000 or rpre

Household Size

89
86
7A
60
53

297
r678
1643

966
66r
510

81

a2
89
85
a2
72
91
74
7L

82
92
7S
59

77
91
95
80

35

40
33
36
33
30
36
26
33

31
38
3I
18

34
34
35
34

38
33

'30

2A

32
34
28
41

14
30
30
34
36

948
85r
934
422
430
339
516
915

1

LL27
2510

889
L229

1

427fJ
1r01

2A?
89

79
82

18
35
33

2036
3719

1303
L372
I980

793
307

L229
2754
L742

1

I

114

I

1
2

3-4
5-5

7+

58
69
85

109
r35

59
95
?2

31Acre/Welfare Income

ElderlY
welfare NonelderlY
Other NonelderlY

Source: AAE Palrment IniEiation Forms

Data Base: Reciplents (N = 5,756)
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TABLE B-5

PERCENTAGE OF ENROLLEES LIVING IN I'NITS WIT}I STJBSTANDARD ATTRIBUTES

Deficiencies Observed bv Pa!ticipants
Unl.t Eas Leaks Unlt Has P.ats

t N t N
!4issing
Cases

ltissing
Cases

TOTAL

Site

salem
Sprlngfield
Peorla
San Bernardino
Bisnarck
Jacksonville
Durham
Tulsa

Age of Household Head

Under 25
25-44
45-6I
over 61

Bace of Household Head

white
Black
Spanish American
Other

Sex of Household Head

Male
Fernale

Net Household Income

$0-999
$r000-1999
s 2000-2999
$ 3 000-3999
s4000-4999
S5o00 or more

Househol-d Size

Elderly
welfare Nonelderly
Other Nonelderly

2L4
525
I53
232

220
537
r53
232

L7 LL24

L42
r66
r34
118
141
151
r4t
r31

403
?2I

25

25

25

25

25

25

32

LL42

406
736

7

14

I9

I
15
L7
L4

4
43
24
28

18
23
20
10

L2
37
I5
24

I6
2L

I
18
23
l2
10
31
18
12

143
166
132
r33
145
L49
143
131

15
20
L4
L2

L4
23
16
18

734
322

51
17

750
32L

54
L7

7

7

7

I

L7
17

26
L7
16
13
16
18

89
293
314
t19
]-2A
r20

34
19
L7
18
15
2L

89
296
325
181
r30
120

I
2

3-4
5-6

7+

l2
13
18
2L
29

ll
I4
19
32
30

237
269
37L
181

a4

236
258
364
181

85

Aqe/WeIfare Inconp

L2
I9
L7

23L
542
344

10
22
20

23r
557
347

t37



TABLE B-5 (continued)

PERCEITTAGE OF ENROLLEES LMNG IN UNITS WITH SUBSTAII'DARD ATTBIBUTES

Deficiencies Observed by Housing Evaluator
Unvented space
heaters, ports-
abLe efectric
haaters or no
heat

Unlt has
St,ructural
Hazards

Unlt has
safety
Hazards

Unit has
Major Plunbing
DeficLencies

Unit is
Unfit for
Ha-bitation

tNCasestN
l,lissing Missing

Cases
Misslng

t N Cases t
l.lissin9

N Cases t
l'lissing

N Cases

TOTAT

Salem
Springfield
Peorla
San Bernardino
Bienarck
Jacksonville
Durhan
TulBa

Ace of Household Head

Under 25
25-44
45-61
Over 51

Race of Household Head

White
BIack
Spanish American
Other

sex of Household Head

I{AIE
Female

so-999
s1000-1999
s 2000- 2 999
s3000-3999
s4000-4999
$5O00 or rrore

Household Size

Ifare Income

EIderIy
Welfare Nonelderly
Other Nonelderly

9 1148 L L2 1144 5 29 1146 3 17 1]46 3 13 1141 I

Slte

5
2
1
I
2

26
4

27

I4
6
I

L2

7

13
9

L2

143
166
134
I33
L47
15r
143
131

6
I

10
4'l

5
15
I

1o

L42
164
134
L32
t47
151
143
131

27
26
I9
53
35
L7
24
35

143
I65
134
133
L47
150
143
131

143
166
134
133
146
150
143
131

L42
r66
134
r31
L47
L47
143
131

22L
536
153
234

409
735

409
737

I3
t2

9
56

19
16

409
?37

220
535
153
233

408
733

I1
13

3

50
7

T2
4

9

7

l6
18
10

t2
l0
52

6

l4
I3

3

3

3

L7
11
I3
L2

22L
539
154
234

22L
538
r54
233

16
L7
2T
18

220
539
154
233

35I

IO
13
14
L2

IO
L2
50

o

14
t2

1

1

7
IO

34
27

I

410
738

90
299
326
r82
131
120

30
2A
38
27

3

755
322
54
t7

7sl
322
54
L7

29
25
54
47

754
32L

54
L7

754
321

54
L7

753
3L7

54
L7

I6
I6
46
18

35

44Net Household Income 9

I

24
10
I
I
5
4

l4
10
16
l0
T2

9

90
299
324
180
130
120

90
298
325
181
131
120

2L
19
19
15
15
13

90
294
325
182
130
I20

18
1I
L4
15
11
t2

88
298
324
180
130
t20

L2

26
27
33
28
30
2A

26
28
32

I 33

1
2

3-4
5-6

7+

l1
9
9
I
I

23A
272
371
ta2

85

10
l2
t2
13
25

238
27t
371
179

85

2A
26
29
30
44

234
27L
371
181

85

234
27t
37L
181

85

L2
IO
I3
l4
26

23a
270
370
t79

84

20
15
14
22
26

l7
19
14

10I

L2
t0

7

233
559
349

233
558
346

232
559
348

11
t4
IO

232
s59
348

10

IO
15
I2

232
557
345

15

Source: First Participant Survey and Housing Evaluation Forms (First Wave)

Data Base: Joint Enrollee Sample (N = 1,149)
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TABLE 8-6

RENTiTO.PAYMENT STANDARD RATIO AT ENROI;LT4ENT FOR AI,L RECTPIENTS

.60
less

- 61-
.80

.8I-

.90
.91-

r.10
1.11-
tlpre Mean

!l1sslng
dases

TOTAI

site
SaIem
Springfield
Peoria
San Bernardino
Bisnarck
Jacksonville
Durham
I\r1sa

Age of Household Head

Under 24
25-44
45-61
Over 61

Race of Household Head

White
Black
Spani sh-American
Other

Sex of Household Head

l,lale
Fenale

Net Household Income

90-999
$1o00-I999
s 2000-2 9e9
s3 000-3 999
$4000-4999
$5000 or more

Household Size

Other Nonelderly
welfare Nonelderly
Elderly

16 24 15 25 20 886 54c,2 3544

354

16
t1
23
15
I5
26
10
14

14
L6
I5
I5
16
1I
L7
I5

27
29
2L
2A
24
t7
25
21

20
2!
15
23
19
23
18
25

.880

.914

.819

.905

.883

.462

.890

.925

881
427
881
788
4r4
308
462
84r

?4
23
27
19
26
23
31
25

26
26
25
20

29
22

2A
27
22
24
24
24

26
23
23
27

.840

.855

.a97

.980

13
25
27
14

23
30
2A
37

15
15
18
13

.919

.7A7

.77L

.442

4059
982
274

87

20
l8
I4

9

30
I8
15
I4
11
14

I4
15
16
15

22
26

16
24
26
25
25
2A

24
24
27

13
18
23
22
24
L7

2I
16
30

.790

.853

.909

.907

.925
.aa2

r004
2344
85r

1163

t926
3476

16r6
2592
r163

354

354

354

385

14
18
22
30

23
L2
I

L7

.848

.907
15
23

t7
15

16
t4

27
18
20
20

29
27
27
I5

9

361

I
2

3-4
5-6
7+

13
t4
15
15
15
L7

253
1507
1550

910
665
510

I
t2
16
26
40

l9
19
26
33
38

t4
I6
15
L7
I1

3I
27
t7
I
3

.993

.944

.a67

.'752

.657

L2L7
r283
1843

765
294

Age,/welfare Income

25
26
20

14
20

9

I5
15
I5

.896

.837

.980

Source: AAE Certification and Enrollment Forms

Data Base: Recipients (N = 5,7561

aEnrolLees reported to be homeoerner or occupying unit without cash rent are excluded from the analysis
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TABLE B-7

RENT.TO-PAYI,IEMT STANDARD RATIO AT FIRST PAYI{ENT FOR ALL RECIPIENTS

,60
Iess

61
80

8I
90

l1t91 Mean
Ratio

l.tissing
CasesI lo trore

1!TAL

Slte
Salem
Springfield
PeorLa
San Bernardino
Bismarck
.facksonvi.lle
Durham
1\1sa

Age of Household Head

Under 24
25-44
45-61
Grer 51

Race of Household Head

rihite
BIack
Spani sh-American
Other

Sex of Household Head

MaIe
FemaIe

$o-999
$r000-r999
$2000-2e99
$3000- 3999
s4000-4999
$5000 or more

Household Size

Age,/welfare rncome

Other Nonelderly
Welfare Nonelderly
Elderly

36
32
30
33
30
l7
29
33

1. O73
1.o87
o.977
1. 063
o.963
L.279
1.086
1 .075

947
851
935
422
430
339
516
915

1. 063 5755 1

r128
25LO
889

L22S

1.068
L.O74
o. 955
1.041

427A
1rQ1

247
89

1. O05
I .095

2037
3718

4

3

t6
1I

L2

7
10
2L
11
2L

4
L2
L1

11
13
L2
IO

11
L2
20
I6

I6
10

41

45
44
2A
43
27
73
45
41

43
39
43
44

72

10
L4
I5
II
15

6
13
13

L2
L2
13
12

31
27
34
34
29

32
31
3I

3l

t
I
I
I
I
I
I
T

I
I
I
I

3

3
3
3

3
3

5
2

2
t
7
2
I
I
I
2

I
2

3

4
3
7

2
2
2
5

10

32
32
29
3I

1. 076
1.044
1.067
r. 089

t2
11
18
14

42
43
23
34

I

I

1

32
30
35
35

32
3t

33
46

4
2

3

3
3

t

Net Househofa fiiCome

I
11
11
I3
15
L7

5
12
13
L2
13
L4

57
44
42
41
37
27

l. l7r
1. 079
1.071
r .060
1.029
0. 975

L677
164 3

966
651
508

29
3I
32
3I
32
35 "l

I
I
2

3-4
5-6
7+

I
9

13
l7
24

10
l2
L2
16
19

L.L22
1.112
1.052
o. 975
0.894

1 302
137 2
19S1

793
307

49
51
39
28
18

37

15
1l
IO

l2
L2
I2

1. 041
1. O54
1-089

38
42
44

t737
2754
r22A

Source: AAE Payment Initiation Forms

Data Base: Recipients (N - 5,756)

I
I
I
T
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TABI,E B-8

PERCENTAGE OF RECIPIENT MOVERS LIVING IN TINITS WITH SUBSTANDARD ATTRIBUTES
AT ENROLLMENT AND FIRST PAYITTENT (DEFICIENCIES OBSERVED BY PARTICIPANTS)

Unit Has Leaks Unit Has Rats
Enrollees Recipients Enrollees Recipients

t
Hissing Missing
Cases t N Cases t N

l.lissing
Cases t

!,lissing
Cases

TOTAL

Site
salem
Springfield
Peoria
San Bernardino
Bismarck
Jacksonvi IIe
Durham
Tulsa

Age of Household Head

Under 25
25-44
45-6r
over 6l

Race of Household Head

White
Black
Spanish ArErican
Other

Sex of Household Head

l,[ale
FenaIe

Net Household Income

s0-999
$1000- 1999
s 2000- 2999
$ 3000- 3999
s4000- 4999
95000 or npre

Household Size

22 343 9 73502 23 347 5 I 350 2

I

L29
2L4

24
97

10r
6t
32
27

62
77

LO2
74
2A

9
19
30
l4
23
44
29
23

18
25
25
18

19
30
I8
20

23
22

29
22
23
15
2A
30

69
53
37
36
26
34
52
36

7A
74
40
5t

5
2

16
7

I
9
4
6

I
10

5
6

5
7

18
20

0
6
I

1o
4
4

6
1
5

10
18

69
53
37
4l
26
35
53
36

70
52
37
41
26
35
53
35

9
7

18
5

11
7
3
4

5
9
7

lo
I1

80
77
39
51

L29
218

1

11
I7
2S
L7

4
39
32
42

19
25
3t
14

I6
4l
11
20

20
24

42
20
20
25
I5
26

2L
16
22
29
33

2

70
53
36
4I
25
33
53
35

6
4

14
o
o

26
8

l1

6
10

5
I

9 2

2

29

2

2

222
99
L7

5

51
183
106

81
L79

39
5t

224
100

L7
5

r31
2t9

51
190
106

225
99
18

5

227
100

18
5

132
218

51
19o
r06

81
78
40
51

1

2

5
16

o
0

10

9
5

6
9
3

2

27
102
108
61
2A
24

24
99

104
61
31
27

27
101
r08
61
29
24

62
77

111
73
27

62
80

105
73
27

62
76

111
13
2A

2 2

I
2

3-4
5-6

7+

16
20
22
22
50

Age/WeIfare Incone

Elderly
Welfare Nonelderly
Other Nonelderly

L2 55

I8
24
23

L4
23
26

51
189
104

I
8
I

Source: First and Second Participant Surveys

Data Base: Recj,pient npvers in joint sample (N = 352)
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TABI,E B-9

PERCENTAGE OF RECIPIET.IT }'OVERS LIVING IN UNITS WITH SUBSTANDARD ATTRIBUIES AT ENROLLMENT
(DAFICIENCIES OBSERVED BY HOUSING EVAIUATORS)

Deficiencies Observed by Housing Evaluators
Unvented space
heaters, port-
able electric
heaters or no
heat

Unit has
St!uctu]raI
Hazards

unit has
l,tajor Plurnblng
DeficLencles

Unit is
Unfit for
Habitation

Unit has
safety
Hazards

Missing
t N cases t

Mlssing
N Cases t N Cases t

Irlissing
N Casos

l.lissing
N Cases

l,lissing
t

TOTAL

Slte
salem
Springfield
Peoria
San Bernardino
Blsuarck
Jacksonville
Durhaur
Tulea

Horrsehold Head

under 25
25-44
45-61
Over 61.

Race of Household Head

lihlte
BIack
Spanlsh American
Other

Sex of Household Head

Male
Fenale

Net Household Income

$o-999
I ro00- 1999
s 2000- 2999
s 3000- 3999
s4000- 4999
95O0O or rpre

Household Size

Elderly
Welfare Nonelderly
Other Nonelderly

9
11
17

o

13
l3
44

o

r0 351 1 15 349 3 33 350 2 L9 350 2 L6 348 4

7

2

0
L2

4
20

6
33

I2
7

L2
L2

70
52

33
29
l5
54
50
L7
30
39

33
29
52
31

33
31
44
40

39
29

3

3

37

226
100

18
5

I

I

1

70
53
37
41
25
35
53
36

81
L79

40
51

224
100

18
5

9
6

l1
46
L2
l7

4
22

41
26
35
53
36

37
41
26
35
53
36

69
53
37
40
26
34
53
36

69
52

L7
13

r31
2LA

l6
9
8

51
28
9

L7
L4

70
53

13
I5

3
58
L2
t2

6
L7

10
15
30
16

16
L2
39
20

18
15

L2
15
L2
18

81
L77

40
5l

8l
178

40
5l

24
L7
18
22

80
L79

40
51

80
t77

40
51

227
100

18
5

227
100

18
5

13r
2t9

18
18
39
40

24
16

37
4l
25
35
53
36

131
2t9

51
190
106

422

422

3 22

227
98
t8

5

25
100
104
60
3l
27

I
l0

28
8
8

II
3

7

l3
9

lo
5

l4

L2
10

8

t32
2L9

130
218

51
190
104

342 3 5

7

25
100
105

61
32
27

15
L2
18
13
13
11

25
100
r05
60
31
27

24
35
35
23
4L
33

25
100
105
60
32

.27

L2
2l
22
16
23
15

25
100
105

61
31
27

20
L2
18
18
16
I5

62
81

106
74
2A

10
16
13
12
32

62
81

105
73
28

2L
19
18
19
25

62
81

105
74
2A

t3
L2
20
L2
32

62
8l

105
72
28

3I

64Age,/l{elfare Income

2 42

1
2

3-4
5-5

7+

32 62
2A 81
31 r05
35 74
46 28

51
191
r06

18
14
I3

51
190
105

22
20
I8

L42

31 51
32 190
36 106

5 5

16
L7
14

Source: Housing Evaluation Forns (Second Wave)

Data Base: Recipient t4cvers in joint sample (N = 352)



TABI,E B-10

PERCENIAGE OF PECIPIENT I'4OVERS LIVII{G IN UNITS WITH SI,,BSTANDARD ATTRTBUTES AT FIR.ST PAYMENT
(DEFICIENCIETS OBSERVED By HOUSING EI/AUTATORS)

Deficienc.ies obsorve(l bv llousinq Evaluators

Unvented space
heaters, port-
able electric
heaters or no
heat

Unit has
structural
Hazards

Unit has
Safety
Hazards

UniE has Unit is
tfajor Pltunbing Unfit for
Deficiencies tlabitation

tNCasestNCases
Missing Missing Missing Missing Flissing

N Casest N Cases t N eases *

l'oTAL

Site

Salem
Springfield
Peoria
San Bernardino
Bismarck
Jacksonville
Durham
TuIsa

Age of }lousehold Head

Under 25
25-44
45-6r
Over 6L

Race of Uousehold Head

White
BIack
Spanish Anrerican
Other

Sex of Household Head

Male
Female

Net Houschold fr,come

$o-999
$ r000-I 999
$2000- 2999
$ 3000- 3999
$ 4000-49 99
$5000 or more

I
)

3-4
5-6

7+

Age/WeIfare Tncome

Elderly
WeIf;rre Nonelderly
Other Nonelder).y

23502 4 334 t8 20 335 t7 IO 335 I7 6 335 l7

0
0
0
o
o

t2
o
I

3

4
)
0
o

70
53
37
4I
26
34
53
36

69
53
36
4I
26
35
53
2t

70
53
37
40
26
35
53
2L

70
53
37
41
25
35
53
2t

4
4
6

5

0
0
2

5

I
17

4
6
0
0

70
53
37
40
26
35
53
27

9
30
24
30
38

3

23
5

5
5
4

9
15

2

4

1

9
3

55
8
o
o
5

11
11

5

4

3

11

131
219

L26
208

29
14

]-27
208

L7

t7

T7

L7

11
9

127
208

77

17

t7

t7

t1

t27
208

77

t7

t7

t7

2 18

18

I
7
8
2

2

5
4

5

1

3

2

81
L79

39

51

19
20
25
t7

80
168

40
47

8o
168

40
47

80
168

40
4'7

80
168

39
47

2t4
97
18

5

1

4

0
0

227
100

18
5

l72

l7IB

18

4
2

6
0

20
20
18
20

276
97
t7

5

10
4

35
20

216
97
t7

5

5
7

L7
20

2t5
97
18

5

2

I
5

6
2

1
3

3

o

2

7

1

5

7

o
o

11
I
2

o
3

0

26
lo2
108
61
?q

24

27
100
r03

55
29
20

I1
19
24
l7
T7
27

27
100
103

54
29
22

27
100
103

54
29
22

27
ro0
103

55
29
2t

o
9
8

15
T4
L4

7

5
7

11

IIouse hol L Size 2 1B

62
77

110
73
2A

59
75

ro5
69
26

20
l7
19
22
25

59
15

105
6B
2A

59
75

105
68
28

59
75

105
69
27

)
4
5
1

8

3

11
10

1

2l

275

4

4

3

)
2

2

5I
191
105

47
189
95

t7
2I
19

4
11

9

47
L89

96

20

47
189
96

20

47
189
96

20

Sourcc: Ilousj.l'.9 Evaluation irorrns (Scccnd Wave)

Data Base: Recj.p,iont: Mo(rers in :ioint s._-rlp1e (N = 352) t43



I

i ,#i" "-ttII
GROSS RENT AT ENROLITUENI ANq FrRST PAYMEMT FOR RECTPTENTS

(IN POLT,ARS PER MONTH)

Gross Rent At E Ilment Gross Rent At Payment Initiation
t{issing

Mean N Cases
Missing

Mean

TOTAL

s1t6

salem
Springfield
Peorla
San Bernardino
BLsraarck
Jacksonville
Du!ham
Tulsa

Age of Household Head

Under 25
25-44
45-61
Over 6I

Race of Household Head

whlte
Black
spanish Aurerican
Other

sex of HousehoLd Head

lra1e
Fenale

Net Household Incone

$o-99e
stooo- 1999
s 2000- 2999
$ 3000- 3999
s4000-4999
$5000 or nlcre

Household Size

I
2

3-4
5-6

7+

Age/Welfare Income

Elderly
Welfare Nonelderly
Ottrer Nonelderly

149
164
138
151
L29
t67
I36
141

947
85r
93s
422
430
339
s16
9r5

$r21

L22
137
1r5
1,26
118
Ltz
110
119

115
134
116
103

5402

881
a27
881
788
4L4
308
462
841

IO04
238,4

851
1163

4059
942
274

a7

1926
3476

L2L7
I283
1843

76s
294

r163
2592
1616

3544

354

354

36r

354

385

$147 5755

I128
25rO
889

t22A

427A
1101

2A7
89

2037
37r8

297
t671
1643
966
66r
508

1302
t372
1981

793
307

i22A
2754
L7 37

I

L24
II2
120
119

149
164
139
11s

145
L52
150
148

rl5
154
L57

I

1

1354

4

L25
r19

100
102
121
L32
137
L49

253
1507
1550
910
655
510

153
L32
145
ls7
r5s
165

150
145

1r0
136
158
180
195

1

97
115
130
139
144

103
12L
135

37

Source: AAE EnrolLmenL and Payment Initiation Eorms

Data Base: Recipients (N = 5,756)

aEnrollees reported to be ho[Eowner or to be occupying unit without cash rent are excluded from the analysis
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TA3I.E 8.12

MEAN RENT CHANGES FROM ENROLLI'{ENT TO FIRST PAYMENT FOR RECIPIENTS BY HOVING STATUS AND DIRECTION OF CHANGE
(MIIN{ EXPRESSED IN DOLI.ARS PER MONTH)

Incleased Rent Srrc Rent Decreased Rent Total
Mean Mean Mean Mean l'llssing

. chanqe N chanqc N chanqe N change N cases

IUTAL

Reha.b

Stay

lbve

SALEI{

Reha-b
Sty
lbr

SPRINGPIEI,D

n€lEb
SEy
lbve

PEORIA

Rehab
Stay

nehrb
Stay
Ibw

BISHARCK

Rehab
Stay
l6ve

JACI(.sONl'II.I,E

Rehr.b
sby
l,bvc

DJRHAU

Rehab
Stay
I'bve

TI,I^SA

RetEb
Stay
!bve

25 5 ,40r

674

2 ,474
2 ,249

880

355

2L

L7

65

244

rl80

, ool

-18

-I7
-23

3

56

0

0

o

405

,,,892

39

202

25

r05

209

I5
24
6t

6
60

395

7S
r09
300

1{
101
275

30
50

3t1

I
43
77

35
24

167

20
46

169

55
47

307

13
14
61

23
11
53

a0
30
90

20
I5
60

o
o
o

o
o
0

o
o
0

o
o
o

o
o
o

o
o
o

0
0
o

o
0
o

I
347

3
-8

-23
23
38

27

6
3

53

24

2
2

53

55

2L
L2
83

24

2L

4
I

49

430
416

68

24

20
II
7L

20
I8
70

L7
L?
57

-B

-27

26
302
86

61
63

17S

27

IO
3

56

23

4
3

58

66

5

-8
-31
-2L

4
L2
53

I45
323
359

427

88r 54

4r4

L7
406

9

-36
-L7
-22

4
l9
36

35
526
320l.bve

SAN BERNARDINO 34788

115
223

9

-B
-16
-22

I
15
27

153
288
347

l6

3I

54

l8
256

2
-13
-23

-o
3
7

1I
7
1

46

308

3o
39
I

74

2
-o
IO

I
7

1.6

6
27
22

24
L77

2

-5
-13
-L7

-33
-2L
-38

9
3

53

45
230
r87

L27
242

7

462

84r

189
315
336

Source: AAE Enrollment and Palment Inltlatlon Forllr.

Data Baae: Reciplents (N ' 5,756)
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NET RBIN BIJRDENS AT
)

B-1 3

FOR AIL RECIPIENTS (RENT AS A
OF NET INCOME)

Percentages of Recipients within Rent Burden Ranges

.00- .11-

.10 -20
.2L- .31-
- 30 .40

.4t-

.50
.6I-
.70

.7L-

.80
.51-
-60

.'8I e

Over
Miss ing

Median N Casesa

TOlPA],

sl-te

Salem
Springfield
Peoria
San Bernardino
Bismarck
Jacksonville
Durham
Tuisa

Age of llousehold Head

r-rnder 25
25-44
45-6L
over 6l

Ilace of Househofd Head

White
BIack
Spanish tunerican
Other

Sex of Household Head

Male
EemaIe

Net Household Income

I 0-999
$ 1Oo0- 19 99

$ 2000-2999
$ 3000-3999
s4 000-4 999
$5000 or more

Household Size

Age,/welfare rrlcgme

EIderly
welfare Nonelderly
Other NoneIderIY

18
16
13
9

20

2t
20
19
t?
I6
42
25
18

a?7
821
a79
744
413
303
45r
833

or 21 11r 16r 16r l3r 12$ 91 2rr -54 5371 3Bs

385

385

998
2372

843
1158

385

4035
97A
272

86

L9t2
3459

385

385

391

r158
2592
1615

o
o
o
0
0
I
0
0

11
L2
15
15

18
8

I
I
4
2

4
3
3

I

1
o
1

2

3

11

6
L2
I1
I
9
7

to
9

9
I
I

II

1L
I4
13
13

9
I

L2
9

14
14
I1
15
t2
10
14
14

12

IO 19
10 14
15 15

11 16

14 20
6L2

10 15
11 r8

14 r8
13 18
915
8L2

2

I6
13

4
0
o

13
10

8
6
4

1

15
I8
10

2

0

L4
1l
IO
L2

9

9
I3

I4
1I
15
l2

13
I4

L7
10
16
I4

L?
15

4
I

I8
15

.52

.58

.54

.5r

.44

.68

.59

.50

44
60

42
76
50
44
36
30

60

1
0
o
0

3

3

2

o

L2
l6
t2
2l

9
t2
L7
t7

IO
II
13
13

24
19
23
18

.52

.st

.57

.55

L2
L2
11
t3

.53

.58

.50

.49

920
10 26
715
815

2

3
4
o

o
1
0
o

I2

0
0
o
0
o

18
15

15
14
I5

I6
15
16
23

385

5
I1

0
0

T7
13
11

0
4
5

L2
25
41

I
4

10
26
37
36

I
7

18
25
25
lo

3
1I
19
I9

8
2

88
42
15

2

o
0

232
1505
l5 50

910
665
509

22
I3

13
25

8
19
I

2L
1l
19

13
t5

5

11
11

4

18
29

9

.55

.64

.40

I

3-4
5-6

7+

5
1I
I3
I5
19

.51

.49

.41

18
I3
11
11
I3

21
20
2l
I9
I8

L206
1276
L83 5

760
294

0
I
3
5

4

o
U

o
0
0

9
I8
I9
I8
I8

l2
28
I1

.54

0
I
4

o
0
o

Source: AAE Application, Enrollment, Certification and Payment Initiation Forms

Data Base : ReciPient" 11,1 = 5,756)

aHouseholds reporting zero cash rent or zero gross income have been excluded.
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TABLE B-
f
+

GROSS RENT BURDENS AT ENROLLMEMT FOR AI,L RECI
PERqENTAGE OF GROSS INCOME)

Percentages of Recipients Within Rent

ASA

Ranges

- o0-
.10

11-
20

.2L-

.30
31-
40

.41-

.50
.6r-
.70

.7l--

.80
.5r-
-60

.81 e

Over Median N

Missing
casesa

TMAL

Site

saletr
springfield
Peoria
San Bernardi-no
Bismarck
Jacksonville
Durham
Tulsa

Age of HousehoLd Head

Under 25
25-44
45-61
Over 61

Race of Household Head

White
BIack
Spanish American
Other

Sex of Househo.Ld Head

MaIe
FemaIe

Gross Household Incone

$o-999
$r000-1999
$ 2000- 2999
$ 3000-3 999
$ 4000-499e
S50000 or more

Household Size

Aqe/Welfare Income

Elderly
Welfare Nonelderly
other Nonelderly

4
L4
24
29
2L

7

1. 39
.66
.52
.43
.34
.2'?

46
a44

L445
899
823

1316

4
18
23

16
17

6

.44

.47
.31

or 8r 20r 20r 18r 13r 8r 5t 7t .42 5373

403'7
974
272

86

r9 13
3460

383

383

383

383

383

383

383

389

5
6

13
8

IO
6
7
4

8
11

6
3

7

10
13

7

L2
5

o
o
0
0
0
2

I
o

o
I
2

6
7

19

2

4
I

15
2L

20
22
19
20
24
18
t7
20

22
I9
I6
20
2l
17
15
24

14
L4
lo
IO
l5
13

I
5
7
5
6

L7
IO

6

.42

.42

.41

.41

.38

.45

.47

.41

878
821
880
7A4
4r3
303
461
833

19
16
I6
22
15
16
15
22

6
5
4
4
5

7
I
4

2

I6
8
3

0
0

5
5
3
2

7

LO

9
6
9
8

ll
5

2

15
16

7

1
o

53
44
39
33
28

27
7

1
0

0

10
8
3

21 19 14 10 13
18L4ro5IO
1912745
1610321
95301

12
t7

I
o
o
0

5
3
7
7

7
7
4
6

I
9
5
6

o
t
0
o

23
24
L7
13

]5
L7
18
23

L4
L2
I4
I6

9
5
9

L2

7
5

10
10

.4r
-37
.45
:48

999
2372

843
1159

2L
L7
I9
L7

I9
I6
l7
20

l4
14
L2
13

.42

.4L
-35
-35

19
6
1

18
22
l8
I8

2
5

L2
24
35
25

I9
22
2A
29

29
16

o
3

7

I1
29
47

22
19

I6
20

9 4 3

6
5

I
.34
.4616 10

o
o
o
0
0
1

85

I
2

3-4
5-6

7+

I
19
24
2A
35

I5
20
20
24
24

o
o
o
1
I

L207
1276
18 35

760
294

L2
IQ

2

23
20
13

13
15
35

7
7
I

0
0
0

3
5

I3

18
l7
26

1159
2592
1616

Source: AAE Application, Enrollment, Certification and Pa).ment Initiation Forms

Data Base: Recipients (N = 5,756)

aHouseholds reporting zero cash rent or zero gross income have been excluded.
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NET RENT d
TABLE B-15

AT FIRST PAYMENT FOR ALL RECIPIENTS (RENT AS A
PERCENTAGE OF NET INCOI'IE)

Pelcenrages of Recipients within Rent Burden Ranges

.oo-

.ro
2L-
30

. II-

.20
3I-
40

.4L-

.50
.6r-
.70

.7t-

.80
,51-
.60

.818
Over

Missing
cases aMedian N

TO1rAl,

Site

saLeto
Springfield
Peoria
San Bernardino
Bismarck
Jacksonville
Durham
Tulsa

Age of Household Head

Under 25
25-44
4 5-61
Over 61

Race of Household Head

whlte
BIack
Spanish American
other

Sex of Household Head

HaIe
Festale

Net Household Income

s0-999
s 1000- r999
$2OOO-2999
s 3000- 3 99 9

$4OOo-4999
S50OO or more

Household Size

I
)

3-4
5-6

7+

Age/Welfare Income

Elderly
Welfare Nonelderly
Other Nonelderly

30
29
22
2A
22
47
29
2A

1

I
2

I
o

24
2

L2

8
9

24
9

20
7

IO
?

192719II6 3 13.24 57]-4 42

42

15
16
23
18
25

9
20
20

I8
18
24
24

24
16

l2

30
2A
23
30
2A
L2
23
3I

25
21
13
24
l2
L2
I9
2t

943
444
930
818
429
332
514
904

1

I
I
1

5

2

2

1
2

I
I

I
2

3

3

2

1

I
3
)

2
2

3

3

3

3

I
2

1
3

5

8
4
4
3

9
7

6

7
5
5
5

5
5
2

1

3

7

L2
l2

8
11

9
I4
l4
10

10
11
L2
t2

11
12

5

L2

9
12

I1
L2
L2
11

I8
20
L9
L7

I9
I8
2l

25
28
25
2A

19 5
3
1
2

2

1
2

2

.28

.27

.29

.29

I120
2493

879
L222

42

42

I1
13
2L
t2

2A
23
27
2A

2l
16
t1
15

2
7
0
3

)
3
3

3
2

2

I
I
o

2

4
1

2

2

I

29
28
26

2L
18
22

11
l4

9

42

2A
2A
22
25

25
30

4247
I094

285
88

2020
3694

18
20

30
25

9
19
24
31
38
4A

27
24
29
2A
23

l7

I3
I1

1
4

4 3

n̂t
l,

41
t5
13
I1

6
6

t8
I8
24
26

7

I6
2t
24
25
16

6
15

10
6
3

.5r

.30

.24

.24

.26

I6
L'7

19
23
27

)i

23
20
16
10

1 363
1970

747
305

2

9
)
0
0
0
0

5

3

1
o
0
o

I
4
3

o
0
o

3

9
6
(
I
I

4
3

2

I
I

7

42

9
I

l2
18
28

3

3
I

7

7

5

3

5
7

3

14
13

9
7

7

l2
t2

8

.30

.31

.27

.23

.19

4A

L7
L7
2L

2A
23
33

L222
2'750
t7 36

source: AA-E Application and Payment Initiation Porms

Data Base: Recipients (N = 5,755)

aHouseholds reporting zero gross income have been excluded

!
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TABLE 8-16

GROSS RENT BURDENS AT FIRST PAYMENT FOR AI,L RECI
PERCENTAGE OF GROSS INCOME)

PITT!
l'

(RENT AS A

Percentages of Recipients within Rent Burden Ranges

o0- 7L-
80

1l:
20

.2L-

.30
31-
40

41-
50

.5r-

.60
61-
70IO

.81e
Ove! Median N

Missing
casesi

TOTAL

Site

Salem
Springfield
Peoria
San Bernardino
BLsnarck
Jacksonville
Durham
Tulsa

Age of Household Head

Under 25
25-44
45-51
Over 6l

Race of Household Head

White
Black
Spanlsh American
Other

Sex of Household Head

![ale
FerBIe

Gross Household Income

$0-999
$1000-1999
$ 2o0o-2999
$3000-3999
$4000-4999
S5000 or inore

Ilousehold Size

Elderly
welfare Nonelderly
Other Nonelderly

14
t2
16
19

22
20
22
24

28
3t

18

L2
1s
32
16
2A
13
I5
L2

16
2L
18
13

29 2A 14 62 01.21 5717 39

39

39

112 I
2494
880

]-222

39

4250
1094
2A5

88

2023
3694

39

39

45

1222
2752
1737

I

30
28
33
16
31
30

944
845
931
8r8
429
332
514
904

.23

.2L

.L7

.22

L735
2e
20
35
2L
22
24
32

2S
2A
25
30

15
IO
L4
10
L7
L7
15

5
6
4
5
5

13
8
7

o
o
1
o
o
6
o
1

o
0
o
o
0
I
I
o

I
I
I
I
1
5
1
1

2
3

2

2

I
7

3
I

.17

2A
32
2S
24

4
3

1

7
4
7
I

6
7
3
2

28 20 10
30208
32L24
2352
t42t

30 19
25 15
32 1r

1
I
2
2

1
2

0
o

1
2

0
2

I
1
1
o
o

I
0
0
0
0

3

I
I
o
0

4
4
I
o
o

I
I
o

I
0
o

2
I
1

I
7
3

3
I
3

4

2
3

t
3

1

0
0
I

26
2

0

0
o
0

0
0
1
I

0
o
0
o

5

0
o
o
0

.30

.22

.23

.42

.26
-24
-2L
-20
.18

16
2J
33
19

2L
16

2A
28

29 29 15
27 25 13
29285
34 27 11

311811
20I8117
261993
301651
331430
33700

23
l6
l7
19
2L
18

L2
15

34
26

1
3

3

7
1
2

0
o

39

22
2L
t6
20

I9
23

o
I

9
2L
23
29
30
41

55
950

15 18
955
858

I35I

5
4
2

0
0
o

I
2

3-4
4-5

5+

10
11
l8
30
48

23
24
32
38
35

I3
2L
T7

24
27
35

.26

.26
-2L
.16
.11

1288
1354
197r

788
306

Age4{elfare Income

24
2t
20

Source: AAE Application, Certification and Palrnent Inltiation Forms

Data Base: Recipients (N = 5,756)

aHouseholds reporting zero gross income were excluded.
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TABLE B.}7
PEOPLE PER ROOM AT ENROLLI'IENT AMONG RECIPIENT MOVERS

People per Room

Percent of Households

Under .41-
.41 .60

.6r-
1.O0

I. OI-
1. 50

olrer
1.50 l,lean

Missing
Cases

TOTAL

Site
Salem
Sprlngfield
Peoria
San Bernardino
Blsmarck
Jacksonville
Durham
Tulsa

Aqe of Household Head

Under 25
25-44
45-61
Overi 5I

Race of Household Head

Wtrite
Black
Spanish American
Other

sex of Household Head

t[a1e
Eemale

Net Household Income

$0-999
s1000-199e
$2000-2999
s 3000-3999
$4000-4999
S5OO0 or rPre

Household Size

I
2

3or4
5or5
7 or more

AgelWelfare Inqome

Elderly
welfare Nonelderly
Other Nonelderly

.80

.87
-85
.85
.72
.84
.69
.80

498
380
373
378
101
206
240
406

g2 25A2

25A2

20 18 44

42
4A
43
45
51
4L
35
49

49
51
31
22

45
43
44
53

49
42

35
38
48
46
49
55

I8
19
I5
19
16
20
19
18

24
15
20
I5

18
I9
15
T2

14
20

l3

rl_
15
I5
L4

9
L2

9
L2

7

19
10
I

l2
L2
2L
l4

19
9

5 3

3

16

24
l2
2L

22
19
33
t7

L2
24

4
7

6
0

5
6
6
6
2

7
3
4

4
7

13
9

10
3

5

7
5

6

0
4

2

6
34

o
6
6

I6
7

33
62

2l
19
I

I2

.78
-94
.75
.46

637
L248

380
317

3

3

3

9

.79

.83
1. 08

.96

1735
650
t44

43

7

4
.94
-75

900
1682

23
34
I8
11

5
I

2t
19
l8
t7
2l
I

11
5

11
t9
18
29

.8r
OI

.90
I .06

.196

a2L
647
430
245
t97

29
65
55
13

409
573
965
455
180

62
16
10

15
I9
19

22
46
49

.88

.57

9
32
26

0
o

75
34
I
o
o

16 0
0
5

39
53

.4L

.59

.84

.14

.51
I
1

Data Ease: necipient Movers (N = 2,585)

150

1
13
15

.46

.85

.90

3L7
l47A

766

24

Source: AAE Certification and Enrollment Forms



TABLE B-18

PEOPI,E PER ROOM AT FIRST PAY!,TENT AJ.IONG RECTPIENT MOVERS

Peopl e Der Room

Percent of HousehoLds

Under .41-
.41 .60

.51-
r-00

r.01-
1.50

Over
501 Mean N

llissing
Cases

lOT,BJ,

Slte

salem
Sprlngfleld
Peoria
San Bernardino
BlsErarck
Jacksonville
Durham
Tulsa

Age of Household Head

Under 25
25-44
45-6r
over 61

Pace of Household Head

I{hite
Black
spanish American
other

Sex of Household Head

tlale
Fernale

IIet HousehoLd Income

s0-e99
sr000-I9e9
$2000-2999
s 3000-3999
s400o-4999
$5OOO or more

Eousehold Size

I
2

3or4
5or6
7 or more

Aqe/Welfare Income

ElderIy
welfare Nonelderly
other Nonelderly

26
26
22
31
30
27
22
22

.64

.73

.7L

.74

.67

.72

.64

.71

2l

29
14
2L
13
17
I6
29
22

1I
7

39
58

25

I9
27
25

45

4I
51
47
44
47
48
40
46

5t
55
31
II

46
4L
54
56

54
40

I 70

.42

.72

.77

2544 1

4
I
9

II

8
I
9

9
3
B

L2
9

I
I
1

2

o
1

1
1

2

I
I
2

1

3

o
0
o
1

13

499
342
372
3la
IOl
206
240
406

1

36
23
22
19

56
81
50
42

639
L24A

380
317

23
18

3

19

24
30
20
I9

6
to
2L

7

.68

.7L

.88

.73

17 35
662
t44

43

2

13
6
I

0
2
I
I

I
2
I
0

I
I
I

1

14
24

I9
29

I1
6

2
1

78
65

902
1682

317
L479

'767

1

3

2L
36
19
11

4
I

38
1a

47
54
61
66

.58

.58

.69

.79

.80

.93

193
842
694
432
234
183

8
52
33
o
o

.32

.50

.73

.98
1.25

403
569
981
449
r82

31
29
26
27
25
l2 I9

61

1

89 2
1a
66
79
26

o
0
o

20

I
9
9

29
I
0

68
L7

7

11
46
58

151

22

Source: AAE Payment Initiation Forms

Data Base: Recipient Movers (N = 2,585)



TABLE B-I9

CHAIiIGE IN NUIIBER OF ROOMS FROM ENROLLYENT TO FIBST PAY!'IENT

FOR REC]PIENT MOVERS

Percent of Households

-3 or
lrore -2 -t s.up +l +2

+3 0r
TIETE

l,llssing
Cases

TO]EAI

Site
SaIem
Springfield
Peoria
San Bernardino
Blsnarck
Jacksonville
Durhaur
TtrIsa

Age of Hollseheld lesjl
Under 25
25-44
45-6L
Over 61

Bace of Household Head

tJhite
Black
Spanish American
Other

l€le
FemaIe

Net Household Income

$0-999
s1000-1999
52000-2999
s 3000-3999
s4000-4999
S5000 or more

Household Size

Age/welfare Income

ElderIy
welfare Nonelderly
Cther Nonelderly

3 6153r 25 t4 2581

49A
380
372
378
10I
206
240
406

900
1681

193
841
593
4'J2
2*
la2

4

5
4
5
4
4
8
7

9

3
2

4
2

7

4
5
3

t1
18
16
15
13
19
20
L2

30
28
31
33
38
2A
32
30

I8
1I
15
16
10
11

9
13

34
31
29

26
28
2l
25
27
20
23
2A

2t
26
25

'7
9
6
4
2

11
3

6

4

7

7
6
2

5
2
2
6

27
30
35
34

24
31
33
30
29
29

8
4
4
7

16
14
15
t7

23
27
23
27

637
t247

380
3r7

15
l7
I5

7

31
30
27
35

25
24
24
26

t734
550
L44

43

t3
15
L4
L2

L4
1I
2t
19

15
13

4

6
6
6
5

4
3

2

0

6
I
5

9

10
5

6

8
6

4
5

6
I

t7

4Sex of Household Head

I
6

5
e

3

3
I3
I5

27
32

2A
23

8
7

4
5
7

3

5
4
2

5
3

2

I8
15
16
t5
t3
t2

23
25
25
22
24
33

L2
L2
t4
77
I5
15

7

I
5

4
3

5
4
3
2

3

33I
2

3or4
5or6
7 or upre

2

?

7

7

5

7

6
2

4

16
18
I4
14
11

l1
l6
13

34
30
30
L?

2t
22
27

29

13
9

15
L7
20

403
559
97A
449
LA2

t2
14
I5

317
L477

766

25

Source: AAE Certification, Enrollment, and Payment Initiation Forms

Data Base: Recipient Movers (N = 2,585)
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TABLE B.2O

INCIDENCE OF SHARED FACILITIES REPORTED IN TTTE FTRST AND SECOND PARTICIPANT SURVEYS (MOVERS ONLY)

Kitchen Plurbing
Enrollees Recipients Enrollees Recipi e nts

t [lissing t ltissing t Missing t l,lissing
sharing N Cases sharing N Cases sharing N Cases sharing N Cases

TOIAJ,

Slte

Salelr
springfield
Peoria
San Bernardlno
Bisurarck
Jacksonville
Dnrrhan
!ft.rlsa

Age of Household Head

Under 25
25-44
45-61
orer 61

Race of Household Head

White
Black
Spanish American
Other

Sex of Household Head

MaIe
Female

Net Household Income

s0-9e9
$r000-r999
s2000-2999
s 3000- 39 99
s4ooo-4999
$5000 or more

Household Size

1

2

3or4
5or6
7 or uore

Aqe,/WeIfare Income

Elderly
Welfare Nonelderly
Other Nonelderly

334 18 o 342 10 10 336 L5

5 124
2L2t2

T7

I 347

70
53
31
4l
26
34
53
33

26
Iol
108

59
29
24

1
0
3

0
o
o
2

o

5

5

16

66
53

7A
70
39
49

1

6
4
6

L2
4

37
6
6

15
I
5
I

10

67

7A
?6
39
49

I

0
o
0
0
o
o
0
o

0
0
o
o

18

67
51
36

40
25
34
46
35

3
2

3

L2
4

35
4
6

15
7

6
2

32
7

11
3
7
I

7

L4
9

IO
4

53
37
4L
26
35
47
35

35
41
24
35
5o
32

74
175

35
s0

8L
177

40
49

22L
91
17

5

225
95
17

5

5
L7

6
(20t

2L9
94
18

5

226
98
18

5

5

1
I
0
o

I61018

1610

5

24
93

100
60
30
26

.4
15

5
(20)

2
rl

2
14

7

10
o

o
o
0
o

1
1
o
o

L24
210

18

l9

2L

2

o
o
o

10

L26
2L6

26
99

105
59
29
24

13r
216

5

5

33
6
7

7

o
4

25
96

100
60
29
25

57
7A

100
?L
2A

60
74

108
72
28

58
79

101
7L

61
76

110
72
2A

0
2
0
0
3

0

0
o
o
0
0
o

1610l8
0
3

o
I
0

o
0
0
0
0

a

2

I
9

I
I

L2

50
181
r00

0
0
0

1
2

153

49
186
104

13

49
r84
100

19

49
t90
105

Source: First and Second Participant Surveys

Data Base: Recipient Movers 1n Joint Sanple (N = 352)



TABLE B-2I

CI{NiIGES IN NEIGHBORI{OOD QUAI,ITY FROM ENROIIMENT TO FIRST PAYMENT FOR RECIPIENTS WHO I.IOVED

Moved .tor
1fact. with
Irlgher SEI Change

Moved to
rract with
Iower SEI

uo Missinqr
Cases

lIotDAL

Site4

Saleur
Springfield
Peoria
San Bernardino
JacksonvLlle
Durham
Tulsa

Age of Household Head

Under 25
25-44
45-61
Over 61

Sace of Household Head

White
Black
Spani sh-Arnerican
Other

Sex o' Household Head

Male
Female

Net Household fncome

s0-999
$1000-r.999
s2000-2999
$3000- 3 999
s4000-4999
55000 or more

Household Size

2-3

5-6

Age/Welfare Income

Elderly
welfare Nonelderly
Other Nonelderly

41r
35
29
44
42
40
29

358
251
2t7
247
I37
L72
3r3

433
830
237
195

52t It 37r r,695

1 ,1oo
478

597
1,098

195
497
991

0

59r
64
7L

o
I
0
2
4
o
I

55
54
60
70

64
63
50
59

I
I
1
I

36
35
39
39

38
33
49
38

36
37

39
39
36
34
39

39
37
36

62
66
49
62

63
62

64
62
64
59
63
59

6o
59
64
65
61

59
62
53

I
1
2
o

88
29

1
I

1

3-4

7+

2

I
I
o
1
0

I
2
o
I
0

33
37
35
41
37
41

L2]^
550
453
2?5
163
128

244
372
636
318
L25

1
I
1

Source3 SEI derived from-1970 U.S. Census (see Appendix B for derivation), AAE ApPlication,
Enrollment, and Payment Initiation Forms

Data Base: A1I households which moved from one census tract to another, whose tracts could be identified
aBismarck could not be included because its program is not tracted by the census.
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APPENDIX C

MATERIALS RELATII{G TO CHAPTER 4, ''RECIPIENT EXPERIENCES''

1. VARIABLES

Change in Payment from Initial Payrment to Annual Recertification

Initial Pa)rment is defined in Appendix B. Payment after annual recertifi-
cation is taken from a Payment Initiation Form matching the annual Recerti-
fication Form (both dates and income figures are taken into account). The

differences are simply the figure at first payment subtracted from the

figure after annual recertification.

Interim Recertification

Agencies indicated the purpose for which each recertification took place.

Interim recertifications, as used in this report, are those which took place

between original certification and annual recertification (Recertification

Form Q5).

Postpayment Moves in First Participant Year

Payment Initiation Forms (Q5) indicate changes of address. Those forms,

which were so coded and were dated within one year after the date the

initial Payment Form was completed, were counted as moves.

2. TABLES
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TABI,E C-1

!,IEAI\T PAYMENTS AND PAYMENT CHANGES AFTER ANNUAL RECERTIFICATION (IN DOLLARS PER MoNTH)

llean
Palment

Change from
Mean at First
Paymenta !,!isBing casesN

TOTAL

Slta
Salen
Springfield
PeorLa
San Bernardino
Bismarck
ilacksonvllle
Durham
1\rlsa

Aqr of Household Head

Under 25
25-44
45-6r
otrer 62

Race of Household Head

tlhite
Black
Spanlsh American
other

Sex of Household Head

Male
FenaIe

Net Household Income

$0-999
s1000-1999
$2000-2 999
$3000-3999
$4000-4999
55000 or more

Household Size

Age,/Welfare Income

Elderly
!{elfare Nonelderly
Other Nonelderly

79
89
74
55

673
L754

728
1030

73
88
9I
7t

s77 -$6

-10
-6
-6
-4
-8
-1
-2
-7

94

94

836

56

-6
-4
-8

-14

-7
-5

+20
+3
-3
-9

-16
-28

4185

6?7
692
6L2
659
291
226
425
503

3070

223

1353
2fJ32

1030
2118
1019

94

94

94

94

112

73
85
79
78
68
94
73
67

-7
-7
-6
-4

75
77

r19
83
83
76
60
49

L47
1035
1395
659
456
493

I
2

3-4
5-5
7+

54
65
82

106
r30

-4
-7
-7
-7
-4

1108
921

1360
569
227

55
90
70

-4
-7
-6

Source: AAE Recertification and Payment Initiation Forms

Data Base: Recipients remalning after annual recertification for whom payment forms hrere
available (N = 4,I85)

"Thi= tu-bI. contains only households remaining in the program after annual recertification. The mean
Palments at pa)rment initiation implied in this column will not necessarily agree with the payments
ahovrn for 5,756 original recipients. This is because some households terminated before or because
of annual recertification, and their initial payments do not enter into calculations for this table.
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TABLE C-2

MOT/ES IN IIIE FIRST YEAR AFTER FIRST PAYMEI\IT

Movers as
t of All
Households

It of All
Households
Moving

Nunber of llcves Per Household
(Percent of Al1 Households

ffi---3-
Missing

N Cases

TOIEAL

Site
Salem
Sprirtgfield
Peorla
San Bernardino
BisDarck
ilacksonville
Durham
Tulsa

Age of Household Head

Under 25
25-44
45-61
61+

Race of Household Head

White
Black
Spanlsh Anerican
other

Sex of Household Head

MaIe
Female

Net Household fncome

$o-e99
s1000-1999
I 2000-2999
$ 3000- 3999
s4000-4999
s5ooo+

Age,/I{elfare Income

Elderly
welfare Nonelderly
other Nonelderly

295
47L
L23
106

22
t7
L2

7

l5
I3
l8
14

L7

26
t7
1I
I8
20
l4
I5
15

26
19
14

9

18
t4
20
l6

83

74
83
89
82
80
86
86
85

74
81
86
9I

82
85
80
.84

83
83

83
84
81
81
85
83

769
156

55
14

349
646

995

106
581
305

l5 2 0 5756

I128
2510
889

L229

4279
I].OI

247
89

2037
37r9

o

250
L42
101
150

88
48
75

141

2L
15
to
16
18
13
L2
L4

948
851
935
a22
430
339
516
9r5

4
2

I
2

2

I
2
2

I
0
0
o

0
0
o
0

I
o
0
o
o
0
0
o

I
1
0
o
0
o

o
0
o
0
0

4
2

2

I

0

0

o

2

I
I
2

LI
L7

14
15

I3

3
2

o
0

L7
16
19
19
t5
L7

L7
r49
290
t78
134
227

16
16
L2
15

roo
950

1520
956
869

I35I

11
I9
20
L7
18

148
266
388
137

56

g9

81
80
83
a2

lo
16
l7
I5
t7

L29A
1389
1954
80r
304

L229
2754
L737

3

2

3

2

3

I

13

0Household Size

1
2

3-4
5-6

7+

2

2

2
2

o
0
0

1
3

2

35

9
2L
18

91
79
82

7
18
15

Source: AAE Payment Initiation Forms

Data Base: Recipients (N = 5,756)
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TABI,E C-3

PERCENTAGE OF RECIPIENTS TERMINATING DURTNG TIIEIR FIRST YEAR IN
rEE PROGR,A!{ AND REASONS FOR TERI{INATION

Percent of Reclplent Terminees
P€rcentage
of
Recipients
Terrninatinc

Houaing
Ineligible
or
Substandard

Ineligible
due to Incone
or Household
size

Falled Other
Progra.!il
Requirements

voluntary
and Other
Terilrinations

Missing
N Cases

lloved
From
Alea

1l]TAI,

Site

SaIem
Springfield
Peoria
San Bernardino
Bisrnarck
Jacksonvllle
Dtrrham
Tulsa

Aqe of Household Head

Under 24
25-44
45-61
Over 6I

Race of Ho,:sehold Head

Whlte
BIack
SpanlEh Anerican
Otller

Sex of Household Head

llale
Female

Net Household Income

$0-999
s1000-r999
s2000-2999
s3000- 3999
s4000-4999
$5000 or more

Household Size

I
2

3-4
5-6
'l+

Age/WeIfare Income

Elderly
Welfare Nonelderly
Other Nonelderly

L2
I5
18

6

22
19
16
27

22
24
29
t7

I4
IO
20
I

22 23 13

I
24
16
2L
19

5
14

4

10

6
4

L2
L4
13

8
I

13

I
9

II
I9

l1
9
4
4

7
t2

43

62
2T
34
41
44
38
2A
55

47
44
38
33

44
36
42
58

43
42

11

10
2L
16

4
0
6

L2
tr4

16
L2

9
2

9
22

4
L2

11
I1

16
11

3

II
14
I
I
9

2L
6

10
5
I

19
9
I

33
44
45
45
42

L,239

T

I
I
T

T

I
T

T

T

t
T

I
T

T

T

T

t
T

I

0

0

23
16
27
L7
23
29
15
24

14
30
22
2t
23
43
38
13

22L
r35
25L
139

98
100

7A
216

0

18
2L
24
40

33
24
13
13

372
594
117
156

959
2LL
45
24

0

0

27
l9

20
l8
t7
23
2A
39

22
23

542
697

156
5L7
556

10

22
25
22
22
20
23

8
6
8

15
15
28

22
L2
L2
I

L2
10

45
46
44
48
44
31

60
299
272
225
r86
r96

183
324
507
175

50

13
19
32

40
20
20

6
IO
18

1

o

I4
24
26
22
15

34
26
L7
20
25

6
L4
15
15
t2

5
IO
I3
15
L2

14
l1

i:
46
43

Source: AAE Termination Forms

Data Base: Recipients (N = 5,756), First-year Terminees (ll = 1,239)

158



APPENDIX D

MATERIALS RELATING TO CHAPTER 5,
,,PARTICIPANT PERSPECTIVES ON THE AAE"

1. SURVEY QUESTIONS REGARDING PARTICIPANT PERCEPTIONS OF AGENCY ATTITUDE
AND HELPFULNESS

Participants selected for sample surveys in the AAE were asked a variety of
questions about the program and agency staff members. The First Participant

Survey (FPS) was administered to I,l-99 enrolfees during the week following
their enrollment. Approximatety 6 months later households in the First
participant sample who had become recipients were given the Second Partici-
pant Survey (SPS); the sample for this wave consists of 878 households-

Approximatel-y 16 months after enrollment the same households were given the

Third Participant Survey (TPS), if they were sti1l in the program. The

sample size is 589- The Former Participant Survey was administered to a

sample of 151 enrollee terminees.

ouestions from the First , Second, Third, and Former Participant Surveys
(Responses shown as percentages)

The following questionsl were asked of households who indicated that they
had visited the office(s) of their housing allowance agency. Responses are

given in percentage of total answers falling in each category.2

a. 1: How do you feel about your visits to the agency? Do you...

FPS SPS ET RT TPS

Li-ke to go

Don't mind going

Don't like to go

No opinion

30?

6l
2

I

30%

6B

J

o

32e"

65

J

0

26e"

69

5

0

l-9 e"

to

3

0

1

2

Where the change in wording of a question between surveys is only for
gralnmar correction, the change will not be indicated.
The responses to the Former Participant Survey will be noted as RT for
recipient terminee and ET for enroll-ee terminee.
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n)

Very interested
Somewhat interested
Not interested at aIl

A11 the time

It{ost of the time

About half the time

Seldom

Never

O. 4: In general,
gives you?

Very satisfied

Somewhat satisfied

Neither satisfied nor
dissatisfied
Somewhat dissatisfied
Very dissatisfied

How interested in your housing problems do the people at
the agency seem? Are they...

FPS SPS ET RT

83%

9

2

TPS

a. 3: How often do they try to help you with these problems?

FPS SPS

th
8

0

898

IO

I
0

0

(not
asked)

9A%

2

83%

15

2

ET

67t
2L

3

5

4

RT

80%

10

2

4

4

918

8

1

TPS

8'l e"

8

0

o

4

952

5

n

98?

2

97?

3

908

9

1

0

0

how satisfied are you with the help the agency
Would you say you are...

FPS SPS ET RT TPS

92% (not (not 92
asked) asked)

6 7

1

1

0

1

I
0

a. 5: How would you describe the kind of people you talked to at
the agency? Did you feel they were...

FPS SPS ET RT TPS

Concerned about you 9@ 972
or

43Indifferent to you
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FPS SPS ET

95%

RT

96e"

4

100%

0

RT

98r

2

0

TPS

Helpful or

Not helpful

Friendly or
Unfriendly

Yes

No

Don't Know

99%

1

100s

0

(not
asked)

93%

6

I

99e"

I

1008

0

94P.

6

0

I00%

0

ET

88 e"

10

2

97%

3

99e"

I

TPS

97 e"

)

o

tr

Polite and courteous

Not polite and courteous

A. 6: Once you get to see someone at the agency, do you feel that
they spend as much time with you talking about the allowance
program or your housing problems as you need?

FPS SPS

I00% (not (not 100
asked) (asked)

0 n

0. 7: The following four questions were asked of the FPS and SPS
samples only: ttrow do you feel about the amount of checking
up the agency does on participants in this proqram? Do you
fee] it. is...

FPS SPS

Too much checking

About right
Not enough checking

Agency does not check

1e"

97

I
I

1E

90

3

6
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Respondents who reported having contacted the agency on the telephone were

asked:

A. 8: How often have your questions been satisfactorily answered
over the phone? Would you say...

FPS SPS

AII the time

Most of the time

About half the time

Seldom

Never

Too much help

As much help as they need

Not enough help

a. 9: In general, do you think that the agency gives people about
as much help as they need, not enough help, or too much help?

FPS SPS

918

7

I
I
1

90E

8

I
0

1

1%

94

5

2Z

94

3

a. I0: Do you think that everyone gets the same amount of help?

[r'PS respondents were asked whether everyone got the amount of help
they indicated as the norm in the preceding question. l

FPS SPS

Yes 77 Z 1LZ

No38
Don't know/not sure 20 2I
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a. 11: The following question was asked of the SPS samples only:
Do you or anyone in your household feel you have been discriminated
against by the people at the agency because of your or anyone in
your household's.. .

responses-d9€, sex, marital status, race, nationality, source of
income, children

SPS

The following questions about the rol-e of housing allowance payments and

services in improving participants' housing conditions were asked of
respondents in the indicated samples:

a. L2 Do you think that getting housing allowance payments has made

it possibl_e for you to live in better housi-ng than you cou]d
if you were not receiving these payments?

FPS SPS

No to aII responses

Yes to one or more

Yes

No

Don't Know

Very interested
Somewhat interested
Not interested at al-l-

999.

1

92e"

I
0

a. 13: In general, do you feel that the people who ran the counseJ-ing
sessions were very interested, somewhat interested, or not
interested at aII in your housing problems?

FPS SPS

922

5

3

(not asked) 94e"

6

0
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a. L4

Yes

No

Don't Know

Fair
No opinion

Unfair

YeS

No

Compared with what you knew before, do you think you would
be able to make a better choice of house or apartment be-
cause of what you learned in the counseling sessions?

EPS SPS

(not asked) 76%

t7

7

a.15: In general, do you feel that the agency was fair or unfair
in the way it handled your termination from the program?

ET

858

9

6

RT

908

I
9

a 16: Would you ever apply again for a housing allowance?

ET RT

84? 918

169

a. L7: Do you think you learned anything about housing as a result
of being enrolled in this program?

2. SURVEY QUESTIONS REGARDING PARTICIPANT SATISFACTION

a. 18: Overall, how satisfied are you with the house,/apartment you
now l-ive in? Wou1d you say you are...

FPS SPS

Yes

No

Very satisfied
Somewhat satisfied
Neither satisfied nor
dissatisfied
Somewhat dissatisfied
Very dissatisfied

ET

63?

37

36?"

2L

RT

662

34

618

24

4

16

23
164

3

8

4



A. 19: Overal-I, how satisfied are you with the neighborhood you now
Iive in? What one phrase describes your feelings about your
neighborhood? Would you say you are...

FPS SPS

Very satisfied
Somewhat satisfied
Neither satisfied nor
dissatisfied
Somewhat dissatisfied
Very dissatisfied

508

2t

9

16

688

I9

5 5

4

4
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APPENDIX E

GLOSSARY OF TERMS USED TN THE REPORT

1. Terms Used to Describe Participants

Eligib1e Population

Applicants

Eligib1e Applioants

Selected Applicants

Applicants Certified
EligibIe

Enrollees

Recipients

Prepayment Terrninees

Persons living within the program areas
covered by the experimental sites who would
meet program eligiblity requirements. The
eligible population is described in esti-
mates made by the agencies and by the
evaluation contractor from 1970 census data.

Persons who formally applied to the agency
for an opportuni'ty to participate in the
experiment.

Those applicants who were presumed to be
eligible for participation after an initial
screening of applications.

Eligible applicants who were selected by
the agencies for further participation.
The limited size of the experiment resulted
in some eligible applicants being excluded.

Selected applicants who went through a
formal process of certification and were
found to be eligible.

Certified eligible households that signed
formal enrollment agreements with the
agencies. OnIy households formally
enrolled in the program were actually
given an opportunity to receive AAE housing
allowances.

Enrolled households that completed program
requirements and received at least one
housing allowance palarent from an agency.
Recipients were eligible to receive experi-
mental housing allowance payments for two
years.

Enrolled households that did not receive a
housing allowance payment.

Recipients who left the program before
receiving 24 months of payments.

Postpayment Termirnees
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2. Terms Used to Describe Stages of participant Experience

Stage 1:
Participation as an
Applicant

Stage 2:
Participation as an
Enrollee

Stage 3:

Function

Certification Function

Enrollment Function

Enro1lee Services
Function

Enrol-lment Housing
Inspection Function

Payment Operations
Function

Recipient Services

The time during which a househotd goes
from being a member of the eligible popu-
lation to being formally enrolled.

The time during which an enrolled house-
hold meets the requirements to become a
recipient of housing allowances. By the
end of Stage 2 enrolled households had
either become recipients or prepayment
terminees.

The time during which a household received
a housing allowance payment. Each recipient
household received 24 months of experimental
housing allowance payments or became a
PostPayment terminee.

Taking applications, initially determining
eligibility, and selecting applicants.

Eliciting and verifying Lhe information
necessary to determine eligibility and set
initial payment Ievels"

fnforming participants of their rights and
obligations under the program and entering
into a formal enrollment agreement \.rith a
household.

Providing help to enrolled households
seeking adequate housing.

Setting and implementing housing quality
requirements, including examining units
selected by errrollees.

Conducting administrative processes
necessary to make payments to participants,
including a disbursement system to prepare
and distribute checks and a procedure to
ensure that the pa)rments are used for
housing.

Agency services to families receiving a
housing allowance.

Participation as a
Recipient

3. Terms Used to Describe Administrative Processes

Outreach Function Informing the public of the program.

Sel-ection and Screening

Function
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Recertification
Function

Reinspection Function

Examining income, household size, and
other information related to eligibility
or payment leve1s, carried out as changes
are reported by participants or routinely
after 12 months.

Exanuining units occupied by recipients
after 12 months or examining new units
into which recipients desire to move.
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