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ABSTRACT

Th1S report analyzes the houslng lmprovements of households enrolled 1n

the Houslng Allowance Demand Experlment. The analysls focuses £lrst on

changes 1n UIlJ..tS to meet the houslng requl.rements tested 1n the experJ..ment

and second on general malntenance, repalr, and remodellng actlvlty. The

flrst analysls 18 based mostly on houslng evaluatlons conducted by program

staff; the second relles on household lntervlews.

Households enrolled 1n the Houslng Gap allowance plans recelved allowance

payments 1£ they met certaln houslng requlrements. Two types of houslng

requlrements were tested.. M1.nlmum Standards households were requlred to

I1ve 1n houslng that met speclflc physlcal and occupancy reqU1rements.

Households 1n the Ml.nimum Rent plans could choose whatever housing charac­

terlstlcs they wlshed but were required to spend at least a speclf1ed manl­

mum amount for rent.

Households that d~d not meet requ~rements at enrollment could move to a

unlt that dld meet requirements or arrange to meet them ln the enrollment

unit. ThlS report focuses prJ.marl.ly on the latter group. Ml.nJ.mum Stand­

ards households could upgrade by repa~r~ng the M~nimum Standards components

fa~led. M~n~mum Rent households could meet ~n place by negot~at~ng or

acceptJ.ng a rent J.ncrease suffl.cient to meet the requl.rement. The overall

f~n~ngs are that the allowance ~nduced M~n~mum Standards households to

upgrade more frequently than Control households and to repa~r un~ts that

were orl.gl.nally J.n somewhat worse conditl.on than upgraded Control unJ.ts.

Most upgradl.ng appears to result e1ther from normal mal.ntenance or addl.­

t10nal household efforts, and lS not accompanl.ed by any above-normal

l.ncrease J.n rent. In contrast, the effect of the experlment on Min1mum

Rent households that dl.d not meet requ1rements 1n the enrollment unl.t was,

at most, very 11.m1ted. Whl.le there 1S some eV1dence that some M1n~um

Rent households were l.nduced to meet Ml.nl.mum Rent requl.rements J.n place,

there 1S no eVldence of above-normal rent 1ncreases for thl.s group. In

general, meetl.ng Minlmum Rent requl.rements In place appears to reflect

normal changes l.n unl.t rents not immedl.ately tJ.ed to any change l.n unl.t

qual~ty.
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In add1t10n, th1s report assesses data on un1t 1mprovement collected

through Per1od1c Interv1ews w1th enrolled households. The data describe

the frequency and extent of 1mprovements, the spec1f1c types of 1mprove­

ments, whether the 1mprovements were made by the household or 'landlord,

and the costs to the household of 1mprovements. Ma1ntenance and repa1r

of the hous1ng stock appears to be a substant1al and ong01ng process;

however, the experlment appears to have had llttle add1t1onal effect on

the lnc1dence or type of lmprovement.
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SUMMARY

ThlS report 15 one of a serles of technlcal reports on the flnal results

of hous1ng programs tested 1n the Hous1ng Allowance Demand Exper1ment.

The Demand Experlment, authorlzed by Congress 10 the Houslng Act of 1970,

was des1gned to test the concept of prov1d1ng d1rect cash ass1stance to

low-lucame households to enable them to rent sUltable housl.ng. The

experl.ment focused on the ways 10 WhlCh low-l.ncarne renter households use

housl.ng allowances. It tested a varl.ety of allowance plans lnvolving

approx1mately 1,200 Exper1mental households (offered a hous1ng allowance

payment) and 500 Control households (offered only a token cooperat1on

payment) at two s1tes: Allegheny County, Pennsylvan1a (P1ttsburgh) and

Mar1copa County, Ar1zona (Phoenix), from 1973 to 1977. Each household

enrolled 1n the experl.ment was offered allowance payments for three years.

AnalYS1S 15 based on data from the flrst two years.

Thl.S report concerns lrnprovernents to unltS occupl.ed by households enrolled

1n the Demand Experlrnent. The analysl.s focuses fl.rst on the housl.ng requl.re­

ments tested 10 the experl.mental Hous~ng Gap allowance plans and second on

general malntenance and repalr actlvlty. The f1rst analys1s 15 based prl­

mar1ly on data from hous1ng evaluat10ns conducted by tralned houslng eval­

uators; the second on data from household lntervlews.

Under a Houslng Gap allowance, el1g1ble households rece~ve payments deslgned

to make up the gap between the cost of modest, eX1st1ng, standard hous1ng

and the fract10n of household 1ncome wh1ch m1ght reasonably be devoted to

houslng. These payments are t1ed to houslng by hous1ng requirements; house­

holds recelve allowance payments only lf the houslng that they rent meets

partlcular houslng requlrements. Two kinds of houslng requlrements were

tested 1n the Demand Experlment. Mln1mum Standards requlrements speclfy

~nlmum physlcal quallty and occupancy standards. Mlnlmum Rent requlre­

ments spec1fy a m1n1mum amount that households must spend for houslng but

leave the exact type of hous1ng up to the rec1p1ent. (Two levels of

Mlnlmum Rent, termed Mln1murn Rent Hlgh and Mlnlmum Rent Low, were tested

1n the Demand Exper1ment.)
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Some households began recelvlng allowance payments as soon as they enrolled,

because they already met the1r hous1ng requ1rements. Households that d1d

not already meet requirements at enrollment could elther move to a unlt

that met requlrements or attempt to meet requlrements 1n thelr enrollment

un1tS. The pr1mary focus of this report 1S on the latter group--households

that met requlrements after enrollment WlthOUt mov1ng from thelr or1ginal

un1tS. Min1mum Standards households could meet the Min1mum Standards

requirements WlthOUt movlng if they upgraded thelr enrollment unltS to

correct deflclencles. Mlnlmum Rent households could meet Mlnlmum Rent

requlrements WlthOUt movlng lf the unlt l S rent lncreased to the reqU1red

level.

Several measures are used to descrlbe the hous1ng of households that met

requlrements wlthout movlng, lncludlng descrlptlons of the number and type

of Mlnlmum Standards components falled by the unlt, hedonlc lndlces of

houslng serVlces, the houslng evaluator's overall ratlng of the unlt, and

a measure of physlcal houslng deprlvatl0n. These measures are all based

on data from houslng evaluatl0ns, deslgned for the experlment and conducted

by tralned houslng evaluators.

Addltlonal lnformatlon concernlng dweillng unlt lmprovements was provlded

by households 1n three 1nterv1ews conducted 6, 12, and 24 months after they

enrolled. Households were asked about lmprovements to thelr unltS such as

general rernodellng, 1nstaillng plumblng or heatlng flxtures, and lnterlor

pa1nting and paper1ng. They were also asked to est1ffiate the cost to the

household of the repairs and to lndlcate whether the lmprovements were

made by the household or the landlord. These data are used to prov1de

general 1nformatlon on repalr and malntenance actlvlty not speclflcally

tled to lterns lncluded 1n the housing evaluatlons.

The maJor concluslons of the analyses of Mlnlmum Standards and Mlnlmum

Rent households that met requirements without moving and of 1mprovements

reported by households are 11sted below. All results refer to households

that dld not meet requ1rements at enrollment.

1. Upgrading was an 1mportant way of meet1ng M1n1mum Standards require­

ments and thus quallfYlng for allowance payments. ThlS was especlally

true 1n P1ttsburgh.
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Among the households that met the ~n~mum Standards req~rements

at two years, 39 percent had already met the requirements when

they enrolled. Of those households that had not met Min~mum

Standards requirements at enrollment but did meet them after two

years, about two-th~rds met by moving to a d~fferent unit (64

percent) and about one-third upgraded their enrollment un~t (36

percent).

Upgrading was especially ~mportant ~n P~ttsburgh--45 percent of

the households that met req~rements after enrollment did so by

upgrad~ng as compared with 30 percent ~n Phoen~x.

The difference between the two s~tes ~n the ~mportance of upgrad­

~ng appears to reflect higher mobil~ty rates and a looser hous~ng

market in Phoenix. About the sarne proportion of enrolled house­

holds (79 percent) failed to meet the ~n~mum Standards require­

ments at enrollment ~n both 5l.tes, and of these, about the same

proportion (13 percent) upgraded. In addi tion, however, more

households ~n Phoenix moved, and more of those that moved obta~ned

hous~ng that met the Minimum Standards requirements.

2. Overall, upgrad~ng by M~n~mum Standards households ~nvolved only a

modest extenSl.on of the normal process of mal.ntenance and repal.r. The

honsl.ug allowance offer does appear to have l.nduced some addl.tl.onal

households to upgrade unl.ts that were 1.n moderately worse condl.tl.on

than those normally upgraded. Th~s add~tional upgrad~ng all occurred

in the f~rst year after enrollment.

About 8 percent of the Control households that d~d not meet the

M~nimum Standards requ~rements at enrollment upgraded the~r units

durl.ng the two years of the experiment. The rate for Ml.nl.mum

Standards households was 5 percentage points h~gher, 13 percent.

Th~s f~nd~ng was conf~rmed by est~ates tak~ng account of a

varl.ety of demographl.c and honsl-ug condl.tl.on variables.

On average, units upgraded by Ml.nl.mum Standards households were

~n~tially of somewhat lower overall quality than those upgraded

by Control households. Correspond~ng to th~s, Min~mum Standards

households that upgraded corrected a larger average number of
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def1c1enc1es and increased overall un1t qual1ty more than Control

households that upgraded. The d~fferences are modest, however 1

the overall value of the hedon~c index for un~ts upgraded by

M1n1mum Standards households increased by about 7 percent, com­

pared w~th 3 percent for un~ts upgraded by Control households.

The percentages of Minimum Standards and Control households that

upgraded were only different ~n the first year after enrollment

(11 percent of households not meet~ng requ~rements at enrollment

for Min~mum Standards households as compared to 7 percent for

Control households). In the second year, the percentages were

the same (4 percent of the households that d~d not meet requ~re­

ments at the end of the f~rst year for both groups). Thus, after

the f~rst year, households met ~n~mum Standards by upgrad~ng only

through the process of normal ma1ntenance and repa1r.

3. Even w1th the add1t1onal upgrad1ng 1nduced by the hous1ng allowance,

upgrad1ng was gene+ally concentrated 1n better qual1ty un1tS and

usually 1nvolved small changes to the un1t, w1th no above-normal

1ncrease 1n rent.

Although, as 1ndicated above, M1n1mum Standards households up­

graded un1tS that were 1n1t1ally 1n somewhat worse cond1t1on than

those upgraded by Control households, the un~ts upgraded by both

groups tended to be of h~gher ~n~t~al qual~ty than those of house­

holds that stayed ~n the~r enrollment un~ts w~thout upgrad~ng.

Upgraded un1tS were on average h1gher-pr1ced units that offered

a h1gher 1n1t1al level of hous1ng serV1ces, fa11ed fewer M1n1mum

Standards components, were less crowded, and rece1ved better

overall rat1ngs from the hous1ng evaluators.

On average, the repa1rs 1nvolved III upgrad1ng were relat1vely

modest. Indeed, Control upgraders show no greater change 1n

overall un1t quallty, as measured by the hedon1c lnqex, than

other Control households that stayed ~n the same un~t w~thout

meetlng requ1rements; they slmply started 1n better qual1ty

un1ts that were closer to meet1ng the M1nlmum Standards requ1re-
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ments. (M~n~mum Standards households d~d show a larger change

10 the hedonlc lndex value, reflectlng the modest addltl0nal

~mprovements by these households.)

Furthermore, upgradlng dld not on average lead to any addltl0nal

lncrease 10 rent over the two years. Control and Mlnlmum Standards

households that stayed ~n the~r enrollment un~ts all showed about

a 10 percent lncrease 10 rent over the two years, regardless of

whether they upgraded. Th15 lncrease appears to reflect normal

lnflatlon and agaln suggests that upgradlng lnvolved normal maln­

tenance or, 1n the case of Mlnlmurn Standards households; addl­

t~onal efforts by the household rather than the landlord.

4. Meet~ng M~n~mum Rent requ~rements w~thout mov~ng was ~mportant only

for households ~n P~ttsburgh.

Almost all households that met Minl~um Rent requlrements WlthOUt

mov~ng were ~n P~ttsburgh. Among households that d~d not meet

the Mlnlmum Rent requlrements at enrollment in Pittsburgh, 28

percent of Mlnlmum Rent Low households and 11 percent of Mlnlmum

Rent Hlgh households later met the requlrements wlthout movlng

from thelr enrollment unltS. Comparable flgures for Phoenlx

were only 6 percent for Mlnlmum Rent Low households and 1 percent

for Mlnlmum Rent Hlgh households. The dlfference between the

s~tes ~s apparently due to three factors. First, the mObil~ty

rate was lower In Plttsburgh, so that more households stayed in

thelr enrollment unltS. Second, the rate of rent lnflation was

h~gher ~n P~ttsburgh, so that households were more l~kely to

have rents lncreased enough to exceed the Mlnlmum Rent levels.

Th~rd, P~ttsburgh households were generally closer to meet~ng

Mlnlmum Rent levels at enrollment so that a glven change ln rent

brought more households above the Minlmum Rent requlrement.

In P~ttsburgh, 46 percent of all the households that met M~n~mum

Rent Low requlrements after enrollment and 35 percent of all

households that met Mlnlrnum Rent Hlgh requlrements after enroll­

ment dld so wlthout rnovlng from thelr enrollment unltS. Thus,

ln Plttsburgh, meetlng requlrements In place was about as lmpor­

tant for Mlnlmurn Rent households as upgradlng was for Mlnimum
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Standards households (45 percent of the Min~mum Standards house­

holds ~n P~ttsburgh that met requirements after enrollment d~d

so by upgrading). In Phoenix, however, only 10 percent of house­

holds that met M~n~mum Rent Low req~rements after enrollment and

3 percent of all households that met Min~mum Rent H~gh requ~rements

after enrollment d1d so without mov~ng, well below the comparable

f~gure of 30 percent for Minimum Standards households.

5~ There 15 no eVldence that Mlnlmum Rent households that met requlrements

WlthOUt movlng elther negotlated or accepted substantlally larger rent

lncreases than would have been expected 10 the absence of the allowance

offer.

M~~mum'Rent Low households ~n P~ttsburgh that did not meet requ~re­

ments at enrollment were more 11kely to meet them subsequently wlth­

out mov~ng than s~m~lar Control households (28 percent as opposed

to 14 percent). ThlS flndlng 15 conflrrned by multlvarlate analysis

and, as was the case wlth MlnlIDum Standards, 15 eVldent only in

the flrst year after enrollment. (There 15 no slgnlflcant dlffer­

ence between Control and Experlrnental rates for Mlnlmum Rent H~gh

requ~rements ~n P~ttsburgh or for e~ther M~n~mum Rent requ~rement

~n Phoen1x.)

At the same t~me, the Min~mum Rent Low households ~n P~ttsburgh

that met requirements W1thOut mov1ng show no eV1dence of unusual

1ncreases in rent. The1r rents increased by about the same per­

centage as those of Control households that met requ1rements

w1thout mov1ng and M1n1mum Rent households that stayed 1n the1r

enrollment un1tS w1thout meeting requ1rements. ThlS suggests

that the difference 1n the proport10n of M1nlmum Rent and Control

households that met requ1rements without movlng reflects some

underly1ng d~fference 1n 1n1t~al c1rcumstances not adequately

controlled for 1n the analysls, rather than any substant1al

tendency to negot1ate or accept unusuall~ large 1ncreases 1n

rent.
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6. Overall, meeting MJ.nimum Rent requirements without mOVl.ng appears to

reflect normal rent changes. These changes are not assoc1ated with

any changes in un~t quality.

Households that met Minimum Rent reqmrements sometirre after enroll­

ment W2thout moving were on average closer to meeting the requ1red

level when they enrolled than households that stayed in the~r

enrollment un1ts w1thout meet1ng requ1rements. Thus, households

that met the requirements wlthout mov1ng were to some extent slmply

households that were more l~kely to reach the required rent levels

under normal 1nflat1on.

Ne1ther the households that met M1n1mum Rent requ~rements ~n place

nor those that stayed ~n the1r enrollment un~ts w~thout meet~ng the

requ~rements show eV1dence of any overall change ~n dwel11ng un~t

quality. The change ~n dwelling un~t qual~ty was measured by hedonic

1ndices of housing qua11ty, M1n1mum Standards components, a measure

of physical hous2ng depr1vation, and the housing evaluator's overall

rat1ng of the un~t. In each case the pattern was the same. Thus,

rent 1ncreases for households meet1ng M1n1mum Rent requ1rements w1th­

out moving apparently represent inflat10n, changing tenure relation­

ships or a lagged adJustment of rent to some pr~or change ~n hous~g.

7. Substantlal and frequent ma1ntenance and repalr of the rental hous1ng

stock ~s undertaken by both households and landlords.

Almost all households reported that some improvement act~v~ty had

occurred dur~ng the two years of the Demand Exper~ment. Households

reported that the1r landlords made an average of 2.7 1mprovements

during the two years after enrollment wh~le the households them­

selves made an average of 2.8 ~mprovements and spent about $90.

As mlght be expected, wh1le the mean number of repa1rs was the same

for households and landlords, the types of repa~rs undertaken were

d1fferent. Households more often made lmprovements such as

lnterlor pa1nt1ng or paper1ng and repa1rs to floors or lnstalla­

t~on of carpets. Landlords more often ~nstalled or repa~red

plumb~ng, heat~ng, or a~r cond~t~on~ng equ~pment and added land­

scap~ng. Overall, the most frequently reported repa~rs and
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~mprovements were general repa~rs and ~nter~or·paint~ng or paper­

ing. The least common were 1nstallat1on of maJor k1tchen appl1­

ances, modern~zing k~tchens or bathrooms, general remodel~ng, and­

exter~or pa~nt~ng.

8. Based on data reported by the households, the vanous allowance offers

had no apparent effect on the overall level of e1ther household or land­

lord ma~ntenance and repa~r act~v~ty. Even among M~n~mum Standards up­

graders, it 1S poss1ble that the add1t1onal upgrad1ng found for M1n1mum

Standards households represents a refocusing of household repairs rather

than a general increase ~n the level of repa~r act~vity, though this

cannot be determined w~th certa~nty.

'!he percentage of households reportl.ng repa~rs, the mean number of

repa1rs, and the reported household cost were all essent1ally the

saIIE for Experlmental and Control households. Th~s type of eVl.dence

does not necessar~ly contradict the exper~mental flndings regardlng

M.1.nlmum Standards upgraders, however. The data reported by the

households represent a very broad serles of lmprovements rang1.ng

from s~mple repa~rs to modern1.zat1.on. Generally, the 1.nterV1.ew 1.tems

are not closely related to the components of M1nlmum Standards nor

are they spec1.fJ.c enough to descrlbe bringing a ~un~t "up to code."

Thus, 1. t is possible that M1nJ.mum Standards upgrachng represents a

refocusl.ng or that the intervl.ew questlons are too general to detect

actual chfferences in the amount of repal.rs be1.ng performed.
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SOURCES OF STATEMENTS

The sources of summary statements are lndicated below.

1. The overall rate of upgrad1ng lS glven In Table 2-2. The proportlon

of partlclpants that were upgraders 15 shown 1n Table 2-3. For a dlS­

CU5S1on of slte dlfferences, see Tables 2-3 and 2-4 and assoclated

text and Flgures IV-l and IV-2.

2. Comparlsons of Experlmental and Control rates of upgradlng are shown

In Table 2-2 and further analyzed In Sectl0n 2.4 (Table 2-14). Com­

pansons of un1tS upgraded are shown In Tables 2-6 and 2-7, and

comparlsons of changes to unltS 1n Tables 2-8 through 2-11. Flrst­

and second-year rates are compared 10 Table 2-5.

3. Comparlsons of Ul'l1ts upgraded W1th those not upgraded are shown 1n

Tables 2-6 and 2-7. Changes are presented In Tables 2-8 through

2-11.

4. The rate of meetlng 1n place and the proportlon of reClplents meetlng

1.n place are gl.ven 1n Tables 3-2 and 3-5 (comparable figures for

Mlnlrnum Standards are shown In Tables 2-2 and 2-3) . Dlfferences

between the sltes are shown In Tables 3-2 and 3-5 and dlscussed

further 1n Sectlon 3.2 (Table 3-6).

5. Rates of meetlng In place are presented In Tables 3-2, 3-3, and 3-4.

LOg1t results are presented 1n Tables 3-9 and 3-10. Expendlture

changes are shown In Table 3-11. The flnding of no effect on

expendltures for In-place meeters 15 also conflrmed by more elaborate

analysls In Joseph Frledman and Danlel H. Weinberg, Houslng Consumption

Under a Constrained Income Transfer: EVl.dence From a Housing Gap

Hous~ng Allowance, Cambr~dge, Mass .. , Abt Assoc~ates Inc .. , Apr~l 1979

(revlsed June 1980).

6. In~t~al d~stance from meet~ng requ~rements ~s shown ~n Table 3-6.

Changes ~n rent and var~ous measures of hous~ng qual~ty are presented

In Tables 3-11 through 3-16. comparlsons w1th estlmated normal rents

are shown In Table 3-8.
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7. The l.ncidence and mean number of improvements, as well as reported

household costs, are shown ~n Tables 4-1 and 4-2. The types of

l.mprovements made by households, by landlords, and overall are shown

~n Tables 4-3 through 4-5.

8. Overall Experl.Inental/Control comparl.sons are presented l.n Tables 4-1

through 4-5. Comparisons of M~n~mum Standards and Control households

that dl.d not meet requl.rements at enrollment are shown l.n Tables 4-6

and 4-7. For a dl.scussl.on of fl.gures for Ml.nimum Standards upgraders

see Tables 4-8 and 2-10 and assocl.ated text. Sl.m11ar comparl.sons for

M~n1ffium Rent households are g~ven ~n Tables 4-9 through 4-14.
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CHAPTER 1

INTRODUCTION

This is one of a Ser1es of final techn1cal reports on the Hous1ng Allow­

ance Demand Exper1ment. The Demand ExperJ.ment was desJ.gned to provl.de

1nformatl.on on how low-l.ncome households use housl.ng allowance payments.

The exper~ment offered monthly allowance payments to approx~mately 1,200

low-l.ncome household'5 selected at random J.n two sJ.tes: Pl.ttsburgh

(Allegheny County), Pennsylvan~a and Phoen~x (Mar~copa County), Anzona.

Several d~fferent allowance plans were tested involv~ng different payment

formulas and housJ.ng requl.rements. In addl.tl.on, a Control group of approxi­

mately 500 low-~ncome households was enrolled at each s~te. Households

remaJ.ned J.n the experJ.ment and received payments for three years after they

enrolled. The calendar per~od covered by the exper~ment was roughly from

late 1973 to early 1977. Evaluat~on ~s based on the f~rst two years of

household observatl.on.

Households ~n Hous~ng Gap plans were offered payments des~gned to br~dge

all or part of the gap between the cost of modest, ex~sting, standard hous­

l.ng and a reasonable fractl.on of household 1ncome. Thus, the Housl.ng Gap

payment was dete~ned by

(1) P = C - bY

where

P the amount of the allowance payment

C = the bas~c payment schedule, proportional
to the estimated cost of modest, eXl.sting,
standard hous~ng (wh~ch var~ed by house­
hold s~ze and site) 1

b = the benef~t reduct~on rate (the rate at
whl.ch the allowance 15 reduced as l.ncome
l.ncreases) and

Y = household ~ncome.

1
These costs were est1mated by a panel of experts 1n each site.
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The Hous~ng Gap allowance payment was linked to part~c~pantsl hous~ng by

houslng requ~rements--householdsrecelved an allowance only 1f they occu­

pled unltS that met spec~flc requlrements. Two types of houslng require­

ments were tested: Mlnlmum Standards and Mlnlmum Rent.

Mlnlmum Standards households were requlred to 11ve ~n houslng that met

speclf1c physlcal and occupancy requlrements. The physlcal requlrements

establ~shed standards for 15 attr~butes of the dwell~ng un~t (such as

adequate plumblng and kltchen facl1ltles and rnanimum requlrements for the

surface and structural qual~ty of walls and floors). The occupancy requlre­

ment speclfled that there be no more than two persons per adequate bedroom

(where adequate was def~ned w~th regard to some of the phys~cal standards).

Compllance wlth M~nlmum Standards requlrements was determ1ned by houslng

evaluatl0ns, conducted by slte offlce staff. The Mlnlmum Standards plan

thus comblned an lncome-condltl0ned payment wlth a set of normatlve stand­

ards deslgned to ensure adequate houslng. In thlS respect It 1S slml1ar

to eXlstlng houslng programs such as Sectlon 23 and Sect~on 8.

Households ~n the M1nlmum Rent program, In contrast, could choose whatever

dweillng unlt characterlstlcs they wlshed, but were requ1red to pay at

least a speClfled mlnlmum amount for rent. Two levels of Mlnlmum Rent

were tested, set at 70 percent (Mlnlmum Rent Low) and 90 percent (Mlnlmum

Rent

each

Hlgh) of the est~mated cost of modest, eXlst~ng, standard houslng In
1

slte. Mlnlmum Rent lS an alternatlve to Mlnlmum Standards. The

presumptl0n lS that, on average, unltS meetlng Mlnlmum Rent will offer an

adequate level of houslng serVlces whJ..le allowJ..ng the household even more

freedom of cholce than the Mlnlmum Standards requlrement.. Furthermore, a

Mlnlmum Rent allowance program mlght be less costly to admlnlster, Slnce

~t does not requlre houslng evaluatl0ns.

The households of prlmary lnterest J..n thJ..s report are MJ..nlmum Standards

and Mlnlmum Rent households that dld not meet requlrements at enrollment

and that dld not move dur~ng the Demand Experiment. Houslng requlrement

status at enrollment has been shown to be an l.mportant determ1.nant of

the use of the hous~ng allowance (see Fr~edman and We~nberg, 1979).

1
Th~s was the same cost schedule used ln determlnlng payments ..
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Households that already met requlrements when they enrolled began to rece~ve

allowance payments lmmedlately. Households that dld not meet requlrernents

dld not recelve payments untll they e~ther moved to un~ts that met require­

ments or stayed and remed1ed the def~c1encies 1n their enrollment un1tS.

ThlS report focuses on households that stayed and met requlrements 1n thelr
1enrollment unltS. For Mlnlmum Standards households, thlS involved upgradlng

--that 15, correctlng the speclflc Mln1mUffi Standards requlrements falled.

M1n1mum Rent households could meet In place by negot1atlng or acceptlng a

rent lncrease sufflclent to meet the rent requlrement, presumably In

exchange for addltl0nal houslng serVlces or lmprovements.

Dwell1ng unlt repa1rs and rent 1ncreases both occur 1n the absence of the

experlInent. The flrst maJor 1ssue, therefore, is whether the M1nimum Stand­

ards requirement encouraged households to make more repalrs or repalr their

unltS more frequently than they would have done othe:rwlse and whether the

Mlnlmum Rent requlrement encouraged households to accept or negot1ate greater

rent 1ncreaSes than they would have done normally. Th1S lS done by compar­

lng the rates of M1nlmum Standards upgradlng and meetlng Mlnlmum Rent 1n

place for Exper~mental and Control households.

For both M1n1mUffi Standards and Mlnlmum Rent, a rather large proportlon of

households that dld not meet requlrements at enrollment and remalned In

thelr enrollment UllltS never dld meet requlrements. Thus, a second maJor

lSsue 15 to assess what characterlstlcs appear to dlfferentlate those that

upgraded or met ~n place from households that stayed and d~d not meet

requlrements. Speclal attention 1S pald to the extent to which households

that met In place tended to start out In better hous1ng or 10 unltS that

requlred smaller repalrs or changes 1n rent to meet reqUlrements.

A thlrd lssue lS what klnds of changes In unlt quallty and rent ln fact

accompanled upgradlng to meet Mlnlmum Standards or meetlng Mln1mUffi Rent 1n

place. Upgradlng at least lnvolved correctlng the speclflc def1clencles

whlch caused the unlt to fall Mlnlrnum Standards. These mayor may not have

been accompan1ed by other lmprovements. Llkewlse, they may have lnvolved

acceptlng substantlal lncreaSes In rent or may have been relatively small

1
See Fr~edman and Weinberg (1979) for a deta~led analysls of all the

households In the Houslng Gap allowance plans.
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repa~rs w~th correspond~ngly small ~mpact on the un~tls overall qual~ty or

rent. Meeting M~nimurn Rent ln place necessar~ly lnvolved ~ncreases ~n rent.

Aga~n, these ~ncreases may have been large or small and mayor may not have

been accompan~ed by d~scern~le improvements to dwell~ng un~ts.

Upgra~ng to meet M~n~murn Standards obv~ously enta~led a rather spec~fic

and hm~ted type of repair and rna~ntenance of the hous~ng stock. The Demand

Exper~ment can also prov~de some ~nforrnatlon on the extent to Whlch low­

~ncome rental unlts are malnta~ned and lmproved ~n the absence of extraor­

dlnary code enforcement or rehab~l~tatlon programs. The rate at WhlCh

Control households that dld not move passed Mlnlmum Standards or 1ncreased

the~r level of hous1ng serV1ces 1S one approach to measuring normal malnte­

nance. The measures of hous~ng used In the analysls may measure only some

aspects of malntenance, however. The Mln~mum Standards components, for

example, are not deslgned to detect general remodellng. And whlle the

hedonlc lndex provldes a good overall measure of houslng quallty, ~t w1ll

not detect many speclflc repalrs or improvements.
l

Perl0dlC Intervlews Wlth enrolled households collected data dlrectly related

to the frequency and extent of repalrs, lmprovements, and general remodellng.

Households were asked whether they or thelr landlords had repalred or lmproved

partlcular aspects of the unlt and what the total cost had been to the house­

hold. A broad range of ~mprovements was llsted and may provlde better under­

standlng both of normal repalr and malntenance actlvlty and of the effect of

the houslng allowance.

The analys~s of M~n~murn Standards upgrad~ng ~s presented ~n Chapter 2.

Chapter 3 analyzes Mlnlmurn Rent households that met reqmrements 1n place

and assesses the effect of the experlment on the rate of meetlng 1n place,

the lncrease 1n rent, and the lncrease 1n hous1ng serVlces. Flnally, Chapter

4 descr~bes the repalr and IDalntenance act1v1ty reported by Experlmental and

Control households. The data are presented first for all the Demand Exper~­

ment allowance plans and then 1n detall for Mln1mum Standards upgraders and

Mlnlmurn Rent households that met 1n place.

IThe strength of the hedon~c ~ndex rests on the fact that overall
un~t quality can be adequately descr~bed ~n terms of a relat~vely small
number of UIllt and nelghborhood attrlbutes. In effect, unltS WhlCh score
well on these attr~butes also tend to score well on other attrlbutes.
Normal malntenance, however, may ~nvolve a large variety of in<hvldual
changes wh~ch would not be captured by the ~tems used ~n the ~ndex.
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CHAPTER 2

MINIMUM STANDARDS UPGRADING

The Mlnimum Standards requirements lncluded physlcal requlrements coverlng

15 attr~butes of the dwell~ng un~t (such as adequacy of light and vent~la­

tlon, complete plumblng, and surface and structural quallty) and an occu­

pancy requlrernent of no more than two persons per adequate bedroom. A

dweillng unlt l g ratlngs for these and other attrlbutes were recorded during

perlodlc houslng evaluatl0ns 4 A brlef descrlptlon of the requirements 15

glven 1n Table 2-14 The standards were based 1n part on the Amerlcan PubllC

Health ASSOclatlon - Publlc Health Servlce's Recommended Houslng Malntenance

and Occupancy Ord~nance (rev~sed 1971) code, and are siffi11ar to the stand-
I

ards set for the Sectl0n 8 program 4

Although the dwell~ng un~ts of all households enrolled ~n the Demand Exper~­

ment were evaluated perl0dlca!Jy, houslng evaluatlons were used operatlon­

ally only for households ass~gned to the M~n~murn Standards hous~ng allowance

plan. These households rece~ved a hous~ng allowance payment only ~f they

l~ved ~n un~ts that passed the M~n~mum Standards requirements. M~n~mum

Standards households l~v~ng ~n un~ts that d1d not pass the requ~rements

rece~ved monthly $10 cooperat~on payments for prov~d~ng data but were not

el~g~le for full payments unt~l they l~ved ~n un~ts wh~ch passed the

requ~rements.

About 80 percent of the M~n~murn Standards households d~d not meet the M~ni­

mum Standards requ~rements when they f1rst enrolled ~n the Demand Exper~ment.

Those M~n~mum Standards households that already met requirements began to

rece~ve hous1ng allowance payments ~rnmed1ately. Other households rece~ved

payments only 1f they e~ther remed1ed the def~c1enc1es 1n the~r current

un~ts or moved to un1ts that d1d meet the requ1rements.

IRefer to Append~x II for a complete descr~pt~on of the M~nimurn
Standards requ~rements. Bakeman et al. (1979) d~scusses the operat~onal

content of M~n1mum Standards 1n terms of the extent to which the standards
accurately 1dent1f1ed ~nadequate hous1ng and the ways ~n wh1ch the various
components contr~buted to the overall fa1lure rate.
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Table 2-1

MINIMUM STANDARDS REQUIREMENTS

REQUIREMENT

PHYSICAL REQUIREMENTS

DESCRIPTION

Complete plumb~ng Pr~vate bathroom fac~l1t1es must be present
and 1n work1ng cond~t10n

Complete k1tchen fac1l1t1es A refr1gerator, cook1ng fac111t1es, and k1tchen
S1nk must be present and 1n work1ng cond1t:Lon

Core rooms A bathroom, k1tchen, and l1v1ng room must be
present

Ll.ght f1xtures workUlg ce111ng or wall-type f1xtures must be
present 1n the bathroom and k2tchen

Electr1cal At least one operable electr:Lc outlet must
be present 1n the latchen and 11.v:Lng room.
The 11v1ng room must also have an add1t1onal
outlet, wall sW1tch, or pUII-cha~n 11ght
SWJ.tch

Heatl.ng equl.pment Acceptable workJ.ng heatUlg equl.pment must be
present

Room structure

Room. surface

Floor structure

Flo,qr surface

Exter10r walls

L1ght and vent1lat10n

Ce1bng he1ght

Adequate eXl.ts

Roof structure

OCCUPANCY REQUIREMENT

OccupanC'!

Cel.l2ng and wall structure for all rooms
must not need replacement (such as leanl.ng
or severe buckll.ng)

Ce111ng and wall surface for all rooms must
not need replacement (such as large holes,
loose mater1al or other eV1dence of severe
damage)

Floor structure for all rooms must not need
replacement (such as severe buckl~ng)

Floor surface for all rooms must not need
replacement (such as large holes or nuss1ng
parts)

Exterl.or wall structure and surface must not
need replacement (such as leanl.ng, buckl1ng
or excess~ve cracks and holes)

At least one openable w1ndow or work1ng vent
must be present l.n the bathroom and k~tchen,

at least one openable wl.ndow must be present
1n the l1v1ng room, and the rat10 of wl.ndow
area to floor area Ul these rooms must be
at least 10 percent

The cel.l1ng he1ght l.n the I1vl.ng room, bath­
room, and k1tchen must be at least 7 1 hl.gh
for at least half the room area

For rnultl.-fam:L1y bu~ldJ.ngs, there must be at
least 2 eXl.ts leadl.ng to safe and open space
on the ground, or other l.nd1catl.ons that fl.re
safety 1S met

The roof structure must be f1rm (not saggl.ng
or Duck.ll.ng)

There should be no more than two persons per
adequate bedroom. An adequate bedroom 1S a
room able to be closed off from other rooms
and wh1ch passes M1n~urn Standards requl.re­
ments for electr1cal, ce~ll.ng he1ght, l1ght
and vent11at2on, room structure and surface,
floor structure and surface.
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As illustrated 1n F1gure 2-1, the hous1ng allowance offer provided an effec­

tlve lncentive for households that dld not already meet requirements: after

two years in the experlment, households not inltlally meeting requlrements

passed the requlrements at almost tW1ce the rate for sl~lar Control honse-
l

holds. Thus, 36 percent of the M1n1mum Standards households 1n P1ttsburgh

and Phoenix that 11ved 1n un1tS that failed M1n1mum Standards at enrollment

succeeded 1n meetlng Mlnlmum Standards within two years of enrollment,
2compared W1th 19 percent of Control households.

This chapter concerns households that met the requ1rements by upgrad1ng

thel.r enrollment UI1l.tS rather than by movl.ng to other UI1l.tS. Section 2.1

compares the rates of upgrad1ng for M1n1mum Standards and Control households

J.n order to deterrru.ne how much upgradl.ng was undertaken 10 response to the

allowance offer or sl.mply reflected the normal process of maJ.ntenance and

repa1r. Sect10n 2.2 d1scusses the extent to wh1ch households that upgraded

started out 1.0 better units with relatl.vely few defl.cl.encl.es. Sectl.on 2.3

eXamJ.nes the actual changes made to upgraded units--both 1n terms of the

specl.fl.c Ml.nl.mum Standards defJ.cl.encl.es remed1ed and 1n terms of other

measures of overall houslng quallty. Flnally, Section 2.4 comblnes the

results of the prevlous sectl0ns to develop lOglt estimates of the experl­

mental lmpact on upgradlng, controlllng for lnltlal houslng condltlon as

well as varlOUS demographlc factors.

For the purposes of th1s analys1s, upgrad1ng 1S spec1f1cally def1ned 1n terms

of the ltems lncluded In the Mlnlmum Standards requlrements and does not re­

flect other repa1rs or lmprovements that may have occurred at the sane tlme.

Thus, Mlnlmum Standards upgraders are deflned as households whose units

Isee Kennedy and MacM111an (1979) for a more complete analysis of the
probab111ty of partic1pating in the exper1ment and Friedman and We1nberg (1979)
for an analysis of change 1n expenditures and hous1ng qua11ty for Housing Gap
households.

2
The overall rates of meetlng req~rements dlffered somewhat between

the sites, as shown in AppendJ.x IV, Figures IV-l and IV-2. Of the house­
holds that fa11ed requ1rements at enrollment, 46 percent 1n Phoen1x and 27
percent 1n Plttsburgh were 11.v1ng l.n mats that-met requ1.rements wJ.thJ.n two
years of enrollment. Nevertheless, J.n both sJ.tes the rate at which M1n1mum
Standards households passed the requirement after two years was h1gher than
the rate at wh1ch s1milar Control households passed (12 percent 1n P1ttsburgh
and 26 percent 1n Phoen1x).
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Figure 2-1
MINIMUM STANDARDS REQUIREMENT STATUS AT ENROLLMENT AND AT TWO YEARS:

PITTSBURGH AND PHOENIX

Minimum Standards Households

Met Minlmum Standards
requlref'lents at

enrollment
21% (n=76)

'Did not meet Minimum Standards requirements at
enrollment

79%
(n=289

/ \
Met requirements Did not meet requirements at
at two years two years

36% 64%
(n=103) (n=186)

Control Households

I~t Minlmum Standards
requif'ements at

enrolll)lent _,
20% {n=1l2 j

Did not meet Minimum Standards requirements at
enrollment

80%
(n=459)

/ '\
Met re- Did not meet requirements at two
quirements years
at two 81%
[years (n=372)

19%
(n=87)

SAMPLE: Minimum Standards and Control households active at two years
after enrollment, excluding those with enrollment incomes over the eligibility
limits and those living in their own homes or in subsidized housing.

DATA SOURCES: Initial and monthly Household Report Forms and Housing
Evaluation Forms.
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fa1led Mln1mum Standards at enrollment, that never moved dur1ng the~r two

years of program part~c~pat~on, and whose un1tS passed M~n1mum Standards

based on the per10d~c hous~ng evaluat~ons completed at the end of the f~rst

and second years of the exper~ment.. Th1S def~n~tl0n permlts compar~son

analysls

somewhat

of Mlnlmum Standards and Control
1

from actual program operat10ns ..

households, although lt differs

2.1 UPGRADING TO MEET MINIMUM STANDARDS

As ~nd1cated above, among households not meetlng the M~nlmum Standards

requlrements at enrollment, almost tw~ce as many Mlnlmum Standards as

Control households eventually 11ved ln unlts that passed the requlrements.

These households met Mlnlmum Standards elther by upgradlng thelr enrollment

unlts or by movlng to unltS that passed the requlrements.. As shown in

Table 2-2, a slgnlflcant experlmental effect eXJ.sts for both upgradlng and

movlng.. ApproXlmately 13 percent of Mlnlmum Standards households upgraded,

whlle 8 percent of Control households dld so. Both the rates of upgradlng

and the dlfferences ln rates between Mlnlmum Standards and Control households

are almost ldentlcal ln the two s1tes ..

1
The actual program operatl0ns allowed a Mlnlmum Standards house-

hold that had repalred ltS unlt to call the slte program offlce in any
month dur1ng lts part1clpat1on 1n the program and request that an Upgrade
Houslng Evaluatl0n be performed on ltS dweillng un1t In order to determJ.ne
whether lt met Mlnlmum Standards. Control households dld not have to meet
Mlnlmum Standards and thus dld not call the slte offlce. To perm1t valld
comparlson of M1nlmum Standards and Control householdS, the presence of an
Upgrade Evaluat10n 1S not the cr1ter1on upon WhlCh the upgrad1ng sample 1S
deflned. Rather, households that fal1ed to meet requlrements at enrollment
and stayed 1n thelr enrollment unltS are deflned as upgraders 1f they sub­
sequently met requ1rements at eltber the Flrst or Second Annual Houslng
Evaluat10ns, WhlCh were routlnely scheduled for all households.

Once a household met requlrements 1n a un1t, 1t qual1fled for payments as
long as 1t remaJ.ned In that un1t.. Thus, some M1nlmum Standards upgraders
could fall to meet requ~rements at both the FJ.rst and Second Annual Hous1ng
Evaluat10ns.. In actual pract1ce, the two deflnJ.tions gJ.ve almost 1dent1cal
results. Among Mlnlmum Standards households that stayed ln their enrollment
unltS, 14 upgraded slmply by meetlng requlrements durlng the routlne Annual
Houslng Evaluat10ns and are captured by both the operat10nal and analytlc
deflnltl0ns. Another 28 households requested and passed an Upgrade Evalua­
t10n; 23 of these also passed reqU1rements at one of the annual evaluat10ns ..
Thus the analytlc deflnJ.tion appears to capture most upgrad1ng.. Another con­
sJ.stent definltlon of upgradlng across Mln1mum Standards and Control house­
holds can be obtalned by deflnlng upgrading in terms of the way ln whlch
households flrst met the Mlnlmum Standards requirements (regardless of whether
or not they subsequently moved). Flgures for thlS deflnltlon, applled to all
enrolled households, are presented ln Appendix III.
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Table 2-2

MINIMUM STANDARDS REQUIREMENTS AND MOBILITY STATUS
AT TWO YEARS FOR HOUSEHOLDS NOT MEETING MINIMUM STANDARDS AT ENROLLMENT

OUTCOMES

Upgraded

Moved and passed

Stayed and fa1.1ed

Moved and fa1.1ed

(Sample s1.ze)

Upgraded

Moved and passed

Stayed and fa1.1ed

Moved and fa1.1ed

(Sample s1.ze)

Upgraded

Moved and passed

Stayed and fa1.1ed

Moved and fa1.1ed

(Sample s1.ze)

MINIMUM
STANDARDS CONTROL
HOUSEHOLDS HOUSEHOLDS t-STATISTIC

COMBINED SITES

13% 8% 2.247*

23 11 4.292***

37 49 3.057**

27 32 1.508

(289) (459)

PITTSBURGH

12% 8% 1.60

15 5 3.35***

44 57 2.39*

28 31 0.49

(155) (241)

PHOENIX

13% 8% 1.53

32 18 3.06**

29 40 2.05*

25 34 1.68t

(134) (218)

SAMPLE: M~nlmum Standards and Control households actl.ve at two
years after enrollment whose unl.ts fal.led the Mlnl.mum Standards reqUlre­
ments at enrollment, excludl.ng those Wlth enrollment lucornes over the
ell.gl.bl11ty Ilmlts and those ll.vl.ng in thel.r own homes or 1n SubSldl.zed
housl.ng.

DATA SOURCES: In1.t1.al and monthly Household Report Forms and
Housl.ng Evaluatl0n Forms ..

NOTE: Percentages do not add to 100 due to round1.ng.
t t-stat1.st1.c s1.gn1.f1.cant at the 0.10 level.
* t-statl.stlc sl.gnlflcant at the 0.05 level.
** t-statl.stl.C sl.gnlfl.cant at the 0.01 level.
*** t-statl.stl.c slgnl.f1cant at the 0.001 level.
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Three ~ssues of ~nterpretat~on should be addressed at the outset. F~rst,

the Control rate of upgrading estlmates the normal probab~hty that hous~ng

attr~butes related to the M~nimum Standards requl.rements w~ll be repa~red

or ~mprdved. However, upgrad1ng by Control households does not necessarily

reflect any general trend ~n the qual~ty of Control units. Improvements ~n

the cond~tion of un~ts not in~tially meet~ng requirements may be partly off­

set by deter~oratl.on among units that dl.d meet. In addl.tion, there l.S

undoubtedly some measurement error that changes the categor~zatl.on of units

lIDder successl.ve evaluat~ons. In fact, the overall rate at wh1ch Control

households that stayed in the same

mater1ally durlng the experl.mental

un~t met
I

per~od.

requlrernents dl.d not change

Second, compar~son of Exper~mental and Control households could be biased

If, among other reasons, Experl.rnental households that met requirements and

rece~ved allowance payments were less hkely to drop out of the experiment

than comparable Control households. This problem ~s not ~nvest~gated here.

However, analysls of meetl.ng requl.rements l.n general lndl.cates that bl.ases

due to d~fferent~al attr~t~on are probably small (see Kennedy and Ma~llan,

1979) •

F~nally, 1t 1S l.n fact almost impossible to dete~ne exactly how many house­

holds were ~nduced by the allowance to upgrade. If some M~n~mum Standards

households that would normally have upgraded were ~nduced to move, for

example, then the dl.fference between Exper~mental and Control rates of up­

grad~ng would understate the proport~on of Exper~mental upgraders that were

1
of all Control households that d~d notThe percentages move that

met M~n~mum Standards at enrollment and at the end of two years are

Sample
Enrollment Two Years t-Statist~c Sl.ze

Comlnned s~tes 22% 22% 0 (336)
(73) (73)

P~ttsburgh 23 19 1.16 (203)
(46) (38)

Phoenl.x 20 26 1.39 (133)
(27) (35)

SAMPLE: Control households act~ve at two years after enroll­
ment that dl.d not move, excludl.ng those wl.th enrollment l.ncomes
over the ell.gl.bl.ll.ty liml.ts, those ll.ving l.n thel.r own homes or l.U

subsl.dl.zed housing, and those Wl.th a ml.ssl.ng value at el.ther enroll­
ment or two years.
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~nduced to upgrade. What Exper~mental/Controlcompar~sons y~eld are est~­

mates of the net effect of the allowance on the rate of upgrad~ng. The

stor~es developed about ~nd~v~dual household dec~s~ons based on these net

effects are necessar11y conjectures.

Although the number of M~n~mum Standards households that upgraded is rela­

t~vely modest--37 households or about 13 percent of all M~nimum Standards

households that failed M~nimum Standards at enrollment--the ~mportance of

upgradlng as a means of meetlng Mlnlmum Standards should not be underest1­

mated. As shown In Table 2-3, over one-thlrd of the MJ.nJ..mum Standards

households that dld not meet requlrements lnltJ.ally but were IlvJ..ng J.n

acceptable un~ts by the end of the exper~ment, met the standards by

upgradJ..ng.. Overall, about one-flfth of all the reClpl.ents at the end of

two years--lncludJ.ng those that met the requlrements l.nltJ.ally--were

households that met by upgrad~ng the~r enrollment units.

Although upgraders account for about the same proportJ.on of all reClplents

In both sJ.tes, upgradl.ng plays a much greater role In Plttsburgh than J.n

Phoen~x for households that ~n~t~ally fa~led the requ~rements. Approx~mately

45 percent of P~ttsburgh households that ~n~t~ally fa~led and then later

met requlrements dld so by upgradlng, as compared wlth 30 percent l.n Phoenlx.

Table 2-2 shows _that about the same proportlon of Experlrnental and Control

households that d~d not meet requ~rements in~t~ally upgraded ~n both s~tes.

More households met requlrernents by rnovlng In Phoenix, however, so that

upgrades accounted for a smaller proport~on of all households that later

met requlrements In that slte. ThlS dlfference apparently reflects both

a hlgh mob1l1ty rate and a generally looser hous1ng market ln Phoenlx.

As shown ln Table 2-4, Experlmental households In both sltes moved somewhat

more often than Control households. Mobll1ty rates were, however, generally
1

hlgher In Phoenlx. In addltl0n, however, Phoenlx households were also more

llkely to meet requlrements, espec1ally 1f they moved. In both sltes,

Experlmental households were more llkely to meet requlrernents than Control

households, whether they moved or stayed. As Wltb mobll1ty, however, the

rate of rneetlng requlrements was generally hlgher In Phoenlx. This may be

due to a t~ghter rental market ~n P~ttsburgh. In 1974, for example, rental

lFor a deta~led analys~s of mob~l~ty, see MacMillan (1978).

14



Table 2-3

HOUSEHOLDS MEETING MINIMUM STANDARDS AT TWO YEARS:
HOW THE REQUIREMENT WAS MET

COMBINED SITES PITTSBURGH PHOENIX

MINIMUM STANDARDS STATUS

Met M~n~mum Standards
requ~rements at enrollment

Did not meet M1n1mum Standards
requ1rements at enrollment

Upgraded

Moved and met Min1mum
Standards ~n the two­
year dwell~ng un~t

PERCENTAGE
OF THOSE
MEETING AT
TWO YEARS

39%

61

22

39

PERCENTAGE
MEETING
REQUIREMENTS
AFTER
ENROLj:MENT

--%

100

36

64

PERCENTAGE
OF THOSE
MEETING AT
TWO YEARS

48%

52

24

28

PERCENTAGE
MEETING
REQUIREMENTS
AFTER
ENROLLMENT

--%

100

45

55

PERCENTAGE
OF THOSE
MEETING AT
TWO YEARS

30%

70

21

49

PERCENTAGE
MEETING
REQUIREMENTS
AFTER
ENROLLMENT

--%

100

30

70

Total populat~on meet~ng

M~nimum Standards at
two years (168) (81) (87)

SAMPLE: M~n~mum Standards households active at two years after enrollment whose un~ts passed the
M1n1mum Standards requ1rements at two years after enrollment, exclUding those with enrollment incomes over
the el~g~b~lity l~m~ts and those l~v~ng in the~r own homes or ~n subs~d~zed hous~ng.

DATA SOURCES: In~t~al and monthly Household Report Forms and Hous~ng Evaluat~on Forms.



Table 2-4

MEETING MINIMUM STA~ARDS REQUIREMENTS IN
PITTSBURGH AND PHOENIX FOR HOUSEHOLDS

THAT DID NOT MEET AT ENROLLMENT

CONTROL
HOUSEHOLDS

CONTROL
HOUSEHOLDS

PITTSBURGH

MINIMUM
STANDARDS
HOUSEHOLDS

PHOENIX

MINIMUM
STANDARDS
HOUSEHOLDS

Percentage of those not
meet~ng requlrements at
enrollment that moved
(Sample s~ze)

Percentage of movers
that met requl.rements
(Sample s~ze)

Percentage of stayers
that met requ1rements
(Sample size)

43%
(155)

34
(67)

22
(88)

36%
(241)

14
(86)

12
(155)

57%
(134)

56
(77)

32
(57)

52%
(218)

34
(113)

17
(105)

SAMPLE: M1nl.mum Standards and Control households actl.ve at two
years after enrollment whose unl.ts fal-led the M1nl.mum Standards requl.re­
ments at enrollment, excludlng those W1th enrollment l.ncomes over the
ell.g~l.llty ll.ml.ts and those 11vl.ng 10 thel.r own homes or 10 subsl.dl.zed
honsl-og.

DATA SOURCES: In~t~al and monthly Household Report Forms and
Henslog Evaluatlon Forms.

16



n _

vacancy rates averaged 5.1 percent ~n P~ttsburgh and 14.4 percent ~n

Phoen~x (U.S. Department of Conunerce, 1976). Thus, ~t may have been more

d~ff~cult for P~ttsburgh households to move to un~ts that would meet Min~­

murn Standards.

Gl.ven the small number of upgraders 1 most of the remal.nl.ng tables 10 the

chapter are presented for the comlnned s~tes. Separate tables for the

s~tes appear ~n Appendix IV.

EVl.dence of an overall experl.mental l.mpact on the rate of upgradl.ng 15

corroborated by separate analys~s for the f~rst and second years of the

experiment. As shown ~n Table 2-5, the rate of upgrad~ng dur~ng the hrst

year after enrollment is sl.gnif1cantly hl.gher for Minimum Standards house­

holds than for Control households--ll percent compared to 7 percent. In

the second year I however, the rate of upgradl.ng for Ml.nl.mum Standards

households decl~ned sharply, and was almost ~dent~cal to that of Control
1 2

households.' Thus, ~t appears that the add~tional upgrading ~nduced by

the allowance was, as maght be expected, concentrated in the fl.rst year

after enrollment. Thereafter, households met M~n~murn Standards by upgrad­

109 only through the process of normal repal.r and mal.ntenance. (Ml.nl.rnum

Standards households contl.nued to move and meet requirements at a sJ..gnifl.­

cantly h~gher rate than Control households, however.)

2.2 MINIMUM STANDARDS UPGRADING AND INITIAL HOUSING QUALITY

The prevl.ous sectl.on suggested that the hanEl.ng allowance offer enhanced

an ong01ng process of maintenance and repal.rj although there was no special

~ncent~ve for Control households to upgrade the~r un~t5, a number of them

d~d so, and M~n~mum Standards households, w~th the extra ~ncent~ve of the

allowance payment, were more l~kely to upgrade than Control households.

It seems l~kely that hous~ng changes engendered by normal ma~ntenance and

repa~r (or measurement error) would often be relat~vely small. Thus, on

lTh~S effect was also ev~denced ~n the frequency in which Upgrade
Hous~ng Evaluat~ons were requested by Min~murn Standards households. The
rate of requests for these evaluations was over twice as h~gh ~n the f~rst

year as it was ~n the second year.

2A s~milar pattern occurred ~n both P~ttsburgh and Phoen~x (see
Append~x N, Tables IV-l and IV-2).
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Table 2-5

UPGRADING DURING THE FIRST AND SECOND YEARS
AFTER ENROLLMENT

OUTCOMES

Upgraded

Moved and passed

Stayed and fa~led

Moved and fa~led

(Sample s~ze)

Upgraded

!1oved and passed

Stayed and fa~led

Moved and fa~led

(Salnple s~ze)

MINIMUM
STANDARDS CONTROL
HOUSEHOLDS HOUSEHOLDS

DURING THE FIRST YEAR

11% 7%

14 7

53 61

22 25

(289) (466)

DURING THE SECOND YEAR

4% 4%

13 4

66 73

17 18

(220) (409)

t-STATISTIC

2.251*

2.922**

-2.056*

-LBO

0.122

3.815**

-l.817t

-0.469

level.
level.
level.

0.10
0.05
0.01

FIRST YEAR SAMPLE: M~nimum Standards and Control households act~ve

at two years after enrollment whose un1tS fal1ed the Mlnimum Standards
requlrements at enrollment, excluding those wlth enrollment lncornes over
the elig~b~l~ty l~m~ts and those l~v~ng ~n their own homes or ~n subsidized
houslng.

SECOND YEAR SAMPLE: M~n~mum Standards and Control households act~ve

at two years after enrollment whose unltS fal1ed the Mlnlmum Standards
requlrements at one year after enrollment, excludlng those wlth lucornes
over the ellglbl11ty 11~tS and those I1vlng 1n thelr own homes or 1n SubSl­
dlzed houslng.

DATA SOURCES: In~t~al and monthly Household Report Forms and
Houslng Evaluatl0n Forms.

t t-stat~st~c s~gn~f~cant at the
* t-statlstlc slgnlflcant at the
** t-statlstlc slgnlflcant at the

18
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average, Control upgraders would be expected to corne from better un~ts

--that ~s, un~ts that are closer to meet~ng the M~nLmurn Standards requ~re­

ments--than those that d~d not upgrade. L~kew~se, ~t seems reasonable to

suppose that the J.n1.tial condJ.tJ.on of the unit InJ.ght affect J.n two ways

M~n~murn Standards households that upgraded. F1rst, M~n~murn Standards house­

holds would be more IJ.kely to choose upgrading as a method of meetJ.ng

requ~rernents and would be more able to ~mplement the repa~rs ~f the~r

hous1ng was 1n relat~vely good cond~t1on and relat1vely close to meet1ng

the M1n1mum Standards requ1rements. Second, the fact that some M1n1mmn

Standards households were J.nduced to upgrade suggests that some households

may have undertaken to upgrade un1tS that were further from meet~ng MJ.n1mum

Standards or otherwJ.se J.n less good condJ.tJ.On than unJ.ts upgraded by Control

households.

Th1S sect10n compares the 1n1t~al hous~ng of M1n1mum Standards and Control

households that d~d and d~d not upgrade, uS1ng a var1ety of measures. In

nearly every case, the pattern 1S the same. Both M1n1mum Standards and

Control upgraders started J.n sJ.gnJ.ficantly better housJ.ng than households

that dJ.d not upgrade. The dJ.fference appears to be somewhat larger for

Control households, however. MJ.nJ.mU\ll Standards households, though startJ.ng

J.n sJ.gnJ.fJ.cantly better housing than households that stayed and dJ.d not up­

grade, appeared to be J.n slJ.ghtly worse housJ.ng than Control upgraders.

ThJ.s result conforms to the pattern suggested by the fJ.ndJ.ngs J.n SectJ.on

2.2--more effort was requ1red of M1n1rnum Standards households 1nduced to

upgrade.

SJ.x dJ.fferent measures of housJ.ng qualJ.ty have been used to help assess the

~Ill.t1al qua11ty of un1ts that were upgraded--rent, hedon~c ~ndices, the num­

ber of phys1cal M~n1mum Standards components fa~led, persons per adequate

bedroom, a measure of phys1cal hous1ng depr1vat10n, and the evaluator's

overall rat~ng of the un1t. Rent 1S used, S1nce better units would on

average be expected to cost more. At the same t1rne, rent 1S also deter_

~ned by a var1ety of factors not related to qual~ty, 1nclud1ng ~nflat~on,

tenure cond1t10ns, and pr1ce heterogene~ty 1n the market. Hedon1c 1nd1ces
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of hous~ng

measure of

serv~ces attempt
1

hous~ng.

to sort out these factors to prov~de an overall

Both persons per adequate bedroom and number of components fa~led can be

used to ~nd~cate how dlfficult It was to upgrade the UIll.t. The mean number

of persons per adequate bedroom l.ndl.cates the extent of crowdl.ng 10 the unl.t,

as deflned by the Ml.nl.mum Standards. The number of Ml.nlmurn Standards compo­

nents fal-led provldes a measure of the dl.stance of the UIllt from meetl.ng

physl.cal reqlll.rements.. These measures are only apprOxlmate 1 however.. Whlle

overcrowdl.ng would be relatl.vely dl.fflcult to remedy Wl.thout movl.ng 1.£ the

hous~old requl.red addl.tl.onal rooms, It could also lnvolve relatl.vely sl.mple

repal.rs to make an eXlsting, lnadequate bedroom adequate. Llkewlse, unl.ts

that fall fewer Ml.nlmurn Standards components are llkely to be eaSler to up­

grade. The relatl0nshlp lS weakened, however, because deflclencles dlffer

In feas~111ty and cost of repalr.

Two addltJ.onal measures of the severlty of housJ.ng deflcJ.encles are a hous­

J.ng deprJ.vatl0n measure and the evaluator- 5 overall rat1.ng. Buddlng (1978)

proposed a measure of physlcal housJ.ng depr1.Vatlon WhlCh dlvldes unltS lnto

three classes: (1) m~n~mally adequate, (2) arnb~guous, and (3) clearly ~nade-

quate. A typlcal unlt rated as clearly lnadequate requlres maJor repalrs

or renovatlons and falls components such as complete plumbing facJ.llt1.eS,

adequate heatJ.ng equlpment, complete kltchen facJ.l1.tles, or adequate room

and floor surfaces. The rnaJorlty of unlts rated as clearly lnadequate

falled a number of requirements. Thus, there 1.S a strong presumptl0n that
2

clearly lnadequate unlts were more dJ.fflcult to upgrade than other unJ.ts.

1
See Merr~ll (1977). Inflat~on, by def~n~t~on, ra~ses the dollar

value of rent w~thout chang~ng qual~ty. Long-establ~shed tenants may pay
lower rents because they are known to the landlord as good tenants. Raclal
dlscrlmJ.natl0n may force mlnOr1.t1.es to pay more for unlts of the same
qual~ty. Infuv~dual households may simply obta~n better deals, pay~ng less
than others for a glven unlt. Hedon1.c lndlces provlde a way of sortlng out
quallty and nonquallty factors In determinlng the market values of unltS.

2
A typ1.cal unlt rated as mJ.n1.mally adequate passed wlndow condltlon

requlrernents, was rated by the evaluator as belng In good condJ.tion or
requlrlng only mJ.nor repalrs, and passed the 15 physlcal requlrements for
M2nlmurn Standards (but dld not necessarl1y pass the occupancy requlrement).
A unlt was rated as anIDJ.guous 1£ J.t had only a few undeslrable features or
de£lclencles that, dependlng on what was exactly J.nvolved In the deflclency
could cause the unlt to be regarded as eJ.ther mlnlmally adequate or clearly
~nadequate. See Budd~ng (1978) for deta~ls.
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F1nally, the hous1ng evaluator's overall rat1ng of the un1t prov1des another

measure of the sever1ty of defects present. At the conclusJ.on of each hous­

1ng evaluat1on, the evaluator was instructed to summarJ.ze 1n one overall

rating the con~t10n of the dwel11ng un1t'S 1nter10r, the bU11d1ng struc­

ture, and 1tS immedl.ate ne1ghborhood. The dwellJ.ng tu11t was rated on a

four-p01nt scale:

o Good cond1tJ.on; only ord1nary Ina1ntenance needed

1 = Bas1cally sound, but some ml.nor repa1rs needed

2 Bas1cally sound, but some maJor repa1rs/renovat10ns needed

3 Unsound; hazardous or unf1t for human hab1tat10n.

Th1s measure enhances the obJect1ve measures by provl.d1ng an overall sub­

ject1ve rat1ng, by a tra1ned observer, of the un1t's overall qual1ty and

of the extent of repairs requ1red.

The average values of the S1X measures are presented 1n Table 2-6. The

data show that upgraders--both M1n1rnum Standards and Control households-­

tended to 11ve in h1gher-pr1ced un1tS that fa11ed fewer M1n1mum Standards

components, were less crowded, had a h1gher 1nit1al level of hous1ng

serv1ces, and had better overall rat1ngs based on e1ther the physical

depr1vation measure or the evaluator's overall ratl.ng.

Un1ts that were later upgraded were on average 16 to 36 percent more ex­

pens1ve to beg1n W1th and offered substant1ally (20 to 35 percent) h1gher

levels of hous1ng serv1ces than un1tS that were not upgraded. Un1ts that

were later upgraded were also 1nit1ally closer to meet1ng the physical

Min1mum Standards requ1rements, fa11J.ng only half as many components as

un1ts that were never upgraded. Also, the occupancy reqUl.rement (no more

than two persons per adequate bedroom) was met more frequently in units

that were later upgraded.

The d1str1but10n of households across the phys1cal hous1ng depr1vat10n and

overall evaluator rat1ng categories 1n Table 2-7 conf1rms this result. In

terms of phys1cal depr1vation, upgraders were generally 11v1ng 1n un1tS

that had fewer ser10US def1c1enc1es than the un1tS of households that

stayed and d1d not upgrade. Over half o.f the Minimum Standards and

Control households that stayed and failed M1nimum Standards were hV1ng

in un1tS def1ned as clearly inadequate, as compared to only 27 percent
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INDICA'l'ORS

N~an rent

NQan houslng ~erVlces lndexa

Medn number of ~}ys1cal

componellt~ fa1.led

Mean nURIDer of persons per
adequate bedroom

Mean overall evaluator
ratlngb

Mean hous1ng depr1.vat1.0n
measurec

Table 2-6

INDICATORS OF DWELLING UNIT QUALITY AT ENROL\oMENT

UPGRADED STAYED AND FAILED

MINIMUM MINIMUM
STANDARDS CONTROL STANDARDS CONTROL
1I0USEHOLDS HOUSEHOLDS t-STATISTIC nOUSEHOLDS HOUSEHOLDS t-STATISTIC

$ 118 59 $ 146 70 -2 70** $ 101 89 $ 107 64 -1.41

(37) (34) (l06) (223)

126.42 139.45 -1 63 104 25 111 59 -2.17*

(36) (30) (102) (204)

111 a 80 1 94+ 2 29 2 28 0.01
(37) (36) (108) (224)

2.97 3.91 -1.25 4 91 5 .. 63 -1. 76t

(37) (36) (109) (224)

a 95 0.72 1.44 1.44 1.39 0.65

(37) (36) (108) (224)

2.03 1 86 0.95 2.56 2 44 1.44

(37) (36) (l08) (224)

ADDITIONAL t-STATISTICS
(upgraded vs .. stayed/talled)

MINIMUM
STANDARDS CONTROL
HOUSEHOLDS HOUSEHOLDS

2 26' 4.66***

4 36*** 3.97*·*

-6 35*·* -7.63"*

-3.26*** -2.80**

-3.86*" -5.47*··

-3.91*** -4 29***

SANPLE Mln1mum Standards and Control households actlve at two years after enrollment whose unlts failed the Mlnimum Standards requlrements
at enrOllment, excludlng those wlth enrollment 1.ncomes over the eligibility limits and those living 1n the1.r own homes or 1n SubS1d1.zed hous1ng.

DATA SOURCES In1.t1al and monthly Household Report Forms, Hous1ng Evaluation Forms, and Basellne and Period1.c Interviews.
NOTC. Sample Slzes are 1n parentheses.
a. The sample for th1.s mean excludes households with extreme values for predicted rent (used in the der1.Vat1on of the housing serVlces

1ndex) •
b. The evaluator rat1.ng 1.8 measured on a four-point scale, from 0, 1.ndicat1og good condit1.oo, to 3 1nd1cat1.ng the un1.t is unf1t for

hab1.tatlon.
c The measure 1.S a three-point bcale, 1 lodicat1.og a min1.mally adequate unlt and 3 1.ndicatinq a clearly inadequate unit ..
t t-statistic s1.goif1.cant at the 0.10 level.
• t-stat1stlc slgn~flcant at the 0.05 level.
*. t-statist1C s~gnlflcant at the 0.01 level.
*** t-statlst1.C s~gn1f1.cant at the 0.001 level.



- --------------,

Table 2-7

HOUSING DEPRIVATION MEASURE AND EVALUATOR'S
OVERALL RATING OF ENROLLMENT UNIT BY TWO-YEAR OUTCOMES

OUTCOMES

HOUSING DEPRIVATION MEASURE UPGRADED
STAYED
AND FAILED

t-STATISTIC
(upgraded vs.
stayed/falled)

MINIMALLY ADEQUATE

Mlnlmum Standards households

Control households

t-statlstlc

AMBIGUOUS

Mlnlmum StandardS households

Control households

t-statlstlc

CLEARLY INADEQUATE

Mlnlmum Standards households

Control households

t-statlstlC

24% 9% 2.332*
(9) (10)

36 12 3.701***
(13) (27)

1.099 -0.758

49 26 2.561*
(18) (28)

42 32 1.184
(15) (71)

0.592 -1.082

27 65 -3.990***
(10) (70)

22 56 -3.778***

(8) (126)

0.476 1.476

S&~PLE: Mlnimum Stfu,dards and Control households actlve at two years
after enrollment whose unltS falled the Mlnlmum Standards requlrements at
enrollment, excludlng those with enrollment lncornes over the ellgibillty
I1mits and those I1vlng 1n thelr own homes or 10 SubSldlzed houslng.

DATA SOURCES: Inltlal and monthly Household Report Forms and Houslng
Evaluatl0n Forms.

NOTE: Sample Slzes are ln parentheses.
* t-statlstlc slgnlf1cant at the 0.05 level.
*** t-statlstlc 51gnlflcant at the 0.001 level.
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Table 2-7 (contJ.nued)

HOUSING DEPRIVATION MEASURE AND EVALUATOR'S
OVERALL RATING OF ENROLLMENT UNIT BY TWO-YEAR OUTCOMES

OUTCOMES

EVALUATOR'S RATING

GOOD CONDITION

UPGRADED
-STAYED
AND FAILED

t-STATISTIC
(upgraded vs.
Stayed/£aJ.led)

MJ.nJ.mum Standards households

Control households

t-statJ.stJ.C

BASICALLY SOUND, MINOR REPAIRS NEEDED

MJ.nJ.mun Standards households

Control households

t-statJ.stJ.c

BASICALLY SOUND, MAJOR REPAIRS OR
RENOVATIONS NEEDED

MJ.nJ.mum Standards households

Control households

t-statJ.stJ.c

UNSOUND, UNFIT FOR HUMAN HABITATION

MJ.nJ.mum Standards households

Control households

t-statJ.stJ.c

24' 7%
(9) (8)

39 11
(14) (25)

-1.343 -1.083

57 46
(21) (50)

50 46
(18) (104)

0.582 -0.017

19 41
(7) (44)

11 35
(4) (78)

0.932 1.045

0 6
(0) (6)

0 8
(0) (17)

-0.671

2.759**

4.316***

1.103

0.402

-2.397*

-2.84l**'

-1.470

-1.711

SAMPLE MJ.nJ.rnum Standards and Control households actJ.ve at two years after enrollment whose unJ.ts
faJ.led the MJ.nJ.mum Standards reqUJ.rements at enrollment, excludJ.ng those wJ.th enrollment J.ncomes over the
elJ.gibJ.lJ.ty lJ.mJ.ts and those lJ.vJ.ng J.n theJ.r own homes or J.n subSJ.dJ.zed housJ.ng.

DATA SOURCES. InJ.tJ.al and monthly Household Report Forms and HousJ.ng EvaluatJ.on Forms.
NOTE Sample sJ.zes are J.n parentheses.
*' t-statJ.stJ.c sJ.gnJ.fJ.cant at the 0.05 level.
*'* t-statJ.stJ.c sJ.gnJ.fJ.cant at the 0.01 level.
*'** t-statJ.stJ.c sJ.gnJ.fJ.cant at the 0.001 level.
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of the M~nimum Standards households and 22 percent of Control households

that stayed and upgraded. (These d~fferences were s~gn~f~cant at the 0.001

level.) L1kew1se, 1n terms of the evaluator's overall rat1ng, over 80 per­

cent of the M~n~mum Standards and Control households that later upgraded

were I1v1ng in units that were rated 1n good condit1on or as needing only

~nor repa~rs, compared to roughly 55 percent of the M~n~mum Standards and

Control households that stayed and d~d not upgrade.

At the same t1rne, the allowance appears to have l.nduced Ml.nl.mum Standards

households to upgrade un~ts that were ~n~t~ally of somewhat lower qual~ty

than those upgraded by Control households. In comparison to Control up­

graders, M~n~mum Standards households upgraded units that were s~gn~f~­

cantly less expenS1ve and offered somewhat lower levels of housl.ng serv­

l.ces. Wl.th respect to the Ml.nl.murn Standards requl.rements, Ml.nimum

Standards upgraders fa~led s~gn~f~cantly more components of the phys~cal

req~rernents, but showed no Sl.gnl.£l.cant difference 1.0 terms of occupancy

(the mean number of persons per adequate bedroom ~s not s~gn~f~cantly

dl.fferent). Thl.S 1.5 not unreasonable I 5l.nee occupancy reqUlrements might

~n general be d~ff~cult to meet by upgrad~ng. Indeed, as po~nted out above,

both Control and M~n~mum Standards upgraders met the occupancy requirement
1

on average before they upgraded. L~kew~se, both Budfung's phys~cal hous-

10g deprl.vatl.on classl.fication and the overall evaluator's ratl.ng suggest

that M~n~mum Standards households upgraded hous~ng that was ~n moderately

worse cond~t~on than that upgraded by Control households, though the

dJ.fferences are not sl.gnJ.fl.cant.

2.3 THE CHANGES IN HOUSING FOR UPGRADED UNITS

The prev~ous sect~on suggested that upgrading may generally have ~nvolved

un~ts that could be brought ~nto compl~ance w~th M~n~mum Standards requ~re­

roents wl.th relatl.vely minor repal.rs. Units that were later upgraded were

or~g~nally better qual~ty un~ts that were already closer to meet~ng the

requ~rements. At the same time, M~n~mum Standards households apparently

undertook to upgrade un~ts of somewhat lower ~n~tial quality than Control

1
It was possl.ble to meet the occupancy requl.rement l.n some cases

by repal.rs that made an l.nadequate bedroom adequate. Thl.s l.S dl.scussed
further ~n Section 2.3 below.
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households. Thus, M~n~mum Standards upgraders would be expected to show

somewhat larger houslng changes than Control upgraders. D1rect exarnlna­

t~on of the changes ~n upgraded un~ts conhrms th~s suggest~on. Changes

are descrlhed 10 this sectl0n 1.0 three ways--J.n terms of rent, the hedonJ.c

J.ndex of housJ.ng servJ.ces, and the speclf1.c repairs J.nvolved 10 mak1.ng the

unJ.t meet the MJ.nimum Standards requirements. Other repaJ.rs not dJ.rectly

J.nvolved 10 meetJ.ng Minlmum Standards are d1.scussed 10 Chapter 4.

Tables 2-8 and 2-9 show the changes 10 rent and housJ.ng serV1.Ces for both

M~n~mum Standards and Control households that upgraded and those that

stayed ~n the~r enrollment un~ts and d~d not upgrade. Households that

upgraded 10 order to meet M1.n1.mum Standards requ1.rements dld not incu~

greater rent changes than Control households or than households that
1

stayed 10 the1.r unltS and contJ.nued to fall M1.nJ.mum Standards. Upgrad1.ng

appears to have had no systematJ..c effect on the cost of the un1.t. Th1.S

suggests that upgrad~ng generally ~nvolved relatively m~nor repa~rs that

t'1ere elther carr1.ed out by the tenant or were part of normal landlord

malntenance. In any case, they were not on average extenslve enough to

lead landlords to propose (or tenants to accept) larger lncreases In rents

than those experienced by all households that stayed ~n the~r enrollment

UIl1tS.

In ter';l:£: of the overall hedonlc lndex of houslng serVlces, Control upgraders

show no greater lncrease than Control households that dld not upgrade. ThlS

J.s consJ.stent wJ.th the patterns observed In the prevJ.ous sectlons. Changes

~n the un~ts of all Control households were part of the process of normal

ma1.ntenance and repaJ.r (as well as deterloratlon). Some of these repaJ.rs

were made ~n un~ts of sufhc~ently h~gh qual~ty (and ~ncluded enough of the

rJ.ght repalrs) to move the households from faJ.IJ.ng to passJ.ng the Mlnlmum

Standards requJ.rements. Other repalrs, of the same modest type, were made

In poorer unJ.ts wlth more deflclencJ.es and so dld not result In the unJ.t

passJ.ng Mlnlmum Standards, even though they lnvolved a slmJ.lar level of

houslng change.

M~n~mum Standards households that upgraded d~d show a s~gn~f~cantly greater

J.ncrease In houslng serVJ.ces than elther Control upgraders or Mlnlmum

1
Th~s f~ndmg ~s corroborated by the analys~s of the Hous~ng Gap

hous~ng allowance plan (see Friedman and We~nberg, 1979, Chapter 7).
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Table 2-8

PERCENTAGE CHANGE IN RENT OVER TWO YEARS

OUTCOMES

MEAN RENT AT ENROLLMENT

M~nimum Standards households

Control

MEAN RENT AT TWO YEARS

M~n~um Standards households

Control

MEAN PERCENTAGE CHANGE

Min~mum Standards households

Control

t-STATISTIC FOR MEAN PERCENTAGE
CHANGE

M~n~mum Standards households
versus Control households

Upgraded versus stayed and fa~led

M~nimum Standards households

Upgraded versus stayed and fa~led

Control households

UPGRADED

$1l8.59
(37)

146.70
(34)

127.03
(37)

159.03
(36)

9.1%
(37)

1l.3
(34)

-0.47

STAYED
AND FAILED

$101.89
(106)

107.64
(223)

1l0.87
(107)

117.47
(222)

10.3%
(105)

10.5
(221)

0.13

0.32

-0.20

SAMPLE
SIZE

(143)

(257)

(144)

(258)

(142)

(255)

SAMPLE: Min~mum Standards and Control households act~ve at two
years after enrollment whose units fa~led the M~n~mum Standards requ~re­

ments at enrollment, exclud~ng those w1th enrollment 1ncomes over the
elig1b~l~ty l~m~ts and those living ~n the~r own homes or ~n subs~d~zed

hous~ng.

DATA SOURCES: In~t~al and monthly Household Report Forms and
Hous~ng Evaluat~on Forms.

NOTE: Sample s~zes are in parentheses.
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Table 2-9

PERCENTAGE CHANGE IN HOUSING SERVICES
OVER TWO YEARS

OUTCOMES

MEAN HOUSING SERVICES AT ENROLLMENT

~n~um Standards households

Control households

MEAN HOUSING SERVICES AT TWO YEARS

~n~mum Standards households

Control households

UPGRADED

127.32
(34)

139.45
(30)

135.74
(34)

142.48
(30)

STAYED
AND FAILED

104.60
(100)

111.62
(202)

107.28
(100)

114.67
(202)

SAMPLE
SIZE

(134)

(232)

(134)

(232)

MEAN [AND MEDIAN] PERCE~"TAGE CHANGE

Min~mum Standards households

Control households

t-STATISTIC FOR MEAN PERCENTAGE
CHANGE

M~nimum Standards households
versus Control households

Upgraded versus stayed and fa~led

M~n~mum Standards households

Upgraded versus stayed and fa~led

Control households

6.9% [6.6]
(34)

2.6 [0.1]
(30)

2.39*

1.69t

0.51

3.9% [2.4] (134)
(100)

3.4 [2.3] (232)
(202)

0.30

SAMPLE: Min~mum Standards and Control households act~ve at two
years after enrollment whose un~ts fa~led the M~n~mum Standards requ~re­

ments at enrollment, exclud~ng those Wl.th enrollment l.ncomes over the
el~gib~l~ty l~~ts, those l~ving ~n the~r own homes or in subs~d~zed

housl.ng, and those Wl.th extreme values or ml.SS1ng values for the hedonl.c
resJ..dual.

DATA SOURCES: In~t~al and monthly Household Report Forms, Hous~ng

Evaluatl.on Forms, and Basell.ne and Periodl.c Intervl.ews.
NOTE: Sample 5l.zeg are 1.0 parentheses.
t t-stat~st~c s~gn~f~cant at the 0.10 level.
* t-stat~st~c s~qn~f~cant at the 0.05 level.
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Standards households that d1d not upgrade. The difference 1S modest--only

3 or 4 percentage p01nts--but st111 Signlflcant. 1 Th1S agaln conf1rms the

~press10n that ~n~um Standards upgraders undertook modestly larger
2

repa1rs than Control upgraders.. The fact that this lncrease 10 housing

serv1ces was not accompan1ed by any addltlonal lncrease 10 rent may lnd1­

cate that the repa1rs 1nvolved were undertaken by the households themselves

rather than theJ..r landlords. Some eVJ..dence of this is reflected 1.0 house-

hold reports of repa1rs by themselves and the1r landlords, collected as

part of three perlodlc intervlews conducted 6, 12, and 24 months after

enrollment.. These data are descrJ..bed further 10 Chapter 4 ..

Table 2-10 shows the mean number of repa1rs Wh1Ch households reported as

hav1ng been made by the1r landlords and by the households themselves, as

well as the household's estlmated spendlng for repalrs for the two years

after enrollment.. As can be seen from the table, the mean number of

reported landlord repa1rs 1S approx1mately the same for households that

upgraded and households that stayed 1n the1r enrollment un1t W1thout up­

grad1ng. Control households that upgraded, however, reported slgn1f1cantly

fewer repa1rs by the household and slgn1f1cantly lower household spend1ng

on repa1rs than Control households that stayed 1n the1r enrollment un1ts

w1thout upgrad1ng. Th1S may reflect the fact that upgraded un1tS were

generally 10 better condJ..tJ.on than unltS that were not upgraded, as dis­

cussed In Sectlon 2.2 above.

1
Aga2n, a more elaborate analysls of the change In houslng serVlces

controlllng for lncome and demograph1c characterlstlcs conf2rms this flnd­
1ng (Friedman and We1nberg, 1979, Appendlx xl .

2It should be noted that var1ables represent1ng a few of the Mln1-
mum Standards components are lncluded 1n the hedon1c houslng serv1ces 1ndex.
Thus, even 1f no other attrlbutes of hous1ng changed, the lndex :mJ.ght 1n­
crease for upgraders. ThlS aspect of the constructlon of the lndex should
not b1as estlmates of Experlmental and Control dlfferences, however, Slnce
there 1S no eVldence that Mlnlmum Standards and Control households lnltlally
falled dlfferent Mlnlmum Standards components. However, Control households
1n1t1ally failed somewhat fewer Mln1mum Standards components. A case-by­
case ex~natl0n of all upgraders lndlcates that many houslng attributes
change; so there 18 no way to determlne whether the results are due to
M1n1mum Standards components alone. Table 2-9 is based on the llnear
hedon1c equat1on. The semilog equat1on, Wh1ch contains a slightly d1ffer­
ent set of varlables, shows the same pattern. The 8ernl10g results are
glven 1n Append1x IV, Tables IV-9 and IV-lO.
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Table 2-10

MEAN NUMBER OF REPORTED IMPROVEMENTS

OUTCOMES

IlEAN NUMBER OF IMPROVEMENTS MADE
BY LANDLORD

UPGRADED
STAYED
AND FAILED

t-STATISTIC
(upgraded vs.
stayed/faJ.led)

MJ.nJ.mum Standards households

Control households

t-statJ.stJ.c

MEAN NUMBER OF IMPROVEMENTS MADE
BY HOUSEHOLD

MJ.nJ.mum Standards households

Control households

t-statJ.stJ.c

MEAN HOUSEHOLD COST OF REPAIRS

2.68 2.28 0.88
(37) (108)

2.75 2.33 0.90
(36) (224)

-0.13 -0.20

3.57 3.44 0.15
(37) (108)

1.86 3.41 3.39***
(36) (224)

2.03* 0.05

MJ.nJ.mum Standards households

Control households

t-statJ.stJ.c

$132.38
(34)

41.89
(36)

2.36*

$83.34
(107)

94.78
(224)

-0.61

1.26

3.09**

SAMPLE: M1n~mum Standards and Control households act1ve at two years
after enrollment whose unlts falled the Mlnlrnum Standards requlrements at
enrollme~t, excludJ.ng those wJ.th enrollment J.ncomes over the elJ.gJ.bJ.lJ.ty
I1m2tS and those Ilvlng In thelr own homes or In Subsldized houslng.

DATA SOURCES: InJ.tJ.al and monthly Household Report Forms, HousJ.ng
Evaluatlon Forms, and Perlodlc Intervlews.

NOTE: Sample sJ.zes J.n parentheses.
* SJ.gnJ.fJ.cant at the 0.05 level.
** SJ.gnJ.fJ.cant at the 0.01 level.
*** SJ.gnJ.fJ.cant at the 0.001 level.
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Mlnlrnum Standards households that upgraded, on the other hand, reported a

s~gn~f~cantly larger number of repa~rs made by the household and a s~gn~­

hcantly h~gher level of household spend~ng than Control upgraders, and

even above reported levels for households that stayed ~n the~r enrollment

UInt w~thout upgrad~ng (though these d~fferences are not s~gn~hcant).

Thus ~t appears that the add~t~onal upgrading ~nduced by the allowance

offer may have largely been the result of add~t~onal efforts by the house-
1

hold rather than the landlord.

A comparlson of the types of Mlnlmurn Standards components lnltlally falled

by upgraders and by other households prov~des further ev~dence support~ng

the f~nd~ng that upgrad~ng generally ~nvolved only modest repa~rs to the

unlt. Table 2-11 contalns a breakdown of speclflc Mlnlmum Standards com­

ponents fal1ed. The flrst two columns show the number and percentages of

Mlnlrnum Standards and Control households fal11ng each ltem at enrollment.

The next two columns show the percentages of households fa~l~ng the ~tem

that was upgraded. For example, 25 percent of all M~n~murn Standards house­

holds that fal1ed requlrements at enrollment were I1vlng 10 unlts that

fal1ed the plumblng requlrement. However, only 4 percent of the households

lnltlally fal11ng pluroblng were upgraders. Slnce the overall rate of up­

grad~ng for M~n~murn Standards households ~s 13 percent, the data suggest

that repa~r~ng a plumb~ng def~c~ency was a relat~vely less l~kely form of
2

upgrad~ng.

The sample s~zes ~nvolved ~n Table 2-11 are too small to perm~t very f~rm

conclusl0ns. The dlstrlbutl0n of 37 upgraders across 15 component fallures

~s d~ff~cult to ~nterpret clearly. Nevertheless, some general ~mpress~ons

can be drawn. F~rst, ~t should be noted that the rate of upgrading for

households fa~l~ng each category ~s generally at or below the overall

average. Th~s reflects the fact that many households fa~led more than one

~tem and that, ~n general, households were more l~kely to upgrade ~f they

fa~led fewer requ~rements. Second, un~ts fa~l~ng requirements presumably

1
S~nce these data are based on household reports, there ~s no infor-

mat~on on landlord spend~ng for ma~ntenance and repa~r.

2 eo .
mpan~on tables to Table 2-11 are conta~ned in Appenfux IV, Tables

IV-12 to IV-14. The tables present s~=lar data for households that moved
and for those that stayed and fa~led.
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Table 2-11

MINIMUM STANDARDS COMPONENTS FAILED

PERCENTAGE OF HOUSEHOLDS
FAILING MINIMUM STANDARDS
AT ENROLLMENT THAT FAILED
EACH COMPONENT

PERCENTAGE OF HOUSE­
HOLDS FAILING EACH
COMPONENT THAT
UPGRADED

COMPONENT

MINIMUM STANDARDS PHYSICAL
COMPONENTS

Adequate eXJ.ts

CeJ.IJ.ng heJ.ght

Core rooms

ElectncJ.ty

Floor structure

Floor surface

Heatlng equlpment

K1tchen faCll1t16s

LJ.ght fJ.xtures

LJ.ght and ventJ.latJ.on

PlurnbJ.ng

Room structure

Room surface

Roof structure

Exterlor walls

MINIMUM STANDARDS OCCUPANCY
COMPONENT

Occupancy

Fall occupancy only

SAMPLE SIZE

PERCENTAGE OF SAMPLE

M~n~mum

Standards

5%

12

7

9

6

15

17

6

9

76

25

5

21

3

4

66

9

(289)

100%

Control

5%

13

4

8

6

14

15

5

7

74

21

8

21

4

6

72

14

(459)

100%

M~n~mum

Standards

14%

8

4

2

13

4

5

7

15

(37)

13%

Control

5

4

6

3

6

5

17

(36)

8%

SAMPLE: Mlnlmum Standards and Control households actlve at two years
after enrollment whose unlts faJ.led the Mlnlmum standards requlrements at
enrollment, exc!udlng those wlth enrollment lucornes over the elJ.gJ.bJ..lJ.ty Ilmlts
and those Ilvlng 1D thelr own homes or 1n Subsldlzed hOUS1Ug.

DATA SOURCES: InJ.tJ.al and monthly Household Report Forms and HousJ.ng
Evaluatlon Forms.
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~nvolv~ng the structural condJ.t~on of the un~t--floor structure,

structure, roof structure, and exter~or walls--were almost never

room
1

upgraded.

Th~rd, the h~ghest rates of upgrad~ng were observed for households that

fa~led the requ~rements for adequate ex~ts, electr~city, l~ght and vent~la­

t~on, and occupancy a The actual number of households l.nvolved is, however,

tr1vial except for those fa~11ng l~ght and vent~lat10n and occupancy.

These repa1.rs are not obvJ.ously rru.nor.. Unfortunately, the ava~lable data

do not always ~nd~cate the exact nature of the repaJ.r ~nvolved. Attempts

to determ~ne the exact nature of the repa~rs, however, at least J.nd~cate

that they could often have been relat~vely modest.

The two components most frequently repaired by upgraders were the occupancy

requ~rements and the IJ.ght and ventJ.latJ.on requ~rements.. As descrJ.bed J.n

Table 2-1, the occupancy standard set a rnaxJ.mum of two persons per adequate

bedroom, and requ1.red that an adequate bedroom be a pr1.vate room l.n good

cond~t~on (spec~f~cally, a room that could be completely closed off from

other rooms and that met hous~ng standards for adequate ce~11ng he~ght,

l~ght and vent~latJ.on, electrlcal servlces, room surface and structure,

and floor surface and structure). Households fa~ling the occupancy stand­

ard had to convert rooms J.nto bedrooms, upgrade eXJ.stJ.Ilg bedrooms to make

them adequate, or decrease the number of resJ.dents J.n the unit.. Almost

all households that upgraded th~s requirement d~d so by upgrading bedrooms

to make them adequate a ThJ.s could have J.nvolved J.nstall~ng a door or even

hangJ.ng a curta1.n across a doorway to make the room pr~vate from other

rooms, as well as rnakJ.ng more substantJ.al repaJ.rs ..

The l~ght and vent~lat10n standard requ~red that there be a 10 percent

rat1.O of w~ndow area to floor area, and at least one openable window
2

in

the l~v~ng room, bathroom, and k~tchen. K~tchens or bathrooms w~th

mechan~cal vents could have unopenable w~ndows. Half of the households

upgrad~ng th1.S component remed1.ed the adequacy of the ratJ.o of wJ.ndow area

to floor area, sometJ.mes s~mply by unblockJ.ng a window.. The other two

types of repaJ.rs J.nvolved repaJ.ring a w~ndow so that J.t was openable

IMany of the households fa~l~ng these requirements moved ~n order
to meet; see Append~x IV, Tables IV-12 to IV-14.

2
An openable wmdow was def~ned as a wmdow that could be opened

and that would rema~n open without hav~ng to be propped.
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(often by f~x~ng sash cords or cha~ns) or by ~nstall~ng or f~x~ng vents ~n

the k~tchen and bathroom.

While these deta11s are hardly conclUSlve with respect to the actual repairs

lnvolved, they are at least conSlstent wlth the xmpresslon, based on changes

10 rent and the overall hedonlc lndex, that the changes were modest.

2.4 LOGIT ESTIMATES OF THE PROBABILITY OF UPGRADING TO MEET MINIMUM
STANDARDS

The prevlous sectlons of thlS chapter have dlscussed the experlrnental effect

on the rate of upgrad~ng and ex~ned the ~n~t~al qual~ty of the un~ts up­

graded and the types of repa~rs most frequently made by upgraders. Many

factors lnfluence the declslan to move from or stay 10 a un1.t and the

ablilty to upgrade a unlt Wlth a partlcular set of de£lclencles. Slnce

Control households may dlffer from Experimental households--for example,

10 thelr dernographJ.c characterlstlcs or enrollment unlt quallty--lt may be

lmportant to control for these factors to dlf£erentlate experlrnental J.ncen­

tlves from the normal probab~l1.ty of upgrad1.ng M1.n1.mum Standards hous1.ng

attr1.butes. Th1.s sect1.on presents log1.t est1.mates of the probab1.l1.ty of

upgrad1.ng controll1.ng for three maJor types of 1.ndependent var~ables:

l.n1.t1.al UIl1.t qual1.ty and "d1.stance" from meet1.ng M1.n1.mum Standards, demo­

graph1.c var~ables related to the dec1.s1.on to move, and expressed sat1.sfac­

t1.on and other var1.ables presumed to l.nd1.cate attachment to the un1.t.

Compar~son of the ~n~t~al hous~ng cond~t~on of households that d~d and d~d

not upgrade ~n Sect~on 2.2 ~nd~cated that upgraders started off w~th s~gni­

f1cantly better hous~ng than households that d~d not upgrade. Thus, the

~n~t~al qual~ty of a un~t appears to affect the l~kel~hood of upgrad~ng.

In add1.t1.on, Control upgraders had somewhat h1.gher l.n1.t1.al hous1.ng qual1.ty

than M1.n1.mum Standards upgraders, and th1.S d1.fference should be taken l.nto

account. Two

--quallty per

var1.ables are used 1.n the equat1.on to descrlbe the un1.t
1

room, where qual1.ty 1.S measured by the hedon1.c l.ndex, and

the number of M1.n1.mum Standards components fa1led. As d1.scussed above,

the latter 18 only a crude proxy for "dlstance ll from meetlng Mln1murn

1
Quallty per room 1S slmply the hedonlc lndex (hous1.ng serv1.Ce8)

dlv1ded by the total number of rooms. ThlS varlable was lncluded because
a measure of unlt qual1.ty lndependent of unlt Slze was deslred.
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Standards, Slnce It does not adequately control for the types of repalrs "

~mpl~ed by the def~c~ency.

The lndependent varlables also lnclude expressed household satlsfactl0n
1

wlth the unlt and the nelghborhood and expressed preferences for movlng

or stay~ng. More sat~sf~ed households m~ght be expected to l~ve ~n better

unltS and hence be more IJ.kely to upgrade. In addJ.tlon, however, house­

holds would be expected to choose upgrad~ng more often to the extent that

they are commJ.tted to staylng 1n thelr current unlt. ThJ.s 18 strongly

suggested by the data descrlblng household preferences for movlng or stay­

109 1n the enrollment UIl1t and satlsfactlon wlth the enrollment un1t.

The Basel1ne Interv1ew, wh1ch was adm1n1stered to households pr10r to

enrollment and before they had knowledge of the exper1ment, prov1des data

for eXanl1n1ng 1n1t1al preferences. Households were asked what they would

do ~f they had $50 or more to spend on rent. As shown ~n Table 2-12, both

Control and M~n~mum Standards households that later upgraded showed a

fa1rly strong preference for staY1ng 1n the1r un1t as opposed to mov1ng.

L1kew1se, households that 1n fact moved dur1ng the experJ.ment showed a

strong preference for mov1ng. Households that stayed 1n the1r enrollment

un1t and d1d not upgrade were more evenly d1v1ded between mov1ng and

stay~ng.

The attachment of eventual upgraders to the1r enrollment dwel11ng un1t 1S

also eV1dent 1n the1r reported sat1sfact1on W1th the un1t. As part of the

Base11ne Interv1ew, households were asked how sat1sf1ed they were w1th their

current dwel11ng un1t. As shown 1n Table 2-13, there 1S a strong relat1on­

sh1p between sat1sfact1on w1th the current dwel11ng un1t and whether a

household later chose to stay and upgrade.

F~nally, the ~ndependent var~ables also ~nclude a group of l~fe-cycle

descr1ptors and other household character1st1cs wh1ch may be assoc1ated

w~th mob~hty or w~th un~t quahty. Many of the var~ables are drawn from

the analys1s of wob111ty pr10r to and during the exper1ment (see MacM111an,

1978). The number of moves ~n the three years pr~or to the Demand Exper~ment

1
The Basellne Intervlew lncluded

w~th the un~t and w~th the ne~ghborhood_

scales and the ratlngs for dwelilng unit
to for.m an lndex of overall satlsfactl0n
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Table 2-12

HOUSEHOLD PREFERENCES FOR MOVING OR
STAYING BY TWO-YEAR OUTCOME

STAYED MOVED MOVED
EXPRESSED PREFERENCE UPGRADED AND FAILED AND PASSED AND FAILED

MINIMUM STANDARDS HOUSEHOLDS
(Ch~-squared 21. 74**)

Move 35% 45% 77% 59%

Stay ~n un~ta 62 50 21 40

b 3 6 2 2Other

(Sample s~ze) (37) (101) (56) (68)

CONTROL HOUSEHOLDS
(Ch~-squared = 37.00***)

Move 34% 53% 59% 75%

Stay ~n unlt
a 56 46 33 24

b 9 2 8 1Other

(Sample s~ze) (32) (208) (49) (140)

SAMPLE: Min~mum Standards and Control households active at two years
after enrollment whose un~ts fa~led the M~n~mum Standards requirements at
enrollment and that d~d not move between the Basel~ne Interv~ew and enroll­
ment, exclud~ng those w~th enrollment ~ncomes over the el~g~~l~ty l~mits and
those living In thelr own homes or In subsidlzed housJ.ng.

DATA SOURCES: In~t~al and monthly Household Report Forms, Hous~ng

Evaluatlon Forms, and Basellne Intervlews.
NOTE: Percentages do not add to 100 due to round~ng.

a. Aggregated responses to: stay and ~mprove, stay and buy, stay but
no lmprovements necessary, stay and do not know whether or not lrnprovements
are necessary.

b. Aggregated responses to: would use the money for someth~ng else,
other.

**
***

S~gn~f~cant at the 0.01 level.
S~gn~f~cant at the 0.001 level.
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Table 2-13

HOUSEHOLD SATISFACTION WITH DWELLING UNIT BY
TWO-YEAR OUTCOME

EXPRESSED SATISFACTION UPGRADED
STAYED
AND FAILED

MOVED
AND PASSED

MOVED
AND FAILED

MINIMUM STANDARDS HOUSEHOLDS
(Ch~-squared = 35.89***)

Very sat~sf~ed 70% 45% 30% 19%

Somewhat sat~sf~ed 14 31 37 35

Somewhat d~ssat~sf~ed 11 15 16 19

Very d~ssat~sf~ed 5 9 18 26

(Sample s~ze) (37) (105) (57) (68)

CONTROL HOUSEHOLDS
(Ch~-squared = 24.64** )

Very sat~sf~ed 69% 35% 31% 29%

Somewhat sat~sf~ed 19 35 37 31

Somewhat d~ssat~sf~ed 9 16 22 18

Very d~ssat~sf~ed 3 15 10 22

(Sample s~ze) (32) (211) (49) (142)

SAMPLE: Minimum Standards and Control households act~ve at two years
after enrollment whose un~ts failed the M~nimum Standards requ~rements at
enrollment and that did not move between the Baseline Interv~ew and enroll­
ment, excluding those with enrollment incomes over the el~gili~l~ty l~=ts and
those l~v~ng ~n their own homes or in subs~d~zed hous~ng.

DATA SOURCES: In~t~al and monthly Household Report Forms, Hous~ng

Evaluat10n Forms, and Base11ne Interviews.
NOTE: Percentages do not add to 100 due to rounfung.
** S~gn~f~cant at the 0.01 level.
*** S~gn~ficant at the 0.001 level.
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~S used as a meaSure of mob~l~ty. Households that move less frequently

are expected to be more hkely to stay and upgrade. The elderly, who have

substant~ally lower mob~l~ty than other households, are also expected to

be more l~kely to upgrade. Households w~th higher ~ncome may be more

llkely to upgrade because of the assoc~at1on of hlgher lncome and better

qual1ty un~ts. M~nor1ty households, on the other hand, fall more M~nlmwn

Standards components than nonmnority households and thus may f~nd ~t more

d~ff~cult to upgrade. Flnally, households Wlth a greater number of persons

per room, because they may be more l~kely to fa~l the occupancy requlrement,

are also expected to be less 11kely to upgrade.

Table

b~ned

2-14 presents est~mates of the probab~l~ty of upgrad~ng for the com­
1

sltes. The sample used for estlmatlon 1S substantlally the same as

the sample used throughout thlS analysls, that ~s, households not meetlng
2

M~nlmwn Standards requ1rements at enrollment. The results lnd~cate a

rather substantlal experlmental effect: the estlmated Experlmental rate

of upgrad~ng exceeds the Control rate by 10 percentage pOlnts ln the com­

b~ned equat~on, or about tWlce the dlfference lndlcated by the tabular

comparlson presented 1n Table 2-2.

Other expectatlons are borne out as well. Hlgher qual1.ty unltS and less

crowded un1ts are more lJ.kely to be upgraded. HouseholdS that have moved

less often In the past and households that are more satisfJ.ed Wlth theJ.r

un~t and nelghborhood are more 11kely to upgrade. DeIOClgraphlc var~ables

and income appear to have no lndependent effect on upgradJ.ng when the J.n­

fluence of lnJ.tlal housJ.ng' qua11ty, dJ.stance from meetJ.ng Mlnlmwn Standards,

and attachment to the unlt are taken lnto consJ.deratlon.

1 . .
Separate estJ.mates for Plttsburgh and Phoenlx are presented J.n

Append~x IV, Tables IV-19 and 20. A l~kelihood rat~o test of s~te homo­
geneity reJected the hypothes~s that the two s~tes could be pooled. The
d~fference ~n tw~ce the log l~kel~hood for the pooled and unpooled est~­

mates was 36.94 wh~ch was not s~gn~f~cant at the 0.01 level. The pattern
of results for the separate est1mates are not, however, rnaterJ.ally dlffer­
ent from the pooled estlmates Shown here.

2
Slnce lncorne level J.S controlled for J.n the equatlon, the over-

lncome enrollment cutoff was not used.
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Table 2-14

LOGIT ESTIMATE OF THE PROBABILITY OF UPGRADING TO
MEET MINIMUM STANDARDS

INDEPENDENT VARIABLES
ASYMPTOTIC

COEFFICIENT t-STATISTIC
PARTIAL
DERIVATIVE

Age of head of household (decades)

Black head of household

Span~sh Amer~can head of household

Annual net income (thousands)

Female head of household

Educat~on of head of household

-0.087 0.92

0.009 0.02

-0.467 -0.74

0.036 0.53

-0.238 -0.94

0.015 0.33

0.008

0.008

-0.042

0.003

-0.022

0.001

Number of moves in previous
three years

Unit and neighborhood sat~sfact~on

Persons per room

Dlstance from meet2ng requlrements
(number of phys~cal components
fa~led)

-0.275* -2.33*

0.175t 1.75t

-1.567** -3.51**

-0.881** -4.95**

-0.025

0.016

-0.143

-0.080

Qual~ty per room

Exper~ental household (Hous~ng Gap
~n~um Standards)

0.069** 2.93**

1.141** 4.84**

0.006

0.104

CONSTANT -3.510** -2.69** NA

L~kel~ood rat~o (s~gn~f~cance)

Mean of dependent var~able

Coeff~c~ent of dete~nat~on

Sample s~ze

109.003**

0.101

0.244

(680)

level.
level.
level.

0.10
0.05
0.01

SAMPLE: M~n~mum Standards and Control households actlve at two
years after enrollment whose unltS fal1ed the Mlnlmurn Standards requlre­
ments at enrollment,.excluding those I1vlng In thelr own homes or In
Subsldlzed houslng.

DATA SOURCES: Inlt~al and monthly Household Report Forms, Houslng
Evaluatlon Forms, and Basellne Interv16ws.

t t-statlstlc s~gnlflcant at the
* t-statlstlc slgnlflcant at the
** t-statlstlc slgnlflcant at the
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2.5 CONCLUSIONS

Upgrad~ng to meet the M~nimum Standards requ~rements appears to be part of

an ongo1ng process of repa1r and ma1ntenance. Thus, about 8 percent of the

Control households ~n P~ttsburgh and Phoen~x upgraded their enrollment un~ts

to meet ~n~mum Standards. A s~gnif~cantly h~gher proport~on, 13 percent,

of the M~nimum Standards households upgraded, however, and all the available

evidence suggests that the exper1ment had a clear effect on upgrad1ng.

Almost all add~t~onal upgrad~ng by M~n~mum Standards households occurred ~n

the f1rst year of the exper1ment; the rate of upgrad1ng for M1n1mum Stand­

ards households was s~gn~f~cantly greater than the Control rate dur~ng the

f~rst year but almost ~dent~cal dur~ng the second year.

The ~n~t~al hous~ng qual~ty of upgraders was s~gn~f~cantly better than that

of households that stayed and dJ.d not meet requlrements.. ThJ.s was true for

both Control and MJ.nJ.mum Standards households.. On average, upgraders 11ved

1n h1gher-pr1ced un1tS that had a h1gher inlt1al level of housing servJ.ces,

faJ.led fewer M1nJ.mum Standards components, were less crowded, and had a

better overall rat1ng based on elther phys1cal depr1vat10n or the hous10g

evaluator's overall rat1ng of the unJ.t.

In add~t~on, ~t appears that Control households that upgraded had better

hous~ng at enrollment than M~n~mum Standards upgraders. Thus, wh~le upgrad­

~ng ~nvolved modest changes for both groups, M~n~mum Standards upgrad~g d~d

requ1re extra effort. Th1S ~s conf1r.med by assess1ng the two-year change ~n

the hous1ng SerV1ces 1ndexj the 1ncrease was larger for M1nimum Standards

than for Control upgraders. No above-normal J..ncreaSe J..n rent occurred,

however, wh~ch supports the J..mpress~on that the requ1red repa1rs were rela­

t~vely nu.nor.

Log~t est~mates of the probab~l~ty of upgrad~ng conf~rm the f1nd~ngs concern­

J..ng experJ..mental effect, the J..mpact of J..n1tJ..al unJ..t qualJ..ty on upgradJ..ng,

and the J..mportance of attachment to the unJ..t J..n predJ..ctJ..ng upgradJ..ng. Thus,

the est=ated Exper~mental rate of upgrad~ng exceeds the Control rate by a

rather substantJ..al amount--lO percentage pOJ..nts. H~gher qualJ..ty unJ..ts, less

crowded unJ..ts, and unJ..ts that faJ..led fewer requJ.rements were more IJ..kely to

be upgraded. F~nally, households that moved less or were more sat~sf~ed w~th

the~r un~t and neighborhood were also more l~kely to upgrade.
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CHAPTER 3

MEETING MINIMUM RENT REQUIREMENTS IN PLACE

Rather than be~ng requ~red to l~ve ~n hous~ng that meets the M~n~mum Stand­

ards requ~rements, households ass~gned to the M~nlmum Rent allowance plans

were requlred to spend at least a speclfled nununum amount on housing in

order to recelve payments. Thus I the MlnJ.InUIn Rent plans allowed the house­

hold to obtaln whatever houslng the market provided above the MlnJ.rnum Rent

level. The requlred Ml.nl.mum Rent levels were based on the estJ.mated cost

of modest, eXl.stJ.ng, standard housJ.ng (C*), whJ.ch varl.ed by household sJ.ze
1

and slte. Because housJ.ng evaluations are not requlred, a MJ.nJ.mum Rent

requJ.rement 15 a~nJ.stratJ.vely 51-ropIer and less costly than MJ.nl.mum Stand­

ards. At the same tJ.me, l.t 15 less clearly tJ.ed to speclfJ.c housJ.ng quallty

crlterl.a. The hypothesls was that pay1.ng rent close to C* would, on average,

assure modest, adequate hous1.ng, wh1.le allow1.ng 1.nd1.vl.dual households cons1.d­

erable freedom of cho1.ce. As dl.scussed below, however, many factors can con­

tr1.bute to l.ncreased rent wl.th no correspond1.ng lncreaSe 1.n quall.ty.

Two Ml.n1.mum Rent levels were used 1.n the Demand Experl.Inent. Households

assl.gned to the Mlnlmum Rent Low allowance plan were requ1.red to ll.ve 1.n

un1.ts whose rents were at least 70 percent of C*; households assl.gned to the

M1.n1.murn Rent Hlgh allowance plan were requlred to 11.ve l.n unl.ts whose rents

were at least 90 percent of C*.2 The est1.mated cost of modest, eX1.st1.ng,

standard hous~ng (C*) and the result~ng Min~mum Rent levels are shown ~n

Table 3-1.

About 62 percent of the ~n~mum Rent Low households ~n P~ttsburgh already

met the M~n~mum Rent requ~rement when they enrolled (see F~gure 3-1). As

would be expected, a much smaller proportion (30 percent) of enrolled house­

holds met Ml.nl.murn Rent H1.gh. The patteJ:11 1.S the same 1.n Phoen1.x, though the

proport1.ons that met 1.n1.tl.ally are smaller for both requ1.rements--48 percent

1
Refer to Append1.x I for a descr1.pt1.on of the treatments 1.n the

Demand Exper1.ment. C* 1.S also a parameter 1.n the Housl.ng Gap subs1.dy
formula.

2
Rent 1.S def1.ned here as the monthly cost of an unfurn1.shed dwell-

1ng un1t, 1.ncludl.ng basic utl.l1.ties (electrl.cl.ty, heat, gas, water, and
garbage collect~on). See Append~x II for further deta~l.
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Table 3-1

MINIMUM RENT LEVELS AND THE ESTIMATED COST OF
MODEST STANDARD HOUSING

ORIGINAL VALUES REVISED VALUES~
Household S~ze Household S~ze

LEVELS 1 2 3,4 5,6 7+ 1 2 3,4 5,6 7+

PITTSBURGH

M~nl.mum Rent Low (0. 7C*) $74 $84 $98 $112 $133 $81 $91 $105 $119 $144

MJ.nimum Rent H~gh (O.9C*) 95 108 126 144 171 104 117 135 153 185

Estimated CO~t of modest
standard hous~ng (C*) 105 120 140 160 190 115 130 150 170 205

......
PHOENIX

MJ.nJ.mum Rent Low (0.7C*) $88 $109 $126 $154 $186 $95 $116 $133 $165 $196

Minimum Rent High (0.9C*) 113 140 162 198 239 122 149 171 212 252

Est~mated cost of modest
standard hous~ng (C*) 125 155 180 220 265 135 165 190 235 280

a. In February 1975 the MJ.nJ.mum Rent levels were J.ncreased to reflect J.ncreases due to l.nflation.



PITTSBURGH

Mlnllllum Rent low Households

FIgure 3-1

MINIMUM RENT REQUIREMENT STATUS AT ENROLLMENT AND AT TWO YEARS

MINIMUM RENT LOW

PHOENIX

Mln1ffiUm Rent low Uou~eholds

Met requIrements at enrollment

62%
(n=78)

Control Households

Met requIrements at enrollment

62%
(n=197)

Old not meet requIrements
at enrollment

3B%
(n=47)

J. J.
Met re- Old not meet
qUI rements requl rements
at Two Yrs at Two Years

60% 40%
(n=28) (n=19)

Old not meet requIrements
at enrollment

38%
(n=122)

J. J.
Met re~ Did not meet
quirements requIrements
at Two Yrs at Two Years

40% 60%
(n=49) (n=73)

Met requirements at enrollment

48%
(n=47)

Control Households

Met requIrements at enrollment

44%
(n=121)

Old not meet requ1rements
at enrollment

52%
(n=50)

" "Met re- Old not meet
qUlrements requl rernents
at Two Yrs at Two Years

60% 40%
(n=30) (n=20)

01 d not meet requnements
at eorollment

56%
(n=155)

J. J.
Met re- Old not meet
quirements requl rements
at Two Yrs at Two 'tears

19% 81%
(n=30) (n=125)



F,gure 3-1 (continued)

MINIMUM RENT HIGH

..
'"

PITTSBURGH

Mlnllilum Rent H19h Households

Met requnelllents at enrollment

30%
(n=35)

Control Households

Met requlrements at enrollment

31%
(n=98)

Old not meet requlrements
at enrollment

70%
(n=B2)

~ !
Met re- Old not meet
qUlrements requlrements
at Two Vrs at Two Years

32% 68%
(n=26) (n=56)

O,d not meet requlrements
at enrollment

69%
(n=221)

~ .L
Met re~ Old not meet
qUirements reqUl rements
at Two Vrs at Two Years

22% 78%
(n=49) (n=I72)

PHOENIX

M,nlmum Rent High Households

Met requnements at enrollment

20%
(n=21)

Control Households

Met requlrements at enrollment

24%
(n=65)

Did not meet requlrements
at eorollment

80%
(n=84)

• J.
Met re- Old not meet
qUlrements requl rements
at Two Vrs at Two Years

39% 61%
(n=33) (n=51 )

Old not meet requlrements
at enrollment

76%
(n=210)

• .L

Met re- Old not meet
qUlrements requl rements
at Two Vrs at Two Years

15% 85%
(n=32) (n=178)

SAMPLE. M1n1mum Rent and Control households actlve at two years after enrollment. excluding those w1th enrollment lncomes over the
el1g1bll1ty llm1ts and those llv1ng 1n thelr own homes or 1n subsid1zed houslng.

DATA SOURCES. In,t,a] and monthly Household Report Forms



for M~n~um Rent Low and 20 percent for Min~mum Rent H~gh. The f~gures for

Control households are s~~lar to those for Exper1mental households ~n both

sltes.

Experlmental households resld~ng in unltS that met thelr Mln~mum Rent requ~re­

ment were ~mmed~ately el~g~le for full hous~ng allowance payments. House­

holds resld~ng In unltS wlth rents below thelr Mlnlmurn Rent requ~rement could

meet the~r M~n~mum Rent requ~rement by mov~ng to unltS with rents above the

M~nlmum Rent level or by negotlat~ngwlth thelr landlords to ra~se the rent

1n thelr current un~ts--presumably~n exchange for addltl0nal hous~ng serv-

~ces, repa~rs, or ~mprovements.

ra~sed rents suff~c~ently to meet

In addltl0n, normal
1

the requlrement ..

~nflat~on may have

ThlS chapter ~s pr~mar~ly concerned w~th households that d~d not meet the

M1n1.mum Rent requ~rement when they enrolled, but later met without moving~

There are two maJor ~ssues. The f1rst l.ssue 1.S whether the allowance offer

l.nduced some add1t1.onal households to meet the M1.n~mum Rent requ~rement l.n

place. In-place meet1.ng could s1.mply result from normal per~od1.c rent

l.ncreases due to ~nflat10n or ~mprovements to the un~t. In th1.S case,

M~n~mum Rent households would be expected to meet ~n place at about the

same rate as Control households. Alternat1.vely, 1.n-place meet~ng could

also reflect e~ther d~rect negot~at~on w~th the landlord or tenant w~ll~ng­

ness to accept larger rent ~ncreases than they normally would.

Sect1.on 3.1 compares the rates at wh1.ch Control and Mln1mum Rent households

met M1.n~mum Rent requ1.rements 1.n place. Sect10n 3 .. 2 relates meet1.ng 1.n

place to var1.OUS measures of 1.n~t~al hous1.ng cond~tl0n. Flnally, Section

3~3 presents est1.mates of the exper1.mental effect on 1.n-place meet~ng based

on a log1.t analys~s taklng account of the household's 1.nlt1.al hous1.ng and

var~ous demograph~c characterlstlcs.

The second lssue addressed In th~s chapter ~s whether the rent 1.ncreases

lnvolved 1n 1.n-place meet1.ng were accornpan~ed by any real changes l.n hous1ng.

Thls 1.S part1.cularly 1.mportant 1.f the allowance 1.nduced some households to

meet requ1rements l.n place (and thus, apparently, to pay hlgher rents than

they would otherw1.se). Sect1.on 3~4 exam1.nes changes ~n the houslng and rents

of both Exper~mental and Control households that d~d and d~d not meet requ~re­

ments 1.n place~

1
C* was adJusted ~n 1975 to reflect the est~mated rate of rent

lnflatl0n l.n both sltes.
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As was the case W1th M1n~um Standards, households are def1ned as meet1ng

M~n1mum Rent 1n place 1f they falled to meet the requirement at enrollment,

dld not move durlng the two years of the experiment, but met the Mlnlmum

Rent requirement based on data collected at 6, 12, and 24 months after

enrollment. Th1S 1S done to pernut compar1son

though ~t d~ffers somewhat from actual program

3.1 MEETING /lINlMUM RENT IN PLACE

w~th Control
1

operatlon.

households,

Relatlvely few households met MJ.nJ.mum Rent requJ.rements J.O place, as J.5

ev~dent from Table 3-2. For M~n~mum Rent Low households, a total of 16

percent stayed 1n the1r enrollment un1.ts and met the requ1rements, whJ.le

for M~n~mum Rent H~gh households, only 6 percent d~d so. An exper~mental

effect on meet1ng J.n place, as eV1denced by substantial or sJ.gnif1.cant

d1.£ferences between the rates of Control and Exper1mental households, 1.S

apparent only for M~n~mum Rent Low and then only ~n P~ttsburgh. Among

households not meet1ng Min1.mum Rent Low requ1reroents at enrollment 1.n

P1.ttsburgh, 28 percent of the M1.n1mum Rent Low households later met

requ1rements 1n the1.r enrollment un1.ts wh1le only 14 percent of Control

households d~d so.

1
All households enrolled ~n the exper~ment reported the~r rent

each month and subrnltted rent receJ.pts. Thus, Mlnimum Rent households met
requlrements whenever the1r monthly rent went above the rn1n1mum level. As
wJ.th MinJ.mUIn Standards, once hav1.ng met reqw.rements, households were con­
s1.dered to cont1nue to meet thereafter as long as they stayed 1n the same
un1t. Th1S was done prllUarily to avo1d undue hardshlp.. Thus, for example,
MlnJ.rnum Rent levels were adJusted after one year to reflect 1.nflat10n 1.0
the two S1.tes.. It d1.d not seem appropr1.ate, however, to suddenly stop
payments to households that had already met the requ~rements s~mply

because the1.r units' rents had not rJ.sen as mUch as the average.. An on­
gOlng program would, however, have to deal wJ.th th1.S problem.

Although monthly ~nformat~on was collected for all households, the central
ana1ytJ.c data base used 1n the Demand ExperJ.rnent analysJ.s cons1.ders only
rents at four cross-sectJ.onal pOJ.nts--enrollment, and 6, 12, and 24 months
after enrollment. Th~s ~s done to allow monthly data to be matched w~th

other J.nformation from J.ntervJ.ews and housJ.ng evaluat1.ons conducted at
these 1.ntervals.. As a result, J.n-place meeting has been def1.ned for thJ.s
analysJ.s 1.n terms of meetJ.ng reqUJ.rements at these four analyt~c cross sec­
t~ons. In fact, among households that d1.d not move dur~ng the two years of
the exper1ment, the results based on the analytic cross sectJ.on are almost
~dent~cal to those obta~ned by cons~dering monthly data (see Appendix II) •

As with Muumum Standards upgrad1.ng, an alternat1ve def1nitJ.on of rneetJ.ng in
place can be dehned in terms of how households f~rst met fun~mum Rent require­
ments, regardless of whether they subsequently moved. Tabulat~ons for th~s

defi~tion--appl~edto all enrolled households--are presented ~n Appendix III.
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Table 3-2

MINIMUM RANT REQUIREMENTS AND MOBILITY STATUS AT
TWO YEARS FOR HOUSEHOLDS NOT MEETING MINIMUM RENt!' AT ENROLLMENT

MINIMUM RENT LOW

COMBINED SITES PITTSBURGH PHOENIX

MINIMUM MINIMUM MINIMUM
RENI' LOW CONTROL RENT LOW CONTROL RENT LOW CONTROL

OU'l'COMES HOUSEHOLDS HOUSEHOLDS t-STATISTIC HOUSEHOLDS HOUSEHOLDS t-STATISTIC HOUSEHOLDS HOUSEHOLDS t-STATISTIC

Stayed and passed 16t 8t 2.25* 28t 14t 2.13* 6t 3t 0.82

Stayed and fa~led 31 50 -3.24*** 36 51 -1. 7St 26 50 -2.41**

Moved and passed 43 21 4.21*"- 32 26 0.78 54 17 4.41***

Moved and fal.led 9 21 2.65** 4 9 -1.10 14 31 -L89t

SAMPLE SIZE (97) (277) (47) (122) (50) (155)

MINIMUM RENT HIGH

'" COMBINED SITES PITTSBURGH PHOENIX<!)

MINIMUM MINIUMUM MINIMUM
RENT HIGH CONTROL RENT HIGH CONTROL RENT HIGH CONTROL

OUTCOMES HOUSEHOLDS HOUSEIIOLDS t-STATISTIC HOUSEHOLDS HOUSEHOLDS t-STATISTIC HOUSEHOLDS HOUSEHOLDS t-STATISTIC

Stayed and passed 6t 6t Ut 9. 0.53 1% 3t -1.01

Stayed and failed 44 52 -L75t 55 59 -0.63 33 45 -1.89t

Moved and passed 30 13 4.87*** 21 14 2.64"- 38 12 5.09*"-

Moved and fa~led 20 29 -2.23* 13 19 -1.22 27 40 -2.09*

SAMPLE SIZE (166) (431) (82) (221) (84) (210)

SAMPLE: Ml.nl.mum Rent and Control households actl.ve at two years after enrollment that fa~led the Ml.nl.mum Rent requl.rements at enrollment,
excludl.ng those wl.th enrollment l.ncomes over the ell.gl.bl.l~ty ll.ml.ts and those ll.vl.ng l.n thel.r own homes or in sUbsl.dized housl.ng.

DATA SOURCE: Inl.t~al and monthly Hous.ehold Report Forms.
t t-stat~st~c s~gnl.fl.cant at the 0.10 level.
* t-statist~c s~gnifl.cant at the 0.05 level •
• * t-statl.stl.C sign~fl.cant at the 0.01 level •
• ** t-statl.stl.C s~gnif~cant at the 0.001 level.



EV1dence of an exper1mental effect 1n Plttsburgh on the rate of meet1ng

M1n1.mum Rent Low 1n place 1S corroborated when the rates are eXaIn1.ned

separately for the f~rst and second years after enrollment (see Table 3-3).

The experlmental effect observed for Mlnlmum Rent Low households 1n Pitts­

burgh only occurred dur1ng the f1rst year after enrollment. Th1.S 1S

~dent~cal to the pattern observed for M~n~mum Standards households in

Chapter 2. Dur~ng the first year, 32 percent of P~ttsburgh M~n~mum Rent

Low households not meet1ng requlrements at enrollment met M1nlmurn Rent Low
1

~n place, while only 11 percent of the Control households d~d so. Dur~ng

the second year, almost no households met 1n place. The MlnJ.mum Rent H1gh

group 10 Plttsburgh showed a s.1.mllar pattern. A s.1.gn.1.f1cant difference 1S

evident ~n the f~rst year after enrollment: 13 percent of the P~ttsburgh

M.1.n.1.mum Rent H.1.gh households met requ.1.rements, compared to 6 percent of

the Control households. Dur.1.ng the second year, however, only one Mln.1.mum

Rent H.1.gh household met J.n place, and when the two years are comb.1.ned the

d1fference 1n rates 1S not sJ.gn.1.f1cant. No effect 1S apparent 10 Phoen.1.x

for eJ.ther M101mum Rent LoW or H.1.gh 10 e.1.ther year, as shown .1.0 Table 3-4.

Table 3-5 .1.nd.1.cates the ways 1n wh.1.ch M1nlmum Rent households met requ.1.re­

ments dur1ng the exper1ment--by meet.1.ng at enrollment or by meetJ.ng after

enrollment e1ther 1n place or by mov1ng. In-place meet1ng 1S much less

1mportant for M1n1murn Rent than for M.1.nlmurn Standards households. For

both ~n~mum Rent Low and M~n~mum Rent H~gh, only 9 percent of the total

populatlon that eventually met the Mlnlmum Rent requirement met .1.0 place.

Th.1.S was partlcularly eV.1.dent 1n Phoen.1.x, where a total of four experimen­

tal households met e.1.ther M.1.nlmurn Rent requ.1.rement .1.n place. Meet.1.ng 1n

place was more .1.mportant 1n P.1.ttsburgh, and .1.0 some ways comparable to the

exper.1.ence for M.1.n1mum Standards households. For~y-s.1.x percent of the

M.1.n.1.mum Rent Low households that met after enrollment and 35 percent of

the M.1.n1mum Rent H.1.gh households that met after enrollment, met 1n place

(as compared to 45 percent for M~n~mum Standards). Overall, 12 percent

of all M.1.nlmum Rent LoW and 15 percent of all Mlnlmum Rent HJ.gh reC.1.plents

1n P.1.ttsburgh met 1n place, as compared W.1.th 24 percent of M.1.n.1.mum

1 '
The rate of J.n-place meet.1.ng 15 h.1.gher 1n the fJ.rst year than for

the two years combined because some households that met 10 place later
moved.
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Table 3-3

EXPERIMENTAL EFFECTS FOR IN-PLACE MEETING
DURING THE FIRST AND SECOND YEARS AFTER ENROLLMENT PITTSBURGH

(MINIMUM RENT LOW'

FIRST YEAR SrCOND YEAR

MINIMUM MINIMUM
RENT I..oW CONTROL RENT I,OW CONTROL

OUTCOMES HOUSEIlOLDS nOUSEHOLDS t-STATJSTIC HOUSEIlOI,OS HOUSF:JIOJ,OS t-S'l'ATIc;TIC

stayed and paso;ed 32> 11\ 3.119"""* 4> 6' -0.407

Stayed and fal.]ed 43 66 -2.827*· 79 77 0.271

Moved and passc'~ 17 16 0.222 17 12 0.656

Moved and falled 8 7 0.240 -- 5 -1.152

SAMPLE SIZE (47) (122) (24) (94)

(MINIMUM RENT HIGH)

FIRST YEAR SECOND YEAR

MINIMUM MINIMUM
RENT HIGH CONTROL RENT HIGH CONTROL

OUTCOMES HOUSEHOLDS HOUSEHOLDS t-STATISTIC HOUSEHOLDS HOUSEHOLDS t-STATISTIC

Stayed and passed 13> 6\ 1.999* 2\ 6> -1.370

Stayed and fal.led 66 72 -1.104 85 80 0.80B

Moved and passed 15 7 1.9BO· 8 5 0.972

Moved and falled 6 14 -1.890t 5 9 0.906

S1\.MPLE SIZE (82) (221) (59) (195)

FIRST YEAR SAMPLE Mlnlmum Rent and Control households active at two years after enrollment that falled the Mlnlmum Rent
requlrements at enrollment, exclud1ng those wlth enrollment 1ncomes over the ellg3bi1lty Ilmlts and those IlVl.ng l,n thel.r own homes or
In SUbSldl.zed housl.ng.

SECOND YEAR SAMPLE M1nlmurn Rent and Control households actlve at two years after enrollment that failed the M1nlmum Rent
requ1rements at one year, exclud1ng those W1th enrollment incomes over the e11g~bl.11ty 11mits and those 11v1ng in the1r own homes or
1n SUbS1d1zed houSl.ng.

DATA SOURCE In1tl.al and monthly Household Report Forms.
t t-statl.stl.c s1gn1fl.cant at the 0.10 level.
• t-statistic sl.gnif1cant at the 0.05 level.
•• t-stat1stl.C s~gn1ficant at the 0.01 level.
,.* t-statl.stic sl.gn1f1cant at the 0.001 level.



Table 3-4

EXPERIMENTAL EFFECTS FOR IN-PLACE MEETING
DURING THE FIRST AND SECOND YEARS AFTER ENROLLMENT: PHOENIX

(MINIMUM RENT LOW)

FIRST YEAR SECOND YEAR

MINIMUM MINIMUM
RENT J.DW CONTROL RENT LOW CONTROL

OUTCOMES HOUSEHOLDS HOUSEHOT~DS t-STATISTIC HOUSEHOLDS HOUSEHOLDS t-STATISTIC

Stayed and passed 6' 3\ 0.893 10 .. 0.599

Stayed and falled 40 51 -2.060* 52 10 -1.881t

Moved and passed 42 12 4.664*** 24 6 2.935**

Moved and falled 12 28 -2.303* 11 19 -0.275

SAMPLE SIZE (50) (151) (29) (139)

(MINIMUM RENT HIGH)

\J1 FIRST YEAR SECOND YEAR
tv

MINIMUM MINIMUM
RENT HIGH CONTROL RENT HIGH CONTROL

OUTCOMES HOUSEHOLDS HOUSEHor~DS t-sTATISTIC HOUSEHOLDS HOUSEHOLDS t-STATISTIC

Stayed and passed --0 50 -2.021* 2\ 1\ 0.409

Stayed and falled 40 53 -1.876t 69 68 0.168

Moved and passed 33 1 5.758*** 14 5 2.478*

Moved and falled 26 36 -1.535 14 26 -1. 798t

SAMPLE SIZE (84) (211) (55) (181)

FIRST YEAR SAMPLE Mlnlmum Rent and Control households act1ve at two years after enrollment that failed the Mln1mum Rent
requlrements at enrollment, e~clud1ng those W1th enrollment J.ncomes over th~ ellgJ.blllty Ilm1ts and those 11v1ng 1n the1r own homes or
1n sllbsld1zed houslng.

SECOND YEAR SAMPLE M1n1mum Rent and Control households actlve at two years after enrollment that fa11ed the M1nlmum Rent
requ1rements at one year, e~clud1ng those with enrollment J.ncomes over the e11g1b11lty Ilmlts and those 11vlng in the1r own homes or
1n subsid1zed hOUS10g.

DATA SOURCE' InJ.tJ.al and monthly Household Report Forms.
t t-stat1stlc s1gn1f1cant at the 0.10 level.
* t-stat1stlc slgnif1cant at the 0.05 level.
** t-stat1stic signlflcant at the 0.01 level.
*** t-stat1st1c slgnlf1cant at the 0.001 level.



Table 3-5

HOUSEHOLDS MEETING MINIMUM RENT AT TWO YEARS:
HOW THE REQUIREMENT WAS MET

PERCENTAGE
OF THOSE
MEETING AT
TWO YEARS

PERCENTAGE
0[' THOSE
MEETING AT
TWO YEARS

PERCENTAGE
OF THOSE
MEETING AT
TWO YEARSSTATUS

MINIMUM RENT LOW

Met M1n1mum Rent Low requ1rement at
enrollment

COMBINED SITES

PERCEN'rAGE
MEETING
REQUIREMENTS
AFTER
ENROLLMENT

68\ 74\

PITTSBURGH

PERCENTAGE
MEETING
REQUIREMENTS
AFTER
ENROLLMENT

60>

PHOENIX

PERCENTAGE
MEETING
REQUIREMENTS
AFTER
ENROLLMENT

01
W

D1d not meet Ml.n1mum Rent Low reqU1re­
ment at enrollment

Met J.n place

Moved and met M1n1mum Rent 1n
the two-year un1t

Total populatJ.on rneetJ.ng M1n1mum Rent Low
at two years

MINIMUM RENT HIGH

Met MJ.nJ.roum Rent HJ.gh requ1rement at
enrollment

D1d not meet MJ.n1mum Rent HJ.gh requJ.re­
ment at enrollment

Met 10 place

Moved and met M1n1mum Rent J.n
the two-year unJ.t

Total populatJ.on rneetJ.ng MJ.nJ.mum Rent HJ.gh
at two years

32

9

23

48'

52

9

43

(181)

(114)

100\

28

72

100\

]7

83

26

12

14

57>

43

15

28

(106)

(61)

1001;

46

54

100\

35

65

40

4

36

38'

62

2

60

(5)

(53)

100\

10

90

100\

3

97

SAMPLE. M1nJ.mum Rent households actJ.ve and meet1ng M1n1mum Rent requJ.rements at two years after enrollment, exclud1ng thOse w1th
enrollment 1ncomes over the elJ.g1b11ity IJ.m1ts and those liv.:mg 1n theJ.r own homes or 10 subSJ.dized hous10g.

DATA SOURCE: InitJ.al and monthly Household Report Forms.



Standards rec~p~ents (the d~fferences pr~mar~ly seem to reflect d~fferences

1n the proport10n of households that met the requ1rements at enrollment).

The follow1ng sect~on d1scusses why some households met M~n1mum Rent ~n

place, why M~nlmum Rent Low households met ln place more frequently than

M1nlmum Rent H1gh households, and why P1ttsburgh households d1d so more

frequently than Phoen1x households.

3.2 FACTORS AFFECTING MEETING MINIMUM RENT IN PLACE

Several factors help to explaln the d~fferences In outcomes for P1ttsburgh

and Phoen1x and for the two levels of Mln1mum Rent. S1te d1fferences In

rates of lnflatlon and normal rnobll1ty help to explaln dlfferences ln the

rates of rneet~ng M~nlmum Rent In place. In addltlon, dlfferences 1n the

"strlngency" of the Mlnlrnum Rent requ~rernents help to expla1n both slte

dlfferences and d~fferences between the two Mlnirnum Rent levels.

As rnentl0ned In the preVl0US chapters, households were normally much more
1

mob1le In Phoenlx than ln Plttsburgh. Hlgher PhoenlX mobll1ty rates are

clearly reflected 1n the mob1l1ty of the M1n1mum Rent households: 60 per­

cent of Phoen~x Mlnlmum Rent Low households not meetlng requlrements at

enrollment moved, compared wlth only 36 percent J.n Plttsburgh.

In add1tJ.on, there 1S eVldence that the rate of 1nflatJ.on J.n rental pay­

ments for households that d1d not.move was h1gher ln Plttsburgh than 1n

Phoen1x. Based on calculatlons made for the sample of Control nonmover

households the dlfference 1n lnflatl0n rates between the S1tes 1S about 5
2

percent. Thus, for households not havJ.ng an excessJ.vely large gap between

enrollment rent and the MlnJ.mum Rent requ1rement, the probabllity of meet­

~ng the requlrement Vla normal changes J.n rent should be greater In

P1ttsburgh.

1
The reasons for th1s are not clear but seem to reflect a general

dlfference between the Northeast and Southwest (see MacM1llan, 1978).
2 -

The estlmated 1nflatl0n rates are 14.8 percent and 10.0 percent
(over two years) ln Pittsburgh and Phoenlx, as measured by the change In
rent for Control nonmovers. An alternatlve estlmate, the mean dJ.fference
between actual rent at two years and the rent predlcted by the hedonlC
equatl0n Ylelds lnflatlon rates of 13 percent and 7.3 percent In PlttS­
burgh and Phoen1x, respect1vely (see Merr1ll, 1977, Table 4-16).
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The dlstance from meet~ng requlrements, as measured by the dlfference be­

tween rent at enrollment and rent needed to meet Mln1murn Rent may be the

most cruel-al aspect affectlng whether a household met Min1murn Rent 1n place.

As was d1scussed 1n Chapter 2, dl.stance from meet1ng M1nlltlUIll. Standards 1 as

measured by the 1n1t1.al condit10n of the ill11.t, was an 1mportant determ1nant

of whether a household ult1mately met M1n1mum Standards 1n place. The

fewer M1n1mum Standards components the unit fa1led and the h1gher 1.ts in1­

tl.al qua11ty, the more 11kely l.t WaS to meet MJ.nJ.murn Standards through up­

gradJ.ng. Sl.mllarly, households 11.v1.ng J.n enrollment unJ.ts Wl.th rents close

to the MJ.nJ.mum Rent level should have had a greater chance of meetl.ng the

requirements without movl.ng than households that were ll.vl.ng l.n units wJ.th

rents very much lower than the requJ.red level.

As shown ~n Table 3-6, households that ult~mately succeeded ~n meet~ng Mini­

mum Rent ~n place were ~n~t~ally much closer to meet~ng M~n~mum Rent than
1

the households that never met the requ~rement. It ~s also ev~dent from

the table that M~n~mum Rent Low households were closer to meet~ng their

requ~rements than Ml.n~mum Rent Hl.gh households, as would be expected. The

overall mean d~stance for Ml.nl.mum Rent Low households l.n Pl.ttsburgh was $16

as compared W1th $28 for M1n1mum Rent H1gh households. The correspond1ng

f1gures for Phoen1x M1n1mum Rent households are $36 and $64. Clearly,

Pl.ttsburgh households were closer to meetl.ng than Phoen~x households. For

both M1nl.mum Rent Low and Ml.n~murn Rent Hl.gh, the overall mean d~stances of
2 3

P1ttsburgh households were less than half those of Phoen1x households. '

1
Households that met the M~n~mum Rent requl.rements by movl.ng were

also closer to meet1ng 1n1t1ally than households that never met, though
generally farther away than those that met 1n place.

2
Invest~gat~on of dl.fferences ~n the l.nl.tl.al dl.stributl.on of

Experl.mental and Control dl.stances and of ~nteractl.ons between the experl.­
mental effect and dl.stance dl.d not reveal any new results. An experl.men­
tal effect on meet~ng ~nimum Rent ~n place contl.nues to be apparent only
for M1n1mUIll Rent Low households 1n P1ttsburgh. The effect was only appar­
ent for households w1th1n $25 of meet1ng the requ1rement 1nit1ally. S1nce
82 percent of the M1n1.ffium Rent Low and Control households 1n P1ttsburgh
were w~th~n th~s range, however, the fl.ndl.ng that ~nduced meetl.ng waS
l1m1ted to th1s range 1S not strong. See Append1x VII for details.

3Fl.gures on d1stance from meetl.ng as a percentage of l.n~tl.al rent
are g~ven l.n Appendl.x VII.
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Table 3-6

MEAN CHANGE IN RENT NEEDED TO MEET
MINIMUM RENT REQUIREMENTS AT ENROLLMENT

MINIMUM RENT LOW MINIMUM RENT HIGH
PITTSBURGH PHOENIX PITTSBURGH PHOENIX

MINIMUM MINIMUM MINIMUM MINIMUM
RENT LOW CONTROL RENT LOW CON'rROL RENI' HIGH CONTROL RENT HIGH CONTROL

OUTCOMES HOUSEHOLDS HOUSEHOLDS HOUSEHOLDb HOUSEHOLDS HOUSeHOLDS HOUSEHOLDS HOUSEHOLDS HOUSEHOLDS

I
Stayed and passed $10 $12 $l4 $2l $13 $15 $l4 $3l

(l) (l7) (3) (4) (9) (l9) (l) (6)

Stayed and fa~led 24 l6 38 40 30 32 77 68
(l7) (62) (l3) (77) (45) (l3l) (28) (94)

Moved and passed II l3 3l 28 25 28 45 4l
(l5) (32) (27) (26) (l7) (30) (32) (26)

Moved and fa1led 3l l6 6l 40 34 36 78 63
(2) Ill) (7) (48) (ll) 14l) (23) (84)

Overall mean d~stance $l6 $l5 $36 $38 $28 $3l $64 $62
(47) (l22) (50) (l55) (82) (22l) (84) (2l0)

SAMPLE M~n~mum Rent and Control households act1ve at two years after enrollment that failed the M~n~mum Rent requ~rements at
enrollment, exclud1ng those w1th enrollment 1ncomes over the el1gibil1ty 11mits and those living ~n their own homes or 1n subs1d1zed
hous1ng.

DATA SOURCES In1t1al and monthly Household Report Forms.



In~tial dl.stance can also be measured ~n terms of the allowance offer.

Table 3-7 shows the ihfference between enrollment rent and the M1n1mum

Rent requ1rernent as a percentage of the allowance payment that the house­

hold would receive once ~t met reqUl.rements. Households that met Ml.nJ.rnum

Rent 1n place only needed to add about 20 percent of their allowance pay­

ment to the rent they were already pay1ng 1n order to meet the M1n1mum Rent

requ1rement. For no other group did the gap represent so 11ttle of the

e11gilile subs1dy. Thus, households that stayed W1thOUt meet1ng requ1rements

would, on average, have had to use well over half of theJ.r allowance payment

to make up the d1fference between the rent they were already pay1ng at
1enrollment and the h1gher rent they needed to pay to meet requ1rements.

The notJ.on of d1stance from meetJ.og ~nJ.mum Rent req~rements should also

take J.nto consJ.deratJ..on prJ.ce heterogeneJ.ty J.O the housJ.ng market. It 1.5

apparent that s1Il1J..lar UIlJ..ts may rent for dJ.fferent amounts. Thus some

un1tS may be better deals than others 1n the sense that they cost less

than the market average for sJ.mJ.lar units. In general, households wl.th

exceptionally good deals would be expected to pay lower rents and thus

more often faJ.l to meet a MJ.nJ.mum Rent requl.rement. LJ.kewJ.se 1 such house­

holds may be less w1111ng to g1ve up the1r good deals 1n order to meet

requ1rements. On the other hand, good deals at enrollment may 1ndicate

unJ.ts that have overdue rent J.ncreaSes and would therefore be more likely

to have l.ncreases large enough to exceed the M~n~mum Rent requ~rement.

The concept of good and bad deals may be measured uS1ng the hedon1c res1d­

ual, wh~ch prov~des a compar~son of actual rent and ~ts estJ.Inated normal

market rent. If the estimated rent 1S greater than the actual rent, the

household ~s sa~d to have a "good deal,1I l~vJ.ng ~n a un.~t whose estimated

normal cost 1S greater than the actual rent the hous1ng 1S paY1ng. L1ke­

w~se, ~f the actual rent J.s much greater than the estJ.mated rent, the
2

household has a "bad deal.

1
The M1n1murn Rent H1gh requ1rement 1nvolved particularly large

changes for households 1n Phoen1x. On average, households that stayed
w1thout meet1ng (or moved and d1d not meet) would have had to use all of
their subs1dy plus adiht10nal household 1ncome to meet M1n1murn Rent H1qh.

2see Merrill (1977), Kennedy and ~rrill (1979), and Friedman and
Weinberg (1978) for a d1scuss10n of hedonic equat10ns, and the interpreta­
tion of hedonJ.c res~duals. The abilJ.ty to make the IIgood deal" J.nterpre­
tat~on of hedon~c res~duals clearly depends on assumptions about the con­
(cont1nued)
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Table 3-7

MEAN [AND MEDIAN] INITIAL DISTANCE FROM
MEETING REQUIREMENTS AS A PERCENTAGE OF FULL SUBSIDY

PITTSBURGH PHOENIX

MINIMUM MINIMUM MINIMUM MINIMUM
RENT LOW SAMPLE RENT HIGH SAMPLE RENT LOW SAMPLE RENT HIGH SAMPLE

OUTCOMES HOUSEHOLDS SIZE HOUSEHOLDS SIZE HOUSEHOLDS SIZE HOUSEHOLDS SIZE

Stayed and passed 16% (13) 20% (9 ) 20% (3) 14% (1)
[12] [18] [13] [14]

Stayed and fa11ed 50 (17) 86 (44) 63 (13) 134 (28)
[44 ] [59] [58] [Ill]

U>

'" Moved and passed 40 (15) 74 (17) 48 (27) 61 (32)
[12] [32] [24] [53]

Moved and failed 92 (2 ) 53 (11) 69 (7) 156 (23)
[92] [42] [54] [101]

Overall mean 39% (47) 72% (81) 53% (50) 111% (84)

SAMPLE: M1nimum Rent and Control households act1ve at two years after enrollment that fa11ed the
M1n1mum Rent reqU1rements at enrollment, excluding those with enrollment 1ncomes over the el1g1bi11ty
lim1ts and those I1v1ng 1n their own homes or in Subs1dized hous1ng.

DATA SOURCES: In1tial and monthly Household Report forms.



Table 3-8 shows the hedon~c reslduals at enrollment for Mlnlmum Rent and

Control households. Few strong patterns are eVJ..dent. On average, house­

holds that fa1led to meet e1ther M1n1mum Rent reqU1rement tended to have

better deals (the mean value of the res1dual was more negat1ve). For

M1n1mum Rent High, Control households that met 1n place had s1gn1f1cantly

worse deals than those that stayed and fa1led (and 1ndeed were the only

group WJ..th posltlve reslduals). There lS, however, no slgnlficant differ­

ence for Control households that met M1n1mum Rent Low 1n place. Small

sample 51zes hlnder comparJ..sons for Experlmental households. Mlnlmum Rent

Low households 1n P1ttsburgh--the only group that showed eV1dence of 1n­

creased In-place meetlng due to the houslng allowance--do have slgnlflcant­

ly worse deals than M1nimum Rent households that stayed and fa1led.

3.3 LOGIT ESTIMATES OF MEETING MINIMUM RENT IN PLACE

ThlS sectlon presents estlmates of the probabl11ty of meetlng M1nlmum Rent

10 place based on a lOglt analysls that controls for demographlc charac­

terlstlcs and the lnltlal houslng posltion. The approach 15 sl~lar to

that for Mlnlmum Standards descrlbed 1n Chapter 2. Again, the sample 1S

Exper1mental and Control households that d1d not meet the1r M1n1mum Rent

requ1rements at enrollment. Equat10ns are est1mated only for P1ttsburgh.

US1ng mult1var1ate analys1s to character1ze the seven Phoen1x households

that met each M1n1mum Rent requ1rement 1n place does not seem reasonable.

The 1ndependent var1ables 1nclude the dollar d1stance from meet1ng requ1re­

ments, household sat1sfact1on w1th the UIl1t and ne1ghborhood, 1ncome, and

demograph1c character1st1cs. As d1scussed above, the gap between

enrollment rent and the M1n1mum Rent requ1rement appears to be an 1mportant

determJ.nant of whether households meet 1n place: as would be expected, the

smaller the d1stance the more l1kely households are to meet requ1rements 1n

place. Secondly, as was shown 1n the analys1s of M1n1mum Standards upgrad­

1ng, households hav1ng a strong conmutment to the1r un1ts, that 1S, house­

holds that are sat1s1fed with the1r enrollment un1tS and have expressed a

(footnote cont1nued)

tent of the residual. In particular, the hedon1c residual may reflect the
value of UIut attr1butes not captured by the var1ables 1ncluded 1n the
hedon1c equation as well as d1fferences 1n pr1ce. In fact, the eV1dence
suggests that almost all of the residual variance 1n Phoenix and about half
of that 1n P1ttsburgh represent pr1ce different1als.
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'l'able 3-8

MEAN LINBAR HEDONIC RESIDUALa

MINIMUM RENT LOW MINIMUM RENT HIGH

PITTSBURGH PHOENIX PITTSBURGH PHOENIX

MINIMUM MINIMUM MINIMUM MINIMUM
RENT LOW CONTROL RENT Lm~ CONTROL RENT HIGH CONTROL RENT HIGH CONTROL

OUTCOMES HOUSEHOLDS HOUSEHOLDS HOUSEHOLDS HOUSEHOLDS UOUSEHOLDS HOUSEHOLDS HOUSEHOLDS HOUSEHOLDS

Stayed and passed -7.J.4 -13.54 -5.66 3.38 -'6.35 4.56 -- 6.36
(11) (15) (2) (3) (8) (19) (0) (5)

Stayed and fa11ed -19.73 -1l.34 -7.02 -9.03 -4.93 -7.52 -16.10 -8.13
(15) (57) (12) (69) (38) (ll5) (25) (86)

Moved and passed -8.12 -13.26 -13.15 -5.38 -5.25 -8.94 -5.07 -1.90
(12) (29) (1a) (24) (17) (23) (25) (17)

Moved and failed -8.15 -7.41 -7.36 -5.89 -9.35 -5.62 -11.81 -5.38
(2) (a) (3) (40) (10) (37) (17) (70)

Overall mean residual -12.21 -11.87 -10.12 -7.19 -5.77 -6.14 -10.90 -6.05
(40) (109) (35) 1l36) (73) (194) (67) (17a)

t-STATISTIC
(stayed/passed vs. 2.02'" 0.45 0.10 -1.16 0.28 2.65*'" -- -1.97t
stayed/fa1led)

SAMPLE. M1n1mum Rent and Cont10l households act1ve at two years after enrollment that fa~led the M1n1mum Rent requ1rements at
enrollment, exclud1ng those with enrollment 1ncornes over the e11g~b111ty lim1ts, those l1v1ng in their own homes or ~n subs~d1zed

hous1ng, and those w1th extreme values for the hedon1C res1dual.
DATA SOURCES: In1t1al and monthly Household Report Forms.
a. The res1dual 1S def1ned as (actual rent-pred1cted rent).
t t-stat1st1c s1gn1f1cant at the 0.10 level.
'" t-stat1st1c s1gn1£~cant at the 0.05 level.
** t-stat~st1c s1gn1£~cant at the 0.01 level.



preference to rerna~n ~n them, are more likely to meet requ~rements ~n place.

These same measures were exam~ned for M~n~mum Rent households but no obv~ous

1
relat~onsh~ps were observed ~n the tabular results. However, sat~sfact~on

and mobil1ty may be correlated w~th demograph~c or other var~ables, so ~t

may be useful to ~nclude them ~n a multivariate est~mate. F~nally, the

~ndependent var~ables ~nclude income, household s~ze, age and sex of house­

hold head, education, and race or ethn~cJ.ty. Since these var~ables may

affect mob~lJ.ty, rent level, and the d1stance from meet~ng M~nl.mum Rent, ~t

~s desJ.rable to control for d~fferences between M~n~um Rent and Control

households.

The results, presented ~n Tables 3-9 and 3-10, conf~rm the fin~ngs d~scussed

J.n prev~ous sect~ons of thJ.s chapter. M~n1.mum Rent Low households ~n p~tts­

burgh were about 15 percentage pOJ.nts more likely to meet requ~rements 1.0

place than Control households. Th~s est~mate ~s very close to the 14 per­

centage pOJ.nt dJ.fference observed J.n the frequencJ.es ~n Table 3-2. No

sJ.gn1.fJ.cant experJ.mental effect was observed for MJ.nJ.mum Rent HJ.gh house­

holds, wh~ch corroborates the results presented ~n Sect~on 3.1.

The sJ.ze of the gap between enrollment rent and the MJ.n1.mum Rent requJ.re­

ment 1.S negatJ.vely assoc1.ated w~th meeting requJ.rements for both MJ.nJ.mum

Rent Low and H~gh. The equat~ons described ~n Tables 3-9 and 3-10 are

spec~hed on the assumpt~on that the same exper~mental effect on the prob­

ab~l~ty of meet~ng ~n place ex~sts for all s~zes of the gap. This may not

be the case; ~t ~s plaus~le that at smaller gaps the ~nduced effect ~s

greater than at very large gaps. In order to test for th~s poss~b~l~ty,

an ~nteraetion term for ~stance and Exper~mental household was ~ncluded

~n the equat~ons for M~n~mum Rent Low and H~gh households ~n P~ttsburgh.

Although the ~nteract~on vanable has the hypothes~zed sign, it is not

s~gn~fl.cant, so the sJ.mpler model is assumed to be appropr1.ate. (The

alternat~ve equat~ons are contained ~n Appen~x V, Tables V-9 and V-IO.)

The equat~on for M~n~um Rent Low households ~n P~ttsburgh also ~nd~cates

that a number of demograph~c var~ables affect meet~ng M~nimum Rent ~n place

Thus, the probabJ.ll.ty of meetJ.ng requirements ~n place ~ncreases Wl.th ~ncome,

educat~on, and the age of the head of household, and ~s also larger for

1
See Appen~x V, Tables V-I through V-8.
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Table 3-9

LOGIT ESTIMATE OF THE PROBABILITY OF MEETING MINIMUM RENT LOW
IN PLACE: PITTSBURGH MINIMUM RENT LOW AND CONTROL HOUSEHOLDS

INDEPENDENT VARIABLES

Age of head of household (decades)

Black head of household

Household s~ze

Annual net ~ncome (thousands)

Female head of household

Educat~on of head of household

Number of moves 1n preVl0US three
years

Un~t and ne~ghborhood sat~sfact~on

D1stance from meet1ng requ1rements
(dollar gap)

Exper~mental household (Hous~ng Gap
fun~,,,um Rent Low)

ASYMPTOTIC PARTIAL
COEFFICIENT t-STATISTIC DERIVATIVE

0 0 501** 2.74 0.075

-0.761 -1.52 -0.114

0.228 1.59 0.034

0.371* 2.39* 0.054

1.639** 3.08** 0.245

0.264* 2 0 31* 0.039

-0.303 -1.24 -0.045

0.065 0.49 0.010

-0.066** -2.76** -0.010

1.026* 2.06* 0.153

CONSTANT -9.361** -4.21** NA

L~kel~hood rat~o (s~gn~f~cance)

Mean of dependent variable

Coeff1C1ent of determ1nat1on

Sample s~ze

35.57**

0.183

0.228

(164)

0.05 level.
0.01 level.
o.001 level.

the
the
the

at
at
at

Sl.gnl.f1cant
signl.fl.cant
sl.gnl.fl.cant

SAMPLE: Ml.nl.mum Rent an'd Control households actl.ve at two years
after enrollment that fal-led the M1nl.mum Rent requ1rernents at enrollment,
excludl.ng those 11Vl.ng 10 thel.r own homes or 1n subsl.dl.zed housl.ng.

DATA SOURCES: In~t~al and monthly Household Report Forms and
Base11ne Intervl.ews.

* t-statJ.stl.C
** t-statl.stl.c
*** t-statl.stl.C
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Table 3-10

LOGIT ESTIMATE OF THE PROBABILITY OF MEETING MINIMUM RENT HIGH
IN PLACE: PITTSBURGH MINIMUM RENT HIGH AND CONTROL HOUSEHOLDS

INDEPENDENT VARIABLES

Age of head of household (decades)

Black head of household

Household s~ze

Annual net ~ncome (thousands)

Female head of household

Educat~on of head of household

Number of moves 1n prev1.ous three
years

Un~t and ne~ghhorhood sat~sfact~on

Dlstance from meet1.ng requ1.rements
(do11ar gap)

Exper~mental household (Hous~ng Gap
M~n=urn Rent Low)

ASYMPTOTIC PARTIAL
COEFFICIENT t-STATISTIC DERIVATIVE

-0.296t 1.65t -0.027

0.520 0.98 0.047

-0.179 -0.93 -0.016

0.155 1.08 0.014

0.927t 1.8lt 0.084

0.178 1.45 0.016

-0.697* -2.48* -0.063

0.458** 2.99** 0.042

-0.093 ** -4.91** -0.008

-0.119 -0.22 -0.011

CONSTANT -4.053t -1.94t NA

L~kel~hood rat~o (s~gn~f~cance)

Mean of dependent var~able

CoefflCl.ent of determlnat1.0n

Sample s~ze

58.13**

0.101

0.299

(296)

at two years
at enrollment,
hous~ng.

Forms and

level.
level.
level.

0.10
0.05
0.01

the
the
the

at
at
at

s.l.gnl.ficant
sl.gnlfl.cant
sl.gI1l.fl.cant

SAMPLE: fun~murn Rent and Control households active
after enrollment that fal1ed the M1.n1.mum Rent requ1.rements
excludlng those l1.v1.ng 10 thelr own homes or 1n Subsldized

DATA SOURCES: In~t~al and monthly Household Report
Basel1.ne Interv1.ews.

t t-stat~st~c

* t-stat1.stl.c
** t-statl.stl.c
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female-headed households. These f1nd1ngs may reflect the assoc1at1on of

these variables w1th e1ther h1gher rent level (and therefore lower gaps)

or w~th mob~llty. For example, numerous studl.es have found female-headed

households spend more on rent (Mayo, 1978). Also, elderly households 1n

Pl.ttsburgh are more ll.kely to meet l.ll place, perhaps because they move

less frequently (MacM1llan, 1978).

3.4 THE CHANGE IN HOUSING FOR MINIMUM RENT HOUSEHOLDS THAT STAYED
IN THEIR ENROLLMENT UNITS

Meet1ng M1n1mum Rent requ1rements l.U the enrollment unlt could result from

normal rent 1ncreases due to 1mproved hous1ug servlces, normal 1nflatlon,

d1rect negotlat10n by the tenant W1th the landlord to 1ncrease the rent,

or w1111ngness by the tenant to accept a larger rent l.ncrease than would

be the case J.U the absence of the exper1ment. An experunental effect for

M1u1mum Rent Low households 1U P1ttsburgh has been shown lU the frequencles

presented 1U Beetl.on 3.1 and l.U the lOglt estlmatl0ns 1U Seetl.OD 3.3. Thus,

Mlnl.murn Rent households that met ~n place would be expected to have a larger

rent ~ncrease than Control households that met ~n place. In add~t~on,

households that met ~n place may have larger rent ~ncreaseS than households

that stayed but d~d not meet, but th~s ~s not necessary. As d~scussed ~n

Sect10n 3.2, these households were 1n1t~ally closer to meeting the M1n1mum

Rent requ1rements, so that they may not have needed larger ~ncreaSes.

The 1ncrease 1n rent for M1n1mum Rent Low households 1n P1ttsburgh 1S shown

1n Table 3-11. S1nce the number of households that met 1n place 1S very

small for M1n1mum Rent households 1n phoen1x and M1n1mum Rent H1gh 1n

P1ttsburgh, the analys1s 1S based on P1ttsburgh M1n1murn Rent Low households
1

only. The results do not support the expected outcomes. The percent change

~n rent from enrollment to two years 1S the same not only for M1n1mum Rent

Low and Control households that met 1n place but also for M1n~mum Rent house-

holds that stayed and fud not meet requ1rements. (Control households that

met 1n place did have larger ~ncreases 1n expend1tures than Control

1
Compar1.son tables for the groups not 1n the text are g1ven 1n

Append1x V, Tables V-II and V-12.
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Table 3-11

CHANGE IN MEAN RENT OVER TWO YEARS:
PITTSBURGH MINIMUM RENT LOW AND CONTROL HOUSEHOLDS

OUTCOMES

MEAN RENT AT ENROLLMENT

M~n~mum Rent Low households

Control households

MEAN RENT AT TWO YEARS

M1u1mum Rent Low households

Control households

MEAN PERCENTAGE CHANGE

Mlnlmurn Rent Low households

Control households

t-STATISTIC FOR MEAN
PERCENTAGE CHANGE

M1n1mum Rent Low households
versus Control households

Stayed/passed vs. fa11ed
MJ.nlmurn Rent Low households

Stayed/passed vs. fa11ed
Control households

STAYED
AND PASSED

$ 100
(12)

93
(16)

119
(12)

110
(16)

20.9%
(12)

20.6
( 16)

0.05

0.15

1.35

STAYED
AND FAILED

$ 73
(17)

84
(60)

85
(17)

94
(60)

20.0%
(17)

12.8
(60)

1.53

SAMPLE
SIZE

(29)

(76)

(29)

(76)

(29)

(76)

SAMPLE: Mlnlrnum Rent and Control households actJ.ve at two years
after enrollment that fal-led the Minlmum Rent requlrernents at enrollment,
excludlng those wJ.th enrollment incomes over the elJ.g~ilJ.ty llIDlts, those
Ilvlng In thelr own homes or J.n Subsldlzed housJ.ng, and those wlth a
masslng value at elther enrollment or two years.

DATA SOURCES: In1t1al and monthly Household Report Forms.
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1
households that stayed and d~d not meet.) All ~n all, these results are

rather puzzl~ng and seem at odds wJ.th the eVJ.dence of an 1nduced rate of

rneetJ.ng.. 5l.nee the change 1.0 rent for the Ml.nl.rnum Rent Low households

that met 1.0 place dl.d not exceed the change 1.0 rent for either Control or

l.nduced rent

households
2

l.ncrease.

that stayed and fa~led, there appears to be no

Thl.S fl.ndl.ng also alters expectatl.ons concernl.ng an l.nduced l.ncrease 10

honsl.og qualJ.ty.. It was hoped that households meeting requ1rernents under

the Ml.nl.murn Rent housl.ng allowance plan would experl.ence an l.ncrease 1n

hons10g correspondlng to the l.ncrease 10 expendl.tures. Sl.nce rent 15

assumed to be closely related to quall.ty thl.s assumptl.on 1.5, 10 general,

approprl.ate. It should be noted, however, that normal l.ncreases 10 rent

may not be accompanJ.ed by an J.ncrease 1n honsl.og. For example, ~nflat~on,

chang1ng tenure relat10nsh1ps, or s1mply a lagged adjustment of rent to

pr10r hous1ng change, could 1ncrease rent 1ndependently of qual~ty.

In any event, S1nce no change 1n rent was 1nduced for M1nlmum Rent house­

holds that met 1n place there 1S no reason to assume any 1nduced change 1n

hous1ng serV1ces. Also, there 1S no reason to assume that hous1ng qual1ty

1ncreased more for M1n1mum Rent households that met requ1rements 1n place

than for households that stayed and dld not meet. Four meaSures of housJ.ng

were used to assess changes J.n housJ.ng qualJ.ty--hedonJ.c 1ndJ.ces, the evalua­

tor's overall rat1ng, the number of physlcal Mln1mum Standards components

falled, and a measure of physJ.cal housJ.ng depr1vatJ.on. The results for

M~nulum Rent Low households ~n P~ttsburgh, wh~ch are shown ~n Tables 3-12

lThe rent used 1n thlS analysls is analyt1c rent. The rent def1ned
for program operat~ons ~s sl~ghtly d~fferent (see Append~x II). The results
uSlng program rent, however, do not dlffer from the results based on analy­
t1C rent.

2
Compar1sons between d1fferent groups are dJ.ff1Cult to 1nterpret

clearly because the exper1ment induced households to Sh1ft from one cate­
gory to another (and 1n partlcular lnduced SOIne households to move). Never­
theless, there seems to be no ObV10US reason why th1S should have b~ased

the rent 1ncreases of MJ.nlmum Rent households that stayed WlthOUt meet1ng
requJ.rernents upward. Furthermore, the flndlng of no 1nduced rent lncrease
is conf~rrned by Friedman and Weinberg (1979). They bnd that, tak~ng account
of dernograph1c characterlstlcs, Mlnlmum Rent households that met J.n place
showed no sign~f~cant ~ncrease in rent beyond that of Control households that
dld not meet the reqmrernents at enrollment.
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through 3-15, ~n fact ~ndl.cate that

households that met requlrements 10

no change
1

place.

in housing was observed for

Table 3-12 shows the 1ncrease 10 houslng serVlces for households that met

~n place and that stayed and d~d not meet requ~rerrents. Compar~son of the

percentage changes 1.0 housJ.ng serV1ces l.ndl.cates that no signJ.fl.cant dl.ffer­

ences eXl.st between MJ.nimum Rent and Control households or between Ml.nl.mum

Rent households that d~d and d~d not rreet req=rements. For all groups

there was very 11ttle change 10 houslng. These results also concur WI.th

results presented ~n Friedman and Weinberg (1979), wh~ch are based on esti­

mated dl.fferences between Exper~mental and Control households, taking ~nto

account l.ncorne and dernographl.c characterl.stl.cs.

The absence of l.nduced quaIl.ty change 15 also eVJ.dent when the change 10

the evaluator's overall ratl.ng 18 assessed. As dl.scussed 10 the prevl0us

chapter I the evaluator ratl.ng 15 a summary Judgment regardJ.ng unl.t sound­

ness and the extent of reqU1.red repal.rs. In theory I ~mprovements ~n both

hous~ng serv~ces and 1n normat~ve hous1ng standards could be reflected 1n

th~s rat~ng. As shown ~n Table 3-13, the evaluator rat~ng d~d not change

mater~ally for any group and was essent~ally the same for M~n1mum Rent and

Control households that met ~n place or that rema~ned 1n the unl.t w~thout

2
rneet~ng requ~rements.

Fl.nally, changes over two years 1n the number of M~nl.mum Standards compo­

nents fa~led and ~n the hous1ng depr~vatl.on measure corroborate the f~nd~ng

of ~ns~gn~hcant hous~ng qual~ty change. Although the un~ts of P~ttsburgh

M~n~mum Rent Low households that met ~n place showed sl~ghtly greater

~mprovement than Control households and M~n~mum Rent households that d~d

not meet w~th respect to the drop ~n number of M~n~mum Standards components

fa~led, the d~fferences were not stat~st~cally s~gn~f~cant (see Table 3-14).

The change ~n the hous~ng depr~vat~on measure shows s1m~lar results. As

shown ~n Table 3-15, there ~s no s~gn~fl.cant d~fference between M1nl.mum

1
Refer to Append~x V for correspond~ng tables for M~n~mum Rent

H~gh households ~n P~ttsburgh and M~n~mum Rent Low and H~gh households ~n

Phoen~x.

2
The d~str~ut~on of households across the four-p01nt ratl.ng at

enrollment and at two years ~s gl.ven ~n Appendl.x V, Tables V-I? throuqh
V-20.
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Table 3-12

CHANGE IN MEAN HOUSING SERVICES OVER TWO YEARS:
PITTSBURGH MINIMUM RENT LOW AND CONTROL HOUSEHOLDS

OUTCOMES

STAYED STAYED SAMPLE
AND PASSED AND FAILED SIZE

MEAN HOUSING SERVICES AT ENROLLMENT

M~n~mum Rent Low households 112.97 99.09 (25)
(11) (14)

Control households 110.29 98.01 (71)
(14) (57)

MEAN HOUSING SERVICES AT ENROLLMENT

M~nlmum RentLow households 111.30 98.85 (25)
(11) (14)

Control households 112.02 98.96 (71)
(14) (57)

MEAN PERCENTAGE CHANGE

Mlnlmum Rent Low households -1.2% -0.32% (25)
(11) (14)

Control households -1.6 -1.2 (71)
(14) (57)

t-STATISTIC FOR MEAN PERCENTAGE
CHANGE

Minlmum Rent Low households
versus Control households

Stayed/passed vs. falled
Mlnlmum Rent Low households

Stayed/passed vs. falled
Control households

0.76

-0.41

0.12

0.28

SAMPLE: MJ.n1.mum Rent and Control households act1.ve at two years
after enrollment that fal-led the MJ.D1.mum Rent requ1.rements at enrollment,
excludJ.ng those Wlth enrollment incomes over the ell.gJ.bl.lJ.ty 11.mJ.ts, those
IJ.vJ.ng 10 thel.r own homes or 1.0 subsJ.dl.zed housJ.ng, those with extreme
values for the hedoDJ.c resJ.dual, and those Wl.th a mJ.ssl.ng value at eJ.ther
enrollment or two years.

DATA SOURCES: Inltlal and monthly Household Report Forms, Houslng
EvaluatJ.on Forms, and Basell.ne and Perl-CdlC IntervJ.ews.
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Table 3-13

HOUSING EVALUATOR OVERALL RATING OF THE DWELLING UNIT:
PITTSBURGH MINIMUM RENT LOW AND CONTROL HOUSEHOLDS

OUTCOMES

MEAN RATING AT ENROLLMENT

M~nimum Rent Low households

Control households

MEAN RATING AT TWO YEARS

MJ.n~mum Rent Low households

Control households

MEAN CHANGE

M~n~mum Rent Low households

Control households

t-STATISTIC FOR MEAN CHANGE

Mlnlmum Rent Low households
versus Control households

Stayed/passed vs. fa~led

M~n~mum Rent Low households

Stayed/passed vs. fa~led

Control households

STAYED
AND PASSED

1.15
(13)

1.25
(16)

1.08
(13)

1.00
(16)

0.08
(13)

0.25
(16)

-0.98

1.01

1.43

STAYED
AND FAILED

1.53
(17)

1.45
(60)

1.24
(17)

1.40
(60)

0.29
(17)

0.05
(60)

1.31

SAMPLE
SIZE

(30)

(76)

(30)

(76)

(30)

(76)

SAMPLE: M~n~mum Rent and Control households act~ve at two years after
enrollment that fal1ed the Mlnlmum Rent requlrements at enrollment, excludlng
those wlth enrollment lucornes over the ell.gibl.ll.ty ll.ml.ts, those ll.vl.ng 10
thelr own homes or 10 subsl.dl.zed housl.ng, and those Wl.th a ml.ssl.ug value at
el.ther enrollment or two years.

DATA SOURCES: In~t~al and monthly Household Report Forms, and
Housl.ng Evaluatl.on Forms.

NOTE: The evaluator ratl.ng 15 measured on a four-pol.ot scale, from
0, l.ndl.catl.ng the unl.t is 1n good condl.tl.on, to 3, l.ndl.catl.ng the Ulll.t 15

unf~t for hab~tat~on.
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Table 3-14

MEAN NUMBER OF MINIMUM STANDARD PHYSICAL COMPONENTS FAILED:
PITTSBURGH MINIMUM RENT LOW AND CONTROL HOUSEHOLDS

OUTCOMES

MEAN NUMBER OF COMPONENTS FAILED
AT ENROLLMENT

M1nlrnum Rent Low households

Control households

MEAN NDMBER OF COMPONENTS FAILED
AT TWO YEARS

Mlnl.mum Rent Low households

Control households

MEAN CHANGE

Ml.nl.murn Rent Low households

Control households

t-STATISTIC FOR MEAN CHANGE

STAYED
AND PASSED

1.62
(13)

1.44
(16)

1.15
(13)

1.38
(16)

0.46
(13)

0.06
(16)

STAYED
AND FAILED

2.06
(17)

1.88
(60)

1.82
(17)

2.10
(60)

0.24
(17)

-0.22
(60)

SAMPLE
SIZE

(30)

(76)

(30)

(76)

(30)

(76)

Ml.nl.mum Rent Low households
versus Control households

Stayed/passed vs. falled
Ml.nl.mum Rent Low households

Stayed/passed vs. falled
Control households

1.32

0.59

1.09

1.31

SAMPLE: Mlnl.mum Rent and Control households actl.ve at two years
after enrollment that fal.led the Ml.nl.mum Rent requl.rements at enrollment,
excludl.ng those wl.th enrollment lucornes over the ell.gl.bl.ll.ty ll.ml.ts, those
livl.ng l.n thel.r own homes or l.n subsl.dl.zed houslng, and those wl.th a
~ssl.ng value at el.ther enrollment or two years.

DATA SOURCES: Inltlal and l1'onthly Household Report Forms and
Housl.ng Evaluatl.on Forms.
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Table 3-15

MEAN HOUSING DEPRIVATION MEASURE:
PITTSBURGH MINIMUM RENT LOW AND CONTROL HOUSEHOLDS

OUTCOMES

MEAN DEPRIVATION MEASURE AT ENROLLMENT

Mlnlmum Rent Low households

Control households

MEAN DEPRIVATION MEASURE AT TWO YEARS

Mlnlmum Rent Low households

Control households

MEAN CHANGE

MlnlmUffi Rent Low households

Control households

t-STATISTIC FOR MEAN CHANGE

Mlnlmum Rent Low households
versus Control households

Stayed/passed vs. failed
Mlnlmum Rent Low households

Stayed/passed vs. falled
Control households

STAYED
AND PASSED

2.46
(13)

2.25
(16)

2.15
(13)

2.25
(16)

0.31
(13)

0.00
(16)

1.31

-0.06

0.19

STAYED
AND FAILED

2.71
(17)

2.57
(60)

2.41
(17)

2.53
(60)

0.29
(17)

0.03
(60)

1.60

SAMPLE
SIZE

(30)

(76)

(30)

(76)

(30)

(76)

SAMPLE: Ml.nlrnum Rent and Control households actlve at two years
after enrollment that falled the Mlnlmum Rent requlrements at enrOllment,
excludlng those Wlth enrollment lucornes over the ellglbl.llty 11mltS,
those Ilvlng 10 thelr own homes or 10 Subsldlzed housing, and those Wlth
a mlsslng value at el.ther enrollment or two years.

DAl'A SOURCES: Inltlal and monthly Household Report Forms and
HOUS1Ug Evaluatlon Forms.

NOTE: The measure 15 a three-polot scale, 1 lndlcatlng a mlnlmally
adequate unlt and 3 lndlcating a clearly inadequate un1t.
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Rent Low households and comparable Control households.. Furthermore, the

f~gures for households that met ~n place are almost ~dent~cal to those

for households that rema~ned ~n the~r un~ts but d~d not meet.

Thus, ~t appears that no real hous~ng ~rnprovement occurred ~n un~ts that

met M~n~mum Rent requ~rements 1.n place, desp~te the fact that both M1.n~mum

Rent and Control households that met ~n place experienced a rent increase

of about 20 percent. This suggests that these households were simply

households that for one reason or another exper~enced larger rent ~ncreasesa

This ~s no doubt partly due to ~nflat~on. It may also partly reflect the

fact that these un~ts were lower-rent UIU.ts that offered better than aver­

age deals to begl.n W1.tha Thus, some 1.ncrease 1.n rent may s~mply have

represented the landlord catch~ng up to normal market levels.

In part1.cular, there 1.S no eV1.dence that M1.nl.mum Rent households that met

1.n place d1.d so through dellberate collus1.on Wl.th thel.r landlord, nego­

t1.at1.ng to 1.ncrease rent to the level that would meet the1.r rent requ1.re­

ment, or, 1.ndeed, that they even accepted larger 1.ncreases than other

tenants a In th1.s case, no change l.n hous1.ng would be expected to occur.

However, S1.nce the same rent 1.ncrease occurred for Control and Ml.n1.mum

Rent households that d1.d and dl.d not meet requl.rements, a collusl.on hypoth-
1

es1.s 1.S not supported. Th1.s 1.S further confl.rmed by the relatl.onsh1.p be-

tween rent and est~mated rent (the hedon~c res~dual). If exper~mental

households that met M~n~mum Rent ~n place d~d so through collus~on w~th

thel.r landlords, then there should be a s1.gn1.fl.cant d1.fference 1.n the

change 1.n the1.r resl.duals over two years and the change 1.n resl.duals of

Control households that also met Ml.n~mum Rent. If collus1.on occurred, the

resl.duals of Ml.nl.mum Rent households that met 1.n place should become rela­

t1.vely more posl.t1.ve than the res1.duals for Control households. In fact,

as shown 1.n Table 3-16, the mean changes 1.n res1.duals were nearly 1.dent1.cal

for Control and M1.nl.murn Rent households that met 1.n place.

1
The collus~on hypothes~s ~ght be supported ~f ~t were assumed

that M1.nl.mum Rent households that met reqU1.rernents 1.n place 1.ncreased
thel.r rent Just enough to meet the requl.rement, so that, on average,
the~r rent change was no greater than that for Control households that
met ~n place and M~n~mum Rent households that stayed and d~d not meet.
Test1.ng thl.S hypothesis would reqU1.re comparl.ng the dl.str1.but1.ons of
rent change for these groups of households wh~ch is not feaswle for
these sample Sl.zes ..
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Table 3-16

MEAN LIN£AR AND SEMILOG HEDONIC RESIDUALS:
PITTSBURGH MINIMUM RENT LOW AND CONTROL HOUSEHOLDS

LINClIR SEMILOG

OUTCOMES OUTCOMr:S

STAYED STAYED SAMPLE STAYED STAYED SAMPLE
AND PASSI.:D AND FAILL::D SIZE AND PASSED AND FAILED SIZE

MEAN flEDONIC RESIDUALS AT ENROLLMENT

M~n1mum Rent Low households -B.15 -20.91 (24) -0.07 -0.25 (24)
(10) (14) (10) (14)

Control households -14.15 -11.34 (71) -0.12 -0.12 (70)
(14) (57) (14) (56)

MEAN IIEDONIC RESIDUALS AT TWO YEARS

M1n1mum Rent Low households 10.50 -8.56 (24) 0.11 0.10 (24)
(to) (14) (10) (14)

Control households 4.08 -3 ..65 (71) 0.05 -0.04 (70)
(14) (57) (14) (56)

MEAN CHANGE

Ml.n1.mum Rent Low households 18.64 12.35 (24) 0.18 0.15 (24)
(10) (14) (10) (14)

Control households 18.23 7.69 (71) 0.18 0.08 (70)
(14) (57) (14) (56)

t-STATISTIC FOR MEAN CHANGE

Mln1mum Rent Low households
versus Control households -0.06 -1.16 -0.08 -1.25

Stayed/passed vs. fal.led
Ml.nl.mum Rent Low households 0.B5 0.47

Stayed/passed vs. failed
ConLrol households -2.61* 2.54*

SAMPLE Mim.mum Rent and Control households act1.ve at two years after enrollment that fa:a.led the Ml.nimum Rent reqUl.rements at
enrollment, excludl.ng those wl.th enrollment l.ncomes over the elig1.bl.ll.ty limits, those 11.v1.ng l.n the1.r own homes or 1.0 subsl.d1.zed hous1.og,
those wlth extreme values for the hedonic res1.dual, and those w1.th a missing value at e1.ther enrollment or two years.

DATA SOURCES. In1.t1.al and monthly Household Report Forms, nousing Evaluatl.on Forms, and Baseline and Pcnodlc InterV1.ews.
NOTE Resl.duals are defined as (actual rent-pred1.cted rent).
* t-stat1.st1.c s1.gnlf1.cant at the 0.05 level.
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The prev~ous sect~ons presented ev~dence that add~t~onal M~nJ..mtun Rent Low

households ~n P~ttsburgh were ~nduced to meet requl.rements ~n place. ThJ..s

l.S not, however, reflected l.n any apparent dl.fference l.n rent or housl.ng

change between e~ther M~n1TIlUm Rent households that met ~n place and those

that stayed Wl.thout meetl.ng or between Ml.nl.mtun Rent and Control house­

holds. G~ven the apparent lack of any real d~fference ~n behav~or, the

f~nd~ng of ~nduced meet~ng may reflect some d~str~ut~onal anomaly or

sampl~ng art~fact not adequately accounted for.

3.5 CONCLUSIONS

Meet1ng reqUlrements 1n place was less J..mportant for Ml.n~mum Rent house­

holds than for M~n~mum Standards households that d~d not meet requ~rements

at enrollment. Relatl.vely few households met Ml.n~mum Rent l.n place and

nearly all of these households were 1n Pl.ttsburgh. A Sl.gn1fl.cant exper1­

mental effect occurs only for M1nl.mum Rent Low households l.n Pl.ttsburgh:

28 percent of M1n~mum Rent Low households met 1n place as compared Wl.th

14 percent of the Control households not meetJ..ng requl.rements at enroll­

ment. As would be expected, thJ..s 1nduced meetl.ng took place 1n the fl.rst

year of the exper1ment.

Several factors help explal.n the dl.fferences 1n outcomes l.n PJ..ttsburgh and

Phoen1x and for the two levels of M1n1mum Rent. Normal mobJ..ll.ty rates are

h~gher ~n Phoen~x so that households were generally less l~kely to rema~n

1n the1r enrollment un1tS. At the same tJ..me, the rate of l.nflat10n for

nonmovers was h1gher 1n P1ttsburgh dur1ng the exper1mental per10d, so that_

those households that d~d stay ~n the~r enrollment un~ts were l~kely to

have larger rent 1.ncreases 1n P1ttsburgh than 1n Phoen1x. Also, the

dollar gap between enrollment rent and the MJ..n1mum Rent requl.rements for

households that d1d not meet requJ..rements 1n1t1ally was h1gher 1.n Phoen1x

than 1n Pl.ttsburgh and, as would be expected, h1gher for M1n1mum Rent Hl.gh

than for MJ.n1mum Rent Low. Thus, a g1ven rent 1ncrease would be expected

to br1ng more MJ.n1mum Rent Low households and more households 1.n P1.ttsburgh

l.nto compl1ance w1.th the requ1rement. In terms of the allowance offer, the

gap represented about 20 percent of the potent~al allowance for households

that met ~n place and over 50 percent for households that stayed and d~d

not meet.
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Meet1ng M1n1mum Rent in place d1d not result 10 any 1nduced 1ncrease 1n

expendltures. The percentage 1ncrease 1n rent for M1n1mum Rent and Control

households that met ~n place and for M~n:unurn Rent households that stayed

and dld not meet were nearly 1dent1cal. No lmprovements In housing serv­

lces occurred for elther Mln1mum Rent or Control households that met 10

place. These £lndlngs are 1n accord W1th the analys1s 10 Fr1edman and

Weinberg (1979), and suggest that meet~ng Mim.murn Rent ~n place was essen­

t~ally a matter of normal market processes for both fun~murn Rent and Control

households, desp~te the hnmng of ~nduced meet~ng ~n place for funimurn Rent

Low households ~n P~ttsburgh.
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CHAPTER 4

DWELLING UNIT IMPROVEMENTS REPORTED
BY HOUSEHOLDS DURING THE DEI-!AND EXPERIMENT

Chapters 2 and 3 discussed housing change ~n terms of meeting program

requ~rements--physicaland occupancy standards for Min~mum Standards

households, and rent levels for Minimum Rent households. This chapter

descr~bes a much broader concept of maintenance and upgrading. In

add~tion to the housing evaluat~ons conducted by s~te off~ce staff, house­

holds were asked about the extent and frequency of repairs, improvements,

and general remodeling as part of the Periodic Interviews conducted six

months, one year, and two years after enrollment. These data are the

subJect of this chapter.

General dwell~ng un~t repa~r and improvement act~vitles are part of the

ongolng process of houslng ma1.ntenance. Some. of the repa1.rs are nunor

--worn out sash cords are replaced or faucets repaired--and other l.mprove­

ments are more extenS1.ve--rooms are repa1.nted or wallpapered or bathrooms

are rnodern1.zed. Some repaJ.rs are made by households, others are made by

landlords, and presumably some are made Jo~ntly. Pr~or to the Exper~mental

Hous~ng Allowance Program (EHAP) , only h=ted data on repairs were ava~l­

able. Frequently, the data were collected ~n connect~on with rehab~l~ta-

1t1.0n or code enforcement programs. Repa1.r and J.mprovement data collected

dur~ng EHAP offer an opportun~ty to examine the frequency and extent of

many types of general J.mprovement actJ.vl.tJ.es. ExtensJ.ve housl.ng repair

data has been collected from both households and landlords ~n the Supply

Exper~ment. The Demand Exper~ment collected repa~r and improvement data

from households and, in additJ.on, provl.des an opportunJ.ty to compare the

responses of Exper~mental and Control households.

The interv~ew data on repairs and improvements are not specifically tied

to the Min~mum Standards requirements or to other measures of housing used

in the analyses ~n Chapters 2 and 3. The data were collected for all

1
It should be noted that currently the Annual Hous~ng Survey collects

some data on repa~rs and upgrading and assoc~ated costs from ~nterviewed

households.
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households ~n the Demand Experiment and describe improvements that are both

more general and more comprehensive than those ~ncluded in the Minimum

Standards components. The Minimum Standards are intended to reflect

m1nimum requirements and would not, for example, detect general remodeling

'or modern~zation of a (working) bathroom. Households were asked whether

they or their landlords had made ~mprovements in the following items, which

were listed by the interv~ewer:

General remodeling, such as add~ng or remode11ng rooms or
lowerlng c6111ngs

Work on floors or floor coverlng, such as sand1ng, reflnish­
lng, lnstaillng new tl1es, or lnstaillng new carpetlng

Electrlcal work, such as lnstaillng new outlets

Install~ng new plumb~ng or heat~ng f~xtures

Addltl0ns to or replacement of the heating or alr conditJ.on­
lng systems

Interl0r or exterl0r carpentry work such as shelves, closets,
cablnets, room dlvlders, planlng doors, patchlng walls or
woodWork

Plantlng a garden or trees

General flxlng and repalrlng thlngs, such as faucets,
electrlcal outlets, wall sWltches, or broken wlndows

Inter10r pa1nt1ng or paper1ng

Plaster1ng 1nter10r walls, ce1l~ngs

Modern1z1ng bath or k1tchen fac~l1t1es

Add1t1ons of maJor new k1tchen appl1ances l1ke stoves and
refr1gerators

Other J.Inprovements to the dwell~ng un~t or grounds.

Four var1ables are used to assess the extent and type of 1mprovement

act1v1ty: the proport1on of households and landlords carry1ng out 1mprove-
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ments; the mean number of 1mprovements made by landlords and by households,

the ~nc~dence of spec~f~c types of ~mprovements; and the householdts total

out-of-pocket expenditures for improvements.
l

These var~ables are measured

for the ent1re two-year per10d and 1nd1cate the total =provement effort

that occurred 1n the Ull1tS occup1ed by Exper1mental and Control households.

Thus, ~mprovement act~v~ty is recorded for every un~t ~n wh~ch the house­

hold 11ved dur1ng the two years. A household that reports two 1mprovements

to ~ts enrollment un~t and one ~nprovement to a new un~t, for example, ~s

regarded as havl.ng made a total of three ~mprovements durl.ng the exper1ment.

Sect~on 4.1 exam~nes the overall level of l.mprovement act1Vl.ty and, through

compar1son w1th Control households, assesses the effect of the exper1mental

allowance programs on the rate and type of l.mprovements and on household

outlays. Households 1n all allowance plans--Hous1ng Gap, Percent of Rent,
2

Unconstra~ned, and Control--are 1ncluded 1n the analysl.s 1n th1S sectl.on.

Sect10n 4.2 assesses 1mprovement actl.v~ty for the sample of M1n1mum Stand­

ards and M1n1murn Rent households analyzed 1n Chapters 2 and 3--that 1S,

households that dld not meet hous1ng requ~rements at enrollment. It lS

expected that households that d1d not meet requ1rements 1n the1r enrollment

unl.ts, partl.cularly Mlrumum Standards households, would have had the great­

est lncentl.ve to carry out addltl.Onal l.mprovements in response to the

allowance offer.

All of the tables 1n th1S chapter are presented for the cornb1ned s1tes.

Separate tables for each s1te appear 1n Append1x v.

I
The cost data prov1de a general 1ndicat10n of the dollar cost to

the household of l.mprovements. However, the costs cannot be d~rectly

11nked to spec1fic 1mprovements. Nor should they be regarded as an
accurate estlmate of the total costs involved. There are four reasons for
this. F1.rst, data on lndl.v~dual improvement costs are not available--only
a total cost 1S collected, and th1S could refer to all or only some of the
lmprovements carrled out by the household. Second, Slnce only households
were intervlewed, data on landlord expenses are not aval1able. Therefore,
~t 1.S imposslble to determlne the actual total costs of lmprovements.
Th1rd, there 1S no way to deterrn1ne whether the household and/or landlord
contr1buted labor to the effort, and if so, the value of that labor.
Fourth, 1nterpret1ng the value of household costs across all un1ts 1S
d1fficult, since some household =provements may have been performed in
heu of rent.

2
Refer to Appendlx I for a dlScusslon of the experl.mental design.
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4.1 IMPROVEMENTS REPORTED BY ALL HOUSEHOLDS IN THE DEMAND EXPERIMENT

Table 4-1 presents an overview of the reJ:>Orted ~mprovement activity that

occurred for Demand Experiment households during the two years of the

experiment. l The extent of improvement act~vity is ~mpressive: over 93

percent of all households reported some improvement act~v~ty. Over half

of all households reported that =provements were made both by them and

their landlords. This reflects both d~fferent improvements made by each

party as well as Jo~nt ~mprovement efforts (where, for example, the

landlord may furn~sh mater~als and the household supply the labor, or both

work tOgether). Almost one-f~fth of the households reported no maintenance
2or repair by their landlords during the two years. In addit~on to the

6 percent that reported no improvements at all, another 13 to 15 percent

reported that improvements were made only by the household. (Cases in

which all l.mprovements were made by landlords were somewhat more conunon

than those ~n which all =provements were made by households, accounting

for about one-fourth of the sample.)

Comparison of the f~gures for Experimental and Control households in

Table 4-1 suggests that ne~ther Experimental households nor their land­

lords made more improvements than they would have in the absence of the

experiment. 3 The percentage of households reporting improvements by

households is almost ident~cal for the two groups. Th~s ~s confirmed

by more detailed examinat~on of ~mprovement activ~ty.

IThe sample 15 all households that remal-ned active at two years
after enrollment, excludJ.ng those WJ.th enrollment l.ncomes above elJ.gibilJ.ty
IJ.mats and those 1D the1r own homes or 1D subsl.dized housl-ng (see AppendJ.x
II). It thus J.Dcludes some Housl-ng Gap households that never met requJ.re­
rnents and hence never receJ.ved an allowance payment.

2
Recall, however, that the household may have occupJ.ed several

unl.ts durl.ng this tl.me.

3Note again that all Housing Gap households are included ~n th~s
sample. Th~s may d~lute the est~mated effects of the allowance program
on participants, 5l.nCe the sample includes some households that never
partJ.cl.pated. Estimates based on part~clpants alone would, however, be
potent~ally b~ased. (See, for example, Fr~edman and Weinberg, 1979.)

The possibil~ty that the hous~ng requ~rement status of M~n=um Standards
and M~nlmum Rent households affects 1mprovement act1v1ty 1S assessed below
1n Sect10n 4.2.
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TaLle 4-1

HOUSING IMPROVEMEN'l'S RE:PORTED BY EXPERIMENTAL AND CONTROL HOUSEHOLDS

(PITTSBURGH AND PHOENIX)

ALL ALL MINIMUM MINJMUM MINIMUM PERCENT
APPROACH TO EXPERIMI:N'.l'AL CON'l'ROL STANDARDS ReN'f LOW RE::NT HIGH UNCONS'l'RAINED OF RENT
IMPROVEMENT HOUSEHOLDS HOUSEHOLDS t-STATISTIC HOU!:.EIfOLDS HOUSEHOLDS HOUSEHOLDS HOUSEHOLDS HOUSEHOLDS

Improvf::ments made only by landlord 24> 25\ -0.439 22\ 27% 26' 30t 23'

Improvements made only by household 13 15 -1.365 12 10 13 15 14

Improvements made by both landlord
and household 56 54 1.099 60 56 52 52 57

No J.mprovements reporl.ed 7 6 0.427 7 7 9 4 6

Percentage of households reportJ.ng eny
lluprovcment::l made by landlord Bl 79 0.898 Bl B3 7B B2 Bl

Purcentage of households reportJ.ng any
l.mprovt1menlS made by household 69 69 0.227 71 66 65 66 71

SAMPLE SIZE (1,638) (603) (37B) (226) (226) (103) (705)

SAMPLE. All households active at two years after enrollment, excluding those wJ.th enrollment 1ncomes over the elJ.gibJ.1J.ty limits
and those livJ.ng J.n their own homes or J.n ~ubsJ.dlzed hous1nq.

DATA SOURCES. PerJ.odJ.C IntervJ.ews.



Table 4-2 indicates the average number of ~mprovements reported and the~r

average cost to the household. L~ttle difference ~s apparent between

Experimental and Control households with respect either to the number

of ~mprovements made by households or landlords or to the total cost of

improvements borne by the household. However, the ~rnprovement activity

undertaken by all households is str~k~ng. Households undertook about the

same mean number of improvements as landlords at an average cost to the

household over the two years of about $90 ($130 for those that made
1

J.mprovements) ..

As m~ght be expected, however, different types of improvements tend to be

undertaken by households and landlords. As shown ~n Tables 4-3 and 4-4,

households more often performed ~mprovements such as ~nterior paJ.nting

or wallpaperJ.ng, and workJ.ng on the floors or floor coverJ.ngs. Landlords

more often ~nstalled new plumb~ng or heating f~xtures, or added to or

replaced the heating or aJ.r conditioning equJ.pment, tasks that involved

e~ther ~nvestment ~n the rental property or general upkeep of ~ts qual~ty.

Nevertheless, many types of J.mprovement actJ.vJ.ty were engaged

groups. Little eVJ.dence of experJ.mentally J.nduced behavJ.or is

in by both
2

apparent.

The separate tables of landlord and household improvements are combined in

Table 4-5 to show the overall ~nc~dence of each type of ~mprovement

3
(regardless of who performed ~t). The results ~nd~cate a pattern of

~mprovement that was relat~vely unaffected by the experiment. The most

IThis average cost does not reflect two Exper~ental households
that reported extremely h~gh household costs (above $3,000). The average
~nclud~ng those households was $96.17 for Exper~ental households.

2
As J.ndJ.cated J.O Table 4-2, the mean number of repairs is the same

for Experimental and Control households. The rates for a few spec~fic

types of repa~rs appear to d~ffer. S~gn~ficantlymore Housing Gap and
Percent of Rent households reported adding maJor k~tchen appliances than
d~d Control households (11 percent versus 7 percent), and reported that
their landlords performed more ~nterior pa~nting or paper~ng (23 percent
versus 18 percent). In contrast, Control households s~gnificantly more
often reported ~nstalling new plumb~ng or heating f~xtures, or performing
carpentry work. The causes for these d~fferences are not readily apparent
and may result from chance.

3
Some of the repairs reported by households were also performed by

the landlord and are thus counted in both tables.
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Table 4-2

REPORTED IMPROVEMENT ACTIVITY:
EXPERIMENTAL AND CONTROL HOUSEHOLDS

(PITTSBURGH AND PHOENIX)

EXPERIMENTAL CONTROL
IMPROVEMENTS HOUSEHOLDS HOUSEHOLDS t-STATISTIC

TOTAL LANDLORD IMPROVEMENTS

Mean number of lmprovernents 2.73 2.59 1.14

(Standard devlatl0n) (2.70) (2.46)

(Sample slZe) (1,638) (603)

TOTAL HOUSEHOLDS IMPROVEMENTS

Mean number of l.mprovements 2.74 2.95 -1.27

(Standard devlatlon) (3.18) (3.59)

(Sample slze) (1,638) (603)

a
TOTAL IMPROVEMENTS

Mean number of lmprovements 5.46 5.54 -0.35

(Standard devlatl0n) (4.22) (4.34)

(Sample slze) (1,638) (603)

b
COST OF IMPROVEMENTS

Mean cost of l.mprovements $91.54 $89.89 0.17

[Medlan cost of lmprovementj [$16.88] [$16.08]

(Standard devlatl0n) (202.05) (202.84)

(Sample slZe) (1,594) (595)

SAMPLE: All households actlve at two years after enrollment,
excludl.ng those Wlth enrollment l.ncornes over the ell.g1bl.llty 11.m1ts and
those ll.vlng In thelr own homes or In Subsldlzed houslng.

DATA SOURCE: Perl0dlc Intervlews.
a. Sum of lmprovements made by landlords and households.

b. Total costs pald for by household:does not lnclude costs pald
for by landlord.
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Table 4-3

TYPES OF IMPROVEMENTS MADE BY HOUSEHOLDS

ALL AI,L MINIMUM MINIMUM MINIMUM PERCENT
CXPERIMEN'l'AL CON'l'ROL STANDAIIDS RENT LOW RENT HIGH UNCONSTRAINED OF RENT

TYPES OF IMPROVEMENTS IIOUSCHOLDS HOUSEHOLDS t-STATISTIC IIOUSEIfOLDS UOUSCHOLDS ItOUSEIiOLDS HOUSEHOLDS UOUS£HOLOS

G~nera1 rcmodelJ.ng 5, 6, -0.76 6, 7, 5, 3, 5,

Work on floor!:> or floor coven ngs 28 29 -0.39 28 24 27 34 29

r:lectrJ.cctl worh. 13 16 -1.93t 13 16 14 7 12

Install new plumbJ.ng or heatJ.ng fJ.xtures 17 23 -2.81** 14 17 20 24 17

Add to or replace haaung or aJ.r 8 11 -1.90t 7 9 10 6 8
condJ.tJ.onJ.l\g system

InterJ or or exterJ.or carpentry work 22 28 -2.33'11 24 26 23 13 21

Plant garden or trees 26 30 -1.53 26 26 20 31 26

General fJ.xJ.ng or repalrJ.ng 41 44 -0.85 39 40 38 38 44

InterJ.or paJ.ntJ.ng or paperJ.llg 72 70 1.04 73 73 73 81 70

Exterior paJ.ntlng 8 10 -1.31 9 6 6 3 9

Pla$t~r J.nlerlor walls or c.€llJ.llgs 14 16 -0.83 12 17 16 13 15

Nodernlze bdth or kJ.tchen facJ.l1.t1.es 8 10 -1.34 10 7 3 3 8

-
Add maJor new kltchen applJ.ances 11 7 2.33'11 12 11 10 13 10

Other J.mprovements 16 14 0.48 14 16 16 10 16

SAtWLC S!ZI.: (1,132) (414) (269) (149) (146) (68) (500)

SAMPLE All households actlve at two after enrollment that reported J.mprovements made by the household, excluding those wJ.th enrollment
J.noomes over the el1.gJ.bJ.llty IJ.mlts and those IJ.v1.og J.O theJ.r own homes or J.O subsJ.dJ.zed housJ.ng.

DATA SOURCES PerJ.odJ.c IntervJ.ews
t t-statJ.stlc sJ.gnJ.fJ.cant at the 0.10 level.
* t-stalJ.stic slgnlfJ.cant at tila 0.05 level.
'II'll t-statlstic. signJ.fJ.cant at the 0.01 level.
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'l'able 4-4

TYPES OF IMPROVEMENTS MADE BY LANDLORDS

ALL ALL MINIMUM MINIMUM MINIMUM PERCENT
EXPEkIMENTAL CONTROL STANDARDS RENT LOW RENT HIGH UNCONSTRAINED OF RENT

TYPES OF IMPROVEMENTS 1I0USEHOLDS HOUSEHOLDS t-STATISTIC HOUSEIIOLDS HOUSEHOLDS HOUSEIlOLDS HOUSEHOLDS HOUSEHOLDS

General remodahng 7' 6' 0.520 8. 6' 7' 60 7'

Work on floors or floor cover~n9S 13 12 0,612 14 11 12 12 14

ElectrJ.cal work 13 12 0.338 15 13 11 14 12

Install new plumb~n9 or haat~n9 flxtures 41 43 -0,570 43 46 38 39 40

Add to or replace heat~ng or a~r 21 22 -0.274 20 20 20 19 22
cond~t~on~ng system

Inter~or or exter~or carpentry work 20 21 -0.704 19 20 20 24 19

Plant garden or trees 5 5 0.166 4 8 8 0 5

General f~x~ng or repa~r~ng 56 59 -1.020 57 54 59 50 56

Inter10.l pa~ntlng or paper1ng 23 18 2.373* 23 22 20 26 23

Exter~or pa1ot1ng 15 14 0.320 16 14 12 16 15

Plaster ~Ilt.er~or walls or ce~l~ngs 15 13 0.957 17 13 15 13 15

Modernize bath or k1tchen facl.l1t~es 10 9 0.253 10 10 11 11 9

Add maJor new k1tchen appl~ances 5 3 1.589 6 5 7 7 4

Other 1mprovemants 29 29 -0.165 31 32 32 25 27

SMtPLC SIZE (1,32'l) (477) (307) (187) (176) (84) (569)

SAMPLE All households act1ve at two years after enrollment that reported ~mprovements made by the1r landlords, excluding those w~th

enrollment 1ncomes over the e11g1b~1~ty 11m~ts and those livl.og 1n the~r own hornes or 1n subsid1zed hous1ng.
DATA SOURCES Per10d~c Intarv1ews
* t-stat1stic s1gn1ficant at the 0.05 level.
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'l'able 4-5

'l'YPI::S OF IMPROVr:MENTS MADE BY HOUSEHOLDS OR LANDLORDS, COMBINCD

ALL ALI. MINIMUM MINIMUM MINIMUM PERCEN'l'
LXPI::HIMI:N'l'AL CON'rROL &TANDlIHDS RENT LOW Rr::N'l' HIGiI UNCONS'l'RAINE:O Ol' ReNT

'I'YPLS 01-' IMPROVLME.N'rS HOU&I!.IIOI,U& IIOUSI:':IIOLD& t-S'I'A'rISTIC 11OUSEUOLDS flOUSCIIOT,OS 1I0U&l::1I0LlJS 1I0USEHOr,DS HOUSJ::1I0LDS

General rt.modellng 9> .. 0 10' 9. 9> n Bt

Work on floors or floor cover~ngs 10 30 0 30 24 2B 2B 32

Electr~cdl work 19 20 -0.562 22 20 1B 17 1B

tnbtall nclW plumlang or heat~n9 flxtures 44 47 -1.062 45 50 42 4B 43

Add to or rl:lpldce heatlng or lllr
<...ondlt10111ng ::.ystem 23 24 -0.482 23 24 24 19 23

IIller10r or exter10r carpentry wor!, 31 35 -1.831t 32 32 31 29 30

Plant garden or trees 22 24 -0.918 22 22 20 21 24

General flx1ng or repatrlng 66 69 -1.206 67 64 6B 62 66

IlIter10r pd1ntl.ng or papenng 64' 59 2.141'" 67 62 62 69 63

Exlen.or palnt1ng 1B 1,9 -0.686 20 16 15 15 IB

Plabter lnb.. rJor wdlls or celllllgb 21 21 0.348 22 22 20 IB 22

ModcH.nlZe bath or k1tchen facl.llt~es 13 14 -0.594 16 13 12 10 13

Add ma)or new kltchen appliances 12 B 2.778*'" 14 12 13 14 11

OLher l.mprovements 3' 32 0.647 36 36 3B 27 32

&A1H>LC &I~Jo: (1,530) (566) ( 351) (210) (205) (99) (665)

SAMPLE. All households actlve at two years afrer enrollment that reported lmprovements, excludl.ng those Wl.th enrollment lncomes over the
ell.glb1ll.ty llmlts and those I1vlng 1n the1r own homes or 1n Subsldized hous1n9.

DATA SOURCES. Per10dl.C Intervlews.
1 t-slatlstlc signlficant at the 0.10 level.
* t-statlstlc slgnlf1cant at the 0.05 level.
"'* t-statistlc slgnlflcant at the 0.01 level.



common types of improvements were those that may have been relatively

simple to perform: general fixing or repair~ng, reported by roughly 66

percent of all households, and inter~or painting or paper~ng, reported by

over 60 percent of all households. The least common type of ~mprovements

were those that potent~ally involved the highest cost: the addition of

maJor kitchen appl~ances, modernizing the kitchen or bathroom, general

remodel1.ng, and exter~or pa1.nt1.ng. Nevertheless, over 40 percent of all

households reported that new plumb~ng or heat~ng f~xtures had been

~nstalled, and about 30 percent reported work on floors and interior or

exterior carpentry.

In summary, improvement act~v~ty occurred frequently for all households

and was not strongly affected by the Demand Exper~ment. Households in all

allowance plans tended to report s1.milar improvement act1.v1.ty and 1.0 no

case was one allowance plan consistently the most or least act1.ve with

regard to improvement activity. These results are based on all Experimen­

tal households, ~ncluding some Housing Gap households that never met

reqU1.rements (and hence never rece1.ved an allowance). The following section

exam~nes reported improvement act~vity for households l~kely to have a

strong l.ncentive for ~provement act1.vity--Min1.mum Standards and Minimum

Rent households that failed the requ~rements at enrollment.

4.2 IMPROVEMENTS REPORTED BY MINIMUM STANDARDS AND MINIMUM RENT
HOUSEHOLDS NOT MEETING REQUIREMENTS AT ENROLLMENT

The analys~s ~n th~s sect~on focuses on ~provement activ~ty reported by

the households analyzed in Chapters 2 and 3: households ~n the Hous~ng

Gap allowance plans that ~n~tially fa~led to meet their housing requ~re­

ments. It ~s plaus~ble that these households had the greatest ~ncentive

(from the allowance) to make addit~onal improvements. In particular,

households that upgraded their enrollment units to meet M~n~mum Standards

or that met Min~um Rent 1.n place may report more ~provement activ1.ty or

different types of activity than the~r Control counterparts.

Table 4-6 descr~bes improvement act~v~ty for Min~mum Standards and Control

households. In general, the patterns seen in Table 4-1 are repeated here.
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Table 4-6

REPORTED IMPROVEMENT ACTIVITY FOR MINIMUM STANDARDS
AND CONTROL HOUSEHOLDS THAT DID NOT MEET REQUIREMENTS AT ENROLLMENT

IMPROVEMENTS

TOTAL LANDLORD IMPROVEMENTS

Mean number of ~mprovernents

(Standard dev~at~on)

Percentage of households report­
~ng any landlord J..mprovements

(Sample s~ze)

TOTAL HOUSEHOLD IMPROVEMENTS

Mean number of J..mprovements

(Standard dev~at~on)

Percentage of households report­
1ng any household J..rnprovements

(Sample s~ze)

a
TOTAL IMPROVEMENTS

Mean number of J..mprovements

(Standard dev~at~on)

Percentage of households report­
ing any 1mprovements- :

(Sample s~ze)

COST OF IMPROVEMENTS b

MINIMUM
STANDARDS
HOUSEHOLDS

2.71

(2.92)

79%

(297)

2.94

(3.69)

71%

(297)

5.64

(4.72)

91%

(297)

CONTROL
HOUSEHOLDS

2.50

(2.43)

78%

(478)

3.07

(3.79)

69%

(478)

5.57

(4.47)

94%

(478)

t-STATISTIC

1.02

0.362

-0.48

0.617

0.22

-1.420

Mean cost of lmprovements

[Med~an cost of ~mprovements]

(Standard dev~at~on)

(Sample s~ze)

$98.41 $96.39 0.13

[$19.00] [$18.75]

(213.50) (215.09)

(286) (472)

SAMPLE: MJ..nJ..mum Standards and Control households actlve at two years
after enrollment that faJ..led the MJ..nJ..mum Standards requ1rements at enroll­
ment, exclud1ng those wJ..th enrollment J..ncoMes over the e11g1b111ty 11m1tS
and those I1v1ng 1n thel.r own homes or 1n subsl.dl.zed housl.ng.

DATA SOURCES: In~t~al and monthly Household Report Forms, Hous~ng

Evaluatl.on Forms, and Perl.odl.c Intervl.ews.
a. Sum of ~mprovements made by landlords and households.
b. Total costs pal.d for by household; does not l.nclude costs pald

for by landlord.
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- ---------------------------------------------------,

The inc~dence and mean number of landlord, household, and total lltlprovements

is the same for both groups. Thus, there is aga~n no evidence of any

e~erimental effect on improvement activity.

Nor do the types of ~mprovements made seem to d~ffer mater~ally for

Minimum Standards and Control households that failed the M~nlltlum Standards

requirements at enrollment. As shown in Table 4-7, the bulk of households

report~ng repa~rs reported general repa~rs and ~nter~or pa~nting or wall-
,

papering. Other categor~es were st~ll substantial, however. Over a quarter

reported repa~rs to floors, installation of new plumb~ng, and general

carpentry. No category was reported by less than 11 percent of the house­

holds. The only sign~f~cant difference between Minimum Standards and

Control households were in the ~ncidence of ~nterior paint~ng or paper~ng

and purchase of major kitchen appliances. Given the number of categories

involved, these may well have arisen by chance.

The lack of any apparent difference between Mlnimum Standards and Control

households that fa~led requirements at enrollment is especially interesting,

since the results of Chapter 2 suggested that Minimum Standards upgraders,

at least, were induced to make additional improvements. Th~s is confirmed

by Table 4-8 which shows the mean number of improvements and household

costs, broken by whether households ever met Minimum Standards requirements

and by whether they moved or stayed ~n their enrollment units. There are

s~gnificant differences between Minimum Standards and Control upgraders ~n

both the mean number of household improvements and the average household

spending for improvements. These are offset in the sample of all house­

holds not meeting requ~rements by the fact that M~nimum Standards households

that failed to meet requirements (and especially those that moved and

failed to meet requirements) had somewhat fewer household ~rovements

w~th a lower mean cost.

While conjectures about the flows among the different categories shown in

Table 4-8 are necessarily speculative, this pattern at least suggests that

the Min~mum Standards allowance offer may have led some households that

would have moved to stay and improve the~r enrollment units instead,

changing the focus rather than the overall level of household improvement
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Table 4-7

TYPES OF IMPROVEMENTS !!IillE BY MINIMUM STANDARDS
AND CONTROL HOUSEHOLDS THAT DID NOT MEET REQUIREMENTS AT ENROLLMENT

(COMBINED LANDLORD AND HOUSEHOLD IMPROVEMENTS)

TYPES OF IMPROVEMENTS

General remodel~n~

Work on floors or floor cover1ngs

Electr~cal work

Install new plurnb~ng or heat~ng

fJ.xtures

Add to or replace heatlng or
aJ.r condJ.tJ.onlng system

InterJ.or or exterJ.or carpentry
work

Plant garden or trees

General fJ.xJ.ng or repaJ.rJ.ng

InterJ.or palntJ.ng or paperJ.ng

ExterJ.or palntlng

Plaster J.nter10r walls or
ceJ.IJ.ngs

Modern~ze bath or k~tchen

facJ.IJ.tJ.es

Add maJor new k~tchen appl~ances

Other J.mprovements

SAMPLE SIZE

MINIMUM
STANDARDS
HOUSEHOLDS

11%

30

23

45

20

33

24

66

66

21

22

16

14

36

(271)

CONTROL
HOUSEHOLDS

9%

30

20

49

23

35

23

69

58

17

22

15

9

32

(449)

t-STATISTIC

0.998

-0.028

0.854

-1.041

-1.193

-0.711

0.245

-0.668

?262*

1.328

0.283

0.036

2.229*

1.212

SAMPLE: MlnJ.mum Standards and Control households actlve at two years
after enrollment that faJ.led the Mlnlrnum Standards requlrements at enroll­
ment and reported lmprovernents, excludlng those wJ.th enrollment lncornes
over the elJ.g1bl.lJ.ty IJ.rnlts and those Ilvlng 10 thelr own homes or 1n
SubSldJ.zed houslng.

DATA SOURCES: In~tlal and monthly Household Report Forms, Hous~ng

EvaluatJ.on Forms, and Per10d1c Interv1ews.
* t-stat1st1c s1gn1f1cant at the 0.05 level.
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Table 4.B

!lEPeRI'ED IMPROValENT ACTIVITY FOR MINIMUM STANDhRDS AND CONTROL HOUSEHOlDS
THAT DID NOT MEET REQUIREMENTS AT ENROLUtENT BlI T\olQ-lIEAR OUTCOME

---------
STAYED AND PASSEO STAllED AND FAILED MOVED AND PASSED MOVED AND FAILED

MINIMUM MINIMUM MINIMUM HINIMUM
STANDARDS COln'ROL STANDARDS CONTROL STANDARDS CONTROL STANDARDS (,ONTROL

IMPROV~ENTS HOUSEHOLDS HOUSEHOLDS t-STATISTIC HOUSEHOLDS HOUSl:.HOLDS t-STATISTIC HOUSEHOLDS HOUSEHOLDS t-STATISTIC HOUSEHOLDS HOUSEHOLDS t-~TATISTIC

TOTAL LANDLORD IMPI\OVEMl:.NTS

Melon number of illlprovement. 2.68 2.75 -0,13 2 28 2.33 -0.20 291 2.33 1.21 3.09 2.82 054

(StMdard devilltion) (2.33) (2 '01 (2.46) (2.401 (2 48) (2.61) (3.94) (2 401

Percentage of hou!>eho1d~ reporting ,..My landlord improvements '54 0.3U '" ,.. -0.179 '" m 1 63S '" 16. -1.127

(Sample ~l:r.e) (37) (36) (lOS) (224) (66) (51) (8) (1481

'I'OI'AL HOUSEHOLD IMPROVEMENTS

Mean nWllber of improvement. 35' , .. 2 03- ,,, 341 OOS 2.39 1.94 0.87 2.42 3.27 -1 8Gt

(Standard devilltion) (4.65) (2.13) (4.26) (4.31) 12.67) (2 89) (3 06) (3.58)

'"' Percentaqc of households l:epol:ting
i-' any househOld ilf\Pl:ovement~

,,, ,.. 1 301 ,,, ,.. -0 632 m 'a 2.414- '" ,,, -0.062

(S&mple siZe) (37) (36) (lOB) (224) (66) (51) (7B) (148)

'IOTAL IMPROVEMENTS·

Helon numbel: of improvement. 6.201 ". 1.57 5.71 5.74 -0.06 5.30 4.27 1.47 5.51 6.09 ~0.B3

(Stll.nd.l:d deviation) (5.201) 13.4B} (4 86) (4.71) (3.010) (4 00) (5.29) (4 oIg)

Percentage of households reporting
.ny lmproVCrMnts ,.. ." -0.312 ... ,.. ~3.244" 100\ 60. 3 761-" '" '" -3 788"-

(Sample size) (37) (36) (lOal (224) (66) (511 nBI (l4B)

COST OF IHPROValENTS b

H••n coat of improvementl $132.38 $41.89 2.36- $83.34 $94.78 -0.61 Ull.U $42.69 2 00. $86 .... $130.05

[Hedilln co~t of improvcmcnU] 1$20.501 1$2.501 1$29.75] [$23 501 1$17.00] [$1.00) [$5,38] 1$20.501

(Standard deviation) 1210.5B) (77.661 (l53.B6) (168.00) (248.80) (l04.2B) (243.98) 1309.27)

(Sample size) (34) (36) (107) (224) (65) (49) (73) (1016)

SllHPLEI Hinim\llll Stand<11:dl1 .nd Control hOlacho1ds acti\/<)' lit two yeArs eftcr enrolllllent that fAiled the ~linb'\\lIII Standardl l:equirolllOnta at
enrollment, cxcluding tho~e with cnrollment incOIllCll over thll eligibility litnitl AIld thOllo living in their own homel or in lublldized housing.

DATA SOUIt:ESI InitiAl Md Il'IOnthly HousehOld Report FOrDlll, Houdng Evalu.tion Forms, and Periodic Int.rvie'ol'.

• SUlII of improvelOOnts llIadc by landlords and houleholds •
b 'tt'Ie cosh paid for by householdJ doe. not includ. cost. paid tor by lll.ndlord.

t t-.tatiatic significant at the 0.10 level
t-.tAtiatiC significant tit tho 0.05 10\/<)1.. t-at&tilltic Ilqnific.nt at tho 0 01 level •... t-.tatiatic aignificant at the 0.001 level•



act~vity.l It is also, of course, poss~ble that a small effect for up­

graders is s~ply lost ~n the larger sample of all households that fa~led

to meet requirements at enrollment.

Tables 4-9 and 4-10 present ~mprovement data for Min~mum Rent and Control

households that failed the Minimum Rent requirement at enrollment.
2

The

incidence of improvements is not significantly different. Both groups of

Minimum Rent households, however, show a mean number of household improve­

ments sign~ficantly lower than that for comparable Control households.

Why this should be the case ~s not clear. Deta~ls of differences for

each type of ~mprovement shown ~n Tables 4-11 and 4-12 are not s~gn~f~cant.

(Only one of the 28 compar~sons ~n the two tables ~s s~gn~f~cant at the 5

percent level, a result that could well arlse just by chance.)

Comparison for subgroups of households def~ned by whether they eventually

met Mlnimum Rent requlrements and whether they moved are equally unlnforrna­

t~ve. (See Tables 4-13 and 4-14.) In each group, the M~n~mum Rent house­

holds have a lower mean number of ~mprovements made by households than do

Control households. The dlfferences are only slgnlflcant, however, for

Mlnlrnum Rent households that never met the Mlnlrnum Rent requlrements (and

hence never recelved an allowance payment). In any case, It seems clear

that the Mlnlmum Rent offer did not induce addltlonal lrnprovements and may

even have reduced them somewhat.

lAS commented in Chapter 2, Control households that d~d not meet
requirements generally show more household repairs than those that upgraded
or those that moved and met requirements. ThlS pattern 15 reversed for
M~nimum Standards househoIds. What the allowance may have done ~n sh~fting

households from elther the llstay/fail ll or "rnove/fail ll category lUto
"stay/pass" (upgrading) was s~mply to focus the act~vit~es of households
that would normally have made a fairly large number of repairs. In parti­
cUlar, the pattern of Table 4-8 would suggest that households that would
have moved (and hence spread improvements over two or more units) were
encouraged ~nstead to stay ~n their enrollment un~t and repair the
Min~mum Standards deficienc~es there. This sort of ~nterpretation is
h~ghly speculative, however.

2
S~te separate data are conta~ned in Append~x VI.
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Table 4-9

REPORTED IMPROVEMENT ACTIVITY FOR MINIMUM RENT LOW
AND CONTROL HOUSEHOLDS THAT DID NOT MEET REQUIREMENTS AT ENROLLMENT

IMPROVEMENTS

TOTAL LANDLORD IMPROVEMENTS

Mean number of ~mprovements

(Standard dev~at~on)

Percentage of households report­
any landlord J.mprovements

(Sample s~ze)

TOTAL HOUSEHOLD IMPROVEMENTS

Mean number of lrnprovements

(Standard dev~at~on)

Percentage of households report­
1ng any household ~mprovements

(Sample s~ze)

TOTAL L~PROVEMENTSa

Mean number of lmprovements

(Standard dev~at~on)

Percentage of households report­
J..ng any lmprovements

(Sample s~ze)

COST OF IMPROVEMENTS b

Mean cost of lmprovements

[Med~an cost of 1mprovements]

(Standard dev~at~on)

(Sample s~ze)

MINIMUM
RENT LOW
HOUSEHOLDS

2.50

(2.18)

80%

(97)

1. 79

(2.49 )

58%

(97)

4.30

(3.03)

93%

(97)

$53.88

[$5.00]

(126.51)

(93)

CONTROL
HOUSEHOLDS

2.29

(2.24)

76%

(279)

2.78

(3.93)

64%

(279)

5.07

(4.45)

92%

(279)

$71.04

[$10.25]

(155.84)

(277)

t-STATISTIC

0.82

0.889

-2.85**

-1.139

-1.90t

0.098

-1.06

SAMPLE: Ml.nl.mum Rent Low and Control households actl.ve at two years
after enrollment that falled the Ml.nl.mum Rent Low requJ.rements at enrollment,
excludl.ng those wl.th enrollment lucornes over the ellgl.blll.ty ll.mlts and
those Ilvlng 10 thel.r own homes or 10 subsl.dl.zed housl.ug.

DATA SOURCES: In~t~al and monthly Household Report Forms and Per~od~c

Intervlews.
a. Sum of ~mprovernents made by landlords and households.
b. Total costs pald for by household; does not lucinde costs pal.d for

by landlord.
t t-stat~st~c s~gn~f~cant at the 0.10 level.
** t-stat~st~c s~gn~f~cant at the 0.01 level.
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Table 4-10

REPORrED IMPROVEMENT ACTIVITY FOR MINIMUM RENT HIGH
AND CONTROL HOUSEHOLDS THAT DID NOT MEET REQUIREMENTS AT ENROLLMENT

IMPROVEMENTS

TOTAL LANDLORD IMPROVEMENTS

Mean number o£'lrnprovements

(Standard dev~at~on)

Percentage of households report­
lng any landlord l.mprovements

(Sample s~ze)

TOTAL HOUSEHOLD IMPROVEMENTS

Mean number of l.mprovements

(Standard dev~at~on)

Percentage of households report­
109 any household lmprovements

(Sample s~ze)

TOTAL IMPROVEMENTS
a

Mean nu.TI1ber of l.mprovements

(Standard dev~at~on)

Percentage of households report­
lng any lmprovernents

(Sample sue)

COST OF IMPROVEMENToF

MINIMUM
RENT HIGH
HOUSEHOLDS

2.67

(2.78)

77%

(168)

2.51

(2.92)

64%

(168)

5.18

(4.07)

90%

(168)

CONTROL
HOUSEHOLDS

2.51

(2.42)

79%

(436)

3.06

(3.78)

70%

(436)

5.57

(4.43)

94%

(436)

t-STATISTIC

0.66

-0.561

-1.88t

-1.277

-1.01

-1.667t

Mean cost of l.mprovements

[Med~an cost of ~mprovements]

(Standard dev~at~on)

(Sample s~ze)

$82.51 $96.41 -0.82

[$21.00] [$19.50]

(169.36) (219.60)

(164) (430)

SAMPLE: Ml.nl.murn Rent Hlgh and Control households actl.ve at two years
after enrollment that fal-led the Mlnl.mum Rent Hl.gh requl.rements at enrollment,
excludl.ng those wlth enrollment l.ucornes over the ell.glbl.ll.ty ll.~ts and those
11Vl.ng 10 th~lr own homes or 10 subsl.dlZed housl.ng.

DATA SOURCES: In~t~al and monthly Household Report Forms and Per~od~c

Intervlews.
a o Sum of l.mprovements made by landlords and households.
b. Total costs pald for by household; does not 1nclude costs pa1d for

by landlord.
t t-stat~st~c s~gn~f~cant at the 0.10 level.
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Table 4-11

TYPES OF IMPROVEMENTS MADE BY MINIMUM RENT LOW
AND CONTROL HOUSEHOLDS THAT DID NOT MEET REQUIREMENTS AT ENROLLMENT

(COMBINED LANDLORD AND HOUSEHOLD IMPROVEMENTS)

TYPES OF IMPROVEMENTS

General remodell~g

Work on floors or floor coverlngs

Electr~cal work

Install new plumb~ng or heat~ng

flxtures

Add to or replace heat~ng or
a~r cond~t~onlng system

Interlor or exterlor carpentry
work

Plant garden or trees

General flxlng or repalrlng

Interlor palntlng or paperlng

Exterlor palntlng

Plaster lnterlor walls or
ce~l~ngs

Modern~ze bath or k~tchen

facilltles

Add maJor new k~tchen appl~ances

Other lmprovements

SAMPLE SIZE

MINIMUM
RENT LOW
HOUSEHOLDS

9%

18

18

44

24

29

7

60

53

13

19

12

11

32

(90)

CONTROL
HOUSEHOLDS

10%

26

18

46

23

35

18

68

53

14

20

17

8

29

(258)

t-STATISTIC

-0.330

-1.501

-0.085

-0.279

0.231

-1.106

-2.544*

-1.343

0.066

-0.166

-0.185

-1.076

0.862

0.553

SAMPLE: Minlmurn Rent Low and Control households actlve at two years
after enrollment that fal1ed the Minlmum Rent Low requlrements at enrollment
and reported lmprovernents, excludlng those W1.th enrollment J.ncorres over the
el1.g11>111.ty lirnts and those IJ.vJ.ng 1.n theJ.r own homes or 1.n subsl.dized
housl.ng.

DATA SOURCES: In~t~al and monthly Household Report Forms and Per~od~c

IntervJ.ews.
* t-stat~st~c s~gn~f~cant at the 0.05 level.
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Table 4-12

TYPES OF IMPROVEMENTS MADE BY MINIMUM RENT HIGH
AND CONTROL HOUSEHOLDS THAT DID NOT MEET REQUIREMENTS AT ENROLLMENT

(COMBINED LANDLORD AND HOUSEHOLD IMPROVEMENTS)

TYPES OF IMPROVEMENTS

General remode1~ng

Work on floors or floor cover1ngs

E1ectr~ca1 work

Install new p1urnb~ng or heat~ng

fl.xtures

Add to or replace heat~ng or
al.r COndl.tlonlng system

Interl.or or exterl.or carpentry
work

Plant garden or trees

General fixl.ng or repal.rl.ng

Interl.or palntlng or paperlng

Exterlor pal.ntl.ng

Plaster l.nterlor walls or
cel-1J.ogs

Modern~ze bath or k~tchen

fac~l~t~es

Add maJor new k~tchen app1~ances

Other ~:nprovements

SAMPLE SIZE

MINIMUM
RENT HIGH
HOUSEHOLDS

10%

27

20

42

24

30

18

70

59

19

21

14

11

38

(152)

CONTROL
HOUSEHOLDS

10%

29

21

48

24

36

21

69

57

18

21

15

9

32

(411)

t-STATISTIC

-0.035

-0.467

-00389

-1.330

-0.148

-1.420

-0.656

0.182

0.298

0.244

-0.052

-0.299

0.787

1.337

SAMPLE: Mlnl.rnum Rent Hl.gh and Control households actl.ve at two years
after enrollment that fal-led the MJ.nirnum Rent Hl.gh requlrements at enroll­
ment and reported l.mprovernents, excludlng those wlth enrollment lncornes
over the elJ.gJ.bl1J.ty ll.ml.ts and those 11.Vlng 10 thel.r own homes or in
Subsldlzed housJ.nry.

DATA SOURCES: In~t~a1 and monthly Household Report Forms and
Perl-OdlC Intervl.ews.

·96



TAble 4-13

REPORTED IMPROVEMENT ACTIVIT'{ FOR MINIMUM RENT LOW AND CONTElOL HOUSEHOLDS
THAT DID NOT MEE1' REQUIREH.!NT5 AT ENP!>LLMENT BY TWO-YEAR OUTCOMES

STAYED AND PASSED STAYeD AND FAILED MOVen ANI;) PASSED MOVED "ND FAILED

MINIMUM MINIMUM MINIMUM MINIMUM

"'" <.oW
COmROL RENT LOW CONTROL

"'" LOW
CONTROL RENT LOW CONTROL

IMPI\OVEHENTS HOUSEHOLDS HOUSEHOLDS t~STATISTIC HOUSEHOlDS HOUSEHOLOS t~STATISTIC HOUSEHOLDS HOUSEHOLDS t-ST"TISTIC HOUSEHOLDS HOUSEHOLDS t-STATISTIC

TQ1'AL LANDLORD IMPROVEMENTS

Mean nUlfber of ill'lprovC/ntnta 300 " 0.88 203 2.11 ~0.J6 2 76 2.71 0.12 2.00 2.22 ~O J2

(Stilndud deviation) (2.J9) (2 15) (1.88) (2.19) (2.J4) (2.J6) (1.87) (2.31)

Parcentage of hou5eholds reporting
My landlord ilnproverll!lnt5 ea. '60 0.870 '" '" -0.171 '" '" 0.295 '" '" 0.207

(Sample size) (16) (21) (JOI (1J9) (42) (58) (9) (59)

TOI'AL HOUSEHOLO IHPROVeHENTS

Mean nUlfber of improvement. 1.94 305 ~1.16 1.13 72 -2.10· 2.05 78 ~1.18 0.56 2.42 -J 33"

(Stanclard deviation) (2.24) (J.56) (2.29) (4 51) (2.88) (J 2e) (1.13) (3.20)

Percentaqe of househOlds reporting

'" any household improvements 69' '" ~0.858 m '" ~O 676 '" '60 -0.J70 '" ". -2.082·

-J
(Sample size) (16) (21) (301 (139) (42) (58) 191 (59)

TOTAL IMPROVEMENTS a

Melin number of improvelllllnb 4.94 5 38 -0.J9 , 77 509 -2 20. • 81 5.48 -0.85
2 "

4.64 -2 84 u

(Standard deviation) (3.24) (3 72) (2 42) (4.84) (J.42) (4.48) (1.67) (3.71)

Percentage of households reporting
any improvements ,.. 100\ -1.157 '" ,.. -0 040 ". '" 0.550 BOO '" -0 092

(Sample size) (16) (21) (JO: (139) (42) (58) 19' (551)

COST OF IMPROVEMENTS b

Mean cost of improvomen1:. $54 12 $100.52 -1.11 $65. J1 '" " -0.18 $54.82 $95 58 -1.12 $5 75 $40 66 -J.40

[Median cost of improvel'lllnU] [$20.50] [$32.00] [$1.50J [$10 50) 1$3.00J 1$15.00] 1$1.00] In 291

(S1:iIlnd.rd deviation) (84.65) (165.68) (130.04) (156.92) (149.63) (206.49) (14.00) (69.02)

(Sample siu) (16) (21) (JOI (138) (J9) (57) (Bl (59)

SAMPLE, Minimum Rent Low tiM Control hou.eholds active at bl'o yoarll af1:er enrollment tha1: failed the Hinilll\lll\ bnt Low' requil::oment. at
enrolllllCn1:, IIxcluding tho.e with enrollll'ollnt ineOll\Oll ovor the elig1bili1:y limit. and tholla living in their own hOPlllI or in aub.idized houling.

DATA SOURCES I Initial and II\Onthly Household Report For_ and Periodic In1:orviowll.

• Sum of improvements made by landlords nnd househOldS •.. Total costs paid for bY household, does not include COlt. paid for by l&J\dlord. t-statiatic aignificll.nt at tho 0.05 levll.. t-lltatiStiC aignU'iCllnt at the 0.01 level •



Table 4-14

REPOR'l'eo IMPROVEMENT AC'I'IVIT~ FOR MINIMUM RENT HIGH AND CONTROL HOUSEHOLDS
'I'll"'T DID NOT HEE'l REQ!jIREHENTS "''1 ENROLLMENT IlY 'IWo-YEAI\ OtrrCa-lES

STA~ED AND PASSED STAYED AND FAILED MOVED AND PASSeD HOVED AND FAILED

MINIMUM MINIMUM MINIMUM MINIMUM
RENT HIGH COlfi'ROL RENT HIGH cDN'rROL RENT HIGH CONTROL RENT HIGH CONTROL

:'~"~'"'~'~"'::::'~::::' ::::"COU::::'C'"COC'C"'-'--C"COU::::'c'"'::::'COC'_'C-C'TC'CTC'C'CTC<C=-::::"OU::::'C'C"O:'C"CS HOUSEHO~':O=':::::'-='=T~'T:.::"=T~':C_~"~O:US.:':"~O:":':::::"O:":':':":O':O:':::::'-~S:T:':T:":T~':C_:":OU:S:':":O:'O:'=-:HOUSEHO~~_'_-_'T_'_TI:_T_<C_

TO'l'AL LANDLORD IMPROVEMl:.NT~

Mean numb.::l' oj! improvements

(Stolndard devliotion)

Pel'cuntagc of hou~eholds reporting
MY landlord iml'rovlOments

(Sample size)

TOTAL HOUSEHOLD IMPROVEMENTS

Mean number of improvementli

(Stand"rd deviat:Lon)

Percentaqe of households reportinq
ilny household improvements

(Sample size)

TOTAL IMPROVEMENTS a

Mean number of improvements

(Standal'd deviation)

Percentage oj! households reporting
~y 1mprovemeRts

(SillIIple she)

COST OF IMPROVEMENTS b

Mean cost of 1mpl'Ovements

[Medhn cost of impl'Ovem<'!Rtsj

(Standard deviation)

(Sample size)

'80 36

(l 60) (2 75)

so. '"
(10) (25)

160 369

(2 86) (3 10)

So. '"
(10) (25)

460 10.

(5 34) (3 78)

70. 100\

(10) (25)

$87 60 $116 26

[$l4001 [$50.75l

(140.49) (169 93)

(10) (25)

-0 42

-2 806"

-1 71

-2 806"

-1 32

-0.52

21 29

" 32)

"
38)

70. '"
(73) (225)

24. '"
(2 77) ,. 22)

'"
.,.

(73) (225)

.,. 5 4B

(3.32) (4 62)

SOl ...
(73) (225)

$64.62 $87 66

[$20 25] 1$20001

(106.46) (162 93)

(73) (223)

-0 05

-0 791

-l,75t

-0 352

-1 55

-0 637

-1 39

" '"
(l 40) (2 04)

,,, So.

(49) (56)

3.04 3 20

(3 51) (3 30)

'" m

(49) (56)

6.76
S "

(4.93) (4.36)

'" '"
(49) (56)

$130 30 $159.89

[$22 DO) IU900]

(264 SO) (394 59)

(47) (53)

1 666t

-0 23

-0 672

132

1.524

203 2.75

(2,04) (2 56)

,.. '"
(34) (125)

2.26 ,.
(2 27) (l 29)

'" ,..
(34) (125)

4.29 546

(3.26) (4 28)

'" ...
(34) (125)

$56.72 $64.07

($22.501 [$10 00]

(n 51) (211 96)

(32) (124)

~1.73t

~O 697

~O 92

-0 096

-1 73t

wl.056

Sl\MPL£l Minimum Rent High and Control households active at two years after enrollment that failed the 'tinimum Rent High requirementll. at
enrollment, excluding thOliO with enrollment ineol'OOs over the eligibility limiU and th08e livinq in their own hOIlll!l!l or in eub5idized hOU!ling

D"'TA SOUflCES Initial and monthly Household Report Forms and Periodic Intorviewa
a Sum of illlprOVlll!Ients Il\lIde by landlords and housoholds
b. TOtd COIIU paid for by householdl does not include COstli paid for by liUldlord
t t-atil.tbtic sign1ficant at the 0 10 lllvel

t~st.tbtic 1Ii9n:Lficilnt at the 0 OS level.
t-et",tbtic si9nificant .t the 0 01 level



4.3 SUMMARY

The hous~ng allowance did not induce Experimental households to engage ~n

more J.Inprovement activl.ty than they otherw~se would have.. However, gl.ven

that the sample is low-~ncome renter households, the extent of reported

~mprovement act~v~ty ~s striJung. Almost all households reported some

act~v~ty, most of ~t undertaken by both the households and landlords. The

level of household effort involved is also ~ress~ve: over two-th~rds

of the households part~cipated in improvement activ~ty and contr~buted an

average of $132 ~n out-of-pocket expend~tures.

M~n~um Standards and M~n~mum Rent households that initially fa~led the

requl.rements also do not appear to have been l.nduced to lncrease their

normal l.rnprovement actl.v1.ty. There 1.8 some eV1.dence that Ml.n1.mum Standards

upgraders d~d undertake more ~mprovements than s~milar Control households.

Given the lack of any overall effects for Min~mum Standards households,

however, this may reflect focusing normal repair efforts on Minimum

Standards def1.c1.encies, rather than an l.ncrease l.n the overall level of

improvement act~v~ty. M~nimum Rent households that did not meet require­

ments appear, ~f anyth~ng, to have reduced their improvement activity.

99



REFERENCES

Friedman, Joseph and Daniel H. Weinberg, Housing Consmnption Under a
Constrained Income Transfer: Evidence From a Hous~ng Gap Hous~ng

Allowance, cambridge, Mass., Abt Assoc~ates Inc., Apr~l 1979
(revised June 1980).

100



APPENDIX I

DESIGN OF THE DEMAND EXPERIMENT

This appendLx presents a br~ef overv~ew of the Demand Exper~ent's purpose,

data collection procedures, exper~ental des~gn, and sample allocat~on.

I.l PURPOSE OF THE DEMAND EXPERIMENT

The Demand Expenment ~s one of three exper~ments establ~shed by the U.S.

Department of Housmg and Urban Development (HOD) as part of the Experi­
1

mental Housmg Allowance Program. The purpose of these exper~ments ~s

to test and ref~ne the concept of hous~ng allowances.

Under a hous~ng allowance program, money ~s given dLrectly to ~ndividual

low-~ncome households to ass~st them ~n obt~n~ng adequate hous~ng. The

allowance may be hnked to housmg e~ther by mak~ng the amount of the

allowance depend on the amount of rent p~d or by req=nng that house­

holds meet certa~n hous1ng req~rements ~n order to rece~ve the allowance

payment. The ~n~t~at~ve ~n usmg the allowance and the burden of meenng

housmg req=rements are therefore placed upon households rather than upon

developers, landlords, or the government.

The hous~ng allowance exper~ents are ~ntended to assess the desLrab~l~tYI

feasw~lity, and appropr~ate structure of a hous~ng allowance program.

Hous~ng allowances could be less expens~ve than some other k~nds of housmg

programs. Allowances pe=t fuller unl~zat~on of exist~ng sound hous~ng

because they are not ned to new construct~on. Hous.l.ng allowances may

also be more' eq=table. The amount of the allowance can be adJusted to

changes ~n ~ncome w~thout forcing the household to change un~ts. House­

holds may also, ~f they des~re, use the~r own resources (e~ther by pay=g

h~gher rent or by searclnng carefully) to obta~n better hous~ng than ~s

req=red to qual~fy for the allowance. As long as program requ~rements

are met, hous~g allowances offer households cons.l.derable cho.l.ce .l.n

select.l.ng hous~g most appropr.l.ate to the.l.r needs--for example, where

they l.l.ve (opportunJ.ty to locate near schools, near work, near fr.l.ends

1
The other two exper=ents are the Hous~ng Allowance Supply

Exper~ent and the Adm~n~strat~ve Agency Exper~ent.
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or relat1ves, or to break out of rac1al and SOC10econo~c segregation)

or the type of un~t they live in (s~ngle-fam~ly or multifamily). F~nally,

hous~ng allowances may be less costly to admin~ster. Program req~rements

need not ~volve every deta~l of part~c~pant hous~g. The burden of

Obt~~ng housing that meets essent~al requ~rements ~s shifted from

program adm1n~strators to participants.

'!hese potenhal -advantages have not gone unquest~oned. Critics of the

hous~ng allowance concept have suggested that low-~come households may

lack the expert2se necessary to make effect~ve use of allowances; that

the increased supply of hous~ng needed for spec~al groups such as the

elderly w~ll not be prov~ded without ~rect ~ntervenhon; and that an

~ncrease ~n the demand for hous~g w~thout ~rect support for the con­

struct~on of new un~ts could lead to a substant~al ~nflation of hous~ng

1costs.

If hous=g allowances prove des~rable, they could be ~mplemented through

a w~de range of poss.1.ble allowance fonnulas 1 hous~ng requ1rements, non­

f1nancial support (such as counse11ng), and adm1n1strat1ve pract1ces.

The cho~ce of program structure could substant~ally affect both the

program's costs and ~pact.

'!he Demand ExpenlOOnt addresses ~ssues of feas:Ll)1l~ty, des~rab~l~ty, and

appropr~ate structure by measur~g how ~ndiv~dual households (as opposed

to the hOUSLng market or adm1n1strat~ve agenc1es) react to var10US allow­

ance formulas and hous=g standards requirements. The analys~s and

reports are des1gned to answer S1X po11CY questions:

1. Part1c1pat~on

Who part1c1pates 1n a hous1ng allowance program? How does

the form of the allowance affect the extent of part~c~pat~on

for varl.OUS households?

2. Housmg Improvements

Do households that rece1ve hous1ng allowances l.mprove the

qual~ty of the~r hous=g? At what cost? How do households

1
'!he ~ssue of ~nflat~on ~s be~ng addressed d~rectly as part of

the Hous=g Allowance Supply Exper~ent.
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that receive a housmg allowance seek to ~mprove their

housing--by moving, by rehabil~tation? W~th what success?

3. Locat~onal Cho~ce

For part~c~pants who move, how does their loca~onal cho~ce

compare w~th ex~s~ng res~den~al patterns? Are there non­

f~nanc~al barr~ers to the effect~ve use of a hous~ng allowance?

4. AdmJ.=stranve Issues

What adn1J_n~strat~ve ~ssues and costs are ~nvolved in the

=plementat~onof a hous~ng allowance program?

5. Form of Allowance

How do the ~fferent forms of housing allowance compare ~n

terms of part~c~pat~on, hous~ng qual~ty ach~eved, locational

cho~ce, costs (~ncluding admin~strat~ve costs), and equity?

6. Compar~son w~th Other Programs

How do housmg allowances compacre w~th other hous~ng programs

and w~th ~ncome maUltenance ~n terms of partJ.c~pation, hous~ng

qual~ty ach~eved, locat~onal cho~ce, costs (includmg admm~s­

trat~ve costs), and eq=ty?

The Demand El<per~ment tests alternanve housmg allowance programs to

prov~de ~nformatJ.on on these poll.CY l.ssues ~ Whl.le the experl.ment 1.5

focused on household behav~or, it also offers data on program ~nistrat~on

to supplement ~nformat~on g~ned through the AdmJ.n~strat~ve Agency Exper:unent.

Finally, the Demand Exper=ent gathers mrect mformat~on on part~c~pants

and housmg cond~t~ons for a sample of households m convennonal HOD­

ass~sted hous~ng programs at the two exper:unental s~tes for compar~son

Wl.th allowance recl.pJ.ents.

1. 2 DATA COLLECTION

The Demand Exper=ent was conducted at two s~tes--AlleghenyCounty,

Pennsylvan~a (P~ttsburghl, and Mar~copa County, Ar~zona (Phoen~x).

HUn selected these two s~tes from among 31 Standard Metropol~tan

Stat~st~cal Areas (SMSAs) on the bas~s of the~r growth rates, rental
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vacancy rates, degree of rac~al concentrat~on and hous~ng costs.

P~ttsburgh and Phoen~x were chosen to prov~de contrasts between an

older, more slowly grow~ng Eastenl metropol~tan area and a newer,

relatively rap~dly groWJ.ng Western metropol~tan area. In ad~t~on,

P~ttsburgh has a substant~al black =nority and Phoenix a substanoal

Span~sh American =nor~ty populaoon.

Most of the ~format~on on paroc~pating households was collected from;

Basel~e Inte~ews, conducted by an ~dependent survey opera­
tion before households were offered enrollment;

In~t~al Household Report Forms and monthly Household Report
Forms, completed by part~c~pat~ng households dur~ng and after
enrollment, which prov~ded operat~g and analyt~c data on
household size and ~ncome and on hous~g expen~tures.

Supplements to the Household Report Forms, completed annually
by part~c~pat~ng households after enrollment, wh~ch prov~de

data on assets, J.ncome from assets, actual taxes paJ..d, income
from self-employment, and extraord~ary me~cal expenses,

Payments and status data on each househOld rna~nta~ned by
the Sl.ta offl.ces;

~ous~g EvaluatJ.on Forms, completed by Sl.te offl.ce evaluators
at least once each year for every dwell~g un~t occup~ed

by partl.cl.pants, whl.ch provl.de J.nfor.matl.on on hous1ng quality;

Perl.odl.c Interv~ews, conducted approXJ.mately s~x, twelve,
and twenty-four months after enrollment by an ~ndependent

survey operatJ.on; and

Ex~t Interv~ews, conducted by an independent survey operation
for a sample of households that decl~ed the enrollment offer
or dropped out of the program.

Surveys and housmg evaluatJ.ons were also adIru.nJ.stered to a sample of

part~c~pants ~n other hous=g programs: Publ~c Hous=g, Section 23/8

Leased Hous=g, and Sect~on 236 Interest Subs~dy Hous=g.

S~nce households were enrolled throughout the first ten months of

operatJ.ons, the operatl.onal phase of the experl.ment extended over

nearly four years ~ total. Analys~s w~ll be based on data collected

from households durJ.ng thel.r fl.rst two years after enrollment 1.n the

experJ.ment.. The exper:unental programs were continued for a thl.rd year

A-4



J.Il order to avoid confus~on between part~c~pantsI reactl.ons to the

experJ.mental offers and theJ.r adJustment to the phaseout of the

experJ.ment. DurJ.ng theJ.r last year in the expen.ment ellogible and

J.nterested households were aided lon enterJ.ng other housing programs.

I.3 ALLOWANCE PLANS USED IN THE DEMAND EXPERIMENT

The Demand El<:per:unent tested a number of cornblonatJ.ons of payment formulas

and hous~ng reqw.rements and several var.l.at.l.ons ~tlun each of these

cornbJ.natloons. These varloatloons allow some possJ.b1e program desJ.gns to

be tested dJ.rectly. More J.IIlportantly r they allow estJ.Illation of key

responses such as partJ.cJ.patloon rates and changes J.n particJ.pant housJ.ng

lon terms of basloc program parameters such as the level of allowances;

the level and type of housmg requirements; the nun:unum fractJ.on of

lots own mcome that a household can be expected to contrJ.bute toward

housJ.ng; and the way lon wluch allowances vary wloth household loncome

and rent. ~ese response estJ.Illates can be used to address the polJ.cy

questloons for a larger set of candJ.date program plans, beyond the plans

dJ.rectly tested. l

Payment Formulas

TWo payment formulas were used lon the Demand El<:perJ.ment--HousJ.ng Gap

and Percent of Rent.

Under the Houslong Gap formula, payments to households constlotute the

dJ.fference between a basloc payment level, C, and some reasonable fraction

of fanuly loncome. The payment formula loS:

P = C - bY

where P ~s the payment amount, C l.S the bas.l.c payment level, lib" .l.S the

rate at whl.ch the allowance is reduced as l.ncome J.ncreases 1 and Y 1.5

1
The basloc deslogn and analyslos approach, as approved by the HOD

Office of PolloCY Development and Research, loS presented J.n Abt Assocloates
Inc., El<:perimental Deslogn and Analyslos Plan of the Demand ExperJ.Illent,
cambrJ.dge I' Mass ~ I' August 1973, and l.n Abt Associates Inc. I' summary
Evaluatloon Deslogn, Cambrlodge, Mass., June 1973. DetaJ.ls of the operatlong
rules of the Demand Experl.Il1ent are contaJ.ned ~n Abt Assoc.l.ates Inc. I'

Site OperatJ.ng Procedures Handbook, Cambridge, Mass., Aprlol 1973.
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1the net fam~ly ~ncome. The bas~c payment level, C, var~es w~th household

s~ze, and ~5 proport~onal to C* f the estlmated cost of modest eX1.stJ..ng
2standard housmg at each s~te. Thus, payment under the Hous~ng Gap

formula can be mterpreted as mak~ng up the d~fference between the cost

of decent housmg and the amount of ~ts own ~ncome that a household
3

should be expected to pay for housmg.

Under the Percent of Rent formula, the payment is a percentage of the

household's rent. The payment formula ~s:

P = aR

where R ~s rent and "a" ~s the fracnon of rent pa~d by the allowance.

In the .Demand ExperJ.ment the value of Ita n remaJ.ned constant once a
4

household had been enrolled.

HOUSJ.Ilg Regu~rements

The Percent of Rent payment formula ~s t~ed directly to rent: a house­

hold's allowance payment ~s proport~onal to the total rent. Under the

HOUS211g Gap formula, however, specJ.f~c housJ.ng requJ.rements are needed to

t~e the allowance to housJ.ng. Two types of hous~g re~rement were

used: MJ.n.unUnl Standards and MJ.nJ.InUIn Rent.

1
In adfut~on, whatever the payment calculated by the formula,

the actual payment cannot exceed the rent pa~d.

2
The housmg cost parameter, C*, was establ~shed from es~ates

g~ven by a panel of qual~fied housmg experts m Pittsburgh and Phoen=.
For more deta~led fuscuss~on regard~ng the der~vat~on of C*, refer to
Abt AssocJ.ates Inc., WorkJ.ng Paper on Early FJ.ndJ.ngs, cambridge, Mass. I

January 1975, Appenfux II.
'3

As long as theJ.r hous~g met certaJ.n reqlllrements (dJ.scussed
below), Housmg Gap households could spend more or less than C* for
housJ.ng, as they desJ.red, and hence contr1bute more or less than ''hI!
of theJ.r own .ulcome. ThJ.s J.5 J.O contrast to other hous.ulg programs,
such as Sect~on 8 ('Ex~stmg).

4
FJ.ve values of "a II were used J.n the Demand Experiment4 Once a

fanuly had been ass1gned 1tS "a ll value, the value generally stayed
constant J.n order to ~d experJ.mental analys~s4 In a nat10nal Percent
of Rent program, !fa It ftlould probably vary w1th 1ncome and/or rent. Even
1n the exper1.ment~ 1£ a fanuly' S 1ncome rose beyond a certa1n POJ.Ilt, the
value of Ita" dropped rap1dly to zero 4 SJ.1IU.larly, the payment tmder
Percent of Rent could not exceed C* (the =mum payment under the modal
Housmg Gap plan), w~ch effect~vely l~ted the rents subs~dized to
less than C*la.
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Under the Min:unum Standards reqturement, part~c~pants rece~ved the

allowance payment only ~f they occup~ed dwell~ngs that Iret cert~n

phys~cal and occupancy standards. Part~c~pants occupy~ng un~ts that

fud not meet these standards e~ther had to move or arrange to improve

the~r current un~ts to meet the standards. Participants already 1iv=g

in housmg that met standards could use the allowance to pay for better

hous=g or to reduce the~r rent burden (the fracnon of ~ncome spent

on rent) ~n the~r present un~ts.

If hous=g qual~ty ~s broadly dehned to ~nc'hude all res~dential services,

and ~f rent levels are h~ghly correlated with the level of serv~ces, then

a str~ghtforward hous~ng re~reIrent (one that ~s relat~vely ~nexpens~ve

to a~l.Ster) would be that rec~p~ents spend SOIre min~mum amount on

rent. MJ.n:unum Rent was cons~dered as an alternat~ve to M~n:unum Standards

~n the Demand Exper1ment, ~n order to observe differences ~n response

and cost and to assess the relanve mer~ts of the two types of requ~re­

ments. Although the des~gn of the exper:unent used a fixed =n:unum

rent for each household size, a d2rect cash ass~stance program could

employ more fle~le structures. For example, some features of the

Percent of Rent formula could be comb~ned w~th the M=:unum Rent req=re­

mente Instead of rece.l.vJ.ng a zero allowance 1.£ the.l.r rent .1.$ less than

the M~n:unum Rent, households =ght be p~d a fracnon of the~r allowance

depenfung on the fract~on of M~n:unum Rent p~d.

Allowance Plans Tested

The three comb~nations of payment formulas and hous~ng requirements

used = the Demand Exper:unent were Hous=g Gap MJ.n:unum Standards,

Housmg Gap M==um Rent, and Percent of Rent. A total of 17 allowance

plans were tested.

The twelve Hous~ng Gap allowance plans are shown = Table I-1. The

hrst n~ne plans mclude three var~at~ons in the bas~c payment level,

e (1.2C*, C*, and O. SC*) and three var~at~ons ~n housmg requ~rements

(M==um Standards, MJ.n:unum Rent Low (0. 7C*), and MJ.nimum Rent H~gh

(0.9C*) ). The value of ''b "--the rate at wh~ch the allowance ~s reduced

as J.ncome J.ncreases--J.s O~25 for each of these plans. The next two
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plans have the same level of C (C*) and use the Min:unum Standards HousJ.ng

Reqw.rement, but use dJ.fferent values of "b". In the tenth plan the

value of ''b'' J.S 0.15, and J.n t."e eleventh plan, 0.35. FJ.nal1y, the

twelfth plan J.5 unconstra~ned, that loS, ~t has no housJ.ng reqw.rement.

Th~s unconstr~nedplan allows a ~rect compaxJ.son WJ.th a general J.ncome­

transfer program.

EligJ.ble households that dJ.d not meet the housJ.ng requJ.rement were stJ.ll

able to enroll. They receJ.ved full payments whenever they met the

reqw.rements durJ.ng the three years of the experJ.ment. Even before

meetJ.ng the housJ.ng reqw.rements, such households receJ.ved a cooperation

payment of $10 per month as long as they completed all reportJ.ng and

J.nterview requJ.rements.

WJ.thJ.n the HousJ.ng Gap desJ.gn, the average effects of changes J.n the

allowance level or housJ.og requJ.rements can be estunated for all the

maJor responses. In addJ.tJ.oo, ~teractions between the allowance level

and the hOUSUlg reqlllrement can be assessed. Responses to varJ.atJ.ons

1.0 the allowance/1.ocome schedule (changes in l'b ") can be estJ.mated for

the basJ.c combinatJ.on of the MJ.nJ.mum Standards housJ.ng reqw.rement and

payments level of C*.

The Percent of Rent allowance plans consJ.st of five var1.atJ.ons 1.0 lIalf

(the proportion of rent pal-d to the household), as shown J.n Table I-I. 1

A demand functJ.on for housJ.ng J.S estimated primarJ.ly from the Percent of

Rent observatJ.ons. Demand functJ.ons descrJ.be the way J.n whJ.ch the amount

people WJ.ll spend on housJ.ng J.S related to their J.ncome, the relatJ.ve

prJ.ce of housJ.ng and other goods, and varJ.ous demographJ.c characterJ.stics.

Such functJ.ons may be used to sJ.mulate response to a varJ.ety of possJ.ble

rent subsJ.dy programs not directly tested wJ.thJ.n the Demand ExperJ.ment.

Together wJ.th estJ.mates of supply response, they may also be used to

s.unulate the change 1.n market prJ.ces and housJ.og expendl.tures over t.une

due to sh~fts ~n hous~g demand or costs.

1
Des~gnat~on of mult~ple plans for the same lIa" value reflects

an early assJ.gnment conventJ.on and does not J.ndJ.cate that the households
J.n these plans were treated dJ.fferently for eJ.ther payment purposes or
analysis.
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Table 1-1
ALLOWANCE PLANS TESTED

HOUSING GAP' {P = C - bY. where C ,s a multiple of C')

HOUSING REQUIREMENTS

Mimmum IMinimum Rent MInimum Rent No
b VALUE C LEVEL Standards Low * O.7C· HIgh = 0.9C· Requirement

I

b=0.15 C· Plan 10 -

-

1.2C· Plan 1 Plan 4 Plan 7

b s O.25 C· Plan 2 Plan 5 Plan 8 Plan 12

0.8(:+ Plan 3 Plan 6 Plan 9

b=035 C' Plan 11

Symbols: b =Rate at which the allowance decreases as the ,"come tncreases.
C· = BasIc payment level (vaned by family size and also by site)

PERCENT OF RENT (I' = aR) •

a=02a=03a=04a=05a=06. .

Plan 13 Plans 14 ·16 Plans 17·19 Plans 20·22 Plan 23

CONTROL: With Housmg
Information

Without Housmg
InformatIon

Plan 24 Plan 25
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Control Groups

In addl.tl.on to the var1.QUS allowance plans, control groups were necessary

U1 order to establl.sh a reference level for responses, s~ce a number

of uncontrolled factors could also ~nduce changes :j,n fanuly behav~or

dur=g the course of the experJJllent. Control households rece~ved a

cooperauon-payment of $10 per month. They reported the SaIre =formation

as fanul~es that rece~ved allowance payments, ~nclu~ng household

compos~uon and ~ncome; they pernu.tted hous~ng evaluat~ons; and they

completed the Basel=e Interv~ew and the three Per~o~c Interv~ews.

(Control fanuhes were pa~d an addit~onal $25 fee for each Per~o~c

Interv~ew. )

Two control groups were used ~n the Demand Exper:unent. Members of one

group (Plan 24) were offered a Hous=g Informat~on Program when they

Jo~ned the expenment and were p=d $10 for each of f~ve sess~ons attended.

(Th~s program was also offered to households enrolled ~n the exper:unental

allowance plans but they were not p=d for the~r attendance.) The other

Control group (Plan 25) was not offered the Hous~ng Information Program.

All the households ~n the var~ous allowance plans had to meet a bas~c

~ncome ehgili~l~ty requ~rement. Th~s l:un~t was approx~mately the IDcome

level at wh~c.'l the household would rece~ve no payment under the Hous~ng

Gap formula:

C*Income El~gili~l~ty L:un~t ~
0.25

In ad~t~on, households ID plans w~th lower payment levels (Plans 3, 6,

9 and 11) had to have incomes low enough at enrollment to rece~ve

payment under these plans. F~nally, only households w~th IDcorneS ~n

the lower th~rd of the el~g~ble populat~on were el~gilile for enrollment

~n Plan 13, and only those ~n the upper two-th~rds were eligilile for

Plan 23.

I. 4 FINAL SAMPLE

F~nal analys~s of the ,-mpact of the housIDg allowance w~ll be based on

the f~rst two years of exper:unental data. Thus, the key sample s~ze
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Table 1-2

SAMPLE SIZE AFTER TWO YEARS

HOUSING GAP' (P ~ C - bY, where C IS a multiple of C·)

HOUSING REQUIREMENTS

Minimum Minimum Rent Minimum Rent No
b VALUE C LEVEl. Standards Low =O.7C· High ~ 0.9C· Requirement

Plan 10
b ~ 0.15 C· PIT = 45

I
PHX ~ 36

Plan 1 Plan 4 Plan 7
1.2C· PIT ~ 33 PIT ~34 PIT = 30

PHX ~ 30 PHX = 24 PHX ~30

Plan 2 Plan 5 Plan 8 Plan 12
b~ 0.25 C· PIT ~ 42 PIT ~ 50 PIT ~44 PIT ~ 63

PHX = 35 PHX ~39 PHX ~ 44 PHX ~40

Plan 3 Plan 6 Plan 9
0.8C4 PIT = 43 PIT ~44 PIT ~43

PHX = 39 PHX = 35 PHX ~ 35

Plan 11
b~0.35 C· PIT = 41

PHX ~ 34

Total HOUSing Gap 512 households ,n Pittsburgh, 421 households In Phoenix.

Symbols' b = Rate at which the allowance decreases as the Income Increases.
C" = BaSIC payment level (vaned by famlly size and also by site)

PERCENT OF RENT (P ~ aR)

a~06 a=05 a~04 a=03 a=02

Plan 13 Plans 14 ·16 Plans 17 ·19 Plans 20 • 22 Plan 23
PIT = 28 PIT ~ 109 PIT=113 PIT = 92 PIT = 65
PHX = 21 PHX ~ 81 PHX = 66 PHX = 84 PHX ~ 46

Total Percent of Rent' 407 households In Pittsburgh, 298 households In Phoenix.

CONTROI.S.

f

With HOUSing
Information

Plan 24
PIT = 159
PHX ~ 137

WithOut HOUSing
Information

Plan 25
PIT = 162
PHX = 145

Total Controls' 321 households In Pittsburgh, 282 households 10 Phoenlx.

NOTE This sample Includes households that were active. although not neeassanly receiving payments, after two
years of enrollment nouseholds whose enrollment Income was above the ehglbJll'tY limits or that moved Into sub­
SIdIZed hOUSing or their own homes are excluded. WhIle data on the excluded households may be useful for specIal
amliyses. particular analyses may also require the use of a stili more restncted sample than the one shown here
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for th~s report and the other reports ~n th~s ser~es ~s the number of house­

holds in the exper~nt at the end of the f~rst two years. The two-year

sample s~ze ~s shown in Table I-2, and compr~ses households that were st~ll

act1vs, ~n the sense that they were cont~nU1ng to fulf~ll report1ng requ1re­

ments. The sample S1ze for a part2cular analys2s may be smaller. For

example, analys~s of the hous~ng expenmtures of movers uses only those

households that moved dur~ng the first two years after enrollment.
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APPENDIX II

SAMPLES AND DATA USED IN THE ANALYSIS

This append1x describes the samples and data used 1n th1S report. Section

II.l describes the samples used in most of the analyses. Sect10n II.2

d1scusses the der1vation of the analytic measures of the M1n1mum Standards

and ~nlmum Rent requlrements, and how these compare to those used 1n

actual program operatlons. Sect10n II.3 describes other maJor var1ables

used in the analysis. Section II.4 1nd1cates the data sources used for the

var1ables defined 1n Section II.3. F1nally, Sect10n II.5 descr1bes the

development of the M1n1mum Standards phys1cal and occupancy requ1rements.

ILl SAMPLE DESCRIPTION

The standard sample for analysis consists of all enrolled households that

remalned actlve in the experlment for two years after enrollment, exclud­

ing households w1th enrollment 1ncomes above the eligib111ty lim1tsl and

households livlng 1n their own homes or in subsidized houslng at two
2years.

Much of the analysis 1n Chapters 2 and 3 uses a subset of th1S sample:

all households 1n the standard sample that at enrollment fa11ed the
3

derlved Minlmum Standards or Mlnlmum Rent requlrernents. For the

Mlnimum Standards requirements, this sample comprlses about 80 percent

of the M1n1mum Standards and Control households 1ncluded in the standard
- 4

sample. For Mlnlmum Rent Low requlrements, it comprises 38 percent of

P1ttsburgh and 55 percent of Phoen1x M1n1mum Rent Low and Control house-

holds 1ncluded 1n the standard sample.

It comprlses 70 percent and 77 percent,

For Minlmum Rent Hlgh requlrements,
5

respectlvely.

1 See Sect10n II.3 for documentat10n of 1ncome e11g1b111ty status
at enrollment.

2see Table I-2 for the number of households 1n each treatment
group and at each s1te.

3
See Sect10n II.2 for a d1Scuss10n of the der1ved measures of

passlng or falling requirements.
4See F1gure 2-1, Chapter 2.
5See F1gure 3-1, Chapter 3.
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II.2 ANALYTIC MEASURES OF PASSING THE MINIMUM STANDARDS
OR MINIMUM RENT REQUIREMENTS

The analyt1c measures of passing the M1n1mum Standards or Min1mum Requ1re­

ments are the key variables used in this report. These measures closely

approximate those used in actual program operations; modif~cat~ons have

been made, however, to allow ExPerimental/control cornp~r1sons.

Analyt~callYI pass~ng Mlnlmum Standards requlrements is measured at

three cross sectlons: enrollment, and at one year and two years after

enrollment. Data collected on the Houslng Evaluatl0n Forms and on the

In1t1al and monthly Household Report Forms are 11nked to these three

polnts and are exarnlned to determlne whether a household passes the

Mlnlmum Standards physlcal and occupancy requlrernents. Passlng Mlnlmum

Rent re~rements 18 measured at four cross sectl0ns: enrollment, and

at SlX months, one year, and two years after enrollment. Data cqllected

on the In1t1al and monthly Household Report Forms are used to der1ve

program rent, wh1ch 1S compared to the reqU1red M1n1mum Rent level.

These analyt1c measures s1mulate actual program operat1ons as much as

poss1ble. Operat10nally, once a household passed requ1rements ~n a un1t,

1t qual1f1ed for payments as long as 1t remained in that unit. The two­

year outcome measures der1ved for th1s report (ind1cat1ng whether a house­

hold passed or fa1led requ1rernents_at two years after enrollment, and

whether 1t moved or stayed in the enrollment un1t) 1ndicates whether the

household ~passed the requ1rements 1n the two-year unit, based on

data at the cross sect10ns.

Dur1ng actual program operat1ons monthly data were used to determ1ne

whether requ1rements were met. However, the analyt1c measures use only

the cross sect10ns where comparable data are ava1lable for Control

IAlthough Control households were not under the Minimum Rent
requ1rement, M1n1mum Rent H1gh and Low level have been calculated for them,
based on the1r household S1ze. All Control households are used 1n both the
M1nimum Rent H1gh and M1n1mum Rent Low analysis.
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1,2 ..
households. For example, actual program operatl0ns allowed a Mlnlmum

Standards household that had repal.red l.ts unl.t to call the site offl.ce In

any month durl.ng l.ts partl.Clpatl0n and request that an Upgrade HousJ.ng

Evaluat~on be performed to determ~ne whether the un1.t passed the

M~n~mum Standards. To perm~t val~d comparison of M~nimum Standards and

Control households, the presence of an Upgrade Evaluation 1.S not a

crl.terl.on upon Wh1Ch the analytic measure 15 def1ned.
3

The analytlc

measures do not take account of Ml.nl.mum Standards or Minlmum Rent

households that passed requl.rements in months between the cross sections

but not at any of the cross sectl.ons. In fact, the measures very closely

approx~mate actual program records. Tables II-l to II-3 compare these

measures for the sample of households used in most of the analys~s. As

shown ~n Table II-I, 251 of the 263 Min~mum Rent Low and H1.gh households,

or 95 percent, have ~dent~cal outcomes us~ng the analytic and operat~onal

def~n~t~ons. All of the households analyt~cally def~ned as pass~ng

M~nimum Rent Low or H1gh ln place were also treated as pass~ng ln actual

program operatlons.

1
Household Report Form data were collected monthly for all Control

households as for Experlmental households. However, these data are very
costly to access. Therefore, only cross-sectional data are used. As d~s­

cussed below, use of cross-sectional data does not cause the analytlc
measures to dlffer greatly from actual program outcomes.

2The SlX month cross section is omitted in the analytic measure of
passlng Mlnlmum Standards, Slnce the Housing Evaluatlons 11nked to thlS
pelnt are not necessarl1y comparable for Mln1mum Standards and Control
households. The Housing Evaluat~on l~nked to th~s po~nt ~s def~ned as the
"most current 11 evaluat10n on record. For Control households, the most cur­
rent evaluation 15 usually the ln1tial evaluatl0n. For Min~um Standards
households, the most current evaluation 15 elther the init1al evaluation or
an evaluatl0n completed for an upgrade or move that occurred after enroll­
ment. ThlS does not effect the derived outcomes: only one Minlmum
Standards household upgraded at the s~x month cross sect~on and at no other
tl.me.

3 .
For Ml.n~mum Standards households, the presence of Upgrade Hous1.ng

Evaluat~ons and data from the s~x-rnonth cross section are used in some other
reports Wh1ch luciude these l.n analytl.c measures of passing M1.nimum Standards
reqU1rements.
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Table II-I

COMPARISON OF ANALYTIC AND OPERATIONAL
MEASURES OF MEETING MINIMUM RENT AT TWO YEARS

ANALYTIC MEASURE

OPERATIONAL STAYED STAYED MOVED MOVED
MEASURE AND PASSED AND FAILED AND PASSED AND FAILED

MINIMUM RENT LOW

Households elig~ble for
full payments--have passed

la 1°requlrements 16 39

Households not el~gible for
full payments--have never

3
bpassed requlrements 0 29 8

SAMPLE SIZE (16) (30) (42) (9)

MINIMUM RENT HIGH
Households el~g~ble for
full payments--have passed

3
d

4
e

requl.rements 10 49

Households not el~g~ble for
payments--have never
passed requl.rements 0 70 0 30

SAMPLE SIZE (10) (73) (49) (34)

SAMPLE: Mlnl.mum Rent households active at two years after enroll­
ment that fal-led the Mlnl.rnum Rent requl.rements at enrollment, excludl.ng
those Wl.th enrollment l.ncomes over the ell.gl.bl.ll.ty ll.ml.ts and those ll.vl.ng
l.n thel.r own homes or l.n subsl.dl.zed housl.ng.

DATA SOURCE: In~t~al and monthly Household Report Forms.
a. Thl.S household passed requl.rements only at month between the

cross sectl.ons.
b. Two of these households were mlstakenly regarded as passl.ng

requl.rernents {due to an adrnanl.stratl.ve error}. The remal.nl.ng dlscrepancy
15 due to dl.fferences l.n data bases.

c. and d. The causes for these d1screpanc1es are due to d1fferences
1n data bases.

e. One of these households passed requ1rements only at months between
the cross sect10ns. The causes for the re:rpa1n1ng households are due to
d1fferences 1n data bases.
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For Mlnlmum Standards households, the analytlc measure and program records

are ldentical for 268 out of 289 households, or 93 percent, as shown ln

Table 11-2. Of the 37 households defined analytically as upgraders, 34

were treated as passlng requlrements 10 actual program operations a

Table 11-3 contains a comparison of the analytic definltlon of upgrading

to the actual inc1dence of Upgrade Houslng Evaluations; 23 percent of

the 37 households def1ned as upgraders called the slte off1ce and had

an Upgrade Housing Evaluation performed on their unit. These households

by deflnition also passed M2nlmurn Standards at a cross seetlon. The

remalning 14 households passed the requlrements and never requested an

Upgrade Evaluation. Six of the households that requested an Upgrade

Evaluatlon never passed requirements at a cross section. For households

that moved it 1S not posslble to d1rectly compare the analyt1c def1nit1on

and the oqcurrence of an Upgrade Evaluation, since the Upgrade Evaluation

dld not necessarl1y occur 10 the two year unlt, on WhlCh the analytlc

deflnltlon 15 based.

II. 3 MAJOR VARIABLES

Key varlables 10 thlS report luciude rent, prograw variables, household

characterlstlcs, and measures of houslng. Definitions of the varlables

are d1scussed below.

Rent

Rent is broadly defined as the monthly cost of an unfurnished dwell1ng

unlt lncludlng basic utlllties. Two variatlons of rent are used 1n this

report: program rent (used 1n determining whether M1n1mum Rent requ1re­

ments are met and in calculatlng payments) and analyt1c rent. Operat1onally,

program rent 1S des1gned to use only informat1on that 1S eas1ly measured and

documented. Analytic rent is designed to measure the overall cost to a

household occupy1ng a given dwelling unit, and involves more detailed infor­

mation.

For both defln1tlons two basic adjustments are made to monthly contract

rent so that derlved rent values are equlvalent across households: The

add1tlon of the estimated add1tlonal cost of utllitles and the deduction

of the est=ated cost of furnlsh1ngs provlded w1th the un1t. (These
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Table 1I-2

COMPARISON OF ANALYTIC AND OPERATIONAL
MEASURES OF MEETING MINIMUM STANDARDS AT TWO YEARS

ANALYTIC MEASURE

OPERATIONAL STAYED STAYED MOVED MOVED
MEASURE AND PASSED AND FAILED AND PASSED AND FAILED

Households e11g~le for
full payments--have passed

6
b n d

requ~rements 34 65

Households not e11g1ble for
full payments--have never

3
a Iepassed requlrernents 102 67

SAMPLE SIZE (37) (108) (66) (78)

SAMPLE: Mlnlmurn Standards households actlve at two years after
enrollment that falled the Mlnlrnum Standards requlrements at enrollment,
excludlng those wlth enrollment lucornes over the ellg1bl11ty 11mlts and
those Ilvlng 1n thelr own homes or 1n Subsldlzed houslng.

DATA SOURCES: In1t1al and monthly Household Report~Forrns, Hous1ng
Evaluatlon Forms, and payments fl1e.

a. and c. Dlscrepancles 1n these cases were due to the Ilnklng of
data at the cross sectl0ns. In the month deslgnated as the cross seetlon,
the household falled Mlnlmum Standards. However, the Annual Houslng
Evaluatlon that was completed after that month and Was later matched to
that month 1nd1cated that the household had passed the requ1rements. (All
of these households later were el~g~ble for full payments, after the co~

plet10n of the Hous1ng Evaluat10n.)
b. Of these cases, four households passed requ~rements only at

months between the cross sect~ons, and two households were :mJ.stakenly
regarded as pass~ng requ~rements (due to an adrn~n~strat~ve error).

d. Of these cases, n~ne households passed requ~rements only at
months between the cross sect~ons, and one households was :mJ.stakenly
regarded as pass~ng requ~rements (due to an adm~n~strat~ve error). The
cause for the one rema~n~ng d~screpancy ~s due to d1fferences ~n data
bases.
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Table II-3

COMPARISON OF ANALYTIC DEFINITIONS OF UPGRADING TO
HOUSEHOLDS FOR WHICH UPGRADE HOUSING EVALUATIONS WERE PERFORMED

ANALYTIC DEFINITION

PROGRAM
OPERATIONS

Upgrade Hous~ng

Evaluatl0n performed

NO Upgrade Hous~ng

Evaluatl0n performed

SAMPLE SIZE

UPGRADED

23

14

(37)

STAYED
AND FAILED

6

102

(108)

MOVED
AND PASSED

26

40

(66)

MOVED
AND FAILED

9

69

(78)

SAMPLE: Mlnlmum Standards households active at two years after
enrollment that falled the Manlmum Standards requlrements at enrollment,
excludlng those wlth enrollment lucornes over the ellg~111ty I1mlts and
those I1vlng 1n thelr own homes or 1n subsl~zed houslng.

DATA SOURCES: In~t~al and monthly Household Report Forms and
Houslng Evaluatl0n Forms.
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adJustments are summar~zed below.)

adjustments, adding to monthly rent

because a household works for or is

Analyt~c rent also includes add~t~onal

the reported rent reduct~ons granted

related to the landlord.

Ut~l~t~es adJustments. AdJustments are made v~a s~te-spec~f~c tables for

electr1city, gas, heat, water, and trash collect1on If these are not

included 10 contract rent. No adjustment 15 made for any other utilitles

or services, such as parking. The estimated cost of utl1itles 15 based

on dwell~ng un~t s~ze (analyt~c rent) or household s~ze (program rent).

The ubility adJustment schedules were updated ~n February, 1975, to reflect

increases due to inflation. The orlginal and revised schedules are

contained ~n Table 11-4.

Furn~sh~ngs adJustments. For furn~shed un~ts, a deduction for the cost of

furnish~ngs is made. For analytic rent, an adJustment ~s made equal to

11.5 percent of monthly contract rent adJusted for ut~l~t~es. For program

rent, the value of monthly contract rent adJusted for utilitles was

reduced by an amount dependent on the number of furn~shed rooms and the

rent (see Table 11-5) prior to February, 1975; thereafter, ~t was reduced

by 13 percent.

Addit~onal adJustments. Amounts by which contract rent is reduced by land­

lord because the household works ~n l~eu of rent or ~s related to the land­

lord are added to contract rent.

Mlss1ng rent data. If reported contract rent is zero, the analytic rent

varlable is mlss1ng. (For program rent, 1f reported contract rent is zero,

the cost of utilit~es ~s added to zero.) External program rent or analytic

rent values greater than $400 are receded to mlssing values.

Income

The income variable used 10 this report J.5 annual net analytic income, a

measure of d1sposable household 1ncome. Net analytic 1ncome approximates

the number of dollars available to a household for consurnpt~on, surnrn~ng

the income rece1ved by all household members age 18 or over net of taxes

and alJ.Inony paid. Th1s dJ.ffers from the census def1n1tJ.on of income

(gross ~ncome) and the program def~n~t~on of ~ncome used to deterrn~ne

el~gibil~ty and calculate payments. A compar~son of analytic, census, and

program def~n~t~ons of ~ncome is conta~ned ~n Table 11-6. (In the

equat10ns in Chapters 2 and 3, 1ncome is measured J.n thousands of dollars.)

A-20



Table II-4

UTILITY COST TABLES

(Dollar increment to contract rent per reported utility by size of dwell~ng unit)

ORIGINAL SCHEDULESa REVISED SCHEDULESb

NUMBER OF ROOMS IN DWELLING UNITc

(Analys~s Def~n~t~on)

NUMBER OF HOUSEHOLD MEMBERS
(Payments Definition)

PITTSBURGH

1,2

1

3

2

4 5

3,4 5,6

6+

7+

1,2

1

3

2

4 5

3,4 5,6

6+

7+

Electr~c~ty

Gas

Heat~ng Fuel

Garbage Collection

Water

PHOENIX

Electric~ty

Gas

Heating Fuel

Garbage Collect~on

Water

$ 5

2

10

3

3

$11

5

o
3

4

6

2

12

3

4

16

6

o
3

4

7

3

15

3

6

20

7

o
3

5

9

3

18

3

7

24

11

o
3

6

11

4

20

3

8

29

15

o
3

9

$ 5

2

10

3

3

$ 13

6

o
3

4

9

3

15

3

4

18

7

o
3

4

10

3

18

3

6

23

8

o
3

5

12

4

21

3

7

28

12

o
3

6

14

5

23

3

8

33

17

o
3

9

SOURCE: Local service and utility companies and public off~cials.

NOTE: All refrigeration and air-cond~tioningcosts are reflected in the tables entr~es for
electric~ty and gas.

a. Effective through month of January 1975; used to determ~ne enrollment rent.
b. Effect~ve from February 1975 forward; used to determine rent at two years.
c. Number of rooms is defined as number of rooms useable as living space (excluding bathrooms,

half-rooms, unfinished basements or attics).



Table 11-5

COST OF FURNISHINGS SCHEDULES USED IN DERIVING PAYMENTS RENT

NUMBER OF
PITTSBURGH PHOENIX

FURNISHED DOLLAR AMOUNT DOLLAR AMOUNT
ROOMS GROSS RENT OF REDUCTION GROSS RENT OF REDUCTION

1 up to $95 $12 up to $111 $12

$96 or more 15 $112 or more 15

2 up to $119 24 up to $147 24

$120 or more 30 $148 or more 30

3 up to $147 36 up to $175 32

$148 or more 45 $176 or more 40

4 up to $171 48 up to $219 44

$172 or more 60 $220 or more 55

5+ up to $211 60 up to $267 56

$212 or more 75 $268 or more 70

NOTE: Gross rent equals reported monthly contract rent plus
es~mated add~t~onal cost of utilities.
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Table II-6

COMPONENTS INCLUDED IN THE DEFINITION OF NET INCOME FOR ANALYSIS
AND COMPARISON WITH CENSUS AND PROGRAM ELIGIBILITY DEFINITIONS

COMPONENTS

I GROSS INCOME

A. Earned Income

1 Wages and Salar~es

2. Net Bus1ness Income

B Income-Cond1t10ned Transfers

1 A1d for Dependent Ch11dren

2. General ASs2stance

3 Other Welfare

4. Food Stamps SubS1dy

C. Other Transfers

1 supplemental SecurJ.ty Income (Old Age
ASS1stance l A1d to tne B11nd, A1d to
the Dl.sabled)

2. Socl.al securl.ty

3 Unemployment Compensatl.on

4. workmen's Campensatl.on

5. Government PenSl.ons

6. Prl.vate PenSl.ons

7 Vetera~s Pensl.ons

o Ot~er Income

1. Educatl.on Grants

2 Regular Cash Payments

3 otner Regular Income

4. Alllllony Recel.ved

5 Asset Income

6. Income from Roomers and Boarders

II. GROSS EXPENSES

A. Taxes

1. Federal Tax WJ.thheld

2. State Tax WJ.thheld

3. FICA Tax WJ.thheld

B. Worlt-CondJ.tJ.oned Expenses

1. chJ.ld Care Expenses

2. Care of SJ.ck at Home

3. Work Related Expenses

c. Other Expenses

I AIJ.Il\onj' PaJ,.d Out

2. MaJor MedJ.cal Expenses

NET INCOME FOR
ELIGIBILITY

x
X

X

X

X

x

x
X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X'

X'
X'
X'

X

X

X'

X

A

NET INCOME
FOR ANALYSIS

X

X

X

X

X

x·

x

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

x·

X'
X'
X'

X

CENSUS
(GROSS INCOME)

X

X

X

X

X

x

X

X

X

X

X

X

x
x
x
x
x·
X

*The amounts of these ~come and expense J.tems are derJ.ved uSJ.ng data reported by the household
All other amounts are 1ncluded 1n the 1ncome varJ.abl~s exactly as reported by the nousehold.
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Program Var~ables

Income el~gibil~ty status at enrollment. The value of this var~able

~nd~cates whether the household was enrolled w~thin the income el~gibility

limits for ~ts ass~gned treatment group -(Experimental households) or

w~th~n the modal eligibility l~m~t (Control households). For most of the

enrollment per~od, an Experimental household was not allowed to enroll

unless its reported 1ncome was completely verified and a net 1ncome for

elig~b~l~ty was calculated as being with~n the el~g~bility l~m~t for the

household's treatment group (See Table II-7 for the s~te- and household

s~ze-specif~c tables used for el~gib~lity l~~ts). Toward the end of the

enrollment per1od, however, some households were enrolled on the basls of

reported income. If a household's lncame was later verlfled as over the

eliglbJ.lity I1mits, the household was regarded as overincome. Control

households were coded as overincome 1£ their lncame exceeded the modal

el~gibil~ty l~~ts (even though the actual l~m~ts appl~ed to them dur~ng

enrollment were higher). Th~s var~able therefore identif~ed higher­

lnceme households that might cause a blas 1n the lnJ.tial lucame dJ.str1bu­

t~on of enrolled households.

Data were collected in several ways. Experlmental households that were

verJ.fled as overincome were identJ.fled by the s1te offices. Control

households w~th incomes above modal elig~b~l~ty lim~ts were ident~f~ed

1from Household Event L~st data.

M~n~mum Standards phys~cal and occupancy requ~rements. The values of

these var~ables ~ndicate whether the ~n~um Standards physical and

occupancy requJ.rements have been met. See Section 11.5 for a discuss10n

of these requirements.

M1n1mum Rent requ1rements. Min2mum Rent requirements were based on the

est~mated cost of modest, ex~st~ng standard housing (C*), which var~ed by

household s~ze and s~te. The c* values were developed by a panel of

experts at each site as estimates of the rent for standard dwell~ng units

w~th a specif~ed number of bedrooms. These estimates are related to

household s~ze by adopt~ng the standard that there should be no more than

lThe Household Events List was the data source used to track house­
holds through the stages of enrollment.
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Table II-7

INCOME ELIGIBILITY LIMITS AT ENROLLMENT

HOUSEHOLD SIZE

DESIGN POINT 1 2 3,4 5,6 7+

PITTSBURGH

Modal Income E1~g~-
a

$5,050 $5,800 $6,750 $7,700 $9,150b~l~ty L~m~ts

TG 3,6,9 4,050 4,650 5,400 6,150 7,300

TG 11 3,750 4,250 4,950 5,650 6,650

TG 13 3,002 3,600 4,537 5,060 5,257

TG 24, 25
b

12,500 12,500 12,500 12,500 12,500

PHOENIX

Modal Income E1~g~-
a

$6,000 $7,450 $8,650 $10,600 $12,750b~l~ty L~=ts

TG 3,6,9 4,800 5,950 6,950 8,450 10,200

TG 11 4,450~ 5,450 6,350 7,700 9,250

TG 13 2,700 4,100 4,500 4,700 5,400

TG 24, 25
b

15,500 15,500 15,500 15,500 15,000

NOTE: TG = ass~gned treatment group. Ind~cated amounts are $500
greater than formal el1gili~l~ty l~m~ts. A $500 marg~n of error ~s allowed.
Only households w~th incomes more than $500 above the formal l~m~ts are
cons~dered to be over~ncome.

a. The follow~ng treatment groups are assessed 10 relatlon to these
f~gures: TG = 1, 2, 4, 5, 7, 8, 10, 12, 14-23. Refer to the summary
experlmental deslgn 10 AppendlX I for ldentlcatlon of these groups.

b. These amounts were used as crlterla 10 the actual enrollment
process. Note, however, that households 10 these treatment groups are
consldered to be overlncome for thlS lncome ellglbl11ty status at enroll­
ment 1£ thelr l.ncome 1.5 greater than the Modal Income Ell.gJ.bl.!l.ty Ll.Inl.ts.
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two household members per bedroom. The est~mates are g~ven ~n Table II-S.

In order to be ellg1ble for a houslng allowance, Mlnlrnum Rent Low house­

holds were requlred to l1ve In units whose rents were at least 0.7 C*;

Mlnlrnum Rent Hlgh households were requlred to live In Units whose rents

were at least 0.90 c*.l

D~stance from meet~ng M~nimum Rent. Distance ~s defined as the household!s

ass~gned Minimum Rent level (see above) m~nus the actual (program) rent

paid.

Dlstance from meetlng Mlnimum Rent as a percent of the allowance payment.

Th~s var~able ~s def~ned as d~stance d~v~ded by the hous~ng allowance the

household would recelve once the Mlnlmum Rent requlrements were met.

Household Characterlstlcs

Female head of household. (A dummy var~able, equal to one ~f the head of

household 15 female, zero 1£ head 15 male). The census conventl0n was

used to determ~ne the head of household: unless the household has a s~ngle

female head, ~t ~s class~f~ed as hav~ng a male head. To establ~sh the

census head of household, the sex and relat~onsh~p of each household

member to the des~gnated head were checked. If the des~gnated head was

female and a male spouse was present, the census head of household was

consldered male.

Age of head of household. Age ~s der~ved from date of b~rth informat~on

for the ~ndividual ~dent~f~ed as the census head of household.

Elderly household. A dummy var~able, equal to one ~f the age of the census

head of household is greater than 61 years and zero ~f the age ~s 61 years or

less.

Educat~on of head of household. Educat~on of head of household ~s der~ved

from data reported by the lndlvldual ldentlfled as the census head of house­

hold. The varlable 1S a cont~nuous measure, J.nd~cat~ng the highest level of

educat~on atta~ned by the census head. Years of educat~on beyond h~gh

school (~.e., greater than 12) refer exclus~vely to college cred~t recelved

by 1nd~v~duals w1th a h1gh school d1ploma. Vocat~onal or bus1ness school

traln1ng are not counted.

1
See Append~x I for further d~scuss~on of the des~gn of the Demand

Exper.1.ment.
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Table II-8

ESTIMATED COST OF STANDARD HOUSING (C*)

HOUSEHOLD SIZE

ORIGINAL VALUES REVISED VALUESa

SITES 1 2 3,4 5,6 7+ 1 2 3,4 5,6 7+

P~ttsburgh $105 $120 $140 $160 $190 $115 $130 $150 $170 $205

PhoenJ.x $125 $155 $180 $220 $265 $135 $165 $190 $235 $280

a. In February 1975 the C* values were 1ncreased to reflect
1ncreases due to J.nflatJ.on.
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Black of Span~sh household. Dummy var~ables, equal to one ~f household ~s

black or Spanish, and zero ~f not. Race of the household is based on lnter­

viewer ohservatlons of the maln respondent to the Basell.ne InterVl.ew. The

ohservatl.ons were modl.fl.ed accordl.ng to census conventl.ons: a household

was designated as Spanl.sh Amerl.can based on surname.

Household size. Thl.S variable simulates the Census defl.nl.tl.on of house-

hold size, counting all members of the household, ~nclud~ng roomers and

boarders. It is used ~n determ~n~ngwhether a household meets the

occupancy requl.rement of Ml.nl.mum Standards.

Number of moves J.o the prevl.ous three years. The number of moves 1n the

prevJ.ous three years is taken dl.rectly from the Baseline Interview,

Quest~on 83:

How many times have you yourself moved in the last
three years--since (MONTH) 1970?

Household Att~tudes and Preferences

DOl.t and nel.ghborhood satJ.sfaction. Separate responses to two questJ.ons

on the BaselJ.ne Interview were added to form an lndex of overall satlsfac­

tion:

The flrst two questlons asked during the Basellne Intervlew were:

la In general, how satisfled or dissatlsfled are you
w~th th~s neighborhood as a place to live--would
you say: very satlsfled, somewhat satisfled, some­
what dissatisf~ed, or very dissat~sf~ed?

2. In general, how satisfied are you w~th the (housel
apartment) you now l~ve in--would you say very
satlsfied, somewhat satisfled, somewhat dissatisfled,
or very dlssatisfied?

Respondents answers were recorded from 4 to 1. (4 lndlcating very satisfl.ed,

1 ~nd~cat~ng very d~ssatisfied) and the two responses were added together.

Expressed preference. Durlng the Basellne Intervlew, households were

asked to indicate their preferences for moving or remainlng in thel.r

current unit, assum~ng that they had add~tional money to spend on rent

(at the tlme of the Baseline Intervlew, households were unaware that they

were belng consldered for the Housing Allowance Program; thelr responses

to th~s question provide an ind~cat~on of their future behav~or ~f they

recel.ved a houslng allowance):
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(Baseline Quest10n 77) If you had $50 more to spend on rent
every month, would you move from (house/apartment) or have the
landlord 1mprove th1S (house/apartment) for a h1gher rent?

The verbatlffi response was recorded and coded 1nto the follow1ng categories:

Move from this un1t

Have landlord lffiprove th1S unit

Would continue to rent this un1.t, no improvements
necessary

Would try to buy this unit

Other.

These responses were then grouped lnto preferences for moving, for staying

1n the unit, or other ..

Housing Characterlstics

Housl.ng services index.. The index is a summary measure of housing based

on a hedon1c model of housing. Hedon1c ind1ces relate to rent to

measures of hensl.og characteristics, attemptl.ng to sort out the l.nfluence

of qual1ty and non-qual1ty factors (such as 1nflation, tenure cond1t1ons

or racial dl.scriml.nation) .. The housl.ng serVl.ces l.ndex 15 a contl.nuous

var1able, 1nd1cating the est1mated total value of qual1ty factors

present in a dwelling un1t. A separate 1ndex has been developed for each
1

5l.teO'

Quality per room. Qual1ty per room is derived by d:widing the hous1ng

serV1ces 1ndex by the total number of rooms 1n the dwelling un1t (lnclud1ng

bathrooms, half-rooms, unfl.nl.shed basements, or attics).

Hedon1c residual. The hedon1.c res1dual prov1.des a comparison of actual

rent to the value of the unl.t est1mated 1n linear and sem1log hedon1C

questions. It lS defined as actual rent minus predicted rent. Households

with extreme d1fferences between actual and predicted rents are excluded

from analyses involvl.ng the houslng services index and the resl.duals.

1See Mernll (1977).
2See Merr1ll (1977), Kennedy and Merr1ll (1979) and Fr1edman and

We1nberg (1979) for a diScuss10n of hedonic equat10ns and the 1nterpreta­
tl.on of hedonl.c resl-duals ..
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Overall evaluator rating. At the end of each housing evaluat~on, the

housing evaluator was ~nstructed to rate the physical cond~tion of the

un~t and ~mrned~ate surround~ngs on the follow~ng scale:

o = good cond~t~oni only ordinary malntenance
needed

1 basically sound; some minor repalrs needed

2 = basically sound; some major repalrsjrenovation
needed

3 = unsound, hazardous, or unflt for human hab2tatl0n

ThlS ratlng was recorded on the Houslng Evaluatlon Form~

Housing deprivation measure. The houslng deprlvatlon measure was derived

from a number of ltems contalned 20 the Mlnimum Standards components and

addltlonal items from the Houslng Evaluatlon Form. The measure divides

houslng attrlbutes lnte four basic groups: structure and surface

condltl0ns, safety hazards, baslc houslng serVlces (such as plumblng,

kltchen faCl11tles, heatlng and electrlcal servlces) and other attributes
1(such as adequate light and vent~lat~on and the cond~t~on of w~ndows).

A un~t ~s rated on a 3-point scale:

1 = m1nimally adequate

2 = amb~guous--unit could either be minimally adequate
or clearly inadequate, depend~ng on ~nterpretation

of an lI adequate" un~t

3 = clearly ~nadequate.

Number of physical Minimum Standards components failed. The measure counts

the number of physical components fa~led. Its values range from 0 to 15.

Persons per room. Persons per room ~s def~ned as the number of census

household members (1nclud1ng roomers) per room usable as I1v1ng space

(1.e., exclud1ng all bathrooms and storage rooms w1th floor areas less than

or equal to 70 square feet).

Persons per adequate bedroom. Persons per adequate bedroom is defined as

the number of census household members (1nclud~ng roomers) per adequate-

1See Budd~ng (1978) for a complete d~scussion of the measure.
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bedroom. An adequate bedroom is a room which can be completely closed off

from other rooms and which passes M2n1mum Standards requirements regard1ng

structural and surface character~stics of the floor and walls, electrical

equipment, l1ght and ventilation, and ceiling he1ght. If there are no

adequate bedrooms present, or if the number of census household members

1S unknown, the var1able 1S treated as miss1ng. If the number of persons

per adequate bedroom is greater than two, or 1f there are no adequate

bedrooms present, the household fa1ls the M1n1ffiUffi Standards occupancy

requirement.

Reported Improvements Data

Improvements made by households. During each Period1c Interv1ew, house­

holds were g1ven a l1st of improvements and asked 1f they had part1cipated

in any of them:

Here ~s a list of improvements people somet~es make
to the1r houses and apartments. In the last (6 months/
12 months), that 1S S1nce , have you or anyone
1n your household made or pa1d to have made, any of
these improvements? Please count only those 1mprove­
ments where you pa1d some or all of the costs or d1d
some or all of the work. l

The types of 1ffiprovements are l1sted below. The number of 1mprovements

cited by households was summed over the three 1nterv1ews to produce a

total number of lmprovement act10ns that occurred over two years.

(e.g., a household perforffi1ng the same type of 1mprovement at two d1fferent

times 1S counted as hav1ng made two 1mprovements.)

Improvements made by landlords. Dur1ng each Per1od1c Interv1ew, house­

holds were asked whether the landlord had made 1mprovements:

D1d the landlord actually make any repa1rs or 1ffiprove­
ments to th1s place 1n the last (6 months/12 months),
that ~s, since , whether or not you talked to
h1ffi about 1t?2

1
Period~c, Question Period1c,F1rst 126, Second Quest10n 128,

Th1rd Period~c, Quest10n l6l.

2First Period1c, Quest10n 122, Second Per10dic, Question 123,
Th1rd Period1c, Quest10n 156.
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Households responding aff~rrnat~velywere g~ven a l~st of ~mprovements

(~dentical to those listed for household ~mprovements) and were asked to

po~nt out the ~mprovements that the landlord made (see below for the

specif~c types of ~mprovements). The number of ~mprovements cited was

summed ~n the same manner as for household ~mprovements, to produce a

total number of improvement actions made by the landlord dur~ng two years.

Total improvements. Total ~mprovements ~nd~cate the total number of

improvement act~ons that occurred over two years. The total number of

landlord and household improvements are summed. The variable does not

d~fferent~ate between single act~ons and those carr~ed out Jo~ntly by the

household and landlord. (It was ~mposs~le to deter~ne whether households

and landlords that performed the same type of ~mprovement worked jo~ntly on

one ~mprovement or worked separately on two ~mprovements of the same type.)

Cost to the household. As they l~sted the ~mprovements they had part~c~­

pated in, households were asked how much they had spent on each ~mprovement.

The costs were then summed and a total f~gure was recorded on the ~nterv~ew.

The totals were summed across the three ~nterv~ews to produce a total cost

to the household of ~mprovements over two years. Total costs greater than

$3,000 were treated as extreme cases and om~tted from the analys~s (there

were two such cases ~n the sample used ~n th~s report).

As noted ~n Chapter 4, the cost data prov~de a general ~nd~cat~on of the

dollar cost to the household. However, they cannot be d~rectly l~nked to

speciflc improvements or used as an lndicator of the value of those ~mprove­

ments, since ~ndivldual ~mprovernent costs, landlord costs, ~n-k~nd transfers

of labor, and lmprovements In l~eu of rent are not deta~led.

Type of ~mprovements.- The types were l~sted ~dent~cally for household and

landlord 1mprovements:

General remodel1ng, such as add1ng or remodel1ng rooms or
lower~ng ce1l1ngs

Work on floors or floor coverlng, such as sand1ng, ref1n1sh­
lng, lnstall1ng new t~les, or lnstall1ng new carpet1ng

Electrlcal work, such as lnstaillng new outlets

Install~ng new plumb~ng or heating f~xtures

Addltlons to or replacement of the heatlng or alr cond1tlon­
ing systems

A-32



Inter~or or exter~or carpentry work such as shelves, closets,
cab~nets, room d~viders, plan~ng doors, patch~ng walls or
woodwork

Plant~ng a garden or trees

General f1x1ng and repa~ring th~ngs, such as faucets, electrical
outlets, wall sWltches, or broken windows

1nterlor palnting or papering

Exterl0r pa~nt~ng

Plaster1ng ~nterlor walls, ceillngs

Modernlzlng bath or kltchen facl1lties

Addltions of maJor new kltchen appliances 11ke stoves and
referlgerators

Other lrnprovements to the dwelllng unlt or grounds.

II.4 DATA SOURCES

Table 11-9 lndlcates the data sources used for each varlable deflned In

Sectl0n II.I. MaJor data sources are descr2bed below.

1nltial Household Report Form

All households were requlred to fl11 In these forms prlor to enrollment,

generally durlng the enrollment lnterview. 1nltial Household Report Forms

were completed between Aprl1 1973 and February 1974. Detal1ed lnformatl0n

was collected on each household's composlt1on, houslng expend1tures (e.g.,

rent, utllltles, furnishlngs) and asset holdlngs (e.g., savings bonds,

stocks) as of the t~me of the ~nterv1.ew. Income data were collected for

each of the previous 12 months for each type of lncome (e.g., wages,

Social Securlty, welfare) for each household member 18 years of age or

over. Household expenses (e.g., al~mony, chl1d care, rnedlcal) were also

collected for the 12 most current months. The data were used to determlne

whether ln1t~al el~g1b1.l~ty requ~rements were met, and to der1.ve annual

net analytlc and ellg1bl1lty lncomes.

Monthly Household Report Forms

After households were enrolled, they were required to complete monthly

Household Report Forms WhlCh collected detal1ed inforrnatl0n on the
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VARIABLE

Table II-9

DATA SOURCES

DATA SOURCE

INCOME

RENT . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

In2t~al and monthly Household Report Forms,
Basel2ne and Per~od2c Interv2ews

In~t~al and monthly Household Report Forms,
Spec2al Supplement

PROGRAM STANDARDS
Income el~gib~l~ty status at enrollment

M1n~mum Standards phys~cal requ~rements

M1n~mum Standards occupancy requ~rements.

M1n~mum Rent requ~rements •
D~stance from meet~ng Min2mum Rent. •
D2stance from meet~ng M2n~mum Rent as

a percentage of the allowance payment

HOUSEHOLD CHARACTERISTICS
Female head of household.
Age of head of household.
Elderly household
Educat~on of head of household.
Span~sh household
Black household • • • • • •
Household S2ze. • • • • • •
Number of moves 2n prev~ous three years

HOUSEHOLD ATTITUDES AND PREFERENCES
Un~t and ne2ghborhood sat2sfact20n.
Expressed preference••••••••

HOUSING CHARACTERISTICS
Hous2ng serv~ces ~ndex.

Qual~ty per room.

Hedon2C res2dual.

Overall evaluator rat~ng.

Hous2ng depr~vat~on measure
Number of phys2cal MJ.n2mum Standards

components fa2led
Persons per room. • • • • • •

Persons per adequate bedroom.

REPORTED L\1PROVEMENTS DATA
Improvements made by households
Improvements made by landlords.
Cost to the household
Type of 2mprovements. • • • • •

In~t~a1 Household Report Form, Household Events
L2St

Hous2ng Evaluat~on Forms
In~t~al and monthly Household Report Forms,

HousJ.ng Evaluat20n Forms
In2t2al and monthly Household Report Forms
In~t~al and IOOnthly Household Report Forms

In2t~al and monthly Household Report Forms

InJ.t~al and monthly Household Report Forms
InJ.t~al and monthly Household Report Forms
In~t.l.al and monthly Household Report Forms
BaselJ.ne and PerJ.od~c Interv~ews

BaselJ.ne IntervJ.ews
Basel~ne Interv~ews

In~t~al and monthly Household Report Forms
Basel~ne Interv~ews

BaselJ.ne Interv1ews
Basel1ne IntervJ.ews

HouS1ng Evaluat~on Forms, Basel~ne and
Per~od~c IntervJ.ews, Census data

HousJ.ng Evaluat10n Forms, Basel~ne and
Per~odJ.c Interv1ews, Census data

HOUS10g Evaluat~on Forms, Basel~ne and
per10d1c Interv~ews, Census data

Hous1ng EvaluatJ.on Forms
Hous~ng Evaluat~on Forms

HousJ.ng Evaluat~on Forms
InJ.t1al and monthly ~ousehold Report Forms,

Hous1ng Evaluat~on Forms
InJ.tJ.al and monthly Household Report Forms,

HousJ.ng EvaluatJ.on Forms

Per~odJ.c IntervJ.ews
Per10d1c IntervJ.ews
PerJ.odJ.c Interv~ews

PerJ.odl.c Interv~ews
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household's composit~on, expend~tures, rent, and income for the prev~ous

month. The ~nformat~on was s~m~lar to that collected on the In~t~al House­

hold Report Form and was used to determine the household's monthly payment

and to der1ve annual net analyt1c and e11g1b111ty 1ncomes dur1ng the

household's part~c~pat~on. In addit~on, the ~nformat~on was used to deter­

determine whether M1n1mum Rent households met requ1rements and whether

M1n1ffium Standards households passed the occupancy requ1rement.

Basel~ne Interv~ew

1
Basel~ne Interv~ews were a~n~stered to all households before offers to

enroll 1n the program occurred, and were completed between March 1973 and

January 1974. Data were collected in the follow1ng general categor1es:

hous~ng expend~tures and consumpt~on; locat~on and hous1ng search; ne1gh­

borhood and hous~ng preferences and sat~sfact~on; ma~ntenance and upgrad1ng;

household compos1t~on; household assets, 1ncome, and expenses; and partic~­

pat~on in other government programs. The ~ntervlews prov1ded measures of

the household's pos~tl0n pr~or to the experlment.

Per~od~c InterVlews

Per~odlc Intervlews were adm~nlstered to all enrolled households at approx~­

mately s~x months, one year, and two years after enrollment. Data were

collected on a number of subJects 1ncluded 10 the Baseline Interview, such

as: houslng expendltures and consumptlon; location and houslng search;

preferences and satlsfactlon; malntenance and upgrad~ng; and partlcipation

~n other government programs.

Houslng Evaluatlon Form

The Hous~ng Evaluatl0n Form waS used to record lnformatl0n obtalned durlng

a houslng evaluatl0n. Each evaluatl0n took an average of over one hour to

perform and was conducted by a tralned hous~ng evaluator who recorded data

on the Hous~ng Evaluatl0n Form. Data were collected evaluating the lnterlor

and exterl0r of the unlt, measur~ng the condltlon of baslc houslng systems

lThlS intervlew, as well as the Flrst, Second, and Thlrd Perl0dic
Interviews, was deslgned by Abt Assoc~ates Inc. and adm~nlstered ~n the
f1eld by the Nat10nal 0p1n10n Research Center.
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(such as plumb1ng and electr1c1ty) and the presence of health and safety

hazards.

Hous1ng Evaluation Forms were adrnlnlstered for all households at enrollment

and at least annually thereafter, and whenever a household moved. In add1­

tion, for Mlnlmum Standards households, houslng evaluatl0ns were scheduled

whenever an upgrade was reported and whenever a move was planned.

II.5 MINIMUM STANDARDS PHYSICAL AND OCCUPANCY REOUIREMENTS-
ThlS sectl0n describes the physlcal and occupancy requlrements used 10

Mlnlmum Standards. l The derlvatlon of the physlcal Mlnlmum Standards

requlrements 18 flrst discussed, wlth speclal attentlon to lts relationshlp

to the American Pub11c Health ASSOC1at10n (APHA) code. Next, the var10US

components of the M1n1mum Standards requ1rements 1nclud1ng both phys1cal

reqtllrements of the dweillng unlt and occupancy requlrements are descrwed.

There belng no speclfic, generally accepted deflnltlon of standard houslng,

the program definltlon of rnln1mum standards, whJ..ch lncludes hous~ng and

occupancy standards, was not predeternuned and thus had to be developed.

The Amer1can Pub11c Health Assoc1at10n-Pub11c Health SerV1ce (APHA-PHA)

Recommended Houslng Malntenance and Occupancy Ord1nance (revlsed 1971)
--------=--"--..:...:....:...:.."--..:...:....:...:....:...:..-'-'=---=----,;2==-=-
code and the Urban 1nstltutels mod1flcatlon of It served as the baS1C

model for def1n1ng the standards. Table II-IO shows the relat10nsh1p between

th1s model and the program standards. The table compares the elements of the

APHA code, the Urban 1nstitutels modiflcatlon, and the M1n1mum Standards

requ1rement. An element lS lnd1cated as comparable 1£ the general mean1ng

1S sim11ar, even though 1t may not be treated 1dent1cally by all three.

A 11St of the 15 phys1cal M1n1mum Standards components 1S conta1ned 1n

Table II-II. The occupancy requ1rement 1S separate from the phys1cal

requlrernents listed In'the table. However, the requ1rements for llght­

ventllat10n, cell1ng helght, and electrlcal serv1ce are applled to bed

rooms In determ1nlng the number of adequate bedrooms for the program

occupancy requlrement as explalned below.

1
The Mlnlmum Rent requlrements are surnmarlzes In Sectlon 11.3.

2
Urban Inst1tute Work1ng Paper No. 205-8, Apr11 28, 1972.
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Table II-lO

POTENTIAL ELEMENTS FOR HOUSING STANDARDS

OCCUPANCY

Space per Occupant
Total space
Max # persons per
room or per bedroom

INTERIOR STRUCTURE

Closet space
ExJ.l:.S
Walls and Cei11ngs
Ceiling Height
Floors
Stal.rway~

Ext. doors, skylights
Windows

HEATING, ELECTRICITY,
VENTILATION
Electrical outlets
Heating
Venting (of heating)
Vent1lat10n
(windows)

OTHER STRUCTURAL
REQUIREMENTS

Handrails
Rat proof1ng
Screens on low wJ.ndows
Rat proofing, ext. doors,

open1ngs
Concrete basement floor
Rat proof bascmen~ walls

OUTSIDE CONDITIONS
Trash and refuse

APHA
I

CODE

x

x

x
X
X
X
X
X
X
X

x
X
X

x

X
X
X

X
X
X

X

APHA/CODE
MODIFIED
BY UI2

x

x

X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X

x
X
X

X

x
X

X

MINIMUM
STANDARDS
PROGRAM
DEFINITION

(3)

x

(11
X3
X
X
X

(1)
(4)

Included under
Ventilat10n

x
X
X

X

(1)
(3)
(3) (1)

(3)
0)
(3)

(1)

Key

Reasons for not including element 1n MJ.nimum Standards
Program Def1n1t10n:

(1) Too stringent
(2) Too 1nfrequent
(3) Too complicated or tlll\e consum1ng to evaluate
(4) Subsumed by other measure

1. American Pub11c Health Associatl.on
2. Urban Inst1tute
3. ~emoved as requ1rement effect1ve November, 1973.
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Table 11-10 (continued)

EXTERIOR
Fences
Accessory structures
Foundatlon
Roof structure
Sta~rs!Porches

Plumb~ng & Installat~on

C~imneys and flues
F~re proof const. (local
ord~nance)

\'1all structure
Wall surfaces

KITCHEN
Stove
Refr1.gerator
S~nk \'!hot & cold .'ater
Countar & C~blnets

Complete k1.tchen facill.tl.es
Ce~ling or wall-type l~ght

fl.xt.urc

BATHROOM

Flush to~let

Bathro-::>m slnk
Sho..."er/tt'b
VentllntJ..on
Bathrooll' door
Drug storage faClll.ty
Ce~ l1ng or ',:all-type hght

fl.xturc

APllA
1

CODE

x
X
X
X
X
X

X

X

X
X
X
X

X

X
X
X
X
X
X

X

APHA!CODE
MODIF~ED

BY UI

X
X
X
X

X
X
X
X
X
X

X

lUNIMUM
STANDARDS
PROGRAM
DEFINITION

(2)
( 2)
(3)
X

(1)
Plumbing fac)l~t~eb

rated instead of
installat~on

(1)

(3)
X
X

X
X
x3

(1)
X

X

'X
X
X
X

(4)
(1)

X

Key

Reasons for not ~nclud~ng element in ~nimum standards
Program Def~~tion:

(1) Too str~ngent

(2) Too ~nfrequent

(3) Too complicated or t~e consum~ng to evaluate
(4) Subsumed by other measure

1. American Public Health AssocJ.at~on

2. Urban Inst~tute

3. Removed as reqw.rement effective November, 1973.
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Table II-ll

CO-"IPONENTS OF MINIMUM STANDARDS
(Program DefinJ.tJ,.on)

1 COMPLETE PLUMBING

PrJ..vate tol.let facJ.IJ.tJ.es, a shower or tub w1th hot and cold runnJ.ng' water, and a washbasJ.n wJ.'th
hot and cold runnUlq water 10'111 be present and J.n workJ.ng' condJ.tl,.on.

2. CCi'tPLETE KITCHEN FACILITIES

A cookJ.ng stove or range, refrJ.qerator, and kJ.tchen 81M wJ.th hot and cold runnIng water will
be present and 1n workU1g coru:b.t.1on.

3. LIVING ROOM, BATHROOM, KITCHEN PRESENCE

A l1.vU1g" roo:n, bathroom, and k1.tchen 10'1.11 be present. (Th1.S represents the dwe11J.ng unl.t "core,"
wtu.ch corresponds to an effJ.c:l.ency unJ.t.)

4. LIGHT FIXTORES

A ce1.1J.nq or wall-type future w1.11 be present and workJ.ng' 1.n the bathroom and kl.tchen.

5 ELECTRICAL

At least one electrJ.c outlet will be present and operable J.n both the IJ.vJ.ng rOOlll and kitchen.
A workl.ng' wall sw1.tch, pull-cha.1n IJ.qht swJ.tch, or addl,.t1.onal electrJ.cal outlet w1.11 be present
J.n the IJ.VUlq roarlo a

6 HEATING EQUIPMENT

UnJ.ts wJ.th no heatmq eq\upment, W1.th unvented rocn heaters whJ.ch burn qas, 01.1, or kerosene,
or whJ.ch are heated maJ.nly with portable electr1.c rOOlQ heaters w1.11 be unacceptable.

7. ADEQUATE EXITS

There W1.ll be at least two ElXJ.ts from the dwell1.nq un1.t leadll1q to safe and open space at
ground level (for mult1.famJ.ly b\Uld1.l\q only) Effect1.ve November, 1973 (retroactJ.ve to program
1.l\.ceptJ.on) th1.S requJ.rement was modJ.fied to peruu.t override on case-by-case basJ.s where J.t
appears that fire safety J.S met despJ.te lack of a second ElXJ.t.

8. ROOM STRUCTtJRE

Ce1.11.ng structure or wall structure for all rOOXLS must not be 1.n condit1.on requJ.rJ.ng replacement
(such as severe buc:k1J.nq or leanJ.nq).

9 ROOM SURFACE

Ce1.l1.nq surface or wall surface for all rooms must not be J.n condition requJ..rJ.ng replacetllent
such as surface matar1.al that J.S loose, conta1.n1.nq large holes, or severely damagedl •

10 CEILING HEIGHT

L1.v1.nq rOOlll, bathroom, and k1.tchen ce1.1J.nqs must be 7 feet (or hJ.qherl 1.n at least one-half of
the room area. a

11. FLOOR STRUCTURE

Floor structure for all rooms must not be J.n cond1.t1.on requuing replacement (such as large
holes or m1.ssJ.ng partsl.

12 FLOOR SURFACE

FLOOr surface for all rooms must. not be J.n cond1.t1.on requU'J.ng replacement (such as large holes
or lIl1.SS1.nq parts)

13 ROOF STRUCTURE

The roof structure must be fll"ll1

14 EXTERIOR WALLS

The exter1.or wall structure or exter1.or wall
th1.S would 1.ncluae such cond1.t1.ons as severe
cond1.tJ.ons such as excessJ.ve cracks or holes

surface must not need replacement.
leanJ.nq. bucklJ.ng, or saggJ.ng, and
)

(For structure
for surface

15. LIGHT/VENTlLATION

The un1.t w1.11 have a 10 percent ratJ.O of wJ.ndow area to floor area and at least one openable
wJ.ndow 1.n the IJ.vJ.ng' room, bathroom, and k1.tchen or the equJ.valent J.n the case of properly
vented kJ.tc:hens and/or bathrooms. a

a. ThJ.s housmq standard loS applJ,ed to bedroalls J.n determJ.nJ.ng the number of adequate bedrooms for
the program occupancy sta.'ldard.
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The occupancy requ~rement sets a max1murn of two persons for every adequate
1

bedroom, regardless of age. (A studio or eff~ciency apartment ~s counted

as a bedroom for occupancy standards.) An adequate bedroom ~s a room that

can be completely closed off from other rooms and that meets the follow~ng

program housing standards: ceil~ng height, l~ght-vent~lation, and electr~cal

serV1ces. In addit10n, the room must meet the housl.ng standards for the con­

d1tion of room structure, room surface, floor structure, and floor surface.

1 Roomers and boarders are added to household S1ze when dete~nl.ng

whether a household meets occupancy standards.
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APPENDIX III

AN ALTERNATIVE DEFINITION OF UPGRADING
APPLIED TO ALL ENROLLED HOUSEHOLDS

The sal!!l?le pnmarily used throughout the report is households that were shll

act~vely enrolled in the experl.nent two years after enrollment (and were not

enrolled over ~ncome). lln alternative sal!!l?le ~s all enrolled households (not

enrolled over l.ncome), regardless of how long they remaJ-ned enrolled. Thl.S

Appenfux ex~nes e><penmental outcomes for the sal!!l?le of all enrolled house­

holds us~ng a shghtly mod~f~ed def~n~t~on of upgrafung.

In conJunction W.l.th the expanded sample, the defl.nl.tion of rreeting requJ.re­

rnents used here has been modifl.ed to l.ndJ.cate how a household "first met"

reqw.rements. Thus, a household that d1.d not meet requirements at enrollment

could have f~rst met reqmrements by upgrafung regardless of whether they sub­

sequently moved or became J.nact1.ve. Specifl.cally, fl.rs t met upgraders are

def~ned as households that fud not meet reqmrements at enrollment and sub­

sequently met reqUl-rements in thel.r enrollITent unl.t, or after moving to a mut

that dJ.d not meet requl.rements when they fl.rst moved l.U , subsequently met
1 2

l.ll thl.s unl.t. f In contrast, the defl.nJ.tJ..on of upgrade used l.n the report

~ncludes only households that d~d not move dur~ng the e><per~ment and met

requ~rements 1n thel.r enrollment unl.t (at el.ther one or two years after

enrollment) •

Tables III-l and III-2 ~nd~cate M~mmurn Standards reqmrement status for all

enrolled households (Table IJI-l) and for households achve at two years

(Table III-2). Tables III-3 and III-4 are s~IlU.lar but exclude households

that already met at enrollment. MJ.n~murn Standards households upgraded at a

sl.gnl.fl.cantly hl.gher rate than Control households, and these ~fferences are

Sl.gnl.flcant in the sample comprl.sed of all enrolled households as well as for

1As 1n the rest of the report, requJ.rement status 1£ rreasured only at
enrollment and one and two years after enrollment for MJ.n~murn Standards and at
enrollment and 6, 12, and 24 months after enrollment for MJ.nimurn Rent.

2Inclus~on of households that moved and then upgraded has little
effect on the incl.dence of II first net" upgradJ.ng (or "first met" meetl.ng
M1.nl.mum Rent requirements 10 place). ThlS 15 10 part because requirement
status 15 only measured at 2 or 3 cross-sectl.ons after enrollment.
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Rr:QUIREMEN'IS STATUS

Met at enrollment

D1.d not meet at enrollment
first met by upgrachng

DJ-d not meet at enrollment
fJ.rst met by movJ.ng

Never met requirements

S1\MPLE StZE

Table IU-l

MINIMUM STANDARDS Rr:QUIREMENTS AND AN ALTJ::RNATIVE DErINITION OF UPGRADING
ALL ENROLLED HOUSr:HOLDS

COMBINED SITES PITTSBURGH PHOENIX

MINIMUM MINIMUM MINIMUM

ST1\NDARDS CONTROL STANDARDS CONTROL STANDARDS CONTROL

HOUSEIfOLDS I10USr:nOU)S t-STA'I.'ISTr C HOUSEIfOLDS HOUSJ::HOLDS t-STATISTIC HOUSEHOLDS HOUSI::HOLDS t-STATISTIC

20.0% 19.7\ 0.1225 21.2\ 19 3\ 0.5584 18 5\ 20 2\ -0 4826

9.9 7.1 1.6638r 9 7 6.8 1 2630 10.2 7 5 1.0882

22.0 17 5 4.2030*** 12.8 7 0 2.3552* 32.2 18.3 3.6849***

48.0 60 7 -4 1642*** 56.1' 66 9 -2 6036** 39 0 53.9 -3.3570***

(431) (689) (226) (357) (205) (332)

SAMPLE All enrolled M1n~mum Standards and Control households ex~lud~ng those w~th enrollment incomes over the e11g1bil~ty IJ.m1.ts.
DATA SOURCCS Init~al and monthly Household Report Forms and Housing Evaluation rorm~

t t-statJ.st1c significant at the 0 10 level
* t-statJ.stic signifJ.cant at the 0.05 level
*11 t-statl.stl.C sl.gnificant at the 0 01 level.
*** t-stab.stic sJ.qnJficant at the 0.001 level.



Table III-2

MINIMUM STANDARDS Rl!:PUIREMr:N'lS 1\.ND 1\.N ALTJ::RNlITJvr:: Dr:rINITION OF uPGAADING
HOUSEHOLDS ACTIVE AT TWO YEAFS

COMBINED SITES PITrSBURGH PHOENIX

MINIMUM MINIMUM M;INIMUM
STANDARDS CONTROL STANDARDS CONTROL STANDARDS CONTROL

REQUIREMEN'l'S STATUS HOUSEHOLDS nOUSr:HOLDS t-ST1\TISTIC HOUSEIIOLDS 1I0USEilOLDS t-STATISTIC HOUSI:HOLDS HOUSEHOLDS t-STATISTIC

Met at enrollment 20.8\ 19.6\ o 4471 21 7\ 20 5\ 0.1351 )9 8\ 18.7\ o 2837

Did not meet at enrollment
first root by upgradl.ng 113 7.6 1.92511 10 6 7 0 1 4185 12.0 B 2 1.3048

OJ.d not meet at enrollment
fJ.rst met by mov1.ng 18.6 9 0 4.2959*** 11 7 3 6 3.5206*** 27.0 14 9 3.0951**

Never met requirements 49.3 63.9 -4.4171*** 56 1 69.0 -2 9392** 41.3 58.2 -3.4305***

l',,,. SAMPlE SIZE (365) (571) (198) (303) (167) (268)

'"
SAMPLE 1\.1l ("nrolled M1.n.1.mllm Standards and Control hou~eholds achve at two year.:; exclud1.nq those with enrollroont incomes over the

e!iq1.bility limit,>.
DATA SOURerS Init1.al and monthly Household Report Forms and HOuS1.ng r.valuat1.on Forms
t t-statistic sign1.ficant at the 0.10 level.
** t-stat1st1.C sJ.gn1.£J.cant at the a 01 level
*** t-statJ.stJ.c sign1.fJ.cant at the 0.001 level.



Table III-3

MINIMUM STANDARDS Rr:OUIRrMl'NTS liND liN lII.Tf'RNlITIVE DrFINITION OF UPGRTlDJNG
ALI. ENROLLFD ITOUSBflOLDS NOT MBr"TtNG ~r:9UIREMr:NTS A.T ENROLT.MENT

-------------
COMBINFD SITFS PIT'l":>BllRGfI PHOI-"NIX

t-STATISTIC
CONTROL
nOUSrHOLDS

MINIMUM
STlINDARD.'=:
HOUSEHOLDSt-STATISTIC

cONTRor.
1I0USEIIOWS

tHNIMUM
STlINDlIRDS
HO\JSr:nOLDS

------------------t-STlITISTTC
CONTROl.
HOUSElIOr,DS

MINIMUM
STANDARDS
H01JScnOI.DSRrQUJREMCNT'5 STATUS

-----------

n~d not meet at enrollment
first met by upqradlnq 32.5" 89\ 7276t 12.3\ 83\ 1 4093 12 6\ 9 4\ 1.0505

Did not me~t at enrollment
first met by rnovlnq 27 5 15.6 11 3225*"'* 16 3 8 7 2 4890* 39.5 23 0 3 6664**'"

60 0 75 6 -4 9436*"'* 71 1 83 0 -2 9886*'" 47.9 67 5 -4 0481""'*

(265)(167)(288)(178)----------------(551)(345)S1'IMPLE SIZr.:

SAMPIJ' All ~nrolled M1n~mlJm Standard.c; and Contlol households that dld not meet reqUlrements ~t enrollment excludl.ng those with

enroll~nt l.ncomes over the ell.gibility li~ts
DlITA SOURCES InJ. tj al and m:mthly Household 'Report Formo::; and HOUSJ ng Evaluatl.on Forms.
t t-c;tatJ.stJ.<,. sJ.gniflcant at the 0.10 level
* t-stat1.stJ.C" sJ.gnJ.hcant at the 0.05 level.
** t-statJ.stic sJ.gm.fJcant at the 0.01 level
*** t-statJ.stl.c c;ignifl.C"ant at the 0.001 level.



Tahle tlI-4

MINIMUM STANDlIRDS RCpUtRrMrN'rS /'IND liN lIT,TfRNATrVF DCrtNTTJON OF IIT'GRADING
II0lJSI::1I0LDS Acrrvr liT 'TWO '{BARS NOT Mr;F'TTNG RFOUIRrMrN'('c; AT F:NROJ,LMr.:NT

C'OMBINF'I> SITl'S PITTSBHRr,lI PIIOr.NIX

REpUIRFMFNTS STATUS

MINIMUM
STJ\NDARDS
HOlJSFUOLDS

CONTROl,

HOUSEHOLDS 1'-<:>T1\'l'ISTIC

t1INTMUM
STANDl\RDS
1I0USFJlOI,ns

CONTROL

1I0USrUOLOS t-STATISTtC

MINIMUM

STANDARDS
II0USr.HOLDS

CONTROL
1I0U<:>EHOLDS t-<;TATISTIC

SAMPLE' All enrolled Mim.mum Standards and Control hOll':;ehold<; actl.ve
exclud1ng those wl.th t>nrollment l.ncomes over the ehql.b1h.ty l1ml.ts.

OAT1I. SOuRer::", IIll.hal and trOnthly Household Report Forms and Housl.ng
t-stat1stiC' s1gnl. f1cant at the 0 10 level

'" t-stah<;tic s1qn1fl.cant at the 0 05 level
"'''' t-statl.stic siqn1f1(,fl.nt at the 0.01 lewl.
*** t-statl.stic s1gnifl.c<mt at the 0.001 level

D1d nol' ~et at pnrollment·
f1r.:::t met by upgrading

OLd not lOOP 1 at em.ollment
f1 rst Tnl~t hy ITl()Vl nq

N@ver met reqlur@ments

gAMPI,E SIZE

14 2\

2'3.5

62 ,

(289)

9 4.

11.]

79 5

(459)

2 0226*

4 516B"''''*

-'>.lS06"'*",

13 5\

14 8

716

(155)

8. 7~ 1 5159 14.9~ 10 I\; 1 '3491

4 6 3 5349"'** 33 6 18.3 3. 2578*'"

86 7 -3 7227"'** 51 5 716 -3 8135*"'*

(241) ( 134) (218)

at two years that dLd not neet requi rements at t>nrollrnent

r:valuat10n Form.g



1
households actJ.ve at two years.

In addition, a comparison of Table 2-2 ~n O1.apter 2 with Table 111-4 ~nfucates

that the two def~nitJ.ons of upgrade y~eld qu~te similar results for households

actJ.ve at the end of two years; 14.2 percent of the exper~mental households

and 9.4 percent of the COntrol households "first met" by upgrafung, as com­

pared with 13 percent and 8 percent, respectively, under the def~nit~on used

in Chapter 2 (that is, never moved from the enrollment =t).

The re=mng tables present corresponfung ~nformation for Min~mum Rent Low

and Mimmum Rent High households. Tables III-5 through 111-8 present figures

for the proport~on of Min~mum Rent Low and Control households that first met

the Min~mum Rent Low requirement in place. The combined site experimental/

COntrol d~fferences are s~gnificant ~n all the samples. This ~s due to a

s~gn~ficant ~mpact ~n Pittsburgh only; the effect in Phoemx ~s small and not

s~gmhcant. Si=larly, for MJ.nimum Rent High (Tables 111-9 through III-12) ,

the proport~ons of households that first met ~n place are s~=lar for the

samples of all enrolled households and those act~ve at two years and in no

case 15 an experimental effect eVJ.dent.

In contrast to M1.nimum Standards, however, the change 10 deflnltl0n to -"first

net" does have an l.mpact on the proportion of households deflned as upgraders,

partiuclarly for MJ.mmum Rent Low households. Thus, comparing Tables 3-2

(Chapter 3) and 111-8, 23.7 percent of the MJ.n~mum Rent Low households "first

met" 10 place as coItTPared with 16 percent that met in place and never moved

from the enrollment unit. Aga~n, the fufference ~nvolves households that met

10 place and then moved or that first moved to a unit not meetl.ng reqw.rements

that subsequently met.

1
As would be expected, upgrafung rates are somewhat h~gher for the

sa.nple active at two years. In additl.on, experl.rrental control fufferences
are somewhat larger for thl.S sample. Thl.S suggests that some modest part of
the experimental effect found in Chapter 2 could reflect d~fferent~al attr~­

tion between Control and Mimmum Standards households.
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'l'able III-5

MINIMUM RENT LOW HOUSEFIOLDS AND AN 1\LTERNATIVE DeFINITION OF UPGRTlDING
ALJ~ ENROL lED HOUSFIiOLDS

COMBINED SITeS PITTSBURGH PHOENIX

MINIMUM MINIMUM MINIMUM
""NT LCNI CONTROL RENT 1a'l CONTROL RENT ~ CONTROL

REQUIREMENTS STATUS HOUSEHOLDS 1I0USFHOLDS t-STATTSTIC HOU';EHOLDS HOUSF,HOLDS t-STATISTIC HOUSEHOLDS HOUSEHOLDS t-STATISTIC

Met at enrollment 57.81; 53.9' 1.0760 62 81; 61 21; o 3279 52 l' 46.2\; 1.1150

D~d not moet at enrollment.
brst met by upgrading 9.0 4 8 :>.4407* 12 4 6.1 2.3366* 5 0 3.6 o 6769

Did not mept at enrollment
first met by mov~ng 17.1 10.0 3 0086 ** 10.2 9 4 o 2704 24.8 10.7 3.789l*"'*

Never met requirements J6 3 31 2 -4.5974*** 14 6 23 3 -2.1321* 18.2 39 6 -4.2656*"'*

SAMPLE SIZe (258) (699) (137) (361) (121) (338)

SAMPLE All enrolled Min~mum Rent Low and Control householdq exclud~ng those w~th enrollment incomes over the eligib11ity limLts.
DATA SOURCE' Init1al and monthly Household Report Forms
* t-statistjc s~gnLficant at the 0.05 level.
** t-st-atistic siqn~ficant at the a 01 level
*** t-statLstLc significant at the 0 001 Jeve!.



T;:lble TII-6

MINIMUM ReNT LOW nOUSI:1I0r.De; ~ND AN ~I,TLRNATlvr nrFtNtTION OF UPGRADtNr.;
1I001e;rn0I,n<> lIcrIVF liT '!WO yrARS

('OMBINED sTTrs PITT<:;BTJRGII l'HOPNIX

MINIMUM rnNIMUM MINIMUM
RBNT LCM CONTROL Rf'NT LOW CONTROL RF.NT LOW CONTROL

REOtlIRFMEN't'S STATue; IJOUf;PIlOLDS HOUSEHor,DS t -STlI'l'ISTIC 1I0UQCIIOUJS IIOUsrnoI.DS t-<:;TATISTIC nOU')EIIOLDS TIOUc;PHOLDS t-e;Tl\TISTIC

Met i'lt enrollment 56.3\ 53 4% 0 7401 62.4'9; 61 811 o 1171 48.5\ 43 8'91 o 8003

Dl.d not meE't at C'nrollment
fl.rgt llli?t by upgradl.ng 10.4 5 0 ") 7917"'''' 13 6 6.' 2 5001'" 6.2 3 6 1.08S7

Dl.d not meet- at enrollllli?nt
fJ.rsl met by moving 17.2 9 5 1.0S83*'" 8 8 9 1 -0.0993 27 8 9.7 4 3668"''''

Never mt"t reqIl1rellli?nt<J 16.2 3:>.1 -4.5137*""" 15.2 22.9 -1. 8000t 17 5 42 8 -4.4595***

:r SAMPLE SIZC (222) (595) (125) ( 119) (97) (276)
<J1
0

S!lMPLC All enrolled Ml.m.mum Rent r.ow and Control hou.qeholds active at two years excludJnq those Wl.th enrollment incomes over the
ell.gl.b11ity 11.m1.ts.

DATA SOURCE Inl.tial and monthly Household Rt?port Forms
t t-statJ.stl.c s1gnif1cant at the 0 10 level
'* t-statistic signifl.cant at the 0 05 level
** t-stat1stic sl.gnifJ..cant at the 0.01 level.
*** t-stat1.stic sl.gnifJ.cant at the 0.001 level



T<lblp 11I-7

MINIMUM nFNT IJ)W HOUSFnOJ.[)<; I\ND l\N 1IJ,'rr:rm1\TIVE DFFINITION OF UPGRl\DING
ALI. ENROLlED HOUSFHOJ 00 NOT MFTTING RCPUIRr.MPNTS 1\T FNROLI.MFNT

COMBINED SlITS PITTc;J3URr.n PIIO,"'NIX

RFQUIRF.:MENTS STATue;

Dl.d not ~et at enrollment
fl.Mt ~t by upgradl.ng

Dl,d not JTl('et at enrollment
fJ.rsr met by rroVLng

Npver met requj relTlPnb:;

SAUPLE SIZF,

MINIMUM
RENT !DW
II0USFHOLDS

21. 1\

40 4

38.5

(109)

CONTROL
HOUSEIIOI,[)S

10 6~

21.7

67 7

(322)

t-S'l'lITISTIC

2 7941**

3 8::>69***

-5 3fl59**'"

MINIMUM
RENT J...CM
ItOJJSEliOLD')

33.3\

27.4

39.7

(5t!

CONTROL
II0USF.IIOLOO

15 7,

24.3

60 0

(140)

11INIMUM
RENT IJ)W

t-c;T1\TISTIC ' ITOlJsr.:nOLDS

2 6704** 10.3%

a 4370 51. 7

-2.5536* 37.9

(58)

CONTROL
1I0USEIIOLDS

6.6\

J9.8

73 6

(182)

t-STl\TISTIC

0.9120

4 7376***

-4.9630***

SAMPLE 1\11 enrolled Ml.nl.mum Rent Low and Control
enrollment J.ncomes over the eligibJ.hty limits.

DATA SOURer: Ini hal and roonthly Household Report
* t-statJ.shc 91.gnifJ.cant at the 0 05 level
** t-statl.stl.C sl.gnl.fl.cant at the 0.01 le~lel.

*** t-statistl.c sl.gnl.ficant at the 0.001 levf>l.

household,: th<lr dld not rreet requJ.remf>ntq at enrollll\f>nt excluding those wlth

Forms



Table III-B

MINIMUM RENT IJ:M HOUSEHOLDS 1\ND AN ALTERNATIVE Or:FINITtoN OF uPGRADING
HOUSr::UOLDS ACrIVE AT TWO yr;ARS NOT Mr:ETING Rr:QUIREMENTS AT ENROLLMENT

COMBINLD SITES PITT'iSURGH PHOENIX

REOUIRrMr:NTS ST1\TUS

oj d not ml3et at enrollment
first met by upgradwg

Ol.d not Il'II2et at enrollment:
fl.rst mel by movl.ng

Never met reqw.rements

SAMPlE SIZE

MINIMUM
RENT LCM
HOUSEHOLDS

23 7%

39 2

37.)

(97)

CONTROL
HOUSEHOIJDS

10 8%

20.2

69.0

(277)

t-S'l'ATISTtc

3 1375"'*

3.7128***

-';'5366***

MINIMUM
RI::NT LCM
nOUSrnOLDS

36.2'1:

23.4

40.4

(47)

CON'rROL
HOUSrHOLDS

16 4%

23.B

59.8

(122)

t-STATISTIC

2 7BB4**

-0.054B

-2.26B9*

MINIMUM
RENT L<M
HOUSEHOLDS

12 0\

54.0

34.0

(50)

CONTROL
HOUSEHOLDS

6.5\

17 4

76.1

(155)

l-STATISTIC

1.2580

5.1098***

-5.4579"'**

SAMPIE' All enrolled Ml.nl.mum Rent lAM and Control households actl.ve at two years that did not Ireet reqmrel'l'tl3nts at enrollment exclud-
ing those Wl.th enrollment incomes over the eI1.91.hl.l1.ty ll.nats.

DATA SOURCE' In1. hal and m:mthly Household Report Forms
* t-statl.stic sl.qnif1.cant at the 0 05 level
"'* t-statistic signj ficant at the 0.01 level.
*** t-statistic sl.gtll.£i('ant at the 0.001 level.



Table III-9

MINIMUM .RENT HIGH HOU';EHOLD'; AND AN lII,TCRNATIVE DEFINITION OF UPGRADING
ALL ENROI,U:D HOUSCHOLDS

COMBINED SITES PITTSBURGH PHOENIX

MINIMUM MINIMUM MINIMUM
ReNT lIIGH CONTROL RI::NT HIGII CONTROL RENT HIGH CONTROL

REOUIRT.:MENTS STATUS HOUSEHOLDS HOUSEHOLDS t-STlITISTIC UOU,;r:HOLDS HOUSEHOLDS t-STATISTIC HOUSEHOLDS HOUSEHOLDS t-STATISTIC

"'t at enrollment 27.5\ 28.0% -0 1554 29 9\ 30.7% -0 1732 25.0'\ 25.1\ -0.0225

Did not meet at f'nrollment·
first met by upgradlng 6.6 6 5 o 0564 9.5 8.4 0.3889 3.8 4.4 -0 2904

Dld not meet at enrollment·
first lTlI:'t by moving 20.4 8 9 4.9153*** 13 8 8 3 1 8424+ 27.3 9.5 4 9256***

if' Never me t requ1.rements 45 4 56.7 -3.1578** 46 7 52 6 -1 1762 43.9 60 9 -3 3370***In
w

SAMPLE SIZE (269) (699) (137) ( 361) (132) (338)

SAMPLE· All enrolled Mlnlmum Rent High and Control households excludlng those w1.th enrollment incomes over the el1.g1bil1.ty ltmlts
DATA SOURCE Initl.al and monthly Household Report Forms
t t-statistic signiflcant at the 0 10 level.
** t-stahstlc slgn1.flcant at the 0.01 level.
*** t-statistic sign1.ficant at the 0.001 level.



'fable III-IO

MINIMUM RENT IIIGII HOUSEHOLDS AND l\N TIJ,TP.RNATIVT' Orf INITI0N OF UPGRADING
HOUSFflOLOO ACTTVf: 1\'1' 'lWO YFARS

COMJHNED SITES PIT'rSBURGn PHOFNIX

MINIMUM MrNIMUM MINIMUM
REm' HIGH CONTROL nr,NT IIIGII CONTROL RENT !lIGJf CX>NTROL
1I0UC;FIIOLDS UOUSEIIOLDS t-STATIS'rIC HOllsrHOT,J)S IIOOSFHOTA)C; t-STATISTtC HOUSEHOLDS HOUSFHOLDS t-STl\TISTIC

25 2\ 27.4\ -0.6314 29.9% 10 7\ -0.1608 20 0\ 23.6' -0 7503

6 B 7.1 -0.1493 10 3 B B o 4801 2 9 5.2 -0.9606

:n.0 B.5 5.5R4;?*** 14 6 7 5 2.:?504* 32 4 9 5 5.4691***

45.0 57.1 -3.0853** 45.3 53 0 -1.4251 44.8 6L8 -2 9942**

(222) (594) (117) (319) (105) (275)

Mlntmum Rent HJ.gh and Control hous(>holdc; actl.ve at two years ex('ludl.ng those wl.th enrollment incomes over the

Did not meet at f'nrolJrnent
fi r<; t me t by upqradi nq

Rr:QIIIRFoMr.NTS STATUS

Never In!;>t requirements

S1\MPLE All enrolled
e1l.g1bJ.ll.ty limits.

DATA SOURCE Imtia1 and monthly Household Report rorms
* t-stat1stl.C sJ.gnihcant at the 0.05 level.
** t-<;tat1stl.c sl.gnl.ficant at the 0 01 level
*** t-<;tatl.stic sl.gnihcant at the 0 001 level.

Dtd not meet at enrollment
fl.rst met by moving

M::!t at E'nrollmellt

SAMPLE SIZE

I



RFQUIRI:MPN'rS STATUS

D1.d not meet at enrollment:
fir,;t rret by upgrad1.ng

Did not me>et at enrollment
f1rst met by moving

Nf'ver tOOt reqUl.rements

5.l\MPLR SIZE

Table JII-ll

MINIMUM RENT lIIGH nOUSrJIOI.DS AND AN ALTr;RNATIVE Dr;PINITION OF lJPGAADING'
AI.L ENROI.IPD 1l0Uc;EfI()J.DS NOT MRETJNG REOUI RI:'MF.NTS AT [;MROLlMF.NT

COMBINr,D SITF..s PITrSBTJRGH PHQrNIX

MINIMUM MINIMUM MINIMUM
RENT nIGH CONTROL RF'NT HIGII CONTROl. RENT HIGH CONTROL
1I0TJC)[;UOLDS 1t0USr;HOLDS t-'=i'Y'1\TISTIC nOU5EUOLOO llOUSEIlOLDS t-STATISTIC 1I0U'>FHOI,ns nOU<;EfIOLDS t-STl\TISTIC

--------

9.2\ 8.9\ 0.1244 13 5\ 12.0\ 0.3788 5.1\ 5.9\ -0 2917

28.2 12.3 5.0484*u 19.8 120 1. 8G3lt 36.4 12.6 5.0877u *

62.6 7R.7 -4 3621 *** 66 7 76.0 -1 7533~ 58 6 81.4 -4 4409***

(195) (503) (96) (250) (99) (253)

l'
V1
V1

SAMPLE: 1\11 enrolled MJ.n1mum Rent H1.gh and Control hOll.';E'hold"l that did not meet requi rements at enrollment excludl.ng those with
enrollment incomes over the E'ligibl.1Lty linuts.

DATA SOURCE' Initial and monthly Household Report Forms.
~ t-statistic sl.gnifJ.cant at the 0 10 level.
u* t-statist:Lc o;;iglll.ficant at the 0.001 level.



Table III-l2

MINIMUM NENT HIGH HOUSEHOLDS AND i\N 1!.Vrr:RNATIVl: DEFINITION OF UPGRl\DING
HOUSEHOLDS AcrIVE AT TWO YEARS NOT MEETING REQUIREMI:NTS AT ENROLLMENT

COMBINED SITES PITTSBURGII PHOENIX

RCQUIRCMFNTS STATUS

Old not meet at enrollment­
first met by upgrading

Did not maet at enrollment·
first met by movinq

Never met requirements

SAMPlE SIZE

MINIMUM
RENT lIIGll
HOUSEHOLDS

9.0\

30 7

60.2

(166)

CONTROL
HOUSEHOLDS

11.6

78.7

(431)

t-ST1I.TJSTIC

-0.2613

5.5781***

-4.5920***

MINIMUM

RENT HIGn
1I0USrnOLDS

14 6'

20.7

64.6

(82)

CONTROL
nOUSEUOI,OS

12 7'

10.9

76 5

(221)

t-STATISTIC

0.4339

2 2143*

-2.0798*

MINIMUM

RENT IUGH
HOUSEHOLDS

3.6

40 5

56 0

(84)

CONTROL
HOUSEHOLDS

6.7

12 4

81.0

(210)

t-STATISTIC

-1.0261

5. 3986 * *'"

-4.4070***

SAMPLE: All enrolled Minimum Pent Hl.gh and Control households active at two years that did not lTeet requirements at enrollment exclud-
.l.n9 those with enrollment incomes over the ehgibUity lJ.mtts

DATA SOURCE 1mHal and monthly Household ~port Forms
* t-statist.l.c S19n.l.ficant at the 0.05 level.
*** t-statist1c significant at the 0.001 level



APPENDIX IV

MINIMUM STANDARDS UPGRADING:
SEPARATE SITE TABLES

Th~s append~x conta~ns separate Pittsburgh and Phoen~x tables as compan~ons

to all comb~ned s~te tables conta~ned ~n Chapter 2. The tables are pre­

sented ~n ~dent~cal order to those ~n Chapter 2.
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figure IV-l
MINIMUM STANDARDS REQUIREMENT STATUS AT ENROLLMENT AND AT TWO YEARS:

PITTSBURGH

Minimum Standards Households

Met Mi mmum Standards
requirements at

enrollment
22% (n=43)

Did not meet Mimmum Standards requwements at
enrollment

78%
(n=155)

/ \
Met re- Did not meet requirements at
quirements two years
at two 73%
years (n=113)

27%
(n=42\

Control Households

Met Minimum Standards
requirements at
enrol1m~nt .-

20% I n=62)

Did not meet Minimum Standards requirements at
enrollment

80%
fn=241l

/ \
Met re- Did not meet requirements at two
quire- years
ments 88%
at two (n=211)
years

12%
(n=30)

SAMPLE: Minimum Standards and Control households active at two years
after enrollment, excluding those with enrollment incomes over the eligibility
limits and those living in their own homes or in subsidized housing.

DATA SOURCES: Initial and monthly Household Report Forms and Housing
Evaluation Forms.
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Figure IV-2
MINIMUM STANDARDS REQUIREMENT STATUS AT ENROLLMENT AND AT TWO YEARS:

PHOENIX

Minimum Standards Households

Met MlnimuM Standards
requirements at

enrollment _,
20% (n=33J

Did not meet Minimum Standards requirements at
enrollment

80%
(n=134)

/ \
Met requirements at two Did not meet requirements
years at two years

46% 54%
(n=61 ) (n=73)

Control Households

Met MlniMum Standards
requirements at

enrollment
19% (n=50)

Did not meet Minimum Standards requi rements at
enrollment

81%
(n=2181

/ \
t·1et requi re- Did not meet requirements at two
ments at two years
years 74%

26% (n=161)
(n=57)

SAMPLE: Minimum Standards and Control households active at two years
after enrollment, excluding those with enrollment incomes over the eligibility
limits and those living in their own homes or in subsidized housing.

DATA SOURCES: Initial and monthly Household Report Forms and Housing
Evaluation Forms.
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Table IV-l

UPGRADING DURING THE FIRST AND SECOND YEARS
AFTER ENROLLMENT: PITTSBURGH

OUTCOMES

Upgraded

Stayed and fa~led

Moved and passed

Moved and fa~led

(Sample s~ze)

Upgraded

Stayed and fa~led

Moved and passed

Moved and fa~led

(Sample SHe)

MINIMUM
STANDARDS CONTROL
HOUSEHOLDS HOUSEHOLDS

DURING THE FIRST YEAR

11.5% 6.4%

60.9 68.8

7.7 3.2

19.9 21.6

(156) (250)

DURING THE SECOND YEAR

2.4% 3.6%

73.0 82.1

7.9 0.9

16.7 13.4

(126) (224)

t-STATISTIC

1.806t

-1.632

2.037**

-0.409

-0.615

-2.000*

3.459***

0.840

FIRST YEAR SAMPLE: Minimum Standards and Control households
act~ve at two years after enrollment whose units fa~led the ~nimum

Standards requ~rements at enrollment, exclud~ng those w~th enrollment
incomes over the eligib~lity l~m~ts and those l~v~ng in their own homes
or 1n Subs1d1zed hous1ng.

SECOND YEAR SAMPLE: Minimum Standards and Control households
act1ve at two years after enrollment whose un1tS fa11ed the Minlmum
standards requ1rements at one year after enrollment, excluding those
wJ..th 1ncomes over the e11gibJ..llty IJ..ml.ts and those IJ..vJ..ng 1n the1r own
homes or 10 SubSld1zed housJ..ng.

DATA SOURCES: In~t~al and monthly Household Report Forms and
HousJ..ng Evaluatlon Forms.

t t-stat~st~c s~gn~f~cant at the 0.10 level.
* t-stat~st~c s~gn~f~cant at the 0.05 level.
** t-statistic s~gn~f~cant at the 0.01 level.
*** t-statist~c sign~ficant at the 0.001 level.
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Table IV-2

UPGRADING DURING THE FIRST AND SECOND YEARS
AFTER ENROLLMENT: PHOENIX

OUTCOMES

Upgraded

Stayed and fa1led

Moved and passed

Moved and fa1led

(Sample s1ze)

Upgraded

Stayed and failed

Moved and passed

Moved and fa1led

(Sample s1ze)

MINIMUM
STANDARDS CONTROL
HOUSEHOLDS HOUSEHOLDS

DURING THE FIRST YEAR

11.3% 6.9%

44.4 51.9

21.1 12.0

23.3 29.2

(133) (216)

DURING THE SECOND YEAR

6.4% 4.3%

57.4 62.7

19.1 8.6

17.0 24.3

(94) (185)

t-STATISTIC

1.426

-1.361

2.283*

-1.206

0.760

-0.858

2.538*

-1.395

FIRST YEAR SAMPLE: Minl.l1lum Standards and Control households
actlve at two years after enrollment whose unlts falled the Mln1ffium
Standards requlrements at enrollment, excludlng those wlth enrollment
lucornes over the eligibl1ity llIDlts and those living in their own homes
or in Subsldized houslng.

SECOND YEAR SAMPLE: M1nimum Standards and Control households
active at two years after enrollment whose un1tS failed the M1n1mum
Standards requlrernents at one year after enrollment, excludlng those
w1th incomes over the e11gibi11ty lim1ts and those l1v1ng 1n the1r own
homes or in SubSldlzed houslng.

DATA SOURCES: In1t1al and monthly Household Report Forms and
Houslng Evaluatlon Forms.

* t-statist1c s1gn1f1cant at the 0.05 level.
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Table IV-3

MEASURES OF DWELLING UNIT QUALITY AT ENROLLMENT
(PITTSBURGH)

1\l)DITlONAL t-C::TATIs'rICS
UPGRJ\OF.O s'rAYP,D AND FAlT;F:D (upgrarkd v, stay"'rl/f;lll r·d)

MlHIMUM MINIMUM MINIMUM
STANDARDS CONTROL STANDARDS CONTROL STANOAR{)S CONtROL

INDI(.ATORS HOll<;F.:HOJ,OS HOUSFHOLO<; t-ST1I.rl<;TIC 1l0USFHOI,DS nOII<;FHOT,DS t-STATJ<;TIC IlOUSF;llOJ,DS 1I00J<.,PH()LDS

Mean t'ent $114.53 $132.12 -1.31 $98.46 $104.43 -1.37 -1. 71 t -2.63*
(19) (I 7) (67) (136)

Mean hou$lng serV1ces 1ndexa 114.98 121.77 1.41 102.02 107.35 1.52 2.63* 2.44*
118) (16) (66) (I24)

Mean mlmber of physl.cal 1.00 0.94 0.23 1.83 1.55 1.51 4.10*** 2.69*

components failed (19) (I8) (69) (137)

:;-
Mean number of persons per 2.87 3.37 -0.52 4.37 5.02 -1.31 2.01* 2.09*

adequate bedroom (l9) (I8) (69) (137)

'"tv Mean ovet'all evaluator 1.00 0.83 0.74 1.42 1.28 1.45 2.46* 2.57*

rat1net' (I9) (18) (69) (137)

Mean houS1n9 depr1vat10n 2.16 1.94 0.97 2.55 2.37 1.92+ 2.49* 2.32*

measurec (19) (18) (69) (137)

SAMPLE Ml.nl.mum standards and Control households actl.ve at two years after enrollment whose unl.ts fal.led the M1n1mum Standa.rd'> requlrements
at enrollment, exclud1ng those with enrollment 1ncomes over the e11gl.b111.ty limits and tho,>e l1vlng 1n thel.r own homes or 1n ,>UbSld1Zpd houslng.

DATA SOURCES- Inlt1al and monthly Household Report Forms, Hous1ng Evaluat10n Forms, and Ba,>e11ne and Perl.odlC Interv1ews.
NOTE: Sample S1?eS are 1n pa.rentheses.
a. The sample for thl.s mean excludes hou~eholds w1th extreme values for pred1cted rent (u~ed 1n the der1vatl.on of the hous1ng serVlces

l.ndex) •
b. The evaluator ratl.ng 1S measured on a four-polnt scale, from 0, 1ndlcatl.ng good condl.t10n, to 3 1nd1cat1ng the unl.t 1S unf1t for

habl.tat1on.
c. The measure is a three-p01nt scale, 1 1nd1cat1ng a ffilnl.mally adequate unit and 3 lnd1catlng a clearly inadequate un1t
t t-stat1stl.C S1gn1f1cant at the 0 10 level.

t-statist1c s1gnl.f1cant at the 0.05 level.
** t-statist1c s1gn1f1cant at the 0.01 level.
*** t-statist1c sign1ficant at the 9.001 level.



'L'able IV-4

MEASURES OF DWELLING UNIT QUALITY AT ENROLLMEN'L'
(PIIOENIX)

ADDI'l'.lONAL t-::,JA'I'I::,TICS
Ul'(,HADlm C;,'IA'H.D AND l'AII.l:.D (ul~grdd(od vs !>tay~d/fa:l.1(;d)

MINIMUM MINIMUM MINIMUM
S'I'ANDAHD5 CON'I'HOL S'fANDAkDS C.ON'I'HOL b'l'ANDARDS c..ON'L'KOL

INOICA'I'(JK5 1l.0U5J:1I0L05 IIOOSLII01.05 L-S'J'1I'I'IS'L'lC HOU51::1I01.05 IIOUSEHOl,DS t-S'J'A'I'IS'I'IC HOUSEHOLDS HOUbE.1I0LDS

M<"dn Hmt 122.89 161.29 -2.49* 107.77 112.67 -0.61 -1.25 -3.87***
(18) (17) (39) (87)

MCan hou:nrlg serv~c(;s 1.ndcxd 137.85 152.80 1.23 108.35 118.16 1.43 3.37** 3.18**
(18) (14) (36) (80)

MCall nUlllucr of vhys1cal 1.22 0.67 2.92** 3.10 3.44 -0.75 5.48*** 8.05***
cOlllf>On~nl!> fenled (18) (18) (39) (87)

Mf.an IlWllber of pc::rsons per 3.09 4.45 -1.17 5.87 6.58 -1.06 2.88** 2.27*

l' <ldequate bedroom (18) (18) (39) (87)

en
w

0.89 0.61 1.30 1.49 1.55 -0.38 2.85** 5.35***MC<ln overall evaluator
ratln~ (18) (18) (39) (87)

Mean houslng deprlvatlon 1.89 1 78 0.41 2.56 2.56 0.01 2.97** 3.85***

lfleaSUrec (18) (18) (39) (87)

SAMPLE. Mlnlmum Stand<lrds and Control houfo,eholds ac.t1.ve at two years after enrollment whose un1.ts fa1.led the Mlnlmum Standards requl.rements
at enrollment, excludl.ng those wl.th enrollment l.ocomes over the el1.gl.bl.Il.ty 11ffil.tS and those ll.vl.og 1.0 thel.r own haines or l.0 subsl.dl.,zed housl.ng.

DATA SOURCES Inl.tl.al and' monthly Household Report Forms, Housl.ng Evaludtl0n Forms, and Basell.ne and Perlodl.c Interv~ews.
N01'E Sample Slozes are l.n parentheses.
a. The sample for th~s mean excludes households with extreme values for predlocted rent (used ~n the derl.vat~on of the housl.ng serVl.ces

l.ndex)
b. The evaluator rat1.ng l.S I~afo,ured on a four-po1.nt fo,cale, from 0, lndlcatl.ng good COndl.tl0n, to 3 l.ndl.catl.ng the unl.t 1.S unflt for

hd.lntatlon
c. The measure 1.S a thrGe-po~nt scale, 1 1.ndl.catl.og a mln~mally adequate U01.t and 3 lodl.catl.og a clearly l.oadequate UOl.t.
t t-statlstl.C SlgOlfl.cQot dt the 0 10 level
* t-slat~stlc slgolfl.cant at the 0.05 level.
~* t-statl.stl.c sl.gnl.flcant at the O~Ol level.
*** t-statl.stl.C sl.gnl.f~cant at the 0.001 level.



Table IV-5

HOUSING DEPRIVATION MEASURE AND EVlILUATOR'S OVERALL
RATING BY TWO-YEAR OUTCOME--PITTSBURGH

OUTCOMES

HOUSING DEPRIVATION MEASURE UPGRADED
STAYED
AND FAILED

t-STATISTIC
(upgraded vs.
stayed/failed)

MINIMALLY ADEQUATE

Minimum Standards households

Control households

t-stat~st~c

AMBIGUOUS

10% 7% 0.472
(2) (5)

28 13 1.651
(5) (18)

-1.343 -1.271

Min~um Standards households

Control households

t-stat1.stic

63
(12)

50
(9)

0.810

30
(21)

37
(51)

-0.966

2.615*

1.048

CLEARLY INADEQUATE

M~n~mum Standards households

Control households

t-stat~st~c

26 62 -2.790**
(5) (43)

22 50 -2.191
(4) (68)

0.291 1. 726t

SAMPLE: M~n~mum Standards and Control households act~ve at two years
after enrollment whose units fa1.1ed the Mln1.IDum Standards requlrements at
enrollment, exclud~ng those w~th enroll~ent ~ncomes over the el~g~~l~ty

11m1.ts and those I1vlng 10 thelr own homes or 10 subs1.dlZed houslng.
DATA SOURCES: In~t~al and monthly Household Report Forms and Housing

Evaluat~on Forms.
NOTE: Sample s~zes are ~n parentheses.
t t-stat~st~c s~gn~f~cant at the 0.10 level.
* t-stat~st~c s~gn~f~cant at the 0.05 level.
** t-statlstlc signif1.cant at the 0.01 level.
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Table IV-5 (contJ.nued)

HOUSING DEPRIVATION l!l.EASURE AND EVALUATOR l S
OVERALL RATING BY TWO-YEAR OUTCCMES--PITTSBURGH

OUTCOMES

EVALUATOR'S RATING

GOOD CONDITION

UPGRADED
STAYED
AND FAILED

t-STATISTIC
(upgraded vs.
Stayed/faJ.led)

MJ.nJ.mum Standards households

Control households

t-statJ.st1..C

BASICALLY SOUND, MINOR REPAIRS NEr:DED

MJ.nJ.mum Standards households

Control households

t-stat1..st1..C

BASICALLY SOUND, MAJOR REPAIRS OR
RENOVATIONS NEEDED

M1..n~um Standards households

Control households

t-statl.stJ.c

UNSOUND, UNFIT FOR HUMAN HABITATION

M1..nl.mum Standards households

Control households

t-statJ.stJ.c

4 21
(3) (4)

9 33
(12) (6)

-1.172 -0.835

52 58
(36) (11)

56 50
(76) (9)

-0.449 0.482

41 21
(28) (4)

34 17
(47) (3)

0.887 0.341

3 0
(2) (0)

2 0
(2) (0)

0.683

2.400*

3.047**'

0.441

-0.441

-1.564

-;1..502

-0.751

-0.523

SAMPLE MJ.n~urn Standards and Control households actJ.ve at two years after enrollment whose unJ.ts
faJ.led the MJ.nJ.mum Standards requJ.rements at enrollment, excludJ.ng those wJ.th enrollment J.ncomes over the
e!J.gJ.bJ.lJ.ty lJ.mJ.ts and those !J.vJ.ng J.n theJ.r own homes or J.D subsJ.dl.zed housJ.ng.

DATA SOURCES InJ.t1.al and m:mthly Household Report Forms and Housl.ng Evaluat1.on Forms.
NOTE- Sample S1.zes are 1.n parentheses.
'* t-statJ.stJ.c sJ.gnJ.f1.cant at the 0.05 level.
** t-statJ..st1.C sJ.gnl.fJ.cant at the 0.01 level.
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Table IV-6

HOUSING DEPRIVATION MEASURE AND EVALUATOR'S
OVERALL RATING BY TWO-YEAR OUTCOME--PHOENIX

OUTCOMES

HOUSING DEPRIVATION MEASURE UPGRADED
STAYED
AND FAILED

t-STATISTIC
(upgraded vs.
stayed/fa~led)

MINIMALLY ADEQUATE

M~n~mum Standards households

Control households

t-stat~st1c

AMBIGUOUS

39% 13% 2.247*
(7) (5)

44 10 3.579
(8) (9)

-0.335 0.413

M~n~mum Standards households

Control households

t-stat~stic

33
(6)

33
( 6)

0.000

18
( 7)

23
( 20)

-0.645

1.289

0.922

CLEARLY INADEQUATE

M~n~mum Standards households

Control households

t-stat~st~c

28 69 -2.928**
(5) ( 27)

22 67 -3.495***
(4) ( 58)

0.388 0.277

SAMPLE: M~n~mum Standards and Control households active at two years
after enrollment whose un~ts fa~led the M~n~mum Standards requ~rements at
enrollment, exclud1ng those w1th enrollment 1n~omes over the e11gLb111ty
I1m1ts and those I1v1ng 1n the1r own homes or 1n Subs1d1zed hous1ng.

DATA SOURCES: In~t~al and monthly Household Report Forms and Hous~ng

Evaluat10n Forms.
NOTE: Sample s~zes are ~n parentheses.
* t-stat~st~c s~gn~f1cant at the 0.05 level.
** t-stat1st1C s1gn1f1cant at the 0.01 level.
*** t-stat1st1C s1gn1f1cant at the 0.001 level.
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Table IV-6 (cont~nued)

HOUSING DEPRIVATION MEASURE AND EVAWATOR'S
OVERALL RATING BY TWO-YEAR OUTCOME-PHOENIX

OUTCOMES

SV~LUATOR'S ~TI~G

STAYED
AND FAILED

t-STATISTIC
(stayed/passed

vs. stayed/fa~ledl

GOOD CONDITION

~~n~mum Standards households

Control ~ouseholds

t-stalast~c

BASICALLY SOUND, ~INOR ~PAIRS NEEDED

~~n~mum Standards ~ouseholds

Control ~ouseholds

t-statl.st~c

28. 13'
(5) (5)

44 15
(8) (13)

-1.037 -0.312

56 3.
(10) (14)

50 32
(9) (28)

0.336 0.407

1.384

2.850**

1.400

1.439

SASICALLY SOU~D, MAJOR REPAIRS OR
~~OVATIONS ~EEDEO

~l.n~mum Standards households

Control ~ouseholds

':.-statl.stl.c

U~SOUND, UNFI'!.' :'OR 9:U"lAN '!ABI'!'ATION

~~nl.mum Standards households

Control households

t-statl.stl.c

17
(3)

6
(1)

1.058

(0)

(0)

41
(16)

3.
(31)

0.580

10
(4)

17
(15)

-1.001

-1.809t

-2.511*

-1.412

-1.900t

SAMPLE- MJ.n~mwn Standards and Control households act.l.ve at two years after enrollment whose uzu.ts f~led

the M!.nl.aIUm Standards reqw.rements at enrollment, excludJ.nq those Wl.th enrollment J.ncomes over the el:1.g1]nll.ty
llllll.ts and those l~V:lnq 1.n thel.r own homes or ~n suhsl.d1.zed housl.ng.

OATA SOURCES: In1.tl.al and monthly Household Report ForJIlS and HOUS1.ng Evaluatl.on Forms.
NOTE Sample s~zes are 1.0 parentheses.
t t-statl.st~c s~gnl.f1.cant at the 0.10 level.
* t-stat1.st1.C sl.gn1.fl.cant at the 0.05 level.
** t-stat1.st~c sl.gn1.f1.cant at the 0.01 level.
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Table IV-7

PERCENTAGE CHANGE IN RENT OVER TWO YEARS

PITTSBURGH PHOENIX

OUTCOMES OUTCOMES

STAYED SAMPLE STAYED SAMPLE
UPGRADED AND FAILED SIZE UPGRADED AND FAILED SIZE

MEAN RENT AT ENROLLMENT

M1.n1.mum Standards households $114.53 $98.46 (B6) $122.89 $107.77 (57)
(19) (67) (1B) (39)

Control 132.12 104.43 (153) 161.29 112.67 (104)
(17) (136) (17) (B7)

MEAN RENT ,..T TWO YEARS

Min1.mum Standards households 126.68 108.24 (B7) 127.39 115.46 (57)
(19) (6B) (18) (39)

Control 152.89 116.17 (1551 165.17 119.56 (103)
(18) (137) (lB) (85)

MEAN IlERCENTAGE CHANGE

Min1.mum Standards households 14.2\ 11.3\ (B5) 3.8\ 8.5 (57)

(19) (66) (18) (39)

Control 21.0 12.4 (153) 1.6 7.6 (102)
(17) (136) (17) (85)

t-STATISTIC FOR MEAN PERCENTAGE
CHANGE

Minimum Standards households
versus Control households -0.88 0.50 0.70 0.24

upgraded versus stayed and fa1.1ed
1.06M1.nimum Standards households 0.54

Upgraded versus stayed and failed
Control households 1.44 2.23*

SAMPLE M1.n1.mUm Standards and Control households act1.ve at two years after enrollment whose units fa11ed the M1.n1.mum Standards
requ1.rements at enrollment, exclud1.ng those W1.th enrollment 1.ncornes over the elig1b1.11ty 11mits and those 11v1ng 1n the1.r own homes or
1n subs1dized hous1ng.

DATA SOURCES In1.t1.al and monthly Household Report Forms and Hous1ng Evaluat1.on Forms.
NOTE. Sample S1.zes are 10 parentheses.



Table IV-8

PERCENTAGE CHANGE IN HOUSING SERVICES
OVER TWO YEARS (LINEAR EQUATION)

PITTSBURGH PHOENIX

OUTCOMES OUTCOMES

STAYED SAMPLE STAYED SAMPLE
UPGRADED AND FAILED SIZE UPGRADED AND FAILED SIZE

MEAN HOUSING SERVICES AT ENROLLMENT

Mio1mum Standards households 115.48 101.80 (81) 137.85 109.79 (5')
(16) (65) (18) (35)

Control households 127.77 107.33 (138) 152.80 118.16 (94)
(16) (122) (14) (80)

MEAN HOUSING SERVICES AT TWO YEARS

Minimum Standards households 124.18 102.65 (81) 146.02 11S.88 (53)

(16) (65) (18) (35)

Control households 126.85 109.57 (138) 160.34 127.46 (94)

(16) (122) (1~) (80)

MEAN {AND MEDIAN] PERCENTAGE CHANGE

H1nimum Standards households 7.4\[7.3] 2.3\[1.8] (81) 6.5\[6.6) 6.9\ [3.8] (53)
(16) (65) (18) (35)

Control households -0.5 [0.7J 2.2 [2.0) (138) 6.2 [6.1J 5.2 [3.9J (94)
(16) (122) (14) (80)

t-STATISTIC FOR THE MEAN PERCENTAGE
CHANGE

H1nimum Standards households
versus Control households 3.31** 0.02 0.12 0.60

Upgraded versus stayed and fa1led
Min1rnum Standards households 2.04* -0.17

Upgraded versus stayed and fa1led
Control households -1.67 -0.34

SAMPLE: M1n1mum Standards and Control households act1ve at two years after enrollment whose un1ts fa11ed the M1n1mum
Standards requ1rements at enrollment, exclud1ng those w1th enrollment :Lncornes over the el1g1b1l1ty I1m1ts, those l1v1ng 1n
their own homes or 1n subs1d1zed hous1ng, and those W1th extreme values or miss1ng values for the hedon1c res1dual.

DATA SOURCES In1tial and monthly Household Report Forms, Hous1ng Evaluat10n Forms, and Basel:Lne and Per1od1C
Interv1ews.

NOTE: Sample S1zes are 1n parentheses.
* t-stat1stic s1go1f1cant at the 0.05 level.
** t-stat1st1c s1goif1cant at the 0.01 level.



Table IV-9

PERCENTAGE CHANGE IN HOUSING SERVICES
OVER TWO YEARS (SEMILOG EQUATION)

(COMBINED SITES)

OUTCOMES

MEAN HOUSING SERVICES AT ENROLLMENT

Min~um Standards households

Control households

MEAN HOUSING SERVICES AT TWO YEARS

Min~ Standards households

Control households

UPGRADED

4.79
(34)

4.90
(28)

4.85
(34)

4.92
(28)

STAYED
AND FAILED

4.59
(lOO)

4.66
(200)

4.62
(100)

4.68
(200)

SAMPLE
SIZE

(134)

(228)

(134)

(228)

MEAN [AND MEDIAN] PERCENTAGE CHANGE

Min~mum Standards households

Control households

t-STATISTIC FOR MEAN PERCENTAGE
CHANGE

M~nimum Standards households
versus Control households

Upgraded versus stayed and fa~led

M~n~mum Standards households

Upgraded versus stayed and fa~led

Control households

1.33% [0.9]
(34)

0.45 [0.0]
(28)

2.25*

-2.38*

0.40

0.54%[0.3] (134)
(100)

0.58 [0.5] (228)
(200)

-0.16

SAMPLE: M~nimum Standards and Control households act~ve at two
years after enrollment whose un~ts failed the M~n~mum Standards requ~re­

ments at enrollment, exclud1ng those W1th enrollment 1ncomes over the
el~g~~l~ty l~~ts, those l~v~ng ~n the~r own homes or ~n subs~d~zed

hous1ng, and those W1th extreme values or m1ss1ng values for the hedon1c
res~dua1.

DATA SOURCES: In~t~al and IOOnthly Household Report Forms, Hous~ng

Evaluat10n Forms, and Baseline and Per1od1C Interv1ews.
NOTE: Sample s~zes are in parentheses.
* t-statist~c sign~ficant at the 0.05 level.
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Table IV-lO

PERCENTAGE CHANGE IN HOUSING SERVICES
OVEk TWO YEARS (SbMILOG EQUATION)

PI'I"fSBURGH PHOENll\:

OUTCOMES OUTCOMEb

S'l'AYED SAMPLE STAYED SAMPLE
UPGRADED AND FAILED SIZE UPGRADED AND FAILED SIZE

MEAN HOUSING SERVICES AT ENROLLMENT

Minl.mwn Standards households 4.71 4.57 (8ll 4.87 4.63 (53)
(16) 165) (18) (35)

Control households 4.81 4.62 (134) 4.99 4 70 (94)
(14) (120) (14) (80)

MEAN HOUSING SERVICES AT TWO YEARS

Minl.mum Standards households 4.79 4.58 (81) 4.92 4.67 (53)
(16) 165) (18) (35)

Control households 4.80 4.65 (134) 5.04 4.73 (94)
(14) (120) (14) (80)

HEAN {AND MEDIAN] PERCENTAGE CHANGE

Minl.mum Standards households 1.63\ (1.2] 0.27\ (0.2] (81) 1.07\ (0.8] 1.04\ (0.6) (53)
(16) (65) (18) (35)

Control households -0.22 [-0.61 0.49 [0.41 (134) 1.12 [0.41 0.70 [0.61 (94)
(14) (120) 114) (80)

t-STATISTIC FOR MEAN PERCENTAGE
CHANGE

Ml.n:unum Standards households
versus Control households 3.68*** -0.74 0.08 0.87

Upgraded versus stayed and fal.lad
2.84""* 0.07Minl.mum Standards households

Upgraded versus stayed and fal.lad
Control households 2.11* 0.86

In1.tl.al and monthly Household Report Forms, 1I0us1.og Evaluat1.on Forms, and Base1l.ne and Period1.c

0.05 level.
0.01 level.
0.001 level.

the
the
the

at
at
at

sigol.f1.cant
sl.gnl.ficant
signihcant

SAMPLE. Ml.nimum Standards and Control households actl.ve at two years after enrollment whose unl.ts failed the
M~nl.mum Standards requirements at enrollment, excludl.ng those with enrollment ~ncomes over the eligib1.11.ty l~m1.ts,

those 11.v1.ng 1.0 the1.r own homes or in subsid1.2:ed hous1.ng, and those w~th extreme values or m1.ssing values for the
hedon1.c reS1dual.

DATA SOURCES
Interv~ews •

* t-Stat1.st1c
** t-stat1.st1.c
*** t-stat1.st1.c



Table IV-II

Mr:AN NUMBER OF REPORTED IMPROVEMENTS

PITTSBURGH PHOENIX

OUTCOMES OUTCOMES

t-STATISTIC t-STATISTIC
STAYED (upgraded vs. STAYED (upgraded vs.

UPGRADED AND FAILED stayed/failed) UPGRADED AND FAILED stayed/failed)

MEAN NUMBER OF IMPROVEMENTS MADE
BY LANDLORD

Minimum standards households 2.59 2.22 0.72 2.78 2.39 0.48
(19) (69) (19) (39)

Control households 2.29 2.12 -0.28 3.22 2.69 0.74
(19) (137) (19) (97)

t-.statistic 0.43 0.33 -- -0.47 -0.51 --
MEAN NUMBER OF IMPROVEMENTS MADE
BY HOUSEHOLD

Minimum standards households 5.05 3.56 1.12 2.00 3.20 1.11
(19) (69) (19) (39)

Control households 2.11 3.60 -2.14* 1.61 3.10 -2.36*
(9) (137) (19) (97)

t-statistic 2.11* -0 07 -- 0.49 0.11 --

MEAN HOUSEHOLD COSTS

M~nimum Standards households $217.65 $93.56 2.09* $47.12 $82.97 0.95
(17) (69) (17) (39)

Control households 53.72 111.80 -2.10* 30.06 67.99 -1.98*
(19) (137) (19) (97)

t-statistic 2.47* -1.23 -- 0.63 0.46 --

SAMPLE: Minimum Standards and Control households active at two years after enrollment whose units failed the M~n~mum

Standards requirements at enrollment, exclud~ng those with enrollment incomes over the elig~bility limits and those liv~ng ~n

their own homes or in subsid~zed housing.
DATA SOURCES' Initial and monthly Household Report Forms, Housing Evaluation Forms, and PeriOdic Interv~ews.

NOTE· Sample s~zes are in parentheses.
* Significant at the 0.05 level.



Table IV-12

MINIMUM STANDARDS COMPONENTS FAILED
(SITES COMBINED)

PERCENTAGE OF HOUSEHOLDS
FAILING MINIMUM STANDARDS
AT ENROLLMENT THAT
FAILED EACH COMPONENT

PERCENTAGE OF HOUSE­
HOLDS FAU.ING EACH
COMPONENT THAT
UPGRADED

PERCENTAGE OF HOUSE­
HOLDS FAILING EACH
COMPONENT THAT
MOVED AND PASSED

Control Control

PERCENTAGE OF HOUSE­
HOLDS FAILING EACH
COMPONENT THAT
MOVED AND FAILED

Minimum
Standards

PERCENTAGE OF HOUSE­
HOLDS FAILING EACH
COMPONENT THAT
STAYED AND FAILED

Minimum
StandardsControl

Minimum
StandardsControl

Minimum
StandardsControl

Minimum
StandardsCOMPONENT

MINIMUM STANDARDS PHYSICAL
COMPONENTS

Adequate exits

Cel.Ung height

Core rooms

Electncity

Floor structure

Floor surface

Heating equipment

Kitchen facilitl.es

Light fixtures

Light and ventl.latl.on

plumbing

Room structure

Room surface

Roof structure

Exterior walls

4.8\:

12.1

7.3

9.0

5.5

15.2

17.0

5.9

9.0

75.S

24.6

5.2

20.8

3.1

4.5

4J8\

12.6

3.5

S.3

5.9

14.4

14.6

5.0

6.7

74.3

20.9

8.5

21.4

3.5

6.3

14.3\

7.7

4.5

2.0

12.8

4.2

5.0

5.2

4.3

6.2

3.1

6.3

7.1\

25.7

4.8

23.1

31.3

25.0

26.5

11.8

1';.4

20.5

8.5

26.7

26.7

22.2

15.4

4.5\

5.2

12.5

15.8

14.8

16.7

17.9

17.4

6.1

10.6

11.5

20.5

14.3

25.0

17.2

42.9\

40.0

61.9

19.2

25.0

25.0

38.8

41.2

53.8

40.2

47.9

26.7

33.3

33.3

38.5

59.1\

62.1

81.3

63.2

66.7

56.1

52.2

52.2

41.9

48.7

54.2

53.8

44.9

68.8

58.6

35.7\

34.3

33.3

50.0

43.8

45.5

32.7

47.1

30 8

26.5

39.4

46.7

35.0

44.4

46.2

36.4\

27.6

6.3

21.1

18.5

27.3

29.9

26.1

41.9

34.6

34.4

25.6

37.8

24.1

MINIMUM STANDARDS OCCUPANCY
COMPONENT

Occupancy

Fail occupancy only

66.4

9.0

71.5

13.9

7.3

15.4

4.6

17.2

26.6

42.3

11.0

14.1

34.4

23.1

49.7

39.1

3l..8

19.2

34.8

29.7

SAMPLE SIZE

PERCENTAGE OF SAMPLE

(289)

100\

(459)

100\

(37)

12.8!ti

(36) (66)

22.8\

(51) (l08)

37.4%

(224)

48.8\

(78)

27.0\

(148)

32.2\

SAMPLE' Minimum Standards and Control households active at two years after enrollment whose
enrollment, excluding those with enrollment incomes over the eligibility 1iml.ts and those l~vl.ng 1n

DATA SOURCES Initial and monthly Household Report Forms and Housing Evaluation Forms.

units failed the M1nimum Standards requirements at
their own homes or in subsidized housing.



Table IV-I3

MINIMUM STANDARDS COMPONENTS F"ILED
(PITTSBURGH)

PERCENTAGE OF HOUSEHOLDS PERCENTAGE OF UOUSE- PERCENTAGE or HOUSE- PERCENTAGE OF HOUSE- PERCENTAGE OF IfOUSE-
FAUING MINIMUM STANDARDS nOLDS FAILING EACH 1I0LDS FAILIN'G EACH noLDS FAILING EACH HOLDS FAILING EACII
AT ENROLLMENT THAT COMPONENT THAT COMPONENT TIJAT COMPONENT THAT COMPONENT TlIAT
FAILED EACH COMPONENT UPGRADED MOVED AND PASSED ST"YED AND FAILED MOVED AND FAILED

Minimum Minimum Minimum Minimum Minimum
COMPONENT Standards Control Standards Control Standards Control Standards Control Standards Control

MINIMUM STANDARDS PHYSICAL
COMPONENTS

Adequate exits 8.4\ 8.3\ 15.4\ 5.0\ 46.2\ 60.0\ 38.5\ 35.0\

Ceiling he1ght 7.7 12.4 10.0\ 8.3\ 3.3 50.0 1)0.0 41.7 36.7

Core rooms 9.0 5.4 7.1 7.7 78.6 84.6 14.3 7.7

EIectncity 10.3 7.9 12.5 18.8 5.3 25.0 68.4 43.8 26.3

Floor structure 2.6 2.1 4.3 80.0 75.0 20.0

Floor surface 5.2 1.7 12.5 12.5 25.0 75.0 50.0 25.0

Heating equipment 5.2 5.0 25.0 8.3 50.0 58.3 25.0 33.3

l' K1tchen facl.litl.es 3.2 3.7 40.0 55.6 60.0 4".4...,
50.0 44.4 37.5 44.4... Ll.ght fixtures 10.3 7.7 12 5 11.1

Light and ventilation 72.9 71.4 10.6 7.0 15.0 4.7 47.8 55.2 26.5 33.1

plumbing 22.6 19.5 2.9 5.7 4.3 60.0 61.7 31.4 34.0

Room structure 1.3 0.8 50.0 50.0 50.0 50.0

Room surface 11.6 10.0 5.6 4.2 22.2 8.3 38.9 45.8 33.3 41.7

Roof structure 0.6 1.7 25.0 75.0 100.0

Exterior walls 0.4 100.0

MINIMUM STANDARDS OCCUPANCY
COMPONENT

Occupancy 61.9 67.2 8.3 3.7 11).6 4.9 41.7 56.8 34.4 34.6
Fail occupancy only 10.3 16.2 18.8 10.3 18.8 5.1 31.3 48.7 31.3 35.9

SAMPLE SIZE (155) (241) (19) (18) (23) (12) (69) (137) (44) (74)

PERCENTAGE OF SAMPLE 100\ 100\ 12.2\ 7.5\ 14.8\ 5' 44.5\ 56.A\ 28.4\ 30.7\

SAMPLE' Minimum Standards and Control households active at two years after enrollment whose units failed the Minimum Standards requirements at
enrollment, excluding those with enrollment incomes over the eligibility 1im1ts and those living in their own homes or in subsidized housing.

DATA SOURCES' Initial and monthly Household Report Forms and Housing E?a1uation Forms.



Table IV-14

MINIMUM STANDARDS COMPONENTS rAILED
(PHOENIX)

PERCENTAGe OF IIOUSLIIOLDS PERCeNTAGE OF House- PERCENTAGE OF HQUSE- PERCENTAGE OF 1I0USE- PERCENTAGE OF 1l0USE-
FAII,ING MINIMUM STANDARDS flOLDS FAILING EACH flOLDS FAILING EACfI HOLDS FAILING EACH HOLDS FAILING EACH
AT ENROLLMENT THAT COMPONENT THAT COMPONENT THAT COMPONENT THAT COMPONENT TIIAT
FAILED EACH COMPONENT UPGRADED HOVED AND PASSED STAYED AND FAILED MOVED AND FAILED

Minimum Minimum Minimum Minimum Minimum
COMPONENT Standards Control Standards Control standards Control Standards Control standards Control

MINIMUM STANDARDS PIIYSICAL
COMPONENTS

Adequate exits 0.7\ 0.9\ 100.0\ 50.0\ 50~0\

ceiling height 17.. 2 12.8 34.8 7.1\ 34.8\ 75.0 30.4\ 17.9

COre rooms 5.2 1.4 33.3 28.6 66.7 71.4

Electricity 1.5 8.1 30.0 26.3 10.0 57.9 60.0 15.8

rloor structure 1.0 10.1 33.3 18.2 33.3 63.6 33.3 18.2

Floor surface 26.9 28.4 2.8\ 27.8 17.7 25.0 54.8 44.4 27.4

Heating equ1pment 30.6 25.2 2.4 26.8 20.0 36.6 50.9 34.1 29.1:r Kitchen fac1lit1es 9.0 6.4 7.1\ 16.7 28.6 41.7 50.0 41.7 14.3
"U1

Light fixtures 1.5 10.1 20.0 18.2 60.0 40.9 20.0 40.9

Light and vent1lat10n 79.1 77.5 15.1 5.3 26.4 16.6 32.1 42.0 26.4 36.1

Plumb1ng 26.9 22.5 5.6 11.1 18.4 36.1 46.9 47.2 34.7

Room structure 9.1 17.0 23.1 21.6 23.1 54.1 53.8 24.3

Room surface 31.3 33.0 4.8 2.1 28.6 16.2 31.0 44.6 35.7 36.5
Roof structure 6.0 5.5 25.0 33.3 37.5 66.7 37.5
Exterior walls 9.1 12.8 15.4 14.3 38.5 60.7 46.2 25.0

MINIMUM STANDARDS OCCUPANCY
COMPONENT

occupancy 71.6 76.1 6.3 5.4 37.5 16.9 27.1 42.8 29.2 34.9
Fail occupancy only 1.5 11.5 10.0 28.0 80 .. 0 28.0 10.0 24.0 20.0

SAMPLE SIZE (134) (218) (18) (18) (43) (39) (39) (81) (34) (14)

PERCENTAGE OF SAMPLE 100\ 100\ 13.4\ 8.3\ 32.1\ 17.9\ 29.1' 39.9\ 25.4\ 33.9\-

SAMPLE Minimum Standards and Control households active at two years after enrollment whose units failed the Minimum Standards requirementCl at
enrollment, excluding those with enrollment incomes over the eligibility 11mits and those living in their own homes or in subsidized housing.

DATA SOURCES' Initl.al and monthly Household Report Forms and Housing Evaluation Forms.



Table IV-15

HOUSEHOLD PREFERENCES FOR MOVING
OR STAYING BY TWO-YEAR OUTCOME -- PITTSBURGH

STAYED MOVED MOVED
EXPRESSED PREFERENCE UPGRADED AND FAILED AND PASSED AND FAILED

MINIMUM STANDARDS HOUSEHOLDS
(Chi-squared = 22.769**"')

Move 32% 42% 91% 61%

Stay ~n un~ta 63 55 9 39

Otherb 5 3 0 0

(Sample s~ze) (19) (65) (23) (41)

CONTROL HOUSEHOLDS
(Ch~-squared = l6.327**)

Move 28% 59% 67% 75%

Stay ~n unl.t
a

67 40 33 24

b 6 1 0 1Other

(Sample s~ze) (18) (127) (12) (71)

SAMPLE: M~n~mum Standards and Control households act~ve at two years
after enrollment whose un~ts fa~led the M~n~mum Standards requ~rements at
enrollment and that d~d not move between the Basel~ne Interv~ew and enroll­
ment, excluding those with enrollment ~ncomes over the el~g~~lity l~~ts and
those l~v~ng ~n their own homes or ~n subs~d~zed hous~ng.

DATA SOURCES: In~t~al and monthly Household Report Forms, Hous~ng

Evaluatl.on Forms, and Basell.ne Intervl.ews.
NOTE: Percentages do not add to 100 due to round~ng.

a. Aggregated responses to: stay and ~mprove, stay and buy, stay but
no J.Inprovements necessary, stay and do not know whether or not l.rnprovements
are necessary.

b. Aggregated responses to: would use the money for someth~ng else,
other.

**
***

Sign~ficant at the 0.01 level.
S~gn~ficant at the 0.001 level.
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Table IV-16

HOUSEHOLD PREFERENCES FOR MOVING
OR STAYING BY TWO-YEAR OUTCOME -- PHOENIX

STAYED MOVED MOVED
EXPRESSED PREFERENCE UPGRADED AND FAILED AND PASSED AND FAILED

MINIMUM STANDARDS HOUSEHOLDS
(Ch1.-squared = 8.336)

Move 39% 50% 67% 56%

Stay 1.n unlt
a

61 39 30 41

b 0 11 3 4Other

(Sample size) (18) (36) (33) (27)

CONTROL HOUSEHOLDS
(Ch1.-squared =25.582***)

Move 43% 43% 57% 75%

Stay in a
un1.t 43 54 32 23

b 14 2 11 1Other

(Sample s1.ze) (14) (81) (37) (69)

SAMPLE: Min1.mum Standards and Control households active at two years
after enrollment whose un1.ts fa1.1ed the M1.n1.mum Standards requirements at
enrollment and that d1.d not move between the Basel1.ne Interv1.ew and enroll­
ment, exclud1.ng those W1.th enrollment 1.ncomes over the eligib1.11.ty 11.mits and
those liv1.ng 1.n their own homes or 1.n subs1.dized hous1.ng.

DATA SOURCES: In1.t1.al and monthly Household Report Forms, Hous1.ng
Evaluation Forms, and Baseline Interviews.

NOTE: Percentages do not add to 100 due to round1.ng.
a. Aggregated responses to: stay and 1.mprove, stay and buy, stay but

no improvements necessary, stay and do not know whether or not lmprovements
are necessa-ry.

b. Aggregated responses to: would use the money for someth1.ng else,
other.

*** S1.gnif1.cant at the 0.001 level.

A-77



-r-----------------------------------____

Table IV-17

HOUSEHOLD SATISFACTION WITH DWELLING UNIT BY
TWO-YEAR OUTCOME -- PITTSBURGH

EXPRESSED SATISFACTION UPGRADED
STAYED
AND FAILED

MOVED
AND PASSED

MOVED
AND FAILED

MINIMUM STANDARDS HOUSEHOLDS
(Chi-squared = 24.507** )

Very sat~sf~ed 74% 44% 26% 22%

Somewhat satisfied 10 37 39 32

Somewhat d~ssat~sf~ed 10 12 17 17

Very d~ssat~sfied 5 7 17 29

(Sample size) (19) (68) (23) (41)

CONTROL HOUSEHOLDS
(Ch~-squared = 23.116** )

Very sat~sf~ed 78% 31% 42% 25%

Somewhat sat1sfled 11 36 17 30

Somewhat d~ssat~sf~ed 6 16 17 18

Very d~ssat~sf~ed 6 17 25 27

(Sample s~ze) (18) (129) (12) (73)

- SAMPLE: M~n~murn Standards and Control households active at two years
after enrollment whose un~ts failed the Min~murn Standards requ~rernents at
enrollment and that did not move between the Base1~ne Interview and enroll­
ment, exc1ud~ng those w~th enrollment ~ncomes over the e1~g~~lity l~rnits and
~~OS~ l1ving .1.n thelr own homes or In Subsldlzed houslng.

DATA SOURCES: In~t~a1 and monthly Household Report Forms, Hous~ng

Evaluat.1.on Forms, and Basellne Interv1.ews.
NOTE: Percentages do not add to 100 due to round~ng.

** S~gn~f~cant at the 0.01 level.
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Table IV-18

HOUSEHOLD SATISFACTION WITH DWELLING UNIT BY
TWO-YEAR OUTCOME -- PHOENIX

EXPRESSED SATISFACTION UPGRADED
STAYED
AND FAILED

MOVED
AND PASSED

MOVED
AND FAILED

MINIMUM STANDARDS HOUSEHOLDS
(Ch~-squared ~ 15.836t )

Very sat~sfied 67% 46% 32% 15%

Somewhat sat~sf~ed 17 22 35 41

Somewhat d~ssat~sf~ed 11 22 15 22

Very d~ssat~sf~ed 6 11 18 22

(Sample sue) (18) (37) (34) (27)

CONTROL HOUSEHOLDS
(Chi-squared ~ 9.508

Very sat~sf~ed 57% 40% 27% 33%

Somewhat sat~sf1ed 29 32 43 32

Somewhat d~ssat~sf~ed 14 16 24 19

Very d~ssat~sf~ed 0 12 51 16

(Sample s~ze) (14) (82) (37) (69)

SAMPLE: M~nimum Standards and Control households act~ve at two years
after enrollment whose un~ts fa~led the M~nimum Standards requ~rements at
enrollment and that did not move between the Basel~ne Interv~ew and enroll­
ment, exclud~ng those w~th enrollment ~ncomes over the el~gib~lity lim~ts and
those l~v~ng ~n the~r own homes or ~n subs~dized hous~ng.

DATA SOURCES: In~t~al and monthly Household Report Forms, Housing
Evaluat10n Forms, and Base11ne Interv1ews.

NOTE: Percentages do not add to 100 due to round~ng.

t Signif~cant at the 0.10 level.
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Table IV-19

LOGIT ESTIMATE OF THE PROBABILITY OF UPGRADING TO
MEET MINIMUM STANDARDS--PITTSBURGH

INDEPENDENT VARIABLES

Age of head of household (decades)

Black head of household

Annual net ~ncome (thousands)

Female head of household

Education of head of household

Number of moves 10 previous
three years

Unit and ne~ghborhood satisfaction

Persons per room

Dlstance from meetlng requlrements
(number of phys~cal components
failed)

Qual~ty per room

Exper=ental household (Hous~ng Gap
fun~mum Standards)

CONSTANT

L~kel~ood rat~o (s~gn~f~cance)

Mean of dependent var~able

Coeff~c~ent of dete~nat~on

Sample s~ze

ASYMPTOTIC PARTIAL
COEFFICIENT t-STATISTIC DERIVATIVE

0.039 -0.29 -0.004

0.385 0.75 0.034

0.049 0.42 0.004

-0.237 -0.63 -0.021

0.047 0.57 0.004

-0.093 -0.52 -0.008

0.282* 1.98* 0.025

-1.741* -2026* -0.153

-0.806** 2.99'* -0.071

0.123** 3.19** O.Oll

1.048** 2.65** 0.092

-5.426** -2.77** NA

49.33**

0.097

0.209

(370)

SAMPLE: Ml01mum Standards and Control households act1.ve at two
years after enrollment whose unltS fal-led the Mlnlmum Standards requlre­
ments at enrollment, excludlng those 11vlng 10 thelr own homes or 10
SubSldlzed houslng.

DATA SOURCES: In~t~al and monthly Household Report Forms, Hous~ng

Evaluatlon Forms, and Basellue Intervlews.
* t-stat~st~c sign~f~cant at the 0.05 level.
** t-statlstlC slqnlflcant at the 0.01 level.
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Table IV-20

LOGIT ESTIMATE OF THE PROBABILITY OF UPGRADING TO
MEET MINIMUM STANDARDS--PHOENIX

INDEPENDENT VARIABLES

Age of head of household (decades)

Black head of household

Span~sh Amer~can head of household

Annual net ~ncome (thousands)

Female head of household .

Educat~on of head of household

Number of moves in previous
three years

Un~t and ne~ghborhood satisfact~on

Persons per room

D~stance from meet1ng requ1rements
(number of phys~cal components
failed)

Quality per room

Experimental household (Hous~ng Gap
Min=urn Standards)

CONSTANT

L~kel~hood ratio (s~gn~f~cance)

Mean of dependent var~able

Coeff~c~ent of deterrn~nat~on

Sample s~ze

COEFFICIENT

0.200

0.318

-0.818

0.142

-0.172

-0.031

-0.542**

0.025

-1.828t

1.493**

-0.014

1.587**

0.278

ASYMPTOTIC
t-STATISTIC

1.37

0.31

-1.21

1.34

-0.41

-0.43

-2.80**

0.15

-1.92t

4.14**

-0.34

3.85**

0.13

76.46**

0.106

0.364

(310)

PARTIAL
DERIVATIVE

0.002

0.030

-0.078

0.014

-0.016

-0.003

-0.052

0.002

-0.174

-0.142

-0.001

0.151

NA

SAMPLE: M1n~murn Standards and Control households act~ve at two
years after enrollment whose UllltS fal1ed the M1nlmum Standards requlre­
ments at enrollment, excludlng those I1ving In thelr own homes or In
subs~d~zed hous~ng.

DATA SOURCES: In~t~al and monthly Household Report Forms, Hous~ng

Evaluatl0n Forms, and Basellne Intervlews.
t t-stat~st~c s~gn~f~cant at the 0.10 level.
* t-stat~st~c s~gn~ficant at the 0.05 level.
** t-stat~st~c s~gn~f~cant at the 0.01 level.
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APPENDIX V

MEETING MINIMUM RENT REOUIREMENTS IN PLACE,
COMPANION TABLES TO CHAPTER 3

Th~s append1x conta1ns compan10n tables to the tables presented 1n Chapter

3. Tables for M1n1mum Rent H1gh households and for M1n1mum Rent Low house­

holds 1n Phoen1x are presented here, as well as other tables referenced 1n

the text. All the tables are presented parallel to the order of occurrence

1n Chapter 30
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Table V-I

HOUSEHOLD PREFERENCES FOR MOVING OR STAYING BY
TWO-YEAR OUTCOME: PITTSBURGH MINIMUM RENT LOW

EXPRESSED PREFERENCE
STAYED
AND PASSED

STAYED
AND FAILED

MOVED
AND PASSED

MOVED
AND FAILED

MINIMUM RENT LOW
(Ch~-squared ~

HOUSEHOLDS
3.84 )

Move

a
Stay ~n un~t

b
Other

(Sample s~ze)

Move

bOther

(Sample size)

36% 35% 54% 100%

64 65 46 0

0 0 0 0

(11) (17) (13) 2)

CONTROL HOUSEHOLDS
(Chi-squared ~ 11.93t)

71% 52% 87% 70%

29 44 13 30

0 3 0 0

(17) (59) (31) (10)

SAMPLE: M~n~mum Rent Low and Control households act~ve at two
years after enrollment whose un~ts fa~led the M~n~mum Rent Low require­
ment at enrollment and that d~d not move between the Basel~ne Interv1ew
and enrOllment, exclu~ng those w1th enrollment 1ncomes over the e11g1­
b~l~ty l~m~ts and those l~ving ~n the~r own homes or ~n subs~d~zed hous~ng.

DATA SOURCES: In~t~al and monthly Household Report Forms and
Base11ne Interv1ews.

NOTES: Percentages do not add to 100 due to round~ng.

a. Aggregated responses to: stay and ~mprove, stay and buy, stay
but no J..mprovements necessary, stay and do not know whether or not lmprove­
ments are necessary.

b. Aggregated responses to: would use the money for someth1ng else,
other.

t S~gn~f~cant at the 0.10 level.
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Table V-2

HOUSEHOLD PREFERENCES FOR MOVING OR STAYING BY
TWO YEAR OUTCOME: PHOENIX MINIMUM RENT LOW

STAYED STAYED MOVED MOVED
EXPRESSED PREFERENCE AND PASSED AND FAILED AND PASSED AND FAILED

MINIMUM RENT LOW HOUSEHOLDS
(Ch~-squared = 9.666 )

Move 0% 31% 61% 33%

Stay
a 50 54 35 67~n un~t

b 50 15 4 0Other

(Sample s~ze) (2) (13) (23) (6)

CONTROL HOUSEHOLDS
(Ch~-squared = 10.464 )

Move 67% 44% 67% 71%

Stay ~n unita 33 55 33 29

b
Other 0 1 0 0

,
(Sample size) ( 3) (71) (24) (48)

SAMPLE: M~nimum Rent Low and Control households act~ve at two
years after enrollment whose units failed the M~n~mum Rent Low requ~re­

ment at enrollment and that d~d not move between the Basel~ne Interv~ew

and enrollment, excluding those w1th enrollment 1ncomes over the el~gl­

b~l~ty l~mits and those l~ving ~n the~r own homes or ~n subs~d~zed hous~ng.

DATA SOURCES: In~tial and monthly Household Report Forms and
Baseline Interv1ews.

NOTES: Percentages do not add to 100 due to round~ng.

a. Aggregated responses to: stay and ~mprove, stay and buy, stay
but no 1mprovernents necessary, stay and do not know whether or not 1rnprove­
ments are necessary.

b. Aggregated responses to: would use the money for someth~ng else,
other.
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Table V-3

HOUSEHOLD PREFERENCES FOR MOVING OR STAYING BY
TWO-YEAR OUTCOME: PITTSBURGH MINIMUM RENT HIGH

STAYED STAYED MOVED MOVED
EXPRESSED PREFERENCE AND PASSED AND FAILED AND PASSED AND FAILED

MINIMUM RENT HIGH HOUSEHOLDS
(Ch~-squared = 10.558t)

Move 22% 61% 71% 82%

Stay ~n illl1t
a 78 37 24 18

b 0 2 6 0Other

(Sample s~ze) (9 ) (41) (17) (11)

CONTROL HOUSEHOLDS
(Ch~-squared = 11.060t)

Move 68% 54% 69% 80%

Stay ~n un1ta 32 44 31 18

b 0 2Other 2 0

(Sample s~ze) (19) (126) (29) (40)

SAMPLE: M1.n1.mum Rent H1.gh and Control households act1.ve at two
years after enrollment whose un1.ts fa1.1ed the M1.n1.mum Rent H1.gh reqU1.re­
ment at enrollment and that d1d not move between the Base11ne Interview
and enrollment, exclu~ng those w1th enrollment 1ncornes over the e11g~­

b1.11.ty 11.m1.ts and those 11.v1.ng 1.n the1.r own homes or 1.n subs1.d1.zed hous1.ng.
DATA SOURCES: In1.t1.al and monthly Household Report Forms and

Base11ne Interv16ws.
NOTES: Percentages do not add to 100 due to round1.ng.
a. Aggregated responses to: stay and 1mprove, stay and buy, stay

but no 1mprovements necessary, stay and do not know whether or not 1mprove­
ments are necessary.

b. Aggregated responses to: would use the money for sorneth1ng else,
other.

t S1.gn1.f1.cant at the 0.10 level.
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Table V-4

HOUSEHOLD PREFERENCES FOR MOVING OR STAYING BY
TWO-YEAR OUTCOME: PHOENIX MINIMUM RENT HIGH

EXPRESSED PREFERENCE
STAYED
AND PASSED

STAYED
AND FAILED

MOVED
AND PASSED

MOVED
AND FAILED

MINIMUM RENT HIGH HOUSEHOLDS
(Ch~-squared = 6.264t)

Move

a
Stay ~n un~t

b
Other

(Sample s~ze)

100%

o

o

(1)

37%

63

o

(27)

67%

33

o

(30)

61%

39

o

(IS)

CONTROL HOUSEHOLDS
(Ch~-squared = 19.714**)

Move

b
Other

(Sample size)

67%

33

o

(6)

45%

53

2

(S7)

71%

19

10

(21)

72%

26

2

(S2)

SAMPLE: M~n~mum Rent H~gh and Control households act~ve at two
years after enrollment whose un~ts fa~led the M~n~mum Rent H~gh requ~re­

ment at enrollment and that d~d not move between the Basel~ne Interview
and enrollment, exclud~ng those W1th enrollment lncomes over the ellg1­
bil~ty l~m~ts and those l~v~ng ~n the~r own homes or ~n subs~d~zed hous~ng.

DATA SOURCES: In~t~al and monthly Household Report Forms and
Basellne Intervlews.

NOTES: Percentages do not add to 100 due to round~ng.

a. Aggregated responses to: stay and ~mprove, stay and buy, stay
but no l.mprovernents necessary, stay and do not know whether or not J.rnprove­
ments are necessary.

b. Aggregated responses to:' would use the money for someth~ng else,
other.

t
**

S~gn~f~cant at the 0.10 level.
S~gn~f~cant at the 0.01 level.
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Table V-5

HOUSEHOLD SATISFACTION WITH DWELLING UNIT BY
TWO-YEAR OUTCOME: PITTSBURGH MINIMUM RENT LOW

STAYED STAYED MOVED MOVED
EXPRESSED SATISFACTION AND PASSED AND FAILED AND PASSED AND FAILED

MINIMUM RENT LOW HOUSEHOLDS
(Ch~-squared 13.34 )

Very sat~sfled 36% 53% 14% 0%

Somewhat satlsf1.ed 54 35 43 50

Somewhat d1.ssatl.sfl.ed 9 12 21 50

Very d~ssat~sf~ed 0 0 21 0

(Sample s~ze) (11) (17) (14) (2)

CONTROL HOUSEHOLDS
(Ch~-squared = 3.19)

Very satl.sf1.ed 29% 30% 25% 36%

Somewhat satl.sfl.ed 35 37 28 27

Somewhat dl.ssatl.sfl.ed 18 15 16 9

Very d~ssat~sf~ed 18 18 31 27

(Sample s~ze) (17) (60) (32) (11)

SAMPLE: Ml.nl.mum Rent Low and Control households actl.ve at two years
after enrollment whose unl.ts fal.led the M1nl.mum Rent Low requl.rement at
enrollment and that dl.d not move between the Basell.ne Intervl.ew and enroll­
ment, exc!udl.ng those Wl.th enrollment l.ucarnes over the ell.gJ.bl.ll.ty llIru.ts
and those ll.vl.ng 10 thel.r own homes or 10 SubSldlzed houslng.

DATA SOURCES: In~t~al and monthly Household Report Forms and
Basell.ne InterV1.6ws.

NOTE: Percentages may not add to 100 due to round~ng.
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Table V-6

HOUSEHOLD SATISFACTION WITH DWELLING UNIT BY
TWO-YEAR OUTCOME: PHOENIX MINIMUM RENT LOW

STAYED STAYED MOVED MOVED
EXPRESSED SATISFACTION AND PASSED AND FAILED AND PASSED AND FAILED

MINIMUM RENT LOW HOUSEHOLDS
(Ch~-squared = 17.158x)

Very satisf~ed 100% 54% 13% 17%

Somewhat sat~sf~ed 0 38 35 67

Somewhat dissat~sf~ed 0 8 44 17

Very d~ssat~sf~ed 0 0 9 0

(Sample s~ze) (2) (13) (23) (6 )

CONTROL HOUSEHOLDS
(Ch~-squared = 9.838 )

Very sat~sf~ed 0% 38% 21% 25%

Somewhat sat~sf~ed 25 35 42 31

Somewhat d~ssat~sf~ed 25 15 21 27

Very d~ssat~sf~ed 50 12 17 17

(Sample s~ze) (4) (72) (24) (48)

SAMPLE: Min~mum Rent Low and Control households act~ve at two years
after enrollment whose un~ts fa~led the ~n~mum Rent Low requ~rement at
enrollment and that ~d not move between the Basel~ne Interv~ew and enroll­
ment, exclud~ng those with enrollment incomes over the el~g~~l~ty l~~ts

and those I1v1ng in their own homes or in Subs1d1zed hous1ng.
DATA SOURCES: Init~al and monthly Household Report Forms and ,

Base11ne Interv1ews.
NOTE: Percentages may not add to 100 due to rounding.
* S~gn~f~cant at the 0.05 level.
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Table V-7

HOUSEHOLD SATISFACTION WITH DWELLING UNIT BY
TWO-YEAR OUTCOME: PITTSBURGH MINIMUM RENT HIGH

EXPRESSED SATISFACTION
STAYED
AND PASSED

STAYED
AND FAILED

MOVED
AND PASSED

MOVED
AND FAILED

MINIMUM RENT HIGH HOUSEHOLDS
(Ch~-squared = 10.762 )

Very sat~sfied 67% 33% 24% 36%

Somewhat sat~sbed 33 33 18 18

Somewhat dissat~sf~ed 0 21 35 27

Very d~ssat~sf~ed 0 12 24 18

(Sample s~ze) (9) (42) (17) (11)

CONTROL HOUSEHOLDS
(Ch~-squared = 7.738

Very sat~sf~ed 42% 32% 27% 27%

Somewhat satJ.sfied 37 35 23 34

Somewhat d~ssat~sf~ed 10 15 13 15

Very ~ssa~sf~ed 10 18 37 24

(Sample s~ze) (19) (127) (30) (41)

SAMPLE: M~n~mum Rent H~gh and Control households act~ve at two years
after enrollment whose un~ts fa~led the fun~mum Rent H~gh requ~rement at
enrollment and that ~d not move between the Basel~ne Interv~ew and enroll­
ment, exclud~ng those w~th enrollment ~ncomes over the el~g~b~l~ty l~=ts

and those lJ.vJ.ng J.n their own homes or J.n subsJ.dized housJ.ng.
DATA SOURCES: In~t~al and monthly Household Report Forms and

BaselJ.ne IntervJ.ews.
NOTE: Percentages may not add to 100 due to round~ng.
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Table V-8

HOUSEHOLD SATISFACTION WITH DWELLING UNIT BY
TWO-YEAR OUTCOME: PHOENIX MINIMUM RENT HIGH

EXPRESSED SATISFACTION
STAYED
AND PASSED

STAYED
AND FAILED

MOVED
AND PASSED

MOVED
AND FAILED

MINIMUM RENT HIGH HOUSEHOLDS
(Ch~-squared = 4.656)

Very satisf~ed

Somewhat sat~sf~ed

Somewhat d2ssat~sf~ed

Very dissat~sfied

(Sample sue)

100%

o

o

o

(1)

37%

37

22

4

(27)

33%

30

23

13

(30)

42%

26

16

16

(19)

CONTROL HOUSEHOLDS
(Ch~-squared = 5.9112

Very sat~sf~ed 17% 37% 24% 30%

Somewhat sat~sf~ed 50 34 43 34

Somewhat d~ssat~sf~ed 17 18 29 18

Very d~ssat~sf~ed 17 11 5 17

(Sample s~ze) (6) (89) (21) (82)

SAMPLE: M~n~mum Rent H~gh and Control households act~ve at two years
after enrollment whose un~ts fa~led the fun~mum Rent H~gh requ~rement at
enrollment and that d~d not move between the Basel~ne Interv~ew and enroll­
ment, excluding those w~th enrollment ~ncomes over the el~g~~l~ty l~~ts

and those l~~ng ~n the1r own homes or 1n Subs1dlzed houslng.
DATA SOURCES: In~t~al and monthly Household Report Forms and

Basellne Intervlews.
NOTE: Percentages may not add to 100 due to round~ng.

A-91



Table V-9

L_OGIT ESTIMATE OF THE PROBABILITY OF MEETING MINIMUM RENT LOW
IN PLACE: PITTSBURGH MINIMUM RENT LOW AND CONTROL HOUSEHOLDS

(INTERACTION MODEL)

INDEPENDENT VARIABLES

Age of head of household (decades)

Black head of household

Household s~ze

Annual net ~ncome (thousands)

Female head of household

Educat~on of head of household

Number of moves 1.n prevl.ous three
years

Un1t and nel.ghborhood satl.s£actl.on

Dl.stance from meetl.ng requl.rements
(dollar gap)

Exper~mental household (Hous~ng Gap
fun~mum Rent Low)

Minl.mum Rent household x dl.stance

CONSTANT

L~kel~hood ratio (s~gnif~cance)

Mean of dependent var~able

Coeffl.cl.ent of determl.natl.on

Sample Sl.ze

ASYMPTOTIC PARTIAL
COEFFICIENT t-STATISTIC DERIVATIVE

0.495** 3.15** 0.072

-0.727 -1. 74 -0.106

0.250 * 2.37** 0.036

-0.313* 2.18* 0.005

1.592** 3.10** 0.231

0.266* 2.42* -0.039

-0.210 -0.98 -0.030

0.065 0.47 0.009

-0.044 -1.55 -0.006

1.520* 2.24* 0.220

-0.046 -1.10 0.007

-9.454** 4.38** -1.372

32.22**

0.176

0.218

(159)

SAMPLE: MJ..nJ.mum Rent and Control households actl.ve at two years
after enrollment that fal.led the Ml.nl.mum Rent requJ.rements at enrollment,
excludJ.ng those ll.vl.ng 10 thel.r own homes or 1n subsl.dl.zed housl.ng.

DATA SOURCES: In~t~al and monthly Household Report Forms and
Basell.ne Intervl.ews.

* t-statist~c s~gnificant at the 0.05 level.
** t-statistl.c sigTI2f1cant at the 0.01 level.

A-92



Table V-IO

LOGIT ESTIMATE OF THE PROBABILITY OF MEETING MINIMUM RENT HIGH
IN PLACE: PITTSBURGH MINIMUM RENT HIGH AND CONTROL HOUSEHOLDS

(INTERACTION MODEL)

INDEPENDENT VARIABLES

Age of head of household (decades)

Black head of household

Household s~ze

Annual net ~ncome (thousands)

Female head of household

Educat~on of head of household

Number of moves ~n preVl0US three
years

Un~t and ne~ghborhood sat~sfact~on

Dlstance from meeting requlrements
(dollar gap)

Exper~mental household (Hous~ng Gap
~n1.mum Rent Lo,,)

M~n~mum Rent household x d~stance

CONSTANT

L~kel~hood rat~o (s~gn~f~cance)

Mean of dependent var~able

Coeff~c~ent of determ~nat~on

Sample s~ze

ASYMPTOTIC PARTIAL
COEFFICIENT t-STATISTIC DERIVATIVE

-0.339* -1.98* -0.030

0.682 1.35 0.061

-0.150 -0.83 -0.013

0.132 0.93 0.010

0.836 1.67 0.074

0.205 1. 70 0.018

-0.744 -2.64** -0.066

0.488 3.18** 0.044

-0.088** -4.76** -0.008

0.388 0.52 0.035

-0.040 -1.21 -0.004

-4.383* -2.13 -0.391

59.30**

0.099

0.313

(293)

SAMPLE: M~n~mum Rent and Control households act~ve at two years
after enrollment that fal1ed the Mlnlmum Rent requlrements at enrollment,
excludlng those livlng In thelr own homes or In Subsldlzed housing.

DATA SOURCES: In~t~al and monthly Household Report Forms and
Basellne Intervlews.

* t-statist~c significant at the 0.05 level.
** t-statistic sign~f~cant at the 0.01 level.
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Table V-ll

CHANGE IN MEAN ReNT OVER TWO YEAR~

MINIMUM REN'r LOW AND CONTROL HOUSEHOLDS

PI'I'TSBURGn PIIOLNIX

OU'I'C0miS OU'l'(OMl'S

S'l'AYLO STAYED SAMPLE STAYED S'l'AYED SAMPI.E
ANn PA~SED AND FAILED SIZI: AND PASSI:D AND ~AILED SIZE

MLAN HI:NT AT ENROLLMENT .

MltlJlnum Rent Low houscholdc; $100 $ 73 (29) $114 $77 (16)

(12) (17) (3) (13)

Contlol housaholds 93 "4 (76) 115 91 (78)

(16) (60) (3) (75)

MI:l\N RJ..:N'l' 1\'l' 'rwo YE1.RS

M~ILlmum R~nt Low households 119 85 (29) 135 86 (16)

(U) (17) (3) (13)

ContI.ol households no 94 (76) 128 98 (78)

(16) (60) ( 3) (75)

Mr1I.N PERCENTAGE CHANGE

Iollillmum R~llt Low households
, 20.9\ 20.0% (29) 22.4\ 12.0\ (16)

(12) (17) ( 3) (75)

Control households 20.6 12.8 (76 ) 9.7 9.2 (78)

(16) (60) (3) (75)

l-STATISTIC FOR MEAN
PI:RCEN'rAGE CUANGE

M~n~mum Rent Low households
versus Control houbcholds 0.05 1.53 0.97 0.42

Stayed/passed V~. fallcd
0.81Mlnlmum Rent Low households 0.15

Stayed/pa~sed vs. falled
0.09Control households 1.35

SAMPLE. Ml.nlmUm Rent and Control households act~ve at two years after enrollment that falled the Mlnl.mum Rent reqUl.rements
dot enrollment, excludlng those w~th enrollment l.ncomes over the e1l9ib~l~ty l.lml.ts, those l.lv.l.ng .l.n the~r own homes or l.0 subsl.dlZed
hous1n9, and those wlth a ml.b~lng value at e~ther enrollment or two years.

DA'l'A SOURCES 1mt~al and monthly Hou~ehold Report Forms.



Table v-12

CHANGE IN MEAN RENT OVER TWO ¥EARS
mNIMUM RENT HIGH AND CONTROL HOUSEfiOLDS

PIT1'SIlURC:.U PIJOENIX

OlJ'I'(OM(;b OUTCOMES

5'l'A¥ED STA¥eD SAMPLE STAYED STA¥eD SAMPLE
AND PASSED AND FAILCD SIZE AND PASSED AND rAILED SIZE

~lEAN REN'r A'l' ENROLLMCNT

Mlll~mum Rent !llgh households $102 $ 96 (52) -- $ 93 (25)
(9) (43) (0) (25)

<"untrol hount-holds 119 96 (144) 151 99 (97)
(19) (125) (51 (92)

MEAN ItCNT AT TWO YCAk::.

MJn~mum Rent H1gh households 139 10 J (52) -- 105 (25)
(9) (43) (0) (25)

Control households 150 108 (144) 162 106 (97)
(19) (125) (5) (92)

MEAN peRCeNTAGE CIIANGE

tl1.01mum Rent H1gh households 35.2\ 12.2\ (52) -- 11.3\ (251
(9) (43) (01 (25)

control households 25.6 13.0 (144) 7.4 8.9 (97)
(19) (125) (5) (92)

t-STATISTIC FOR MEAN
PERCCN'I'AGE CIIANC:.E

M1n1mum Rent H1gh households
-0.26 0.53versus Control households 1.26 --

Stayed/passed vs. f,uled
M1n1mum Rent Il1gh households 3 .. 47*'" --

Stayed/passed vs. fa.l.led
-0.44

Control households 2.88"''''

SAMPLE. M1nlmum Rent and Control households act.l.ve at two years after enrollment that fa11ed the Mln1.mum Rent requirements
at enrollment, exclud1ng ~lose w1.th enrollment lncornes over the e11gib1.11ty Ilm1ts, those 11.ving 10 their own homes or 1n 6ubs1d1.zed
hOU51.n9, and those with a m1SS1.ng value at elther enrollment or two year!:>.

DATA SOURCES In1t.l.al and monthly Household Report Forms.
** S1.gn1ficant at the 0.01 level.



Table V-13

CHANGE IN MEAN HOUSING SERVICES OVER TWO YEARS.
MINIMUM RENT LOW AND CONTROL HOUSEHOLDS

PITI'SBURGII PHOENIX

OUTCOMCS OUTCOMCS

StrAYED STAYED SAMPLE STAYED STAYCD SAMPLE

AND PASSED AND FAILED SIZE AND PASSED AND FAILED SIZI:

MEAN f10USING SERVICES A'l' ENROLLMENT

M1nlmum Rent Low households 112.97 99.09 (25) 106.29 94.34 (14)

(11) (14) (2) (l2)

Control households 110.29 98.01 (7l) 110.79 107.16 (72)

(l4) (51) (3) (69)

MEAN HOUSING SERVICES AT TWO YEARS

M10lmum Rent Low households 111.30 98.85 (25) 115.28 103.20 (l4)
(11) (14) (2) (12)

Control households , 112.02 98.96 (7l) 116.19 112.23 (12)

(l4) (51) ( 3) (69)

MEAN PERCI:NTAGE CHANGE

M1nlmum Rent Low households -1.2% -0.3% (25) -8.4\ -11.7\ (14)

(11) (14) (2) (12)

Control households -1.6 -1.2 (7l) 4.6 -6.4 (72)

(14) (51) (3) (69)

t-ST/l.TI~TIC fOR MEAN
PERCENTAGE CHANC,E

-
Mlnlmum Rent Low households
versus Control households 0.76 0.28 0.51 0.98

Stay~d/passed vs. fa.lled
Mlnlmum Rent Low households -0.41 0.37

Stayed/pa&sed vs. falled
Control households 0.12 0.66

SAMPLI: M.ln1mum Rent and Control households act1ve at two years after enrollment that falled the M1n.lmUm Rent reqU1rements at
enrollment, excluding those w1th em.ollment .lncornes over the el1g1bi11ty llm1ts, those l1v.lng 111 the1r own homes or 1n subs1d1zed houS109,

and those wl.th extreme values for the hedoluc res1dua1.
DA'l'A SOUHCr:S Inltl.al and monthly Household Report forms, lIousl.ng Evahlat10n Forms, and BaselJ.ne and Perlodl.c Interviews.



Table V-14

CHANGE IN MEAN HOUSING SERVICES OVER TWO YEARS:
MINIMUM RENT HIGH AND CONTROL HOUSEHOLDS

P IT'rSBURGH PHOENIX

OUTCOMES OUTCOMES

S'rAYED STAYED SAMPLE STAYED STAYED SAMPLE
AND PASSED AND FAILED SIZE AND PASSED AND FAILED SIZE

MEAN nOUSING SERVICES AT ENROLLMENT

MJ.nl.mum Rent Hl.gh households 113.48 100.95 (46) -- 119.79 (24)

(8) (38) {OJ (24)

Control households 120.34 104.83 (131) 150.98 113.54 (91)

(18) (113) (5) (86)

MEAN HOUSING SERVICES A'l' TWO YEARS

MJ.nJ.mum Rent H1.gh households 114.74 104.26 (46) -- 1213.38 (24)

(8) (38) (0) (24)

Control households 125.65 106.23 (131) 150.36 118.06 (91)

(18) (113) (5) (86)

MEAN PERCENTAGE CHANGE

Ml.nJ.mum Rent H1gh households 0.69\ 4.2\ (46) -- 8.8\ (24)

(8) (38) (0) (24)

Control households 4.9 1.4 (131) 0.35 5.5 (91)

(18) (113) (5) (86)

t-STATISTIC FOR MEAN
PEHCrNTAGE CHANGE

f>11n1Ulum Rent H1gh households
-1.20 1.39 -- 0.98verSUb Control households

Stay~d/pab~ed vs. fal led
MJ.01mum Rf.lnt H1gh households -1.28 --

Stayed/passed vs. fa11ed
Control households 1.17 2.17*

SAMPLE M1n1.mum Rent and Control households actl.ve at two years after enrollment that fa1led the Mlnimum Rent reqU1.rements at
enrollment, exclud1.ng those wJ.th enrollment l.ocomes over the el1g1.b1.11.ty llmJ.ts, those llV1.ng 1n the1r own homes or 1.0 subs1.dlZed hous1ng,
and those wtlh extreme values for the hedonlc resJdual.

DA'I'A SOURCES. I01.tJal and monthly Household Report Forms, nous1og Evaluat1.on Forms, and Basel1.oe and Per1.odic Interviews.

* Signl.f1cant at the 0.05 level.



'I'ab1e V-15

HOUSING CVALUA'l'OR OVERALL RATING OF DWELLING UN!'!'
MINIMUM RENT LOW AND CONTROL HOUSEHOLDS

PJ'l"l'S13UHGI{ PHOENIX

OU'l'COME~ OUT('OMt.'S

bTAYL:D ~'rAYBP SAMPLe STAYBD STAYED SAMPLE
AND PASSED AND FAUE\) SIZL AND PASSED AND FAIt.ED SIZE

MCAN IUI'rING A'I' ENROLLMENT

Mlnlmum Rent Low households 1.15 1.53 (30) 1.00 1.77 (16)
(13) (17) (3) (13)

Control hou::.ehold:3 1.25 1.45 (76) 1.67 1.57 (80)
(16) (60) (3) (77)

MEAN RATING A'L' TWO YEARS

Mln1.mUm Rent Low households 1.08 1.24 (30) 1.33 1.54 (16)
(13) (17) (3) (13)

Con trol hous~holds 1.00 1.40 (76) 2.00 1.56 (80)
(16) (60) (3) (77)

MEAN (.HANGE

Mlnlmum Rent Low households 0.08 0.29 (30) -0.33 0.23 (16)
(13) (17) (3) (13)

Control households 0.25 0.05 (76) -0.33 0.01 (80)
(16) (60) (3) (77)

t-STA'l'IS'rIC FOR MI:lI.N CHANGe

M1n1mum Rent Low households
v(.rbUS Control households -0.98 1.31 0.00 L14

Stayed/passed vs. fa1led
Mlnl.mum Rent Low households LOl 1.51

Stayed/passed vs. falled
Control households 1.43 1.00

SAMPLE. M1n1mum Rent and Control households acl1.ve at two years after enrollment that failed the Mlnlmum Rent requ1rements at
enrollment, excl ud1.ng those w1.th enrollment lncomes over the ehgibllity limlts and those Ilving 1.n their own homes or in subs1.dl.zed
hou::'1n9.

DA'N\. SOURCES Initial and monthly Household Report Forms and HOUb1.ng evaluation Forms.
NOTt': 'rhe evaluator rat1ng 1.S measured on a four-po1.nt sCdle, from 0, l.lld1.cat1ng the unit is 10 good cond1tl.on, to 3, lndicating

the unlt lb unfl.t for habltatlon.



Table V-16

HOUSING EVALUATOR OVI::RALl, RATING OF DWELLING UNIT.
MINIMUM REWI' UlGlI AND CONTROL HOUSEHOLDS

P I'M'SBURGH PIiOENIX

OUTCOMES OUTCOMES

STA'iE.D S'l'A'lED SAMPLE STAYED STAYED SAMPLE
AND PASSED AND FAIl,r:O SIZE AND PASSEl> AND C'AILE.D SIZE

"lC1'l.N RATING A'r ENROLI.MEN'l'

M~nlmum Rent lI~gh households 1.22 1.40 152) -- 1.63 (27)
(9) (43) (0) (27)

Control hou&eholds 1.16 1.29 (144) 0.40 1.48 (99)
(19) (125) (5) (94)

Ml::lIN HATING A'r TWO '{EAR,!;,

MUl1mum nent f1l.gh households 1.00 1.33 (52) -- 1.37 (27)
(9) (43) (0) 127)

Control households 1.21 1.22 (144) 0.40 1.47 (99)
119) 1125) (5) (94)

MeAN CIlANGE

Ml.nlmUm Rent Ul.gh households 0.22 0.07 (52) -- 0.26 127)
(9) (43) (0) (27)

Control households -0.05 0.07 (144) 0 0.01 (99)
(19) (125) (5) (94)

t-S'fATISTIC FOR MEAN CliANGE

Mlnl.mUm Rent Hlgh households
v~rsus Control households 1.26 -0.02 -- 1.56

Stayed/passed vs. fal.led
Ml.nl.mum Rent HJ.gh households 0.90 --
Stayed/passed vs. fa~led

Control households 0.73 0.03

SAMPLE Mlnlmum Rent and Control households act~ve at two years after enrollment that failed the Mlnl.mum Rent requirements at
enrollment, excludlng tho'3e wlth enrollment lncomes over the ell.glbllity ll.ml.ts and those 11v~ng in the1r own homes or In subs~dlzed

hOUS1Hg.
DATA SOURCI::S. In1t~al and monthly Household Report Forms and Housing Evaluatl.on Forms.
NOTI::- The evaluator rat~ng 1S measured on a four-po1nt scale, from 0, ~nd1cating the U01t is 1n good condl.t~on, to 3, indlcat1ng

the un1t 1S unf~t for habitat10n.
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Table V-I?

HOUSING EVALUATOR OVERALL RATING OF DWELLING UNIT
PITTSBURGH MINIMUM RENT LOW AND CONTROl, HOUSEHOLDS

ENROLLMeNT TWO YCARS

OUTCOMES t.-STATISTIC OUTCOMES t-STATISTIC
STAYED STAYED (~tayed/passed v. S'l'AYED STAYED (stayed/passed v
AND PASSED AND FAILED stayed/fa~led) AND PASSED AND FAILED stayed/tal-led)

GOOD CONDITION

Ml.rLl.mum Rent Low households 8\ --\ 1.164 --% --\ --
(1) (0) (0) (0)

Control households 6 B -0.057 12 2 1.970t
(1) (4) (2) (1)

t-statl.stlc 0.148 -1.100 -1.320 -0.541

BAS reALLY SOUND, MINOR REPAIRS NEEDED

Mlnlmum Rent Low households 69 53 0.903 9l 76 1.150
(9) (9) (12) (13)

Control hou&eholdS 62 45 1.240 75 58 1.220
(10) (27) (12) (35)

t-statl.stJ.c 0.378 0.576 1.226 1.367

BASICALLy SOUND, MAJOR REPAIRS OR
RENOVATIONS NEEDED

MJ.nJ.mum Rent Low households 23 41 -1.042 8 24 -L150
(3) (7) (1) (4)

Control households 31 45 -0.986 12 38 -1.950t
(5) (27) (2) (23)

t-&tat~st~c -0.491 -0.275 -0.422 -L129

UNSOUND, UNFIT FOR flUMAN HABITATION

MJ.ll1mum Rent Lew households -- 6 -0.891 -- - --
(0) (1) (0) (0)

Control households -- 3 -0.736 -- 2 -0.525
(0) (2) (0) (1 )

t-stati&tic -- 0.490 -- -0.541

SAMPLE M!.nlmum Rent and Control households active at two years after enrollment, excludlng those WIth enrollment lncemes over
the elglblilty llllllts and tho&c living ln thelr own homes or in 5ub&ld12:~d housl.ng.

DA'l'A SOURCes In!.tlal and monthly lIousehold Report Form£! and HOUS10g Evaluatloo Forms.
t t-statlstl.C slgnl.f!.cant at the 0.10 leveL



Table v-lS

HOUSING EVALUATOR OVERALL RATING OF DWELLING UNIT;
PHOENIX MINIMUM RENT LOW AND CONTROL HOUSEHOLDS

ENROLLMEN'!' TWO YEARS

S'l'AYED
AND PASSED

OUTCOMES
STAYED
AND FAILED

t-STA'l'ISTIC I-;;~;;;;;:-_O"U"-T"C=:O"M"E,,S,-;;;;;;;;;;;;:;__
(~tayed/pas~ed v.ISTAYED STAYED
~tayed/falled) AND PASSED AND FAILED

t-STATISTIC
(stayed/passed v.
stayed/falled)

GOOD CONDITION

M!n~murn Rent Low households

Control households

t-statlstl.C

BASICALLY SOUND, MINOR REPAIRS NEEDED

M~nlrnum Rent Low households

Control households

t-stat~st~c

BASICALLY SOUND, MAJOR REPAIRS OR
RENOVATIONS NEeDED

--,
(0)

(0)

100
(3)

33
(1)

1.733

--,
(0)

16
(12)

-1.530

31
(4)

31
(24)

-0.029

-0.742

2.178*

0.077

--.
(0)

(0)

67
(2)

o
(0)

1. 733

--,
(0)

6
(5)

-0.946

46
(6)

38
(29)

0.581

-0.456

0.640

-1.332

M!.n1rnum Rent Low households

Control households

UNSOUND, UNrIT FOR UUMAN HABITA'l'ION

M1nlrnurn Rent Low households

Control hou!:.eholds

t-stat1~tlc

(0)

67
(2)

-1.731

(0)

(0)

62 -1.920t 33 54 -0.640
(8) (1) (7)

34 Ll72 100 49 1. not
(26) (3) (38)

1.905t -1. 733 0.294

8 -0.496
(1) (0) (U)

20 -0.849 6 -0.946
(15) (U) (5)

-1.029 -0.946

SAMPLE M1nl.mum Rent and Control l'ouseholds active at two years after €"nrollment, exclud1ng those with enrollment 1ncomes over
tilt:! elg!.b!.l!.ty l!.ffi1t!:. and those liv1ng 1n thel.r own homes or 1.0 subs1.dlzed hOUS10g.

DATA SOURCES IOlllal and monthly Household Report Forms and lIous10g Evaluat10n Forms.
t t-stat1stlC s1.go1fl.cant at the 0.10 level.
* t-stat1stl.C Sl.g01.f1cant at the 0.05 level.



Table V-19

HOUSING EVALUATOR OVERALL RATING OF DWELLING UNIT.
PITTSBURGH MINIMUf-t RENT HIGH AND CONTROL HOUSEHOLDS

L:NROLI.M[:Wl' 'l'WO YCARS

Ou'rCOMES t.-STATISTIC OUTCOMES t-STATISTIC
S'fAYED s'rAYED (&taycd/pa!.o~t:J v STAYED S'fAYED (btdyed/passed v.
AND PAS5r:D AND l'AILED stayed/fal.led) T'oND PA~SI:D AND FAILED stayed/fdl.led)

GOOD CONDI'l'ION

Ml.Ill.mum Rent. HJ.9h households --, 5% -.0663 --, 5\ -0 .. 663
(0) (2) (0) (2)

Cont.rol household~ 21 , 1.635 10 5 1 ..011
(4) (ll) (2) (6)

t-!>tatJ.stJ.c -1.489 -0.867 -1 .. 009 -0.027

BASICALLY SOUND, MINOR REPAIRS NeEDED

Ml.oJ.mum Rent H1gh households 78 54 1.342 100 58 2.402
(7) (23) (9) (25)

Control households 42 55 -1.067 58 70 -1.019
(8) (69) (ll) (87)

t-stat1stJ.c 1 .. 769t -0.193 2.303* -1 .. 380

BASICALLY SOUND, MAJOR REPAIRS OR
RbNOVATIONS NeEDED

MJ.IlJ.mum Rent H1gh households 22 40 -0.980 -- 37 -2 .. 199*
(2) (17) (0) (16)

Control households 37 34 0 .. 205 32 25 0.632
(7) (43) (6) (31)

t-stat1st.lC -0.773 0.602 -1.903t 1 .. 563

UNSOUND, UNl-IT rOR UllMAN HABITATION

M1.n1.mum Rent 8J.gh households -- 2 -0.459 -- -- --
(0) (1) (0) (0)

Control households -- 2 -0.555 -" 1 -0 .. 391
(0) (2) (0) (1)

t-statl.!>tl.c -- 0.300 -- -0.588

SAMPLE. Muumum Rent and Control hou~eholds actl.ve at two years after enrollment, exc!udJ.ng those w1th enrollment l.ncomes over
the eJglblll.t.y IJ.m.lts and those IJ.v.lng in thel.r own homes or 10 subb.ldlL.ed hou<ung.

DATA SOURCES Inl.t.lal and monthly lIousehold Report l-~orms and l;i0uslng evaluation Forms.
t t-statJ.stl.C sl.gnl.fl.cant at the 0 .. 10 level ..
* t-stat1.st1c sJ.gnJ.f1cant at the 0.05 level ..



Table V-20

HOUSING EVALUATOR OVERALJ~ RATINe. OF DWELLING UNIT.
PHOENIX MINIMUM RENT HIGH AND CONTROL HOUSEHOLDS

f.NROLIoMI:N'r 'J'WO YCARS

ou'rCOMCS L-S'l'ATJS'l'IC OUTCOMIi:S t-S'l'ATIS'.['JC
STAYED S'rA'iED (blaycd/pdSb~d v. STAYED STAYED (stayed/pas~ed v
AND PASSE.D AND FAILED ~tllyad/f<.111l::d) ANI) PASSCD AND FAILbD stayed/falled)

GOOD CONDI T ION

MlnJ.mum Rent H1gh households --, 18 -- --\ 15 --
(0) (5) (0) (4)

Control household::. 60 16 2.484* 60 10 3.362**
(5) (15) (J) (9)

t-htdtJ.ht.lC -- 0.308 -- 0.768
(0) (0)

BASICA~LY SOUND, MINOR RCPAIRS NCEDED

MJ.Il.lmum Rent l110gh households -- 22 -- -- 31 --
(0) (6) (0) (10)

Control hOll::.cholds 40 36 0.172 40 39 0.027
(2) (34) (2) (31)

t-stat1ost1c -- -1.363 -- -0.226

BA~ICALL'i SOUND, MAJOR REPAIRS OR
RENOVATIONS NECDED

MJ.nlmum Rent H1gh households -- 31 -- -- 44 --
(0) (10) (0) (12)

Control households -- 32 -2.012* -- 46 -2.009*
(0) (30) (0) (43)

t-~tat1ol:>t1c -- 0.497 -- -0.120

UNSOUND, UNrIT FOR IIUMAN HABITATION

M1n1mum Rent H1gh households -- 22 -- -- 4 --
(0) (6) (0) (1)

Control households -- 16 -0.971 -- 5 -0.528
(0) (15) (0) (5)

t-::.tatJ.st1c -- 0.749 -- -0.338

SAMPLE MJ.n1mum Rent and Control houl:>eholds act1ve at two years after enrollment, exclud1ng those w1th enrollment incomes over
the elg1ob1ol1ty 11m1ts and -tho::.e 1J.Vl.ng 1n their own homes or 1n subS1dized housing.

DATA SOURCES InJ.t1oal and monthly Household Report Fo.tm~ and lIousing Evaluat100n Forms.

oil: t-statistJ.c s1gnJ.f1cant at the 0.05 level.
** t-statJ.st1oc sJ.gnifJ.cant at the 0.01 level.



Table v-2l

MEAN NUMBER OF MINIMUM STANDARDS PHYSICAL COMPONENTS FAILED
MINIMUM RENT LOW AND CONTROL HOUSEHOLDS

PIT'l'SBURGH PHOENIX

OUTCOMES OUTCOMES

STAYED STAYED SAMPLE STAYED STAYED SAMPLE
AND PASSED AND FAILED SIZL: AND PASSED AND FAILED SIZE

MEAN NlfMDER OF COMPONEN'l'S r'AII.ED
A'l' £NROLLMEt.fr

Ml.nl.mum Ren t Low households 1.62 2.06 (30) 0.67 2.62 (16)
(13) (17) (3) (13)

Control household& 1.44 1.88 (76) 3.00 3.56 (80)
(16) (60) (3) (77)

MEAN NUMBER OF COMPONENTS FAILED
AT TWo YCARS

M1n1mum Rent Lo~ households 1.15 1.82 (30) 0.33 2.23 (16)
(13) (17) (3) (13)

Control houbeholds l..38 2.10 (76) 2.67 3.46 (80)
(16) (60) (3) (77)

MEAN CIIANGE

MUI1mum Ren t Low households 0.46 0 .. 24 (30) 0.33 0.38 (16)
(13) (17) (3) (13)

Control households 0.06 -0.22 (76) 0.33 0.10 (80)
(16) (60) (3) (77)

t-STA'l'ISTIC FOR MEAN CHANGE

M1.nlmUm Rent Low households 1.32 1.31 0.00 0.54
ver&us Control households

Stdyed/passed vs. falled 0.59 -0.09
Mlnlmum Rent Low households

Stayed/passed vs. falled 1.09 0.19
Control households

SAMPLe Mlnl.mum Rent and Control hom,cholds actl.ve at two years after enrollment that fal.led the l-l1.nlmu:m Rent requlremenLs at
enrollment, excludlnq those wlth enrollment l.ncomes over the ellglbillty l.lml.ts, those liv1ng 1n thel.r Own homes or 1n SubS1dl.zed housing,
and thobe wl.Lh a m1SSl.ng value at el.ther enrollment or two years.

DATA SaURCr:S IOl.t1.al and monthly Household Report l!~orms and HousJ ng Evaluatl.oo Forms.



Table V-22

MEAN NUMBER OF MINIMUM STANDARDS PHYSICAL COMPONENTS FAILED:
MINIMUM RENT HIGH AND CONTROL HOUSEHOLDS

PIT'!'SBURGH PHOENIX

OUTCOMES OUTCOMES

STAYED STAYCD SAMPLE STAYED STAYED SAMPLE
AND PASSCD AND FAILED SIZe AND PASSED AND FAUED SIZE

MeAN NUMBER OF COMPONCNTS FAILED
AT ENROLLMEt-rI'

M1n1mum Rent H1gh households 1.22 1.60 (52) -- 3.52 (27)
(9) (43) (0) (27)

Control households 1.05 1.46 (144) 0.80 3.11 (27)
(19) (125) (5) (94)

MeAN NUMBER OF COMPONENTS FAILED
AT TWO YEARS

M1n.1mUm Rent H1.gh households 1.11 1. 79 (52) -- 2.73 (27)

(9) (43) (0) (26)

Control households 1.05 1.65 (144) Oa60 3.05 (99)
(19) (125) (5) (94)

MEAN CHANGE

M.1n1mUrn Rent H1gh households 0.11 -0.19 (52) -- 0.67 (27)
(9) (43) (0) (27)

Control households -- -0.18 (144) 0.20 0.05 (99)

(19) (125) (5) (94)

t-STATISTIC FOR MEAN CHANGe

M1n1mum Rent H1gh households
versus Control households 0.27 -0.01 -- 1.64

Stayed/pas&ed vs. fa1led
M1n1mum Rent 111gh households -0.79 --

Stayed/passed vs. fa1led
Control households -0.79 0.57

SAMPLC M1n1mum Rent and Control households act1ve at two years after enrollment that fa11ed the M1nimum Rent requl.rernents at
enrollmenr, excluding those w1th enrollment 1ncomes over the ell.g1b111ty l1m1ts, those l1v1ng 1n the1r own homes or 1.n subs1d1zed hous1ng,
and those w1th a ffi1$$l.ng value at e1ther enrollment or two years.

DATA SOURCES In1t1al and monthly Household Report Forms and Hous1ng Evaluat10n Forms.



Table V-23

MEAN HOUSING DePRIVATION MEASURE
MINIMUM RENT LOW AND CONTROL HOUSEUO!.DS

PI'l"rSBUHr..u PUOENIX

OU'rCOML:S OUTCOMC~

STAYED S'rAYCD SAMPLE STAYED STAYED SAMPLE
AND PASSCD AND FAILED ~IZE AND PASSED AND FAILED SIZE

MCAN DePRIVATION MEASURE AT LNROLLMENT

Mlnl.mUm Rent Low households 2.46 2.71 (30) 1.00 2.69 (16)

(13) (17) (3) (13)

<.on Lrol households 2.25 2.57 (76) 3.00 2.57 (80)

(16) (60) ( 3) (77)

MEliN DEPRIVA'l'ION MEASURE AT TWO YEAR&

Mlnlmum Rent Low household& 2.15 2.41 (30) 1.67 2.69 (16)

(13) (17) (3) (13)

Control households 2.25 2.53 (76) 3.00 2.62 (80)

(16) (60) (3) (77)

MCAN CHANGE

Mlnlmum Rent Low households 0.31 0.29 (30) 0.67 0.00 (16)

(13) (17) (3) (13)

Control households 0.00 -0.03 (30) 0.00 -0.05 (80)

(16) (60) (3) (77)

t-S'lA'l'ISTIC FOR MI::AN CtlAN(,E

Mlntmum Rent Low households
versu~ Control households 1.31 1.60 -2.00 0.41

St~yed/passed vs. fallcd
Mlnlmum Rent Low households -0.06 1.B9

Stayed/passed vs. falled
-0.B9

ConLrol households 0.19

SAMPLe Mlnlmum Rent and Control households actlve at two years after enrollment that falled the Mlnlmum Rent requirements at
enrollment, excludlng those wlth enrollment lnCOme& over the el1gJ..bJ.llty l1mlts, those livlng 1.n the1.r own homes or 1.n subsl.dlzed hous1ng,
and those wlth a mlsslng vdlue at elther enrollment or Lwo years.

OA'1'A SOURCeS Inltul and monthly Household Report Forms and Hous1ng Evaluatlon Forms.
NO'!'}-~ The meaS\lre loS a three-pOlnt scale, 1 1ndlcatlng a IDln1mally adequate unlt and 3 lndlcating a clearly lnadequate unit.



T.able V...24

MEAN HOUSING DEPRIVATION MEASURE:
MINIMUM RENT HI(,II AND CONTROL HOUSEHOLDS

PIT'J..~.BUUGH PIIOENIX

OUTCOMes OIJTCOIU:S
S'l'I\YED .s'rAYE.D SAMPLE S'I'AYED STAYED SAMPLE
ANI) PASSED AND rAILl!:D SIZE AND PASSED AND FAILED SIZE

MI-;AN D1: PRIVATION folE1\SURE A'l' LNROLI,MCN'r

Minlmum Rent High households 2.11 2.26 (52) -- 2.56 (27)
(9) (43) (0) (27)

Lontrol households 2.10 2.31 (144) 1.40 2.45 (99)
(19) (125) (5) (94)

MEAN DCPRIVATION MEASURE AT TWO YEARS

Mlnimum Rent H1gh households 2.22 2.44 (52) -- 2.48 (27)

(9) (43) (0) (27)

Control household~ 2.21 2.33 (144) 1.60 2.55 (99)
(19) (125) (5) (94)

MEAN CIIANGE

Mlnlmum Rent Hlgh households -0.11 -0.19 (52) -- 0.07 (27)
(9) (43) (0) (27)

Control households -0.10 -0.02 (144) -0.20 -0.11 (99)

(19) (125) (5) (94)

t-s'rATISTIC FOR MCAN CHANGE

Mlnlmum Rent Hlgh households
versus Control households -0.02 -1.35 -- 1.19

Stayed/passed vs. talled
MUlJ.mum Rent Hlgh hou&eholds -0.23 --
Stayed(passed vs. falll:ld
Control households 0.43 0.45

SAMPLE Mlnlmum Rent and Control households act1ve at two years after enrollment that failed the Mlnlmum Rent requ1rements at
enrollment, excludlng tho~e with enrollment lncome~ over the ellglblilty Ilmlts, those IlVing 1n their own homes or in SUbSldlzed hous1ng,
and those w1th a mlSSl.ng value at elther enrollment or two years.

DATA SOURCES Initlal and monthly Household Report Forms and Hous1ng Evaluation Forms.
NOTE- The measure lS a three-polnt s~ale, I lndlcat1ng a mlnlmally adequate unlt and 3 lnd1catlng a clearly inadequate unlt.



Table V-25

MEAN ~INEAR AND SEMILOG HEDONIC RESIDUALS'
PHOENIX MINIMUM RENT LOW AND CONTROL HOUSEHOLDS

LINEAR SEMIWG

OUTCOMCS OUTCOMES
STAYED STAYED SAMPLE STAYED STAYED SAMPLE
AND PASSED AND FAILED SIZE AND PASSED AND FAILED SIZE

MCAN IIEDONIC RESIDUALS AT ENROLLMENT

M1nl.mUm Rent Low households -5.66 -7.02 (14) -0.05 -0.09 (14)
(2) (12) (2) (12)

Control households 3.38 -8.94 (70) 0.10 -0.08 (70)

(3) (67) (3) (67)

MCAN HEDONIC RESIDUALS AT TWO YEARS

M1n1mum Re:nt Low households 14.02 -3.01 (14) 0.17 -0.02 (14)
(2) (12) (2) (12)

Control households 22.96 -5.56 (70) 0.26 -0.04 (70)

( 3) (67) (3) (67)

HEAN CHANGE

Ml.n1mUm Rent Low households -19.68 -4.00 (14) -0.21 -0.07 (14)
(2) (12) (2) (12)

Control households -19.59 -3.37 (70) -0.16 -0.04 (70)

(3) (67) (3) (67)

t-STA'l'ISTIC FOR MEAN CIIANGE

MWl.mum Rent Low households
ver~us Control households 0.00 0.15 0.29 0.71

Stayed/passed vs. fal.led
M.Lnl.mum Rent Low households 0.90 0.82

Stayed/passed VS. fa11ed
Control households 1.61 1.19

SAMPLE M1n1mum Rent and Control households actlve at two years after enrollment that fa11ed the MLnl.mum Rent requ1rements at
enrollment, excludLng tho&e wl.th enrollment 1ncomes over the ell.gLbLl.Lty 11rn1.ts, those 11v1.ng 1.n the1.r own homes or 1.n subs1.d1.zed housLng,
those w1.th extreme values for the hedon1.C res1.dual, and those wlth a rn1.SS1.ng value at e1.ther enrollment or two years.

DATA SOURCES: In1.t1.al and monthly Household Report Forms, Hous1ng Evaluat10n Forms, and Baseh.ne and Period1c Interviews.
NOTI:: Resl.duals are def1.ned as (actual rent-pred.Lcted rent).



T~le V-26

MEAN LINEAR AND SEMI LOG HEDONIC RESIDUALS:
PITTSBURGH MINIMUM RENT HIGH AND CONTROL HOUSEHOLDS

LINCAR SEMILOG

OU'l'COMES OuTCOMES
STAYED STAYI::D SAMPLE STAYED STAYED SAMPI,E
AND PASSED AND rAILED SIZE AND PASSED AND FAILED SIZE

MClIN HPDON IC RES IDUALS AT ENROLLMENT

Mlnlmum Rent Hlgh households -6.35 -4.93 (46) -0.03 -0.04 (45)
(8) (38) (8) (37)

Control households 5.09 -7.51 (131) 0.06 -0.07 (128)
(18) (113) (18) (110)

MEAN HCDONIC RESIDUALS AT TWO YEARS

Mlnlmum Rent H1gh households 23.58 2.16 (46) 0.24 0.02 (45)
(8) (38) (8) (37)

Control households 18.62 0.25 (131) 0.~7 0.01 (128)
(18) (113) (18) (110)

MEAN CllANGI::

MJ.nlmum Rent H1gh households -29.93 -7.08 (46) -0.26 -0.07 (45)
(8) (38) (8) (37)

Control households -13.53 -7.76 (131) -0.11 -0.08 (128)
(18) (113) (18) (110)

t-STATISTIC FOR MEAN CH....NGE

Mlnlmum Rent H1gh households
versus Control households 2.29* 0.27 2.43* 0.45

Stayed/pa~~ed vs. faJ.led
MlnJ.mum Rent HJ.gh houseoolds 4.00** 3.83**

Stayed/passed vs. falled
Control households , 1.15 0.b8

SAMPLE: MJ.n\ffiUm Rent and Control households actlve at twO years after enrollment that failed the Mlnlroum Rent requlrementS at
enrollment J excludlng t.hose wlth enrollment lncomes over the ellgiblllty 11ffiltS, those llvlng J.n thelr own homes or J.n subsidlzed housJ.og,
those wJ.th extreme value::. for the hedonlc resldual, and those w~th a mlss1ng vdlue at either enrollment or two years.

DATA ::,OURCES rnltlal and monthly Household Report ['arms, HOUSlng Evaluatlon Forms, and Basellne and PerJ.odlc Interv1.ews.
NOTE Reslduals are deflned as (actual rent-predlcted rent).

* t-statJ.st1.c sign1.f1cant at the 0.05 level.
** t-stat~st1.C s1.gnlflcant at the 0.01 level.



Table V-27

MEAN LINEAR AND SEMlLOG HEDONIC RESIDUALS;
PHOENIX MINIMUM RENT HIGH AND CONTROL HOUSEHOLDS

LINEAR SOULOG

OUTCOMES OU'lCOMES
STAyeD S'I'AYED SAllllLE STAYED STAYED SAMPLE
AND PAsseD liND ~'AILEI} SIZE AND PASSED AND FAILED SI~E

MCAN IIhDONIC RESIDUALS AT eNROLLMENT

Milllmum Rtmt H~gh households -- -18.39 (2) -- -0.14 (2l)

(0) (22) (0) (22)

Control householdb 6.36 -B.03 (89) 0.08 -0.06 (89)
(5) (84) (5) (84)

ML:AN IILDONIC RhoSIDUALS AT '1'WO YCARS

Minimum Rent H~9h householdb -- -14.24 (22) -- -0.10 (22)
(0) (22) (0) (22)

Control hou:.eholds 18.95 -2.9S..... (89) 0.17 -0.01 (89)
(5) (84) (5) (84)

MCAN CHANGE

M~n~mum Rent H1gh households -- -4.15 (22) -- -0.04 (22)
(0) (22) (0) (22)

Control households -12.59 -5.05 (89) -0.10 -0.05 (89)
(5) (84) (5) (84)

t-s'rATISTIC FOR MEAN CIIANGE

M~n~mum Rent H~gh households
versus Control households -- 0.16 -- 0.05

Stayed/passed vs. fa~led

M~n~mum Rent n~9h households , -- --
Stayed/passed vs. falled ,
Control households 1.84 1.55

SAMPLE M~n!mum Rent~and Control households act~ve at two years after enrollment that fa~led the M1n1mum Rent requ~rements at
enrollment, exclud!ng those with enrollment incomes over the el~9~blllty l~m1ts, those l~v~ng :J.n the~r own homes or In subs1dl.zed housing,
those wlth extreme values for the hedc..nlC res~dual, and those w~th a mlsslng value at e1ther enrollment or two years.

DATA SOU!tCES. In~t~al and monthly Household Report rorms, HOUS~n':l Evaluat~on Forms, and Basel~np and Per~odl.c Interviews.
NOTE Res~duals are def1ned as (actual rent-pred:J.cted rent).



APPENDIX VI

DWELLING UNIT IMPROVEMENTS REPORTED BY HOUSEHOLDS
DURING THE DEMAND EXPERIMENT: SEPARATE SITE TABLES

Th1S append1x contains separate Pittsburgh and Phoen1x tables as compan10ns

to all comb1ned s1te tables conta1ned 1n Chapter 4. The tables are presented

~n ~dent1cal order to those 1n Chapter 4.

A-Ill



Table VI-l

nOUSING IMPROVEMENTS REPORTED BY EXPERIMENTAL ANO CONTROL HOUSEHOLDS
(PI'ITSBURGII)

ALL ALL MINIMutl MINIMUM MINIMUM PERCENT
APPROACH TO EXPERIMENTAL CONTROL STANDl\RDS RENT LOW Rr:NT HIGH UNCONSTR1\INED OF RENT
IMPROVEMI:NT HOUSEHOLDS HOUSEHOLDS t-STATISTTC IIOUSEHOLDS HOUSEHOLDS nOUSEHOLDS HOUSEHOLDS II0USEffOLDS

Improvements" made only by landlord 17' 21\ -1.555 13\ 18' 190 32. 160

Improvements made only by household 14 18 -2.130 12 12 11 11 16

Improvements made by both landlord
and household 63 57 2.029 68 65 64 54 61

No 1mprovements reported 6 4 1.627 6 6 6 3 7

Percentage of households reporting any
1mprovements made by landlord 80 78 0.960 81 83 83 86 78

Percentage of households report1ng any
1mprovements made by household 77 75 0.543 80 77 75 65 77

SAMPLE SIZE (919) On) (204) (128) (117) (63) (407)

S~PLE' All households active at two years after enrollment, exclud1ng those with enrollment incomes over the eligibility limits
and those liv1ng in their own homes or in subsidized hous~ng.

DATA SOURCES Periodic Interviews.



Table VI-2

HOUSING IMPROVEMeNTS REPORTED BY EXPERIMENTAL AND CONTROL HOUSEHOLDS
(PHOENIX) .

ALL ALL MINIMUM MINIMUM MINIMUM PERCENT
EXPERIMENTl\!, CONTROL STANDARDS RENT LOW RENT nIGH UNCONSTRAINED OF RENT
nOUSEHOLOS HOUSEHOLDS t-STATISTIC HOUSEHOLDS HOUSEHOLDS HOUSEHOLDS HOUSEHOLDS HOU<:;EIfOLDS

by landlord 33\ 30' 1.035 32> 39> 34\ 2B' 33>

by household 12 11 0.405 11 B 15 20 11

oth landlord
4B 51 -0.769 49 44 3B 4B 52

ed 7 9 -0.909 B 9 13 5 4

ds reporting any
andlord Bl BO 0.254 Bl B3 72 75 B5

ds reporting any
ousehold 60 61 -0.522 60 52 53 6B 63

(719) (282) (174) (9B) (109) (40) (29B)

seholds active at two years after enrollment, excluding those w~th enrollment incomes over the eligibility limits
eir own homes or in subsidized hous~n9.

eriodic Interviews.

No improvements report

Improvements made by b
and houc;ehold

APPROAcn TO
IMPROVEMENT

Improvements made only

Improvements made only

SAMPLE- All hou
and those living in th

DATA SOURCES' P

Percentage of househoI
improvements made by h

Percentage of househol
improvements made by 1

SAMPLE SIZE

if'
..........
w



Table VI-3

REPORTED IMPROVEMENT ACTIVITY
EXPERIMENTAL AND CONTROL HOUSEHOLDS

IMPROVEMENTS

TOTAL ~NDLORD lMPRQVEMENTS

Mean number of improvements

(Standard dev1ation)

(Sample sue)

TOTAL HOUSEHOLD IMPROVEMENTS

Mean number of improvements

(Standard deviation)

(Sample s1ze)

TOTAL IMPROVEMENTSa

Mean nufl'ber of improvements

(Standard deviation)

(Sample size)

COST OF IMPROVEMENTSb

EXPERIMENTAL
HOUSEHOLDS

2.67

(2.73)

(919)

3.16

(3.25)

(919)

5.84

(4.42)

(919)

PITTSBURGH

CONTROL
HOUSEUor.DS

2.56

(2.46)

(321)

3.47

(3 55)

(321)

6.02

(4.27)

(321)

t-ST1I.TISTIC

0.69

-1 34

-0.68

EXPERIMENTAL
HOUSEHOLDS

2.80

(2.66)

(719)

2.19

(3.01)

(719)

4.99

(3.92)

(719)

PHOENIX

CONTROL
HOUSEHOLDS

2.63

(2.48)

(282)

3.55

(2.35)

(282)

4.98

(4.37)

(282)

t-STl\TISTIC

0.98

-0.69

0.03

Me~h cost of improvements

[Med1an cost of improvements)

(Standard dev1ation)

(Sample s1ze)

$123.13 $114.73 0.59 $50.66 $61.56 -0.87

[$37.38) 1$44.751 [$2.08) [$2.33)

(240.22) (208.42) (126.78) (192.79)

(899) (317) (695) (278)

SAMPLE' All households act1ve at two years after enrollment, excluding those with enrollment 1ncomes over the eligibil1ty 11~ts

and those living in their own homes or in sUbsidized housing.
DATA SOURCE' Periodic Interviews
a. Sum of landlord and household improvements.
b. Total costs pa1d for by household; does not include costs pa1d for by landlord.



Table VI-4

TYPES OF IMPROVEMENTS M1\DE BY HOUSEIIOLDS PITT'5BURGII

ALL ALL MINIMUM MIN1MUM MINIMUM PERCENT
r:::XPERIMENTAL CONTROL STANDARDS RENT LOW RF..NT HIGII UNCONSTRJI. INED OF RENT

TYPES OF IMPROVEMENTS 1I0USEIIOLDS nOUSEHOLf)S t-STATISTIC HOUSEHOLDS nOUSEIIOI.DS HOUSEHOLDS 1I0USEHOLDS HOUSEHOLDS

General remodeJl.ng 6\ B\ -1.003 6' 10> 6\ 2. 5\

Work on floors or floor coverings 31 34 -0:861 32 26 30 34 33

Electrical work 14 20 -2.208'" 15 15 12 5 14

Install new plumbl.ng or heating fixtures 16 24 -2.846""" 15 16 20 17 14

Add to or replace heating or air
conditioning system 4 6 -1.476 4 7 1 5 3

Interior or exterior carpentry work 21 2B -2.333'" 24 26 17 10 20

Plant garden or trees 23 29 -1. 779t , 25 21 19 20 24

General fixing or repairl.ng 36 42 -1.551 35 40 36 24 36

Interior pal.nt!ng or papering B5 BO 1.662t BB 79 B6 93 B3

Exterior painting 7 12 -2.192'" B 6 3 0 9

Plaster 1nterior walls or ceilings 1B 19 -0.311 15 21 19 17 1B

Modernize bath or kitchen facJ.l!ties 7 10 -1.692t B B 2 2 B

Add maJor new kitchen appliances 10 B 1.356 12 10 11 17 9

Other J.mprovements 12 12 -0.167 12 13 7 5 13

Sl\I<lPLE SIZE (704) (241) (164) (9B) (BB) (41) (313)

SAMPLE: All households active at two years after enrollment that reported improvements made by the household, excluding those with
enrollment J.ncomes over the eligibility limits and those living in their own homes or in subsidized housing.

DATA SOURCES Periodic Interviews
t t-statistic significant at the 0.10 level.
'" t-statistic significant at the 0.05 level.
"'''' t-statistic significant at the 0.01 level.



Table VI-S

TyPES OF IMPROVEMENTS Ml\DE BY HOUSEHOLDS· PHOENIX

ALL ALL MINIMUM MINIMUM MINIMUM PERCENT
EXPERIMENTAL CONTROL STANDJ\lIDS RENT LOW RENT f1IGII UNCONSTRAINED OF RENT

TYPES OF IMPROVFMENTS HOUSEHOLDS l!OUSEHOLOS t-STJ\TISTIC nOUSEHOLDS HOUSEnOLDS HOUSEIIOLDS HOUSEHOLDS HOUSEHOLDS

General remodelJ.ng 5. 5' 0.053 7\ " 3\ .. 5'

Work on floors or floor coverJ.ngs 22 21 0.268 22 20 22 33 22

ElectrJ.cal work 11 12 -0.385 10 18 17 11 8

Install new plumbing or heating fixtures 20 23 -0.960 13 20 21 33 21

Add to or replace heating or air
condition1ng system 15 18 -0.932 12 14 24 7 16

InterJ.or or exterJ.or carpentry work 24 28 -0.816 25 28 33 18 22

Plant garden or trees 31 31 -0.144 28 35 22 48 31

General £ixJ.n9 or repairing 50 47 0.710 46 41 41 59 56

Interior paJ.ntJ.ng or papering 52 55 -0.623 50 63 53 63 49

ExterJ.or painting 9 8 0.466 10 6 10 7 10

Plaster J.nterJ.or walls or ceJ.IJ.ngs 8 12 -1.403 6 10 12 7 9

Modernize bath or kitchen facllJ. ties 9 9 -0.040 11 6 5 4 10

Add maJor new kJ.tchen appliances 12 6 1.946t 13 12 9 7 12

Other improvements 22 18 1.121 18 22 31 18 22,
SAI-IPLC SIZE (428) (173) (lOS) (51) (58) (27) (187)

SAMPLE All households active at two years after enrollment that reported improvements made by the household, excluding those with
enrollment incomes over the eligibility limits and those living in their own homes or in subsidized housJ.ng.

DATA SOURCES· Periodic Interviews
t t-statistic significant at the 0.10 level.



Table VI-6

TYPES OF IMPROVEMENTS MADE BY LANDLORDS' PITTSBURGH

ALL ALL MINIMUM MINIMUM MINIMUM PERCENT
EXPERIMENTAL CONTROL STANDARDS RENT LOW RENT HIGH UNCONS'l'RA INED OF RENT

TYPES OF IMPROVEMENTS HOUSEIIOLDS UOUSEIIOLDS t-STATISTIC HOUSEUOLOS 1I0USEIIOLDS HOUSEHOLDS 1I0USEHOLDS HOUSEHOLDS

General remodeling 9\ 8\ 0.343 10\ 7\ 11> 7\ 8\

Work on floors or floor coverings 13 11 0,624 11 14 13 13 13

Electrlcal work 15 15 -0.231 18 17 13 17 12

Install new plumblng or heating flxtures 45 54 -2.601"'* 47 50 41 41 44

Add to or replace heating or air
conditionlng system 10 11 -0.408 10 8 8 9 11

Interlor or exterior carpentry work 21 21 -0.134 20 21 30 26 18

Plant garden or trees 4 1 2.438* 2 6 6 0 4

General flxing or repairing 51 56 -1.478 52 46 59 41 51

Interior painting or papering 22 17 1.660t 21 22 20 26 22

Exterior painting 14 14 0.275 15 14 10 17 15

Pla~ter lnterlor walls or ceilings 20 19 0.274 20 20 23 15 20

Modernize bath or kitchen facilities 12 10 0.992 13 11 14 15 10

Add major new kitchen appliances 2 0 2.012* 2 1 4 0 1

Other improvements 31 35 -1.114 35 30 33 26 29

SAMPLE SIZE (739) (250) (166) (106) (97) (54) (316)

SAMPLE' All households active at two years after enrollment that reported improvements made by their landlords, excluding those with
enrollment incomes over the eligibility limits and those living in their own homes or in subsidized housing.

DATA SOURCES Periodic Intcrvlews
t t-statistic significant at the 0.10 level.
* t-statistic significant at the 0.05 level.
** t-statistic significant at the 0.01 level.



r~,---------------------------------------....,

Table VI-7

TYPES OF IMPROVEMENTS MADE BY LANDLORDS PHOENIX

ALL 1\T~L MINIMUM MINIMUM MINIMUM PERCENT
EXPERIMENTAL CONTROL STANDARDS RENT LOW RENT HIGH UNCONSTRAINED OF RENT

TYPES OF IMPROVEMENTS HOUSEHOLDS HOUSEIIOLDS t-STl\TISTIC nOUSEITOLDS nOUSEliOLDS HOUSEHOLDS nOUSEHOLDS HOUSEIIOLDS

General remodel1ng 5\ 4\ 0.358 6\ 5\ " 3\ 5\

work on floors or floor coverings 14 13 0.297 17 6 11 10 ,6

Electr~cal work 11 9 0.764 11 9 B 10 12

Install new plumbing or heating fixtures 37 30 1.772t 3B 41 33 37 36

Add to or replace heating or aJ.1"
condJ.t~oning system 36 34 0.455 33 36 35 37 37

Interl.?r or exterior carpentry work lB 21 -0.953 17 lB 9 20 21

Plant garden or trees 7 10 -1. 366 5 11 11 0 7

General £i)(J.n9 or repairing 63 62 0.290 64 65 60 67 62

Inten.or pa1nting or papering 24 18 1. 114+ 25 22 20 27 25

Exten.or pa1ntJ.ng 15 14 0.144 16 14 15 13 15

Plaster interJ.or walls or cel.lJ.ngs 9 7 0.940 13 5 5 10 8

Modernize bath or kitchen facilities 7 9 -1.002 6 9 8 3 8

Add major new kitchen appliances 10 7 1.250 , 11 11 10 20 B

Other improvements 26 23 0.937 26 35 30 23 23

Sl\HPLC SIZE (584) (227) (141) (81) (79) (30) (253)

SAMPLE. All households active at two years after enrollment that reported improvements made by their landlords, excluding those with
enrollment incomes over the eligibilLty limits and those living Ln theLr own homes or in subsidized housing.

DATA SOURCES Periodic Interviews
t t-statistic significant at the 0.10 level.



Table vI-a

TYPES OF IMPROVEMENTS HADE BY HOUSEHOLDS OR IJl.NDLORDS COMBINED' PITISBURGH

"LL HL MINIMUM MINIMUM MINIMUM PERCENT
EXPERIMENTAL CONTROL STANDARDS REm' LOW RENT f1IGIJ UNCONSTRA,INED OF RENT

TyPES OF IMPROVEMENTS f10USEIIOLDS 1I0USEHOI.DS t-STATISTIC HOUSEItOJ~DS IIOUSEIIOI,D5 nOUSEUOLDS HOUSEHOLDS HOUSEHOLDS

General remodell.ng 1U 12' -0.576 130 12' 13\ 80 9'

Work on floors or floor coverings 33 35 -0,415 32 30 33 30 36

E1ectrl.ca1 work 23 26 -1.032 28 25 21 18 21

Install new plumbing or heating fl.xtures 47 55 -2.505* 49 52 46 46 44

Add to or replace heating or air
condl.tioning system 11 12 -0.569 13 12 8 12 11

Interior or exterior carpentry work 31 37 -1. 766 34 34 34 30 29

Plant garden or trees 21 23 -0 550 23 21 18 13 23

General fixl.ng or repairing 60 68 -2.241* 62 57 70 49 60

Interior pal nting or papering 77 68 2.906** 82 75 76 77 74

Exterior painting 18 20' -0.862 20 17 12 15 18

Plaster l.nterior walls or ceilings 28 26 0.741 28 31 30 23 28

Modernize bath or k.itchen facilitl.es 15 16 -0.296 18 15 14 13 14

Add maJor new kitchen appll.ances 10 6 2.090* 11 9 12 12 8

Other improvements 33 34 -0.288 39 34 33 25 32
,

SAMPLE SIZE (863) (309) (191) (121) (110) (61) (380)

SAMPLE: All households active at two years after enrollment that reported improvements, excluding those with enrollment 1ncomes over the
eligibility liml.ts and those living in their own homes or 1n subsl.dized housing.

DATA SOURCES: Periodic Interviews
* t-statistic significant at the 0.05 level.
** t-statistic significant at the 0.01 level.
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Table VI-9

TYPES OF IMPROVEMENTS MADE BY HOUSEHOLDS OR LANDLORDS COMBINED PHOENIX

nLL nLL MINIMUM MINIMUM MINIMUM PERCENT
EXPERIMENTAL CONTROL STANDl\RDS RENT LOW ReNT tlIGH UNCONSTR1I.INED OF RENT

TYPES OF IMPROVrJ1~NTS HOUSEHOLDS 1I0USEHOJ~DS t-STl\TISTIC HOUSEHOLDS HOUSEHOLDS 1I0USEIIOLDS HOUSEFIOLDS HOUSEHOLDS

General remodellng 7. " 0.674 B> 6' 4> 5> 7.

Work on floors or floor coverings 25 23 0.444 2B 17 22 26 26

Electr~cal work 15 14 0.268 16 15 16 16 15

Install new plumbing or heat1ng fixtures 42 37 1.138 41 46 37 SO 41

A.dd to or replace heatlng or a1r
conditioning system 3B 3B 0.112 35 39 42 32 39

Inter10r or exterior carpentry work 30 33 -0.797 30 30 26 29 31

Plant garden or trees 24 26 -0.757 21 25 22 34 25

General fixing or repairing 73 70 0 ..939 73 73 65 B2 74

Inter:Lor paintlng or papeung 47 4B -0.082 4B 45 45 55 47

ExterJ.or paint1ng 1B 1B -0.071 21 15 1B 16 1B

Plaster interior walls or cel-lings 12 14 -0.694 15 10 10 10 13

Modernize bath or kitchen facilities 11 13 -0.679 13 11 B 5 1>

Add maJor new k1tchen appliances 16 10 1.99lt 1B 16 14 18 15

Other improvements 34 30 1.301 32 3B 43 32 32

SAt~PLC SIze (667) (257) (160) IB9) (95) (38) (285)

SAMPLE All households active at two years after enrollment that reported improvements, excluding those with enrollment incomes over the
eligibl.lity limits and those livl.ng 10 their own homes or 10 subsidized housinq.

DATA SOURCES Periodic Interviews.
t t-statistic significant at the 0.10 level.



'fable VI-IO

REPORTED IMPROVEMENT ACTIVITY FOR MINIMUM STANDARDS
AND CONTROL HOUSEHOLDS THAT DID NOT MEI:T REQUIREMENTS AT ENROLLMENT

PI'!"l'SBURGH PHOENIX

MINIMUM MINIMUM
STANDARDS CONTROL STANDARDS CONTROL

IMPROVEME,NTS HOU$EHOLDS HOUSEIiOLDS t-STATISTIC HOUSEHOLDS HOUSEliOLDS t-STATISTIC

TOTAL LANDLORD IMPROVEMENTS

Mean number of ~lI\provements 2.67 2.49 0.66 2.75 2.52 0.79

(Standard dev1at1on) (3.03) (2.35) (2.80) (2.52)

percentage of hou~eholdf> report1ng
any landlord lmprovements 800 77. 0.672 78t 790 -0.135

(Sample s12:e) (159) (255) (138) (223)

'l'O'l'AL HOUSEIIOLD IMPROVEMENTS

Medn number of lmprovements 3.43 3.52 -0.24 2.36 2.55 -0.47

(Standard deVlatlon) (3.76) (3.70) (3.53) ( 3.84)

:r Percentage of households reportlng
any hou~ehold lmprovements 79t 74t 1.094 6n 62> -0.190

f-'
(159) (255) (138) (223)N (sample sue)

f-'

TOTAL IMPROVEMENTSa

Mean number of lmprovements 6.11 6.01 0.20 5.11 5~06 0.09
(Standard devlatl.On) (4.97) (4.27) (4.38) 14.65)

Percentage of households reportlng
a.ny .lmprovements 92> 96' -1.849t 900 91\ -0.379

(Sample slze) (159) (255) (138) (223)

(OS'!' OF IMPROVEMENTSb

Mean cost of l.mprovements $124.12 $121. 44 0.11 $70.06 $67.69 0.12

(Med.lan cost of l.mprovements] 1$36.50) ($44.901 1$1. 70) ($3.50)

(Standard devlatl0n) (246.28) (222.40) (166.56) (203.14)

(sample SiZe) (150) (252) (136) (220)

SAMPLE Hlnlmum Standards and Control households act1ve at two years after enrollment that fa11ed the Hl.nlmum Standards requl.re­
rnents at enrollment, exclud1ng those W1th enrollment 1ncomes over the ell.g1b111ty l1mlts and thOse livl.ng in thelr own homes or 1n
subs1d1zed houslng.

DATA SOURCES Initial and monthly Household Report Forms, lIous1ng Evaluatlon Forms, and P-eriodlc Intervlews.
a. Sum of lmprovements made by landlord~ and households.
b. Total costs paid for by household, does not include costs pa1d for by landlord.
t t-statlst1c signlf1cant at the 0.10 level.



Table VI-ll

TYPES OF IMPROVEMENTS M1\DE BY MINIMUM STANDARDS
A.ND CONTROL HOUSEHOLDS TliAT DID NOT MFET REQUIREMENTS A.T ENROLLMENT

(COMBINED LANDJ~ORD I\ND nOUSEflOLD IMPROVEMENTS)

PITTSBURGH PIIOENIX

MINIMUM MINIMUM
STANDARDS CONTROL STANDARDS CONTROL

TypeS or IMPROVEMENTS II0USCIIOLDS HOUSEHOLDS t-STl\TISTIC HOUSEIIOLDS HOUSEHOJ,DS t-STl\.TISTIC

General remodeling 14, H> 0.768 9> 7> 0.660

Work on floors or floor cover1ngs 31 36 -1.054 30 24 1.241

Electn.cal work 27 25 0.527 1B 15 0.756

Install new plumb1ng or heating fixtures 4a 55 -1.479 42 40 0.268

Add to or replace heating or air
cond1tion1ng system H 12 -0.38B 30 37 -1.313

Interior or exterior carpentry work 36 3B -0.436 29 32 -0.570

Plant garden or trees 26 21 1.170 22 26 -0.878

General f1xing or repainng 61 6B -1.268 73 70 0.426

Interior painting or papering B1 66 3.210** 4B 47 0.193

EKter10r painting 22 1a 0.846 21 16 1.096

Plaster 1nter10r walls or ce111ngs 2B 2B 0.064 16 14 0.442

Modernize bath or kitchen facilities 16 16 0.000 14 14 0.050

Add maJor new k1.tchen appliances 10 6 1.481' 1B 12 1.677t

Other l.mprovements 3a 32 1.129 34 31 0.545

SJIJ.lPLE SIZE (147) (246) (124) (203)

SAMPLE: Minimum Standards and Control households active at two years after enrollment that failed the Minimum Standards requirements
at enrollment and reported improvements, exc!ud1ng those with enrollment incomes over the eligibility limits and those I1ving 1n their own
homes or in subsidized housing.

DATA SOURCES' Initial and monthly Household Report Forms, Hous1ng Evaluation Forms, and Periodic Interviews.
t t-statistic significant at the 0.10 level.
** t-statistic significant at the 0.01 level.



Tabh VI-12

REPORrW IKPI\OVEMENT ACTIVITY "OR MINIMUM STANDARDS AND CONTROL HOUSEHOLDS
THAT DID NOT MEET REQUIREHE~5 AT ENROLUlI:.tn' ay TWO-YEAR OUTCOME I PIITSIlUR:;H

IMI'RQV£Mf..NTS

STAYED AND 1'1.55£0: _

MINIMUM
STANDARDS COtlrROL
HOUSEHOLDS HOUSEHOLDS t-STATISTIC

MINIMUM
STANDARDS CONTROL
HOUSEHOLDS HOUSI:.HOLDS t-STATISTIC

MOVl:D AND PASSED---
MINIMUM
STANDARDS CONTROL
HOUSEHOLDS HOUSEHOLDS t-~TATISTIC

HOVED AND fhILI:.1>

HINIMlIH
STANDARDS CONTIIOL
HOUSEHQIOS HOU'>HlOl 1>S t-~TATl~TlC

Ha .,
(".66) " '61

a.. a,.

(4'" (74'

2.52 '"
(3.1S) () 60)

,,,
'"

(.... ) (74)

6.00 7.23

(6 03) (".55)

,,, ".

(4") (7")

TOTAL lJINOl..ORD IMPIlOVEMI:.NTS

Mean nllll'lber of lmprovements

(Standard deviation)

Percentage of hou,,"eholds reportinq
I.l'ly ldondlord iml'rov""",nts

(S;unple ul:e)

TOTAL HOUSEHOLD IMPROVEMENTS

Me.n number of improvement$

(StMlddord deviation)

Percentaq. of households reporting
any household lInprovementa

(Sample she)

TOTAL IMPROVEMENTS·

Meon nllll'lber of improvementil

(Standllrd deviation)

Percentage of household$ reporting
any improvcment$

(Sample si:t.e)

COST OF IMPROVEMENTS b

Mean cost of lmprovements

(Median coat of improveD>enul

(Somple ahe)

2 "
2 28

(1 92) (2 27)

a" '"
(19) (IS)

5.05 211

(5 '" (2.59)

". ,n
(I9) (IS)

'63 •• 39

(5 S9) (3.S2)

,,, a,.

(19) (IS)

$217.65 $53.72

($155.001 ($0.501

(257 '" (96.57)

(I7) (IS)

047

a 896

2 u*

3085**

2 oat

a 646

2.22 12

(2 04) (2 15)

'5' '"
(69) (I31)

'" 3.60

(J.72) (3 99)

,,,
'"

(69) (137)

5.78 '"
( ...... ) (4.10)

,,, ".
(69) (137)

$S3 56 $111 eo

[$41 50) {$45.00)

(137.13) (18".16)

(68) (137)

0.33

0.031

-0.07

1 8B8t

0.09

-2.492*

-1 23

" 2.00

(2 13) (2.70)

an '"
(23) (12)

3.4S 76'

(3.06) (3 68)

an '"
(23) (I2)

6.0" '"
(J 20) (4.60)

100' '"
(23) (12)

$188.41 $59.17

1$6.. 00) 1$32 501

(322 18) (83 0")

(22) (12)

'"

1.561

-0 15

0.25

1."02

1.78t $102.3S

[SIo.oOl

(JOO 91)

(40)

$175.52

($"8.25]

(31".61)

(13)

0.08

-0 S04

-2 02·

0.513

-1 070

-1 22

SAMPLE I Minimum StAndards Ind Control ho~eholds activo at two ysaril. after enrollrnont tbllt failed the Minilllum StMdardll requirlllll(lnu at
enrolllMnt, excluding thoee with enroUment incoll'llls oVlr the oligibility limits and thOSll livin9 in thll1r own homel or in aubddiud houllin9

OATA SO!JI\CES. Init1l1 and IOCInthly Household Report f'Orm.!l, Housing EvalUition forms, and Periodic Intervhwa.
do Sum of iroprovcl!\Ilnts IlIiI.de by landlordll Mol hOU.lleholda
b The C09ti! paid for by household, doe9 not include coata paid for by IMdlord
t t-stal:ilItic aignif1cant lit the 0 10 level.

t-liutilll:ic d9nificant at tho 0 05 level.
I:_atatbtic dgnificMlt al: the 0.01 leval.
t_lItatilltic dgnit'iaant at thfl a 001 lovel.



Table VI-13

REPOII:TED IMPROVEMENT AC'l'IVITY FOR MINIMUM STANDARDS lIND CONTROL HOUSEHOLDS
THAT DID NOT MEE'I' REQUIREMENTS AT ZNROLLMENT BY TWOwYEAR OU'l'COMEI PHOENIX

-----------
STAYED AND PASSED STAYED AND FAILED HOVeD AND PASSeD HOVeD AND F,>,ILED

MINIMUM MINDlU!I MINIMUM MINIMUM
STIIND,>,RDS CONTROL STANDARDS CONTROL STANDARDS CONTROL STANDARDS CONTROL

IMPROVEMENTS HOUSEHOL~ HOUSEHOLDS t-STATISTIC ~ HOUSEllOLOS HOUSEHOLDS t:"STATISTIC HOUSEHOLDS HOUSEHOLDS t-STATISTIC HOUSEHOLDS HOUSEHOLDS t~STATl~TlC

TOTAL L.>.NDLORD IMPROVEMENTS

Mean number of improvements 2.78 '" -0 "'7 , " ,,, -0.51 30' 2 ....... 1.13 '59 , " 067

(Standard deviation) (2.76) (2 88) (3 11) (2.72) (2~65) (2.61) (2 73) (2 19)

Percentllgll of households I:opol:ting

'" -0.388any landlox:d improvements
,,, ,.. m -0.317 84' m 1.038 '"

,.. -0.919

(Sample IIlze) (18) (18) (39) (87) (43) (39) 0") (74)

TOTAL HOUSEIlOLD IMPROVEMENTS

Melin numbel: of impx:ovementll , 0' 161 0.49 3,20 3.10 011 1.81 1.41 0.76 '29 2 "
-067

(Sl:andllx:d deviAtion) (2 99) (1.58) (5.131 (.... 771 (2 27) (2.41) (2.93) (3 51)

Pel:centllqo of households I:eporting
Ilny household impl:OVllrnllntll '" m -0 335 '" m wl.629 '" m 2 177· '" ... -0.190

l' (Sample size) U81 (18) (391 (87) (43) (39) (34) (741

I-'
TOTAL IMPROVEMENTS''""- Me.n numblll: of irnpJ:'ovemenh 4.78 .... 83 -0.05 5.59 , " -0.18 '" ,as 1.32 '" ." -0.09

(Standud devilltion) (4 12) (3 20) (5 57) (5.561 {3 "'81 (3 77) (4 15) (4.161

percentage of householde I:epol:ting

'" -0 &9...any ),mpl:overnents '" '" '" -0.427 100' '" 3 340u

'" '" -2.743u

(Sample eize) (8) (161 (39) (871 (H) (39) (34) (74)

COST OF IMPROVSolENTS b

Helin COlit of improvements $47.12 $30.06 0.63 $82.97 $67.99 0.46 $71.60 $37.35 099 $67.12 $84.58 -0 40

(Mlldian C08t of improvemllnt_] [$0 751 1$4 501 [$1.33) tUIOOJ [$4 OOl [$0 341 [$1 75] [$1 38]

(Standud dliViatlon) (98 92) (52 87) (181 34) (135 52) (194.16) (110.78) (151 26) (299.08)

(Sample dze) (17) (18) (39) (87) (... 3) (37) (331 (3)

SAMPLEl Minilllulll Standal:de and Control househo1da active at. two yeau attllr enl:olllTlllnt that tailed the HinilllUlll Standal:d11 requirefllllnta lit
enrollment, IlxolUdin9 those with llnl:ollment. incomell over the eligibility limita and thOlle living in thllil: own hOlllOIi 01: in aubd<l.h.lld hOWling.

DATA SOURCES I Initial and monthly Houaehold RePOl:t Forms, Houainq Ev.luation Forms, and Periodic Intllrviewa.

• Sum of impl:OVlllllente /lIIIdo by l&ndlol:da and houaeholdll

•• The eoetll paid for by houlleholdl doe_ not include cOllta paid tor by landlol:d•. t-lltatietic lIiqnificllnt at the 0 05 Illvel.. t-atlltistic signit'icant at the 0.01 Illvel •



Table VI-14

REPORTED IMPROVEMENT ACTIVITY FOR MINIMUM RENT LOW
AND CON'!'ROL HOUSEHOLDS THAT DID NOT MEET REQUIREMENTS AT ENROLLMEN'l'

pI'lwrSBURGH PHOENIX

MINIMUM MINIMUM
RENT LOW CON'l'ROL RENT LOW CONTROL

IMPROVJ:.MEN'!'S HOU$EUOLDS lIOUS£:HOLDS t-STATIS'l'IC HOUSEHOLDS lIOUSEliOLDS t-STATISTIC

TO'l'AL LANDLORD IMPROVI:M.ENTS

Mean number of ~mprovements 2 25 2.30 -0.13 2.74 2.29 1.21

(Standard dev~at~on) (2.04) (2.20) (2.30) (2.29)
.' ,

Pt:lr(..entaqe of households report~n9

dny landlord ~mprovements 79. 7Bt 0.113 B2> 74> 1.086

(Sample sl.Ze) (47) (122) (50) (157)

TO'l'AL HOUSEHOLD IMPROVEME.NTS

Mean number of improvements 2.32 3.17 -1.71t 1.30 2.47 -2.53*

(Standard dev1at1on) (2.61) (3.56) (2.28) (4.1B)

Percentage of households report1ng

:r- any household l.rnprovemants 70. 74> -0.471 46. 57' -1.322

f-' (Sample sl.ze) (47) (122) (50) (157)

'"Ln
'!'O'l'AL IMPROVEMEN'l'Sa

Medn number of l.mprovements 4.57 5.48 -1.55 4.04 4.76 -1.27

(Standard deviatl.on) (3.11) (4.01) (2.96) (4.76)

Percentage of households reportl.ng
allY l.mprovements 94' 97. -0.904 92. 89. 0.572

(Sample sHoe) (47) (122) (50) (157)

COST Of' .!MPROVEMr.:N'l'~ b

Madll co~t of l.mprovements $76.28 $104.20 -1.06 $31.96 $45.31 -0.68

(Med1an cost of l.rnprovements) ($21.50) [$33.001 1$0.40) [$1.27)

(Standdrd deVl.at1on) (128.74) (201.81) (121.68) (100 95)

(Sample sue) (46) (121) (47) (156)

SAMPLE Hl.nimum Rent Low and Control households actl.ve at two years after enrollment that fal.led the M1nl.mum Rent Low requl.re­
ments at enrollment, exclud~n9 those w1th enrollNent l.ncomes over the ell.g~bill.ty I1ml.ts and those ll.vl.uq l.n thel.r own homes or l.n
subsl.dl.zed hous~ng.

DATA SOURCES: Inl.tl.al and monthly Household Report Forms and Period1C Intervl.ews.
a. Sum of improvements made by landlords and households.
b. Total costs pal.d for by household, does not include costs pal.d for by landlord.
t t-statl.st~c s~gnJ.fJ.cant at the 0.10 level.
* t-stat~stl.C Sl.gnl.f1cant at the 0.05 level.



'L'able VI-IS

REPORTED IMPROVEMENT ACTIVITY FOR MINIMUM RENT HIGH
AND CONTROL HOUSEHOLDS THAT DID NOT MEET REQUIREMENTS AT ENROLLMENT

l'I'l"j'SBUHGH PHOENIX

MINIMUM MINIHUH
RENL' HIGli CON'rHOL RENT HIGH CONTROL

lMPROVCMLNT!:> HOUSEIIOLDS 1I0USI:.HOLUS t-ZTATIS'L'IC lIOUSWOLDS HOUSEHOLDS t-STATISTIC

'l'O'l'AI. LANDLORD IMPROVI:MIi:N'l'S

M~all number of lmprov~m~nL~ 3.15 2.50 1. 70t 2.22 2.52 -0.98

(Stdodard d~vlatlon) (3.12) (2.34) (2.35) (2.50)

Pcrceotdge of households reportlng
any lilildlord lmprOV~II\1=I\L~ 62> 79\ 0.575 72' 79\ -1.306

(Sample size) (a2) (221) (S6) (215)

'l'O'l'AL 1l0USEliOLD !MPROVEMl:::N'l'S

Mean nunber of Improvements 2.90 3.67 -1.99* 2.14 3.79 -0.67

(Standdrd deviation) (2.72) (3.6S) (3.06) (2.42)

P~rC~l\tag~ of hou~l;:hold$ reporting

:r any household Improvt::m~nts 77\ 76\ -0.lS5 52> 61\ -1.449

.... (Sample Size) (62) (221) (66) (215)
N

'" T01AL IM~ROVEMENTSa

Mean number of Improvements 6.05 6.1S -0.23 4.36 4.94 -1.13

(Standard deViation) (4.20) (4.25) (3.78) (4 .. 54)

Poilrcentage of households reporting
clny Improvements 94\ 97t -1.40S 6n 91\ -1.04S

(!:>ample ~lze) (62) (225) (66) (215)

COS'I' 01" IMI>ROVEMIi:NTSb

Mean co~t of Improvements $107.45 $129.43 -0.83 $57.57 $62.13 -0.22

(Median (.ost of Improvements) (546.501 [$47.001 151.501 [$2.121

(Standard devIation) (191.11) (234.32) (141.22) (19S.00)

(Sample sue) (62) (219) (621 (2U)

SAMPLE. MinImum Rent High and Control households actIve at two years after enrollment that failed the MinImum Rent lIigb. requIre­
ments at enrollment, excluq~n9 those with enrollment 1ncomes over t~~ elIgibility lim1ts and those liv1ng In their own homes or 1n SUbSI­
dIzed hOUSing.

DATA SOURCES. Initial and monthly Household Report Forms and PeriodiC InterViews.
a. Sum of Improvements made by landlords and households.
b. Total costs pa1d for by household. does not Include costs paid for by landlord~

t t-statist1c significant at the 0.10 level.
* t-statlstic s1go1fLcant at the 0.05 level.



1'able VI-16

TYPEb OF IMPROV~ENTS MADE BY MINIMUM REUr LOW
AND CO~'ROL HOUSEHOLDS THAT DID NOT MEET REQUIREMENTS AT ENROLLMENT

(COMBIN~D LANDLORD AND HOUbEHOLD IMPROVEMENTS)

PI'.l~l'SBUHGU PHOE.NIX

MINIMUM MINIMUM
RENT LOW CON'l'ROL RENT LOW CONTROL

'rYPt:~ Oi:~ IMPHOVf:,MEN'rS HOUSEHOLDS HOUSLIIOLPb t-b'l'A'rIS'l'IC HOUSEHOLDS HOUSEIIOLDS t-STATISTIC

(,c::neral renLOd~l1.ng 9' 12' -0.504 9' 9' 0.021

Work on floor~ or floor cover~ngs 23 29 -0 .. 777 13 23 -1.432,
Ele<..trlcal work 18 20 -0.299 17 16 0.158

In~tdll new plumb~n9 or heQt~n9 f~xtures 50 52 -0.192 39 41 -0.275

Add to or replace h~dt1.ng or a1.r
c..ond~t~onl.ng ~ystem 9 10 -0.208 39 34 0 .. 590

Interl.or or ext~r1.or carpentry work 27 38 -1.280 30 33 -0.302

Plant garden or trees 9 12 -0.504 U 23 -1. 755t

ueneral £1.x1.ng or repa1.r1.ng 50 69 -2.188* 70 67 0.315

Inter1.or pal.ntl.ng or papering 73 64 1.088 35 44 -1.133

EKterl.Or pal.ntl.ng 14 12 0.292 13 16 -0.444

Pld~ter lllterl.Or wall::. or ce~l1.n9s 25 2B -0.382 13 13 0.035

Moderu1.2(! bath or kl.tchen facl.lltl.es 14 20 -0.977 11 14 -0.5B6

Add maJor new kl.tchen app1l.ances 7 5 0.447 ,5 11 0.820

Other ~mprov~ments 30 31 -0.233 35 27 0.998

SAMPLe SIZE (44) (UB) (46) (110

SAMPLE. M~n~mum Rent Low and Control households actl.ve at two years after enrollment that fal.led the Ml.nl.mum Rent Low requl.rements at
enrollment and reported l.mprovements, excluding those wl.th enrollment l.ncomes over the ell.glblll.ty llrnl.ts and those living in thel.r own homes
or In subSl.dl.zed housing.

DATA SOURCES. Inl.tl.al and monthly Household Report Forms and Periodl.c Interv~ews.

t t-statl.stic s~gnl.f~cant at the 0.10 level.
* t-statl.stl.c sl.gnl.£l.cant at the 0.05 level.



Table VI-17

TYPES OF IMPROVEMENTS MADE BY MINIMUM RENT HIGH
AND CONTROL HOUSEHOLDS THAT DID NOT MEET REQUIREMENTS AT ENROLLMENT

(COMBINED LANDLORD AND HOUSEHOLD IMPROVEMENTS)

PIT'l'SBURGn PHOENIX

MINIMUM MINIMUM
RENT HIGH CON'l'ROL RENT HIGH CONTROL

TYPES OF IMPROVEMENTS HOUSEHOLDS HOUSEHOLDS t-S'l'ATIS'l'IC HOUSEHOLDS HOUSEHOLDS t-STATIS'I'IC

General remode1J.ng 17% 13' 0.941 3' 7' -1.377

Work. on floors or floor coverl.ngf> 31 35 -0.588 23 22 0.053

Electncal work 21 26 -0.991 19 15 0.679

Inf>ta11 new plumblng or heatlng flxtures 48 55 -1.102 36 41 -0.723

Add to or replace heating or alr
GOndltlonlng system 5 13 -1.806t 43 37 0.832

Interlor or exterlor carpentry work 35 40 -0.681 24 32 -1.304

Plant garden or trees 16 20 -0.937 21 21 -0.018

Genera! flxlng or repalrl.ng 71 69 0.345 68 68 -0.063

Interlor palnt1ng or papenng 75 68 1.214 41 45 '-0.608

Cxl.erlor palntlng 16 18 -0.496 23 18 0.798

Pla~ter lnt.erlor walls or cel!lngs 31 28 0.549 11 14 -0.680

Modernlze bath or kltcheo facllltles 18 17 0.300 9 13 -0.798

Add maJor new kltchen appliances 12 6 1.451 11 12 -0.232,
Other lmprovements 32 34 -0.239 44 30 2.162*

SAr-1PLE SIZE (77) (215) (75) (196)

SAMPLE- Mlnlmum Rent 81gh and Control households actlve at two years after enrollment that failed the Mlnlmum Rent High requlrements at
enro!lment and reported lroprevements, exc1udlng those w1th enrollment lncernes over the e11giblllty 11mlts and those 11vlng 10 thelr own homes
or 10 SubS1dJ.zed hous1.ng.

DATA SOURCES: Inlt1al and monthly Household Report Forms and Perlodlc Interv1ews.
t t-statlst1c slg01ficant at the 0.10 level.
* t-stat1.stlc slgn1f1caot at the 0.05 level.



Table VI-18

REPORTED IMPROVEMENT ACTIVITY FOil. HINIMUH RENT LOW AND CONTROL llOUSEHOLOS
'I'HAT DID NOT MEET REQUIREH£NTS AT ENOOLLMENT BY TWO-oYEAR OUTCOMES. PITTSBURGH

STAYED AND PASSED STAYED AND FAILED MOVED ANO PASSED MOVED AND FAILED

MINIMUM MINIMUH MINntUH MINIMUM
REm LOW CONTROL II..ENT LOW CONTIlOL RE'" "'* CQNTIlOL RE'" "'* CONTROL

IMPROVEMENTS llOOSEHOLDS HOUSEHOLDS t-STATISTIC HOUSEHOLDS HOUSEHOLDS t-STATIS'rIC HOLISEIIOLDS HOUSEHOLOS t.-STATISTIC HOOSEflOLDS HOOSEKOUlS t-STATISTIC

TOTAL LANDLORD IMPROVEMENTS

Mean number ot lmprOVell\Onts 2.62 253 0.11 176 1.85 -0.16 2.47 3.00 -0.74 2.50
2 "

0.03

(Standard devi ... tion) (1 98) (2.29) (2.08) (1.91) (2.13) (2.64) (2 12) (1.81)

Percentillge of hOlllleholde reporting
iIll'ly landlord improvements

,,, ,,, 0.556 '"
,.. -0.774 an ... 0.207 100\ '" 0.656

(Sample eize) (13) (l7) (17) (62) (15) (32) ''l (11)

TOI'AL HOUSEHOLD IMPROVEMENTS

Meilln number of improvements 223 259 -0.33 2.29 3.16 -1.13 2.60 3.28 -0.68 100 J.82 -1.99

(Standillrd deviation) (2.35) (J SO) (2.42) (3.90) (3.25) (J.08) (1.41) (3 31)

Percentaqe of hOWleholds reporting

l'
any hOllsehold impro~mentll '"

,,, 0.032 '" '" o 095 '" '" -0.1535 100\ ,,, 0.656

.... (Sample size) (13) (17) (17) (62) (l5) (J2) ''l (l1)

IV
'iOTAL IMPROVEMENTS'"'"' Hean nlll1lber of improvements .., 5.12 ~.21 40' 5.02 -1.21 50' '28 -0.97 3.50 6.27 -2.12+

(Standard doviilldon) (3.31) (3.84) (2.59) (J 79) (3.7J) (4.50) (0.71) (4.00)

Percentage ot hOlllleholds reporting

'"iIll'ly unprovements 100\ -1.164 ... '" -0 184 ,n 100\ -1.460 100\ '" 0.4·Hi

(Sample dze) (H) (17) (17) (62) (l5) (32) '" (11)

COST OF IHPROV£MENTS b

Mean coat of improvements $65.00 $81 J5 -0.38 $87.59 $10314 -0 36 $81.07 $126 74 -0.75 $20 00 $81.91 -2.00+

[Median cost of improvemllnts] 1$21. '5] [$23.00J [S13.00] [S27.50] [S24 00] [$36.001 [$20.00] (S60.00]

(Standard deviation) (90 83) (145.96) flU 13) (207.52) (l56 12) (246.82) (28.28) (78 60l

(Sample aize) (13) (17) (17) (62) (l4) (31) (2' (11)

SAMPLE. Hinllll\llll Rent Low iIlnd Control houaehold. activo et. t.wo yeau Atter enrollmont thllt. taillld tho HinilllUlll Rent. Low roqu1relllllnta .t
enrolllllOnt., excillding those with onrollmant. incolllOa over thll eligibility limit.lI llnd t.hollo living in their own homea or in aub.ic1ized houaing.

OAT" SOUR::ESI Initial llnd lllOnthly HOllllehold Report Forms and periodic Xntorviewa.. Sum of ilrprovelllllnt.lI lIIlld... by landlordll llnd houlloholda
b. Totlll eOllt.. paid for by household, doe. not include coat. paid tor by landlord.
t t~at:atillt.ie dgnificant. at the 0.10 levol



'1'«1>1" VI-19

REPORTED IHPII.OVEHEN'l' ACTIVITV FOR MINIMUM RENT LOW ANO CON'l'ROL HOIJSEHOLDS
THAT DID Nor KEET REQU'III.!HEN'1'S AT ENROLLMENT ey 1Wo-YEAR OO'I'COi'IES I PMOENIX

IMPROVEMEN'l'S

STAVEO AND PASSED

MINIMUM
RENT 1m COtlrROL
HOUSEHOLDS HOUSEflQLDS t-STATIS'l'IC

ST....yED ....ND FAIUO

MINIMUM
lU.NT LOW CONTRa"
HOIJSEHOLDS HOUSEHOWS t.STATISTIC

MOVED AN]) PASSED

IUNIKUM
IU:NT LOW CONTRO"
llOOSEHOLDS HOOSEllOWS t-STA'l'ISTIC

MOVED AND FAILED

MINIMUM
REN'l' LOW CONTROL
HOUSEHOLDS HOUSEttOr.oS t-ST....TISTIC

'I'O'l"AL LANDLORD IMPROVEMENTS

Me.n nwnbet of improvements

(Sti'lndud devlatlon)

Percentage of household" reporting
any landlord improvements

(Sample s1zc)

1'OTA" HOOSEttOLD IMPROVEMENTS

Me,An nwnbet of lmprovemcntll

(Standard deviatlon)

Percentaqe of hous"'holds reporting
....ny household improvements

(Sample dze)

'l'O'1'...." IMPROVEMENTS·

M",an nwnber of improvClmellt:!l

Percentage of households reporting
any lmproVClmentll

(Silmple sue)

COST OF IMPROVEMENTS b

Mean cost of ~mprovements

{Median cost of improvements I

(St4ndard devi4tlon)

(Sample size)

4.67

(3 79)

(7)

067

(1 16)

(3'

s "
(3 51)

(7)

$7.00

1$5 251

(12.121

(Jl

1.50

U.29)

'"
5.00

(3.56)

100'

'"
6.50

(3.42)

100'

'"
$182 00

[$55.00)

(241 781

(4'

, "

01935

-2.28+

-1 933t

-0 <14

000

-1 45

1 "

(1 61)

(13)

100

U 96)

'"
(3)

3.38

(2 22)

(13)

$36 31

1$0.31)

(112 61)

(l31

1 43

(2 37)

(71)

2.73

(<1.97)

sa.

(77)

5.16

(5 57)

(77)

$43 61

($2 50]

(91 35)

(76)

-0 08

0.726

-2 20*

·1.342

-2.00*

0.012

193

(2.46)

(27)

,,,
(2.67)

s"
(21)

4.67

(3."9)

'"
(27)

$40 12

{$1.751

(147 03)

(25)

2.35

(1 96)

'"
(26)

2 15

(3.<l7)

so.

(26)

<1.50

(4.35)

(26)

$S8 42

1$0.50]

(140.59)

(26)

0.95

0.404

-0.<18

o 673

o 16

1.596

-0.45

1 "

U 95)

(7)

043

(l 13)

(7)

1 "

(l.SO)

'"
(7)

$1.00

1$0.601

(2 45)

(6)

2.17

(2 43)

(48)

210

(3 12)

(48)

• 27

(J 58)

'"
(48)

$31 21

1$0.831

(63.84)

(48)

-0.38

-0 083

~2 69**

-1 973t

-0.309

SAMPLE, MinimU1ll Rent I.ow and Control houo"'hold. active at two years aftor onroll1l'll!nt that fIlihd the MinimUlll ~nt Low requirolllOnt. at enroll_nt,
(lxcluding those with enrollment incomes over the eligibility limit:. and tho.e living in thoLr own hOlh!l. or in lIublidized housing

DATA SOURCES I Initiel and IOOnthly Houllehold Report Forms and P.riodic Interview••
..... SUIlI of 1ll'provement. IlI4de by hlldlord. and hOlUlehold••
b. Tot.al COllts paid for by hOlUlehold/ does not includo co.a paid for by landlord.
t t~.tatbtio lIignificant c.t the a 10 loyd.
* t-statbtic significc.nt c.t the 0.05 level
** t-statiatic dgnificant c.t. the 0 01 lovol.



1'ebl_ VI-20

REPORrED IMPROVEMENT AC'l.'IVI1'Y FOR MItHMllH RtNT 1I1(,H AND COUTROL HOUSEHOLDS
TtIA1' DID NO'l' MEE"l' REQUIIW1ENTS AT ENROLLMENT BY 1'WO~'iEAII OUTCOMES. PI'M'SEIURWI

IMI'ROVI:JoIEtn'S

STAYED AND PASSED

MIIlIHUM
REN'l' HIGH COtfl'ROL
HOUSEHOLDS HOUSEHOLDS t-STATJSTJC

STAYED AND FAILED MOVED AND PAl>SEP

MINIMUM
RENT HIGH CONTROL
HOllS.l:.IlOLDS IlOUSEHOLDS t-STATISTIC

MOVED AND FAil ED

MINIMUM
RENT HIGII CONTHOL
HOUSEHOlDS HOUSFHOLDS t-STATISTIC

TOTAL LANDLORD IMPROVEMENTS

H~&n number of lmptovemenu

lStIlndatd deviation)

Pen.entllge of householdS: reporting
any l ..ndlord J.mprovElmcnts

(Sample sbe)

TOO'AL HOUSEHOLD IMPHOVEMENTS

Me&n numbel: of improvements

(Stand_rd devJ.&tion)

PerccntAqe of households l:eporting
Any household J.rnprovementll

(Sample .u.e)

TOTAL IMPROVEMENTS a

Me&n number of improvementll

(Standard devilltion)

Percentage of hous"holds reporting
any improvements:

(Sample she)

COST OF IMPROVEMENTS b

Mean cost of :unprovcmentl!l

IMediAn COl:t of improvements I

(StAndard deviation)

(Sample dl:e)

'11

(3 89)

(0)

2.00

(2 96)

so.

(0'

53.

(5 40)

'"
(0)

$97.33

($42.00)

(0)

J7

(2 891

'"
(19)

(3.30)

'"
(19)

'"
(4 08)

100\

(19)

$131 58

1$51.00J

(213.11)
c
(19)

wO 18

-2 039t

-1 52

-2 039t

-1 06

-2 131t

-0.50

, "
(2 52)

'"
(45)

2.47

(2.46)

(45)

5 27

(3.28)

,,.
(45)

$78.98

1$36 00)

(125.78)

(45)

'"
(2.09)

(131)

3.53

(3 911

'"
(Ull

5.56

,..
(131)

$111 32

($40.50)

(185.67)

(130)

1.84t

0.908

-0.379

-0.48

wO.806

-1 30

• 19

(4.33)

'"
(17)

3.94

(3 23)

(17)

'"
(5.69)

100\

(17)

$183 59

($93 001

(334.38)

(17)

2.97

(2 28)

(30)

3.63

(3 14)

'"
(30'

6.60

(4 34)

100\

(30)

$146 97

($38.001

(308 66)

(29)

1,07

1.076

0.32

o 728

0.95

0.00

0.37

300

(2.49)

Ill)

'"
(2 23)

100\

(11)

, "
(2.96)

(11)

$114 54

($82.001

(129.43)

(11)

, 27

(2 56)

'"
(41)

.07

(3 51)

IU)

7.34

(4 60)

(41)

$173 49

1$53.00J

1312 48)

(41)

o 286

-0 29

1 470

-0.46

0.519

_0.94

SAMPLE Minimwn Rent High and Control hOlUleholdll activo at. t.wo ye.n After enl:011IN:o,nt t.hat fdled the Minil!lUlll ~nt High requirelllllnta at
cnl:Ollmlmt, excluding thollo with enrolllMnt incomol: ovc:!; the eligibility limitll llnd those living il)' their own holllC. or in lIubsidized housing.

DATA SOURCES Initial And monthly HOUlloho1d Report ForlOO and Periodic lntel:view.
•• Sum of improvementll mado by landlords and hOUl!ohold.
b Total costll PAid fOl: by houSChOldj doel: not include coeu paid tor by 1&nd1ord
t t~.tAtilltic lIignificAnt At the 0.10 hvo1
• t-litAtistic eignifiCllnt at the 0 05 levol



T-ilile VI-2l

l\EPOln'ED IMPROVEMENT ACTIVITY FOR MINIMUM RENT HIGII ANO CONW.ROL HOUSP:HOLDS
TKAT DID NOT MEET REQUIREMENTS AT ENROLLMENT BY TWQ-YUR OUTCOMESI PHOENIX

STAYED AND PASSED STAYED AND FAlLEO HOVED ANO PASSED HOVEl) AND FAILED

MINIMUH MINIMUM MINIMUM MINIMUM
REm' HIGH CONtROL RENT HIGH CONTROL RENT HIGH CONTROL RENT HIGH CONTROL

IMPROVEMENTS HOUSEHOLDS HOUSEHOLDS t-STATISTIC HOUSEHOLDS HOUS£IiOLDS t-STATISTlC HOlIS£HOLDS HOUSEHOLDS t-STATISTIC HOUSEHOLDS HOUSEHOLDS t-STATlSTIC

TOTAL UlNDLORD IMPROVEMENTS

Helin n\llllber of ),lTlprOvelOOnts 0 3.33 ·3 26* 1."3 2.65 -2 88" 350 '" 2 39· 156 250 -2.12·

(Stlindard deviatlon)
(0) (2.50) 11.69) (2,7D) (2.83) (l.65) (1.65) " '3)

PerCllntll90 of households reporting

" 100, -2.646t '" ". ~2 372. m ". 1 ....5 '" ,a -1.168
any landlord improvements

(SalTlp1e size) Il, (6) (28) (94) (32) (26) (23) (84)

TOTAL HOUSEHOLD IMPROVEMENTS

Helin n\1lrtlCr of lInprovements 0 3.00 -2 90· 2.39 2.72 -0.43 2.56 '" -0 14 1.52 20' -1.02

(Standard dllVu.tion) '0' (2 53) (3.25) (4 59) (3.60) (3.48) (l.93! (2 98)

Porcllntll.qe of households rcporting
any househOld ilTlprovements " 100' ~2.646· '" '" -0 201 '" '" -0 635 '" m -0 794

l' (SaIIlP1e 51.ze) '1, (6) (28) (94) (32) (26) (23) (84!

.... TOTAL IHPROVEMENTS
a

W
tv Milan n\llllbcr of l.mprovemllnts 6.33 -5.8..•• 3.82 '31 -1.69t 6.06 ".77 113 '" 455 -2 09·

(Standard dcvbtion) (0) (266) (3.24) (5 31) (4.40) " ", (2.70) (3 81)

Percentllge of households reporting
any llTlproveroonts " 100\ -2.6"6· ,,, ,,. -1.6"0 '" sa 2 DOS· '" '" -1 275

(Si.I'lIp1e size) Il, (6) (28) (94! (32) (26) (23) (84)

COST OF IMPROVEMENTS b

Melin cost of improvemonts 0 $76.17 -2 25t $4l .. $55 08 -0 76 $100.10 $175 50 -0 71 $26.43 $39 90 -0 85

[Modian cost of improvelOOnts] (0) ($26.50] [$2 50] ($5.75) ($1.501 [$5.501 ($4.00) [$7.09)

(Stll.ndard deviation) 0 (62.7") (68 49) (117.71) (216 62) (465.37) (42 45) (117.47)

(sample size) III ", (28) (93) (30) (2") (2l) (83)

SI'.MPLEI HinilTllllll Rent High ll.nd Control hOWieholds active at two yellra after enrollment that failed the Minimlllll Ront High requi:rl!llDGnts at
enrollment, excluding those with onrollment ilrlc'olnea over the oligibiUty liJll1t8 and thoae living in their eMn homes 01:' in aubddized houling.

DATA SOURCES Initial and monthly Household Report Forms lind Periodic Interviews-, Sum of irnprovcment8 llII'de by landlordS and houscho1ds
b Total costs paid for by household, does not include costs PlIid. for by landlord
t t-stetistic dqnl.ficent at the 0.10 lovel. t-atatistic dgnificant at the 0.05 level •.. t-stathtic significant at the 0.01 level •



APPENDIX VII

THE DIFFERENCE BETWEEN ENROLLMENT RENT AND MINIMUM
RENT REQUIREMENTS FOR HOUSEHOLDS NOT MEETING

MINIMUM RENT AT ENROLLMENT

As ~nd~cated ~n Chapter 3, the probab~l~ty that households not meet~ng

Mlnlmum Rent require~ents at enrollment later met them 1n place is related

to thelr dlstance from meetlng requlrements (the dlfference between thelr

lnltlal rents and the level set by the requlrements). This can be seen

~n Table VII-l, wh~ch shows the difference between req~red and enrollment

rent as a percentage of the enrollment rents. On average, households that

later met Maulmum Rent reqU2rements needed smaller percentage lncreases

1n enrollment rent 1n order to meet requlrements than households that

never met the requlrements. ThlS was true regardless of whether or not

the household moved.

Th15 suggests that the experlmental effect on In-place meetlng observed

for Mlnlmum Rent Low households 1n Pl.ttsburgh (or the absence of any

apparent effect for other groups) could reflect d~fferences ~n the ~n~t~al

dl.s~rl.butlon of households ln terms of dlstance from meetlng requlrements.

Table 3-6 ~n Chapter 3 ind~cated that mean d~fferences were s~~lar.

Table VII-2 expands on th~s by presennng the d~stnbut~on of households

across three dlstance categorles--those Wlth enrollment rents wlthln $25

of meet~ng req~rements, those between $26 and $50 from meet~ng requ~re­

ments, and those more than $50 from meetlng requlrements. There are same

apparent d~fferences, but they only conf~rm the results of Chapter 3;

the Experlmental households WhlCh showed no experlmental effect (Mlnlmum

Rent H~gh households ~n P~ttsburgh and both M~n~mum Rent groups ~n Phoen~x)

were, 1f anythlng, closer to meeting at enrollment than Control households

(and thus more l~kely to meet normally). The one group for wh~ch an effect

was found--M~n~mumRent Low households ~n P~ttsburgh--were ~f anyth~ng

somewhat further from meeting than Control households (and thus less l~kely

to meet requlrements normally).

Th~s is conf1rmed by Table VII-3, which compares the percentages of Exper~­

mental and Control households meetlng reqUlrements In place for each

dJ..stance category. The only sign1ficant effect on meeting reqUJ.rements
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Table VII-l

PERCENTAGE INCREASE IN ENROLLMENT RENT
NEEDED TO MEET THE MINIMUM RENT REQUIREMENT

MINIMUM RENT LOW

PITTSBURGH PHOENIX

MINIMUM MINIMUM
RENT LOW CONTROL RENT LOW CONTROL

STATUS HOUSEHOLDS HOUSEHOLDS HOUSEHOLDS HOUSEHOLDS

Stayed and passed 12% 14% 18% 16%

Stayed and fa~led 43 23 56 54

Moved and passed 12 17 45 37

Moved and fa~led 69 27 68 47

SAMPLE SIZE (47) (122) (50) (155)

MINIMUM RENT HIGH

PITTSBURGH PHOENIX

MINIMUM MINIMUM
RENT HIGH CONTROL RENT HIGH CONTROL

STATUS HOUSEHOLDS HOUSEHOLDS HOUSEHOLDS HOUSEHOLDS

Stayed and passed 13% 15% 14% 23%

Stayed and fa~led 38 39 101 85

Moved and passed 27 33 42 45

Moved and fa~led 37 44 97 67

SAMPLE SIZE (82) (221) (84) (210)

SAMPLE: M~nlmum Rent and Control households act~ve at two years
after enrollment that fal1ed the Mlnlmum Rent reqUlrements at enrollment,
exc!udlng those wlth enrollment lncornes over the ellg1bl11ty 11mitS and
those I1vlng In thelr own homes or subsidlzed houslng.

DATA SOURCE: In~t~al and monthly Household Report Forms.
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'rable VII-2

DIS'rRIBU'rION OF INI'rIAL DIS'rANCE
FROM MEETING MINIMUM REN'r

DIS'rRIBU'rION OF DIS'rANCE

SITE AND 'rREA'rMEN'r GROUP
SAMPLE
SIZE $1-$25 $26-$50 >$50

PI'r'rSBURGH

M~nlmum Rent Low households (47) 70% 30% 0
(33) (14) (0)

Control households (122) 86 12 2
(105) (15) (2) ,

M~n~mum Rent H~gh households (82) 52 37 11
(43) (30) (9)

Control households (221) 43 46 12
(94) (101) (26)

PHOENIX

Mlnlrnum Rent Low households (50) 42% 30% 28%
(21) (15) (14)

Control households (155) 34 37 30
(52) (57) (46)

M~n~mum Rent H~gh households (84) 17 27 56
(14) (23) (47)

Control households (210) 13 28 59
(28) (58) (124)

SAMPLE: Mlnlmum Rent and Control households actlve at two years
after enrollment that fal1ed the Mlnlmum Rent requlrernents at enrollment,
excludlng those wlth enrollment lucornes over the ellglbl11ty 11mlts and
those I1ving 10 thelr own homes or 10 SubSldlzed houslng.

DA'rA SOURCE: In~t~al and monthly Household Report Forms.
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Table VII-3

MINIMUM RENT REQUIREMENT AND MOVE STATUS
BY INITIAL DISTANCE FROM MEETING MINIMUM RENT

(MINIMUM RENT LOW)

MOVE STATUS

STAYED STAYED MOVED MOVED S~LE

INITIAL DISTANCE FROM MEETING AND PASSED AND FAILED AND PASSED AND FAILED SIZE

PI'l"I'SBURGH

$1 to $25

lUnunUnt Rent households 360 21% 390 3\ (33)

Control households 15 50 27 9 (105)

t-stat~stl-c 2 .. 642** -2 .. 867** 1.392 -1.081

$26 to $50

M.l.n~murn Rent households 7 71 14 7 (14)

Control households 7 60 27 7 (15)

t-stat~st~c 0.042 0.645 -0 .. 823 0.042

More than $50

M1.m.mum Rent households 0 0 0 0 (0)

Control househol.ds 0 50 0 50 (2)

t-stat~stl-c

PHOENIX

$1 to $25

M.l.n1mum Rent households 10\ 14\ 76. O. (21)

Control households 4 38 29 29 (52)

t-stat~st~c 0.972 -2 .. 014* 3.709*** -2.758**

$26 to $50

M.l.n1mum Rent households 7 53 27 13 (15)

Control households 4 56 10 30 (57)

t-statl.st~c 0.552 -0.194 1.615 -1.290

More than $50

M1.m..Illum Rent households 0 14 50 36 (14)

Control households 0 54 11 35 (46)

t-statl.st~c 0 -2 .. 634* 3.201** 0.062

SAMPLE. M~nJ.mum Rent and Control households actJ.ve at two years after enrollment that fal-led
the MJ.n:unum Rent requ~rements at enrollment, exclud~ng those Wl.th enrollment ~ncomes over the ell.gJ.bl.ll.ty
ll.m.1.ts and those ll-vl.ng III thel.r own homes or 1n subsl.d1.zed housl..tlg.

DATA SOURCE: Inl.tl.al and monthly Household Report Forms.
* t-stat~stl.C sl.gn1f~cant at the 0.05 level.
** t-statl.stl.c sl.gn~fl.cant at the 0.01 level.
*** t-stat1st1c sl.gnl.fl.cant at the 0.001 level.
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Table VII-3 (contJ.nued)

MINIMUM RENT REQUIREMENT AND MOVE STATUS
BY INITIAL DISTANCE FROM MEETING MINIMUM RENT

(MINIMUM RENT HIGH)

MOVE STATUS
STAYED STAYED MOVED MOVED SAMPLE

INITIAL DISTANCE FROM MEETING AND PASSED AND FAILED AND PASSED AND FAILED SIZE

PITTSBURGH

$I to $25

Ml.nJ.mutn Rent households 21. 44. 28' 7\ (43)

Control nouseholds 16 58 15 11 (94)

t-statJ.stJ.c 0.700 -1.558 1.801t -0.668

$26 to $50

MJ.nJ.mutn Rent households 0 70 10 20 (30)

Control households 3 58 14 25 (101)

t-statJ.stJ.c -0.960 1.144 -.0558 -0.543

More than $50

~nJ.mum Rent households 0 56 22 22 (9)

Control households 4 65 8 23 (26)

t-statJ.stJ.c -0.593 -0.524 1.178 -0.055

PHOENIX

$I to $25

fun>lll1JIII Rent households 7' 14' 57% 21> (14)

Control households 11 18 25 46 (28)

t-statJ.stl.c -0.375 -0.287 2.047* -1.573

$26 to $50

Ml.nJ.m.Utn Rent households 0 22 61 17 (23)

Control households 3 41 21 34 (58)

t-statJ.stJ.c -0.895 -1.668 3.494*** -1.520

More than $50

Ml.nl.tllum Rent households 0 45 21 34 (47)

Control households 1 52 6 41 (124)

t-statl.stl.C -0.615 -0.899 3.067** -0.884

SAMPLE Ml.nl.mum Rent and Control households actl.ve at two years after enrollment that fal.led
the Ml.n.unum Rent reqw.rements at enrollment, exclufung those Wl.th enrollment J.ncoInes over ~e ell.gl.­
bl.ll.ty ll.m1ts and those ll.V1ng l.n thel.r own homes or l.n stibsl.dl.zed housl.ng.

DATA SOURCE- Inl.tl.al and monthly Household Report Forms.
t t-statl.stl.c Sl.gnl.fl.cant at the 0.10 level.
* t-statl.stl.c sl.gnJ.fl.cant at the 0.05 level.
** t-statl.stl.C sl.gnl.fl.cant at the 0.01 level.
*** t-statl.stl.c sl.gnl.fl.cant at the 0.001 level.
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1n place 1S aga1n found for M1n1mum Rent Low households 1n pittsburgh.

Th~s result was also confirmed by the log~t analys~s of Chapter 3, wh~ch

showed a 51gn1f1cant

even though d1stance

effect for M1n1mum Rent Low households
1

was 1ncluded 1n the est1mat1on.

J.n P1ttsburgh,

1
In add1t10n, as noted 1n Chapter 3, est1mates W1th an 1nteract10n

between exper1mental effect and d1stance cont1nued to show a slgn1f1cant
exper~rnental effect (see Append~x V, Tables V-9 and V-~O).
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