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PREFACE

This working note was prepared for the Office of Policy Develop-

ment and Research, U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development

(HUD). It reports on eligibility and enrollment in HUDrs experimental

housing allowance program in Brovrn County, Wisconsin, and St. Joseph

County, Indiana, during the first two years of program operations in
each site. The analysis describes the eligible populations, compares

them with the enrolled populations at the end of the second program

year, investigates turnover in Brown Countyrs population of eligibles,
and analyzes terminations among program enrollees.

This note is one of a series examining the programts effects on

participants during the first two years; others describe cllent aEti-
tudes, housing expendltures, mobility, and lmprovements in houslng

J

quality. Information reported here comes from the annual survey of
households conducEed in each siEe as parE of the llousing Assistance

Supply Experiment and the administrative records of each siters housing

allowance office.
Ira S. Lowry, Kevin F. McCarthy, and Stanley Abraham reviewed an

early draft and contributed substantially to its revision. McCarthy

helped especially with the turnover analysis presented in Sec. IV.
Judy Bartulski, Ned Harcum, and Barbara tr'Illson typed the drafts. Jean

Houston and Marlene Giffen typed the final copy. Linda Colbert edited
the final draft and supervised its production.

Thi-s note was prepared pursuant to HUD Contract H-1789 and par-
tia11y fulfills the requirements of Task 2.LL.

:k
Findings from all these studies are summarized in the Fourth An-

nual Report of the Housing Assistance Supply Experiment, The Rand Cor-
poration, R-2302-HUD, May 1978, Sec. IV.

Unless otherwise indicated, Working Notes are intended only to transmit preliminary rcsults to a Rand sponsor:
Untike Rand Reports, they are not subiect to standard Rand peer-reviewand.editorial proces_ses._Views orbonctu-
sions expressed herein m-ay be tentative;. t.hg.v 9o.not.neces.sarily represent the opinions_ of Rand or the sponsor-
ing agency. Working Notes-may not be distributed without the approval of the sponsoring agency
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SUMMARY

This note describes the numbers and characteristics of house-

holds j-n Brown County, Wisconsin, and St. Joseph County, Indiana, that
were eligibte for the experimental housing allowance program conducted

therel those that enrolled during the first two years of program opera-

tions in each site; and those that terminated Eheir enrollment during

the same periods. The data show that households eligible under cur-

rent rules as to income, assets, and family composi-tLon differ substan-

tially in their enrollment patterns and the nature of their benefits
from the program. The differenees are strongly associated with house-

hold type and source of nonallowance income.

Baseline (preprogram) sample surveys of households in each site
show that about a fifth are eligible, and that more homeovmers than

renters are eligible. Four t.ypes of households constltute 85 percent

of all eligibles in each site: young couples wlth young children, single
parents, elderly couples, and elderly single persons. The likellhood
of both enrolling and maintaining eligibility correlates strongly with
differences in the sources, amounts, and stabillty of income. Minority
households are more likely to be eligible than their white counterparts,
reflecting their lower incomes and the higher proportion of single par-

ents among them.

Coroparing enrollment at Ehe end of year 2 with baseline eligibility
estimates, we find that about 42 percent of Brorrm Countyrs eligibles
and 34 percent of St. Joseph Countyts were then enrolled. Although

enrollmenE was then leveling off in Brornm County, it was still growing

in St. Joseph Count.y. RenEers, single parents, minorities, and AFDC

reci-pients were most likely to enroll. Homeovmers, households headed

by couples, whiEes, and those with earned incomes were least likely to
enroll. In general, the program appealed more Eo the enduringly poor

than to those with only temporarily low income.

Membership in the eligible population changes constantly because

of shifts in household circumstances, especially income. As Brorm

CounEy recovered from the recession of 1973-74, unemployed eliglbles
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returned to work and lost their eligibility as their incomes rose. Turn-

over among eligibles was thus substantial, particularly for nonelderly
couples. (However, elJerly and single-parent households, seldom in
the labor force, were unaffected by the economic recoveryl indeed,

the number ellgible aetually increased.) 
I

Over one-third of all program enrollees in each site had termin-
ated by the end of the second program year. The proportion terminat-
ing varied from nearly half of all young couples to about a third of
all single parents and less than a fourth of all elderly households.

Increases in income precipitated most terminations, and were most common

among those with preenrollment income from earnlngs or unemployment

compensation--i.e., young families. Terminations usually folIow the

semiannual and annual recertification checks; the probability of termin-
atlng drops sharply after the first year of enrollment.

These findlngs suggest that, to target housing allowances effi-
clently, eligibility tests other than income, assets, and family com-

position should be consldered. Stage in the household life cycle and

usual source of income boEh bear strongly on the persisEence of need

and household motivation to accept assistance. Young familles usually
do not remaln eligible long, so their turnover in the populations of
ellgibles and enroll-ees ls high. Thus, substantial administrative
costs are incurred, whereas longlasting housing improvements are un-

llkely. Households dependent on pensi-ons, Social Security, and public
assistance remain eligible much longer, and those who enroll also stay
in the program longer; for such cases, more durable housing improvement

is achieved and administratlve costs are lower. Among the second class
of households, single parents show a much stronger interest in the pro-
gram, presumably because of their familiarity with public assistance
programs. The elderly seem less inclined to accept aid but, once en-

roIled, remain in the program longest. Single parents and the elderly
tend to have long periods of eligibility and enrollment, whereas young

couples tend to participate only briefly; over time, therefore, single
parents and the elderly will make up an increasingly greater propor-
tion of program enrollees.

t
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I INTRODUCTION

The Housing Assistance Supply Experiment (HASE), sponsored by the

U.S. DeparLment of Housing and Urban Development (HUD), began a housing

allowance program for low-income households in Brown County, Wisconsln,

in June L974; and in St. Joseph County, Indiana, in January L975. The

experiment is designed to test the effects of such a program on loca1

housing markets and residents. The effect.s are to be measured prln-
cipally from data collected in an annual cyele of field surveys con-

ducted at each site.
This note describes the numbers and characterist,ies of those who

were eligible for assistance and those who enrolled during the first
Ewo program years in each site. I,Ihen the experiment began, we could

only crudely estimate how many and what kinds of households in each

county were eliglble; we could only guess how many would enroll and

how long they would stay in the program. Reliable and generaLizabLe

answers t.o those questions are important both for assessing the pro-
gramrs effectiveness and for estimating the size and cost of a similar
naEional program. Consequently, the experimental program and the asso-

ciated data collection plan were designed to yield such answers. The

following desi-gn features are especially important:

HUD contractually obligated funds to support the program in
each site for 10 years, long enough to test the durability
of its appeal to those it was meant to he1p.

AlEhough each contract limits the number of particj.pants, the
ceiling was set high enough to accommodate all those 1ike1y
to enrolI.
The housi.ng allowance offi-ce (EAO) in each site vigorously
publicized the program so eligible households could make an

informed choice about enrolling.
Program records describe enrollees and their circumstances in
considerable detail and trace the participation hi-story of
each.

a

o

O
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a Annual household surveys in each site yield comparable sample

data on the eligible population and include some who have en-

rolled. When the same household i.s interviewed in successive
years, changes in eligibility status can be noted

The Supply Experiment thus provides an unusual opportuni-ty to
analyze the factors affecting enrollment in an earmarked transfer pro-
gram. Comparing counts of enrollees with eligibles yields enrollment

rates for specific types of households, valuable for both understanding

the progremrs selective appeal and estimating corresponding rates in a

national progrzrm. DuraEion of enrollment and reasons for termlnation
are important ln assessing program efflcacy as well as for administra-

tive pl-annlng. The pattern of turnover in the population of eligibles
bears on program design, indicatlng which groups are most efficiently
served by a program lntended more for longterm housing irnprovement

than for relieving shortterm financlal hardships.
Data from the first two years of a new program do not yield final

conclusions about patterns of eligibility, enrollment, or turnover.
Enrollment has grown in both sj.tes since the end of the second year,

although Ehe composition of the enrolled populations has changed little.
Desplte considerable turnover in both the eligible and enrolled popula-

tions, the complete turnover cycle cannot yet be rellably descrlbed.
Nevertheless, those data reveal enough to narrow our initial uncertain-
tles about longrun outcomes and to focus our attention on salient issues

for further study.

SCOPE OF THIS ANALYSIS

This introductlon brlefly describes the two experimental sltes,
highlighting the features of their populations and housing markets that
most directly af,fect program participation. Then it sumrnarizes the

rules that determlne who ls eligible to enro11 in the Program, setting
the context for the subsequent. analysis, which treats both those who

were eli.gible for the program and those who enroIIed.* Section II draws

*
Enroll-ees receive allowances only while they occupy dwellings

evaluated and approved by the HAO. Not more than about 80 percent of
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on survey data to describe the eligible population of each site just
before the program began. In principle, it comprises households with

too little income to afford decent, safe, and sanitary dwellings at
prices current in the conrurunity.

A11 who wlshed to enroll had ample opportunJ-ty to apPly; and those

who did apply were accepted into the program if they proved e1igib1e.

Consequently, enrollment tests the programrs appeal to those who are

eligible. However, enrollment in a nerir program is a cumulatlve process,

not an instantaneous event. When the IIAOs first invited applications
from the general publi-c, they received thousands. While application
backlogs were being processed, knowledge of the program spread and more

applieations were submitted. During the first program year, 3rL7L

households were enrolled in Brornrn County and 3r639 in St. Joseph County.

Durlng the second year, enrollment continued at a brisk pace,

reaching 5rO2L and 71283 households j-n the two counti.es, respectively.
However, net program growth was diminj.shed by both voluntary and invol-
untary terminations of enrollment. At the end of year 2, cutrent en-

rollment had fallen to 3 1377 Ln Brown County and 51284 in St. Joseph

County--about 70 percent of those who had ever enrolled, and about 7.7

ar.d 7.1 percent of the total household population in Brown and St.

Joseph counties, respectively.
Section III describes those enrolled at the end of year 2 and

compares them with the baseline population of eligibles. Conparing t,he

enrollment rates* of various types of eligible households gauges the

relative attractiveness of the program to its various target populations.

those who enroll ever become recipi.ents; and, at any given time, there
are some whose payments have been suspended because their housing no
longer meets program standards. How enrollees achieve and maintain
recipient status is the subject of a separaEe study in this series,
Bruce W. Lamar, Hou Clients Meet HA) Housi.ng Requirements, The Rand
Corporation, WN-9814-HIID, forthcoming. About half of those enrolling
during the first two program years already inhabited acceptable hous-
ing, so qualified for payments within a week or tr.ro after enrolling.
The others had to either repair their dwellings or move. Most became
recipients within a few months after enrolling; some dropped out of
the program without ever receiving allowances; some were stil1 enrolled
at the end of year 2 but had not yet qualified for paymenEs.

The number of enrollees divided by the number of eligibles.
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Because enrollment was then still growing, however, the rates do not

accurat,ely predict the longrun level of participatlon; nor do they

count all those served by the program during the first two years, slnce

only those currently enrolled at the end of year 2 ate counted.

Indeed, the key methodologlcal problem of the Present analysi.s

ari-ses from a substanLlve issue, turnover: The enrolled and the eligi-
ble populations change continuously, in both size and composltion.

Knowing the rates of turnover is methodologically important because the

accuracy of enrollnent rate estlmates depends on synchronlzed compari-

sons of two changing quantitles (numbers of enrollees and numbers of

ellglbles) measured by different methods. It is substantively lmportant

ln appraislng program effi-cacy as well as for administratlve plannlng.

The ellglble population wlll doubtless contlnue to fluctuate,
changing as familles move lnto or out of the programrs jurisdiction
and as the circumslances of those in residence change. Although our

annual household surveys will eventually enable us to track changes in
each siters eligible populatlon through year 2 Gna beyond), ue can

now report on changes only in Brown County durlng t,he flrst year. Our

findings are presented in Sec. IV.
Of the enrollees who left the progran by the end of the second

year, soue had dropped out voluntarlly whereas others lost their e11-

glblllty. Sectlon V analyzes the causes and rat,es of enrollee t,ermina-

t,lons.

Section VI integrates findings from previous sections and assesses

their impllcations for program development in our experimental sites as

well as for natlonal housing policy. The latter assessment is of course

tentatlve, lnasmuch as further experlence with changes in eligibility
and enrollment will doubtless alter some judgment,s that now seeu reason-
able.

Throughout the analysis, hre have divided households into categories
helpful in explainlng thelr behavlor or evaluating the allowance program.

The most commonly used are housing tenure (renter or owner), size of
householdr stage in household l1fe cycle, and source of nonallowance

lncome. of the four, only llfe-cycle sEage is likely to be unfamillar
to the reader; Appendlx A defines the concept and the stages, and de-
scribes the data base. Appendixes B and C contain the detailed tabulations
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that support this analysis. They are included to enable the reader to

check inferences drawn from them in the text and to investigate issues

not directly treated here.

:k
CHARACTERISTICS OF THE EXPERIMENTAL SITES

The two sites were selected for housing market contrasts that
seemed likely to affect responses to an allowance program. Brotm

County has a rapidly growing urban center (hence a relatively tight
housing narket) and a racially homogeneous populatlon (hence minimal

problems of residential segregation or housing discrimination). St.

Joseph County has a declining urban center with a large and growlng

populatlon of blacks and some Latins. The racial minoriti.es concen-

trate in segregated central-city neighborhoods where housing is old

and deteriorated, whl1e most new housing is bullt in surrounding all-
white suburbs.

Rapid population growth has glven Brown County a persistently
tight housing market. The population grew by 26 percent between 1960

and 1970; three-fourths of the growth occurred in the urban center,
Green Bay, and adjoining suburbs. Green Bay grew mostly by annexation,

the population withln its 1960 boundari-es increaslng by only 8 percent.

In contrast, St. Joseph Countyrs population grew by just 3 percent be-

t\{een 1960 and L970. While the central city (South Bend) lost 5 per-

cent of its population over the period, Ehe remalnder of the county

grew by 12 percent. However, suburban growth after 1970 no longer off-
set South Bendfs losses, and the countywide population had decreased

several percentage points by L975.

:t
The populatj-on and housing market data reported below are drawn

mostly from the baseline surveys of households and landlords in each
site--conducted in Brourn County earJ-y in L974 and in St. Joseph County
early in L975. Subsequent annual cycles of field surveys are referred
to as ;uaue 2, uaue 3, and so on.

The U.S. Census Bureau, working from indirect indicators of
population change, estimates that by mid-1975 the countyts population
had decreased from 245,OOO to 24Lr000 inhabitants (rrEstimates of the
Population of Indiana Counties and Metropolltan Areas: July L, 1974
and 1975 r" C'urr.ent Populatton Reports, Series P-26, No. 75-L4, July
L97 6) .
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-llarket conditions in the two sites reflect the populatlon changes.

In Brown County, vacancy rates for homeowner and regular rental unlts
ln 1973 were 0.8 and 5.1 percent, respectlvely--beIow the 1.0 percent
(honeowner) and 6.4 percent (rental) raEes for the entire north-central
region in early Lg74, when baseline dat,a were gaEhered. St. Joseph

Countyrs 1974 vacancy rates of 2.4 percent for homeowners and 10.6 per-
cent for renters are well above the same regionts respective rates of
1.0 and 5.1 percent in early L975, when the basellne data were gathered

there. In central South Bend, vacancy rates climbed to 4.2 pereent for
homeowner properties and 12.3 percent for rental properties.

Another salient dlfference between the two sitesr housing markets

ls St. Joseph Countyrs greater proportlon of homeowners--77 vs. Brown

Countyrs 70 percent of all households. Perhaps that proportion nat-
urally results from the oversupply of deteri.orated housing available
at bargain prices in central South Bend. In L974, the average home

value there was $10r900, coropared wlth $22r100 elsewhere in the county

and $26r200 ln Brown County. The greatest lntercounty differences in
homeownlng occur at the extremes of the household life cycIe, among

young and elderly slngle persons. Such households, at tbe marglns of

the homeowning population, are nevertheless much more Iikely to om

ln St. Joseph County.*

The houslng market in Brown County is tlght but untroubled by

raclal segregation. Under 2 percent of the population is nonwhite'

most of then American Indians living in a rural township. Under one-

quarter of one percent of the populatlon ls black. In St. Joseph County,

however, over 11 percent of the population is nonwhlte. Most are blacks

Ilvlng ln deteriorated nelghborhoods of South Bend; they constitute
about 18 percent of that cityts population.

*
The tenure differences between the two markets are startling.

For example, two-fifths of the young single adult heads of households
in St. Joseph County are homeorJners, but less than 10 percent in Brown
County. Only a fifth of all elderly single persons in St. Joseph
County are renters, but two-fifths in Brown County. See Kevln F.
McCarthy, Housing Cltoices and Residential Mobtltty in Site f at Base-
Line, The Rand Corporation, WN-9029-IIUD' August L976, p. 18; and. Hous-
ing Choices and Residential Mobility in Site II at Baseline, The Rand

Corporation, WN-9737-HUD, September L977, p. 2L.
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Economi-c contrasts between the two sites reflect the demographic

contrasts. Income and emplo)rment of households are lower 1n St. JosePh

County. The median gross household income in Brown County was nearly

$121800 Ln L974, but only $11,000 in St. Joseph County. About 78 per-

cent of all household heads in Brovm County were employed, but onJ-y 71

percent in St. Joseph County. Moreover, income and employment of black

households in St. Joseph County were substantially lower than those of

white households. Medj-an income for blacks in 1974 was $71300, and

only 58 percent of black household heads were employed; the correspond-

ing numbers for whites are $111400 and 72 percent.*

We expected the differences between Brown and St. Joseph counties

to affect ellgibility for and enrollment in each siters allowance pro-

grau. For example, how many owners would be ellgible and how many would

enroll in Brown Countyts'rtlghttt housing market as opposed to St. Joseph

Countyrs ttloosert market? What kinds of households would have the great-
est need for assi-stance in each site and how longlasting would be their
needs? How would the presence of a racial- minority in St. Joseph County

affect the composition of the eligible and the enrolled populations?

ELIGIBILITY CRITERIA

A household is ellgible to enrol-l in the allowance progran if it
satisfies certain requirements for income, assets, family composition,

and residency. The income limit is set by the assistance formula: a

householdrs allowance entitlement is the difference between the standard

cost of adequate housing for that size of household and a fourth of the
householdrs adjusted gross income. The minimum entitl-ement for enroll-
ment is $120 annually, though once enrolled a household may continue to
participate as long as its entitlement is greater than zeto.

Adjusted gross income excludes 5 percent of gross income (10 per-
cent for an elderlyno o. disabled household) and g3O0 annually for each

dependent. Other deducEions are allowed for extraordinary medical,
work-related, or child-care expenses. Transfer income fron public

*
Third Annual Report of the Housing Assistance supply Expez,inent,

The Rand Corporation, R-2151-HUD, February L977, Sec. IV.
Jf

Head of household or spouse is 62 years or o1d.er.
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assistance or Social Securlty is included ln gross income. For home-

o$ners', gross income includes an imputed lncome equal to 5 percent of
home equi-ty. Table 1.1 shows the schedule of standard costs of ade-
quate houslng for each site, along with the lncome limits funplied by

the assistance formula.*

Table 1.1

INCOI"IE LIMITS FOR ENROLI.}IENT BY HOUSEHOLD SIZE:
BROWN AI.ID ST. JOSEPH COUNTIES, YEAR L

Maximum Adjusted
s Income ($/Vr)

Number
of

Persons

I
2

3-4
5-6
7-8

9+

St. Joseph
County

320
520
480
200
680
680

t

4

5

6
7

7

7

SOURCE: HA) Handbook, YoL. II, Sec. 10.06(10), for
each si-te.

NOTE: Income linit for enrollment = 4 x (annuali.zed
standard cost of adequat,e housing - $120), equivalent
to a monthly entiElement of $10.

The asset ceillng was set high enough to include homeowners with
low eurrent lncome. The limlt is $20r000 for nonelderly households,

and $32r500 for elderIy. The family compositlon requirement excludes

single persons under 62 unless handicapped, disabled, or displaced by
**publie action. Applications are accepted only from residents of

*
The schedules were updated near the end of EIdo progrrm years to

reflect inflation in housing costs, but the new schedules are not used
ln most of this analysls since the orlginal schedules were in effect
over nearly all of the perlod. The schedules were adjusted only for
the analysls of turnover in the ellglble populatlon, reported below ln
Sec. IV.

** In August L977, program rules were changed to permit enrollment
of a lluited number of other nonel-derly single persons, as discussed
below, p. L2, fn.

Standard Cost of Ade-
quate Houslng ($/no)

Brown
County

St. Joseph
County

Brorrrn
County

100
L25
155
L70
190
220

100
L25
L45
160
L70
170

,320
,520

4
5

6
7

8
10

,960
,680
,640
,090
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Brown and St. Joseph counties. A1so, most households receiving other
forus of federal housing asslstance are essentially excluded. They

can enroIl in the program, but can receive no allowance until- they

move to nonsubsidized housing.

DATA SOURCES

This study is based on two kinds of data--the administrative re-
cords of the housing allowance offices ln the two experimental sitesl
and the annual surveys of househoLds conducted in each site.o *O
records are batched annually to form cumulative research files that
detail enrollees and their housing. Second-year records describe pro-
gram enrollees and their housing through June 1976 ln Brown County,

through December L976 ia St. Joseph. Those dates nark the second an-

nlversaries of enrollment operations in the respectlve "it"".*o 
In

general, program events in St. Joseph County trail those in Brown County

by six to nine months

The annual surveys of households in each site are addressed to

marketwide probabllity samples of resldential properties, straElfied
by location (urban/rura1) , tenure (owner/renter), number of units, and

cost (estlmated market value or gross rent). To estimate the total
population and lts components, weights are assi.gned to individual
records.

The baseline surveys, which supply most of the population esti-
mates presented here, were administered in early L974 Ln Brown County

and early 1975 ln St. Joseph County. A subset of records containlng
complete lncome, asset, and famiry composition datan*o ,r."."sary for

*"As discussed above (p. 5), survey cycles are referred to as base-
LLne, uanse 2, uaue 3, and so on. The IIAO data, however, Idere all col-
lected after the program began operation, so are referred to as year 1,
year 2, yeaz. 3, and so on.

*rr
Enrollment began in Brown County in June 1974. A Ifuuited invita-

tlonal enrollment began in St. Joseph County ln January L975, followed
by open enrollment in April. Enrollment there was initially limited to
Sout.h Bend residents but soon extended countywide.

***
The residency requlrement is not an issue, since the survey was

not fielded outside elther county.
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deterulning program ellglblllty was dranm from the set of aI1 field-
complete records.o ,h"r. were 3r338 such records for Brown County,

21496 for St. Joseph. A conslderably smaller subset described households

that satlsfled ellgibility requirements; those forro the basis for our

estfunates of the characterlstics of the ellgible population in each site.
In Brown and St. Joseph counties 900 and 705 records, respectively, were

flagged eIlgible.
When we began thls analysis, only for Brown County was the second

wave of household surveys weighted and ready for prellmlnary studies
of longltudinal effects. Because postbaseline surveys are addressed to

a smaller sample of properties, wave 2 ln Bror,rn County yielded just
2rL73 records that met requLrements for complete data on income, assets,
and famlly composltlon. Slnce both lncome and housing costs rose in
the year between the basellne and wave 2 surveys, eIlglbillty hras tested

agalnst an lncome standard adjusted to reflect a yearrs lnflation ln
houslng costs. Uslng that hypothetical income standard, 531- wave 2

records were flagged ellgLble. Those records update the eligibility
estlmates from the basellne survey and are used to trace ellglblIlty
changes for lndlvidual households. When avallable, the second wave of

household surveys ln St. Joseph County will support a paraIlel analysis
there.

*
Incomes for homeordners are understated because the complex calcu-

latlons needed to estlmate home equj.ty and the imputed income there-
from were noE completed before Ehis analysis was begun. Appendix D

dlscusses the effects of that understatement for eligibllity estimates.
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II. CHARACTERISTICS OF THE ELIGIBLE POPUI.ATION

Although federal housing assistance programs all have explicit
eligibility tests, we rarely know how many or what kinds of people

would pass the tests if they applied. The same is true of other trans-
fer programs, such as Aid to Faruilles with Dependent Children (AFDC) or

Medicare. The Supply Experiment provides an unusual opportunity to

learn who i-s eligible as distinguished from who applies for or actually
receives assistance.

This section presents our baseline estimates of the sizes and char-

acteristics of the populations eliglble for housing allowances in Brown

and St. Joseph counties. The estimates are derived from sample surveys

of households conducted in each site just before the program began. The

surveys gathered enough inforur,ation on each interviewed household to

Eest its eliglbility against nearly all the pertinent program rules.

KEY FINDINGS

a About 20 percent of all households in each site are eligible
for an allowance. In both sites, there are more eligible
homeowners than renters. In Brown County, 53 percent of those

eligible are homeowners; in St. Joseph County, 70 percent.

Most eligible homeowners in both sites are elderly.
Four types of households predominate among the ellgibles in
each site: young couples with young children, single heads

with children, elderly couples, and elderly single persons.

Together, those groups account for about 85 percent of all
eligibles
Differences i-n the sources, amounts, and stability of the

four groupsr nonallowance incomes affect the appropriateness

for them of a housing-earmarked transfer and the likelihood
that they will enroll. Only the young couples have much

o

Their disEribution is shown in Table 2.2 below, p. L7"
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o

prospect of earning enough to end Eheir need for housing as-

sistance.
Mlnorlty households are more llkely to be eliglble than their
whlte counterparts, reflecting their generally lower income

and, for nonelderly families, larger household size. Their
higher eligibillty rates are due principally to the dispro-
portlonate number of single parents among them: Among all
rni-nority households, one ln flve consists of a slngle woman

wtth chlldren (see Tab1e C.6); among all eligible rulnorlty
households, more than one in three.

}MTIIOD OF ANALYSIS

The basellne household surveys yielded complete interview records

for 31338 households in Brown County and 21496 ln St. Joseph County.

They were welghted to represent the corresponding populatlons of 44r000

and 741000 households, respecttvely. We deternined which households

were ellgible to enroll ln the allowance program by applylng the pro-
gramls lncome, asset, and family composltlon rules to each record. The

surveys did not ask all the questlons needed for a full test nor probe

as deeply as the IIAOs to check the accuraey of answers. Moreover,

sotre survey records were flawed by nonresponse to pertinent questions.

Therefore, ellglblllty determination by our method was less reliable
than by an IIAO enrollment tnterview.

By progran rules, slngle persons under 62 were eligible only if
handicapped, dlsabled, or dlsplaced by public action.n Thu surveys

did not obtaln that information, so rre counted all slngles under 62 as

ineligible. In fact, LI4 slngles ln Brown County and 103 in St. Joseph

County had enrolled by the end of the second program year.

The HAOs estimate the value of each homeownerrs equity ln hls prop-

erty and lmpute lncome fron that asset at the rate of 5 percent annually.
Most lntervlewed homeowners gave us the information needed for the cal-
culation, but it was complex to process and so not ready when thi-s study

*In August L977, this rule was changed so that all singles quali-
fied who met income, asset, and resldency rules, but the number of
healthy, nonelderly si-ngles permitted to receive allowance payments is
limited to 10 percent of all recipients.
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began. Consequently, homeowner incomes are slightly undersEaLed, lead-

ing Eo-overestlmates of the number eliglble.* A homeor^merts equity,
where known, was included for the asset test; otherwise, we inferred a

householdts asset status from the equalized assessed value of lts home

and other asset data.
We found 900 records for Brown County and 705 for St. Joseph

County that Eet our eligibility tests. I,leighted, they represent about

8r000 and 15r600 households, respectively. Those counts exclude an

estimated 600 renter households in Brown County and 11700 in St. Joseph

County who were eligible but lived i.n federally subsidized housing;

they could participate in the allowance program only if they moved to

unsubsidized dwellings.
Eligibllity rates for specific groups uere calculated by dividing

the estimated number eligible by the estimated countyride population

of the lndicated group, both estimates coming from sample survey data.

As in all such data, the estimates are subject to sanpllng errors, hence

progressively less reliable 6s sample sizes decrease. For some suall
groups, enrollment exceeded the estimated number of eligibles, an event

that xnay reflect either sampling errors, weaknesses in the eligibility
test, or population changes between baseline and the date of the enroll-
ment count.

WHO IS ELIGIBLE?

About 20 percent of all households in each site are eligible.
Table 2.1 shows eligibility rates for owners and renters ln four of

the ten life-cycle stages described in Appendix A. The four groups

are analyzed here because each is nr:rnerically large and presents spe-

cial problems for a housing assistanc" progrrr.oo What they have in
comorrr of course, is 1ow income relative to household size. They

differ in the expected duration of their poverty, their asset holdings
(especially real estate), and the kind of housing they need to live
comfort.ably and decently.

Appendix D gives subsequent information.
** In fact, Table 2.2 beLow shows that 85 percent of all eligible

households come from these four stages.



Table 2.1

BASELINE ELIGIBILITY RATES BY HOUSING TENURE AND LIFE-CYCLE STAGE:
BROWN AI.ID ST. JOSEPH COUNTIES

Percent Ellgible

Life-Cycle Stage Totals

Bra,ln County

Young couple, young chi.ldren
Slngle head wlth chlldren
Elderly couple
Elderly slngle
A11 other stagesa

A11 stages

L4
74
34
59

6
18

I
H
5
I

St. Joseph County

Young couple, young children
Slngle head wlth children
Elderly couple
Elderly single
A11 other stagesd

A11 stages

SOURCE: Tabulated by IIASE staff from basellne household survey records for
each site.

NOTE: Numbers of househol-ds and percent ellglble for the allowance program
are estimated from 31338 and, 21496 baseline records for Brom and St. Joseph
counties, respectively. The four life-cycle stages are selected from the ful1
set deflned ln Appendix A.

aExcludes nonelderly sl-ng1e persons who are ellgtble because they are handi-
capped, dlsabled, or displaced by publlc action; the survey records do not
ldentlfy those special clrcumstances.

t4
55
44
7L

5
2t

Or^rners Renters

Number of Households

Totals Oumers Renters

10,060
740

3,510
2,O9O

14,190
30, 590

2,720
1,300

460
1,320
7,440

L3,24O

'L2,7BO

2,O40
3,970
3,4L0

2L,630
43,930

9
59
30
52

5
L4

33
82
63
70

8
28

11, 110
2,630
6, 380
6,000

31, 060
57,230

2,77O
2,860

630
1,460
9,380

17,100

13,880
5, 540
7 ,010
7 ,460

40,44O
7 4 ,33O

10
50
44
70

4
19

30
60
4L
73
I

27
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For young couples with young children, eligibility usually arises
from unemployment--a particular danger for that group because mothers

of young children seldom work. Lacking the security of a second earner,

all depends on the husbandrs finding and keeping a job at a stage in
his life when he usualJ-y lacks both skill-s and seniority. BuE for most

such cases, unemployment is temporary, so the duration of eligibility
is like1y to be correspondingly short.

Single heads with children are nearly all women--unmarried, sep-

arated from their husbands, di-vorced, or widowed. While the children
are smaIl, such persons cannoE easily work outslde the home, and many

are in any case iIl-prepared for gainful employment. Over 40 percent

of all single parents in our sites receive public assistance in the

form of AFDC, but the amounEs faII short of the allowance programts

income limits; over 60 percent of all eliglbles receive AFDC. Barrlng
marriage or remarriage, a single woman with children is likely to need

financial help for many years.

Elderly couples usually become eligible when both have retired
from the labor force. Although most are eligible for Social Security
benefits, again the amounts do not exceed the allowance progra.rs in-
come limits unless supplemented by private pensions, annuities, or other
income. Retirement income is usually fixed (except for the inflation
indexing of Social- Security) for life.

Eligible elderly singles are mostly women, mostly widows. As with
elderly couples, their financial distress is 1ike1y to endure until they

die. In addition, elderly \iromen are typically less able to manage

household chores and home maintenance than any of the precedi-ng groups.

The remaining eligibles ("a11 other stages") comprise a fer* young

or roiddle-aged couples without children and some middle-aged couples
with children. Middle-aged couples are rarely eligible because the
earner is usually secure in a job that pays reasonably well. Moreover,
both members of a childless couple are likely to be employed.

The eligible populatj-ons of Brown and St. Joseph counties differ
somewhaE in composition. Although the same four life-cycle stages pre-
dominat.e in both, Brown county has relatively more etigible young cou-
ples and relatively fewer eligible elderly singles. And, as already
noted, St. Joseph county has relatively more eligible homeowners.
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Those differences mostly, but not entirely, reflect corresponding

differences in the composition of the general populations. In both

counties, about 14 percent of all young couples with children are eli-
gible for allowances. But a larger fraction of Brown Countyrs single
parents and smaller fractions of its elderly households, both couples

and singles, qualify. Fewer single parents in Brornm County are employed,

so more are dependent on AI'DC; moreover, their families are slightly
larger. Both factors may contribute to the higher eltgibility rates

*there. On the other hand, relatively fewer elderly households are

eligible in Bror^m County because more have additional income from wages

and salaries, int,erest and dl-vidends.

COMPOSITION OF THE ELIGIBLE POPULATIONS

Given the characteristic emphasis of federal housing assistance
programs on rental housing, it is interesting to note from TabLe 2.2

that homeordners predominate among eligibles in both sites, composing

53 percent of the total in Brown County and 70 percent in St. Joseph.

Part1y, the difference between counties refl-ects the fact that about

1r700 otherwise eligible households in St. Joseph County but only 600

ln Brown County live ln federally subsidi-zed rental units and are thus

excluded from the counts shown in Table 2.2. But even counting them

as ellgible renters would not equalize the tenure mix between the two

counties.
The remaining dlfference is accounted for partly by St. Joseph

Countyrs higher number of elderly persons, 1ike1y to be both poor and

homeowners; and partly by the much lower property values in St. Joseph

CounLy, especially central South Bend. It is often advantageous for a

poor family to buy an inexpensive home for about $101000 rather than

rent; for t.he same reason, it is less advantageous for the elderly to

sell their homes and become renters.
The distribution of eligibles by life-cycle stage is due to both

'-Elaborated in McCarthy, Housing Chotees and Residential Mobility
in Site f at BaselLne, Tables 3 and 5, pp. 12 and 15 (Brown County),
alrd Housing . in Site fI at Baseline, Tables 2 ar.d 4, PP. 8 and 12
(St. Joseph County).
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Table 2.3

.ELIGIBLE HOUSEHOLDS AT BASELINE BY RACE, HOUSING TENURE,
AND LIFE-CYCLE STAGE: ST. JOSEPH COIJNTY

Mlnority

Life-Cycle Stage

Young couple, young children
Single head with children
Elderly couple
Elderly single
A11 othera

A11 stages

Arlnefs

Percent

24
11
L2
24

100

L7
53

2

L2
16

100

29

Rentev,s

Young couple, young children
Single head wlth chLldren
Elderly couple
Elderly slngle
A11 othera

A11 stages

SOURCE: Tabulated by IIASE staff from baseline household survey
records for St. JosePh County.

NOTE: I'linority households include all headed by nonwhites or
Latins; about 90 percent are blaek, and most of the remainder are
Latln. Of the 705 survey records for eliglble households, 181 are
for minority households.

aExcludes nonelderry single persons who are ellgible because they
are handicapped, disabled, or dlsplaced by public action; the survey
records do not ldentify those special circumst.ances.

h"Estlnate based on fewer than 10 survey records.

single-parent renters. For all other groups, the median faIls between

$400 and $700 annually. In Brown County, renters in alI stages but one

are needier than homeowners. In St. Joseph County, tenure is a poor

guide to relative need.

Although the amount of entiElement may Deasure need, the financial
inducement to enroll is better measured by the ratio of entiElement to

nonallowance income, also shorun in Table 2.4. Among individual

Wtrite

Number
Eligible Percent

Number
Eligible

8
L1
28
42
L1

100

380b
320?
L5o?
L6o?
320b

1, 330

760
l-,020
2,690
4,060
1,070
9,600

b

620
1,030

230
910
570

3,360

19
31

7

27
L7

100

220
680

30b
l_50
200

,2801



Table 2.4

HOUSEHOLD INCOME AND ALLOWANCE ENTITLEMENT BY HOUSING TENURE AND LIFE-CYCLE
STAGE: ELIGIBLE HOUSEHOLDS IN BROWN AND ST. JOSEPH COUNTIES

Eltgible Renters

Life-Cycle Stage

Broan County

Young couple, young chlldren
Single head wlth chlldren
Elderly couple
Elderly stngle
A1I othere

A11 stages

Median
Ratloa

.09

.27

.L4

.25

.13

.20

St. Joseph County

Young couple, young children
Slngle head wlth chlldren
Elderly couple
Elderly slngle
A11 otherc

A11 stages

SOURCE: Tabulated by HASE staff from basellne household survey records for each site.
NOTE: Allowance enritlement is based on adjusted gross lncome. Incomes shown here

have not been adjusted.
a
Medlan of lndlvldual ratlos of allowance entitlement to gross Lncome.

h
"Estlmate based on fewer than 10 survey records.
eNumbers of fiouseholds and percent ellglble for the allowance program are estlmated from

31338 and, 21496 basellne records for Brown and St. Joseph countles, respectively. The

four llfe-cycle stages are selected from the full set defl-ned l-n Appendlx A.
,l .

-".u'
)

\
jJ

l1
I

11
35
19
24
10
22

i

Eligible 0wners

Median Amount ($/Vr) Median Amount ($/yr)

Allowance
Entitlement

Gross
Income

Medlan
Ratiod

Allowance
EntiLlement

Gross
Income

442
444b
457
644
479
474

7 , oo3_
7,032b
5,L32
2,569
7,018
5,223

.06
(b)
,09
.25
.09
.t0

602
1,063

585
638
62s
728

6,030
4,025
4,137
2,57 4
4,800
4,032

6B4b
650
410
639
620
620

6
4
2

5
3

5,078b
009
847
600
704
531

(b)
.11
.08
.26
.09
.15

1,148
690
627
506
743

660 5,600
3,268
3,600
2,566
4,gg5
3,600
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househol-ds, the ratio ranges from nearly zeto for those close J .n"
income limit, to very high values for those with little nonallov/ance

income. Even the median values for eligible households ln the dif-
ferent tenure and life-cycle groups vary surprisingly, from 6 to 35

percent.

Whereas a 6 percent increment to income may not much excj.te even

a poor family, a 35 percent increase would certainly generate interest
in the allowance program. Such extreme values imply contrasting house-

hold circumstances. The low flgure is for young homeowner families in
Bror,m County whose median income is $7r000, a group composed of wage

earners who probably purchased a home before a temporary drop in income.

The high figure is for single-parent renters in St. Joseph County whose

median income is under $31300, a group composed nostly of unemployed

women wit,h small children, whose maln support is Af'DC.

The circumstances of elderly singles differ little by either site
or tenure. The median income in every case i.s about $21600, approxi-
mately the amount of a widowfs Social Security beneflts in L973-74.

The housing allowances to which they would be entitled would typically
increase their incomes by a fourth, a substantial increment to a tight
budget.

The circutnstances of elderly iouples vary rnore. In both si.tes,

eligible or^,ners could typically add less than a tenth to their incomes;

renters, 14 to 19 percent. Among young couples, the difference between

ordners and renters is less, but the difference between those in Brown

County and those in St. Joseph County is greater. Remembering that in
every category half of the households would have larger entitlements
and larger ratios than the medians shown in the table, we would expect

all types of eligibles to be represented among enrollees.

CONCLUSIONS

Identifying those eligible for housing allowances in our two ex-

perimental sites is akin to identifying t,he poor or near-poor, given

income and the number of family members to be supported. The allowance

program uses nearly the same standards as the public housing program,

but less stringent than those used by the federal welfare or food stamp
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programs. In each of two communities differing considerably in economic

circumstances and population composition, we find that about 20 percent

of all households are eligible for housing allowances. If the national
Earget for housing assistance encompasses 20 percent of the nationrs
households, it is clear that existing programs help only a sma1l frac-
tion of those in need. Existing program coverage is skimpy partly be-

cause the large programs are addressed only to renters. Probably be-

cause little is known about homeowner housing costs and what is known

is conrmonly misinterpreted, they have seldom been included in housing

assistanc. nrogr"r".o Yet our data show that the rnajority of those

who need financial assistance to bring their housing expenses down to

a fourth of income are homeordners. Unlike most federal housing assis-
tance programs, housing allowances can easily serve both renters and

homeowners, offeri-ng equal benefj.ts to those wi-th equal need.

!"An idea broached in Lawrence Helber s, Mee,suri-ng Homeouner Needs

for Housing Assistance, The Rand Corporation, irIN-9079-HUD' February
1978, Sec. V, pp. 79-95.



t

-23-

III. ENROLLMENT AT THE END OF YEAR 2

Perhaps the best measure of the allowance programts attractiveness
to its target population is the enrollment nate, defined as the rati.o
of households currently enrolled to households eligible for the program.

This section examines enrollment rates in each site at the end of the

second program year--June L976 in Brown County, December 1976 ln St.

Joseph County.

Because both programs Trere then still growingr the rates presented

are below Ehose subsequently achieved and should not be interpret.ed as

longrun enrollment rates either in the experi-mental sites or elsewhere.

However, the interim raEesr.when computed for different groups of en-

rollees, do telI us about the relative appeal of the program to dif-
ferent classes of households. Here, ure compare enrollment rates for
owners and renters, for selected life-cycle stages, for whites and

other races, and for selected income sources. In each comparison, we

try to explain the observed differences.

KEY FINDINGS

a At the end of the second year, 42 percent of all eligible
households were enrolled in Brorrn County and 34 percent in
St. Joseph. Subsequent data show that enrollment was then

leveling off in Brown County but continued to grow rapidly
in St. Joseph County during the third program year.

Among eligibles, rhose with the highest propensities to en-

ro11 were renters, single household heads, minorities, and

AFDC recipients. Those least like1y to enroll were olrners,

households headed by couples, whites, and those with earned

i-ncomes. Enrollment rates ranged from as high as 81 percent

for single-parent rent,ers to as low as 16 percent for home-

owner couples.

By definition, an eligible household has 1ow income relative
Eo household size and the local cost of adequate housing.
Among eligibles, greater financial need is reflected in

a
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a

larger allowance entitlemenEs, so those with the larger en-

titlements were more likely to enroIl, especlally if Ehe en-

titlement hras a slgnificant proportion of total lncome.

In general, the program appealed more to the enduringly poor

than to those with only temporarily low incomes. Although

nost eligible households headed by elderly persons are per-
si-stently poor, those headed by elderly couples enrolled at
much lower rates than those headed by elderly single persons.

The higher enrollment rates for ellgible nonwhite households

are only partly explained by a greater lncidence of household

circumstances thaE fuoply enduring poverty. Eligible nonwhites

are more 1ike1y to enroll than eligible whites in the same

tenure class and 1lfe-cyc1e stage.

METHOD OF A]'IALYSIS

The numerators of all enrolluent rates presented here are exact

counts of those enrolled at the end of the second program year. The

denomlnators, hor^rever, are estimates of the number of households e1i-
gible for enrollroent when the progrzm began; their construction from

sample survey data was described in Sec. II above.o ,rrlak. the enroIl-
ment figures, the ellgibility estimates are subject to sampling error.
More lnportant, they describe each siters eligible population as it
exlsted two years earlier than the enrollment count,s. If Ehe size or

conposltion of the pool of ellgibles in either site changed during that
lnterval, esthated enrollment rates could be mlsleadingly high or Iow.

We use year 2 enrollment data because they are the latest available
in a foru that permits analysis. Although year 1 enrollment daEa are

closer in tlne to the baseline eligibility estinates, enrollment in-
creased so much subsequently thaE the year 1 data are only of historical

*
The eligibility test on survey records used here is based on in-

come reported for the preceding calendar year, so may not accurately
reflect the householdrs current circumstances. The IlAOsr enrollment
test, however, uultlplies by 12 the applicantrs report of ineoue for
the preceding nonth, and so takes current events into account in esti-
nating income for the coning year.

!.
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interest; on the other hand, HAO records for year 3 were still being

prepared for analysi.s when this study began. We use baseline eligi-
bility estimates because only the baseline survey records have been

thoroughly audited and weighted to represent county populations ac-

curately. In due course, household survey records from waves 2 and 3

in each site will be simllarly audited and welghted, and can be used

to corapile eligibility estimates that bracket the year 2 enrollment

counts. In fact, the household records from urave 2 in Brown County

are used in Sec. IV to explore turnover in the population of eligibles.
However, only prelimlnary weights have been asslgned to that file and

crosswave checks continue to raise questions about their validity.
In using baseli-ne eligibility estimates in the present section,

we ignored demographic and economic changes over a two-year interval
that may have changed the size and composition of the pool of ellgi-
bles enough to alter the enrollment rates reported here. Economic

conditions have changed, especially in Brown County where the basellne

surveyrs retrospective income data refer to the recession year of L973.

Unemployment and subsequent reemplo5rment certainly induced program en-

rollments and terminations, and are clearly mirrored ln the comparlsons

of baseline and wave 2 survey data in Sec. IV. Snaller changes are

likely to be found in the distribution of households by size, tenure,

life-cycle stage, and other vari.ables bearing on the present analysis.
The enrollmenE rates reported here must therefore be regarded as

first approximations, to be iurproved by subsequent research. Even so,

they are worth reporting both because so little is known about partici-
pation rates in transfer programs and because Ehey reveal strong patterns
that will certainly survive better synchronizatLon of source data even

though particular raLes may be somewhat revised.

HISTORY OF ENROLLMENT

ated

tory

The significance of year 2 enrollment counts can best be appreci-
j-n the context of the enrollment history of each site. That his-
is simple in Brovrn County, more complex in St. Joseph County.

Much of the information in this subsecti-on is based on the Third
Annual Report of the HousLng Assistance Supply Experirnent, Sec. II.
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Brown County enrollment was opened to al1 eligible residents in late
June'1974. St. Joseph County enrollment began ln early January L975,

but was linited for the first three Donths to a small number of home-

owners contacted by mail and invited to apply; open enrollment began

early in Aprl1 7g75.o Mor"o.r"., the program was initially rest,ricted
to residents of South Bend. In June L975, the proBram jurisdiction
was extended to encompass a five-mile belt of unincorporated but heavily
populated territory around South Bend. The neighboring city of
Mishawaka joined ln M,arch L976, and the unincorporated remainder of
the county in August 1976. Outlying towns and villages joined spo-

radically between August 1975 and October 1976. The program thus did
not operate countywide until nearly the end of the second program y.ar.oo

Although negotiations to establish the allowance program in each

site got considerable publicity, our surveys indicate that the general

public paid little attention. After enrollment began, the IIAOs used

every pronislng medium (lncludlng newspaper, rad1o, and televislon ad-

vertlsements) to tell the publlc how the program worked and who was

llkely to be ellgible. Within a year, 80 percent of all household

heads in Brown County and 87 percent in St. Joseph County had at least
heard of the progr"..o*o

As knowledge of the program spread, thousands of households in
each site applied for admission, including many who were ineligible or
who failed to complete enrollment procedures. At first, the HAOs had

large backlogs of applleants awaiting enrollment int.erviews, so the
pace of enrollment was set by adninistratlve capacity. Once the

*
About 750 invitatlons were issued and 103 homeowners were en-

rolled duri-ng the first three monEhs. That procedure was designed to
permit enrollment to begin without contaminating the baseline survey,
stlll in the field.

**
The program could not accept enrollees frou any civil division

until its governing body agreed to participate. In Brown County, such
agreenents rJere reached rarith all 26 civil divisions before open enroll-
ment began. In St. Joseph County, only South Bend was at first willing
to partlcipate.

***Phyllis L. Ellickson and David E. Kanouse, Publie Pez.eeptions
of Houstng Allouanees: Ihe Fiz.st T1,to leavs, The Rand Corporation,
WN-9817-HUD, January 1978, Fig. 5, p. 67.
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initia.l backlog was processed, the HAOs perlodlcslll stimullted nrrrcr

applications by advertisj.ng, seeklng a steady workload without lmposlng

long waits on new applicants.
During the first two program years, the Brown County HAO recelved

g1640 applications and enrolled 5rOzL households. During the corre-
sponding period in St. Joseph County, the HAO recelved 16,045 applica-
tions and enrolled 7r283 households. However, duri.ng the second year,

new enrollnents were increasingly offset by terminated enrollments,

as Figs. 3.1 and 3.2 show, so program growth slowed. At the end of
year 2, current enrollment was 31377 in Brown County and 51284 ln St.
Joseph County. Current enrollment amounted to 42 and 34 percent, re-
specEivel!, of those eliglble at baseline.

Subsequently, enrollment has grown s1owly in Brown CounEy but

rapidly in St. Joseph. By September L977, the Brown County IIAO had

enrolled 6,782 households, of which 3,675 were stil1 enrolled; the St.
Joseph County IIAO had enrolled L0,026 households, of which 6,340 were

stil1 enrol1ed. Current enrollment then amounted to 46 and 41 percent,

respect,ively, of those eligible at baseline.
Ouer time, the mix of enrollees has changed only slightly in Brown

County in terms of owners and renters, young and oldr large and smaIl

households, and other characteristics to be examined here. Hence, year

2 enrollment rates for specific groups ap.proximate those prevai-ling in
September 1977; since growth is s1ow, the current rates are probably

close to Eheir longrun values.

In St. Joseph County, the steady state of enrollmenE is more elu-
sive. Blacks from central South Bend enrolled heavily in the early
months of the program, but their share of total enrollment declined as

suburban jurisdictions joined the program and more whites enrolled. We

judge that Ehe mix of enrollees had nearly stabilized by the end of
year 2, but the level of enrollment was stil1 growing. Therefore, nore
attention should be given to the relative enrollment rates of different
tyPes of households than to the absolute value of the rate for each type.
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ENROLLMENT RATES BY TENURE AND LIFE-CYCLE STAGE

Table 3.1 shows that the proportion of eligibles who enrolled in
the allowance program varies with both housing tenure and life-cycle
stage. In most respects, the patterns in the two sites are similar.
In both sites, slightly over half of all eligible renters but only a

fourth to a third of all eligible homeowners were enrolled at the end

of year 2. The difference by tenure persists when each tenure class
is disaggregated by life-cycIe stage, so it reflects more than simply

the correlation of tenure and life-cyc1e stage. The most. likely rea-
son is that eligible renters tend to have lower incomes and larger
allowance entitlements than ellgible owners, so the allowance offer is
more attractive to them (see Table 2.4 above, p. 20).

Some argue that enrollment is also conditioned by an eligible
householdrs expectations as to the cost of partlcipating. If an en-

rollment dwelling fails the IIAOts housing evaluation, the enrollee must

either repair it or move ln order to quall-fy for payments. Homeowners

are in practice linited to the first alternative and may therefore be

more reluctant than renters to apply.

Postbaseline surveys will address this issue by elicitlng eligible
respondentsr reasons for not having applied for assistance. But few

eligible households knew enough about the lIA0rs housing standards be-

fore enrolling to Judge reliably whether a home would pass or fail
evaluation. Moreover, the cost to an applicant of enrolling ln the

program is both small and widely known; it consists merely of an hourrs

visit Eo the HAO at an appointed Eime for an interview.* And rented

dwellings fail the evaluation more often than owner-occupied homes--

especially in St. Joseph County, where renter enrollment rates are

highest. On the whole, we judge that the housing-related cost of par-

tielpatlng becomes an issue only after enrollment, since only then has

it been determined.

*
Enrollment procedures are explained to potential applicants either

when they first inquire or when they actually apply. Duri-ng the inter-
view, an applieant must reveal details of his faml-ly circumstances, in-
come, and assets, a requirement that some potential applicants doubtless
count as a cost of enrolling.
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Table 3.1

ENROLLMENT RATES BY HOUSING TENI]RE A]iID LIFE-CYCLE STAGE:
BROIIN AI.ID ST. JoSEPH COIINTIES, YEAR 2

Enrollment
Rate (Z)

Life-Cycle Stage

Young couple, young children
Slngle head with children
Elderly couple
Elderly slngle
Single r:nder 62
A11 other

A11 stages

Bv,oum County

Total

31
64
24
44

(a)
42
42b

23
64
16
29

k)
34
34b

St. Joseph County

Young couple, young children
Slngle head with children
Elderly couple
Elderly slngle
Single under 62
A11 other

A1J- stages

SOURCE: Tabulated by IIASE staff fron baseline household survey records and
year 2IIAO records for each site.

NOTE: The enrollment rate is the number of househol-ds enrolled at the end
of year 2 expressed as a percentage of those ellgible at basellne.

4Not calculated because household surveys do not identify eLigible nonelderly
single persons, who must be handicapped, disabled, or displaced by pubLic action.

A
"Denomlnator of enrolLment rate excludes eliglbJ.e nonelderly single persons,

who were not ldenttfled by the household surveys (see note a). Such households
have enrolled and are ln the numerator, sllghtly biasing this rate upwards.

Number Enrolled
at End of Year 2

Oryners Renters Total Orrners Renters

20L
225
23L
465
10

236
1,369

3s7
730
86

423
104
309

2,009

558
9s5
3L7
888
LL4
545

3,377

22
52
22
43

(a)
33
3gb

40
69
30
46

(a)
52
fib

L77
5s6
45t

1 ,151_
22

398
2,755

278
1,398

57
393

81
332

2,529

455
L,944

508
L,544

103
730

5,284

16
42
16
27

(a)
28
2sb

33
81
22
37

(a)
43
s4b



-32-

Within each tenure class, enrollment rates vary by life-cycte
stage. In both classes and both sites, the highest rates are for sin-
gle parents, reaching 81 percent for single-parent renters in St.
Joseph County. In each site also, elderly single persons have the
second-highest enrollment rate. The lowest rates are for homeowner

couples--16 percent in St. Joseph County, 22 percent in Brown County.

Remarkably, the rates among ol^rners ln each site are identical for young

couples with young children and elderly couples; among renters, the
young couples are more likely to enroIl. Although we lack tidy ex-
planations for all the int,ergroup differences in enrollment rates shown

in Tab1e 3.1, we think they result fron the interaction of several fac-
tors: intergroup differences in income, perception of need, and atti-
tude toward public assistance.

INFLUENCE OF FINANCIAI NEEDS

Table 2.4 above (p. 20) showed substantial intergroup variation
in the median incomes of those eligible for enrollment and inverse
variations in their medlan allowance entitlements. For most eligibles,
the lnducenent to enroll should increase with the ratio of expected

benefits to income; in fact, comparing the ratios in Table 2.4 to the

enrolluent rates in Table 3.1 reveals a strong direct relation between

them. However, the relatlonship between income and entitlement i.s com-

p1ex, and we cannot be sure what people expected when they decided

whether or not to apply.*
From household survey records, we esti-mated the entitlements of

*
Allowance entitlement varies inversely with income and directly

with household size. However, the HAOsr initial atEempts Lo publicize
i.ncome limits and benefit Ievels floundered on the complexities of income
accountingr so most subsequent advertising merely advised those with low
or moderate incomes to call the HAO and find out if they were likely
to be eliglble. Those not clearly ineligible were invited to apply,
but no applicant learned the amount of his allowance entitlement until
the end of his enrollment intervier^r. Of those intervier4red through
September L977, about 17 percent i-n each site were found ineligible.
Another 7 percent i-n Bronrn County and 14 percent in St. Joseph County
either failed to complete the interview or completed it but declined
to enrolI even though eligible.
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the eligible and used our estimFtes to calculate enrollment rates by

amount'of entitlement. The results, displ-ayed in Table 3.2, show that
larger entitlements are i-ndeed associated with higher enrollment rates,
although the correlation ls weak. We thlnk that weakness is due partly
to different perceptions of need among households with sinlLar entitle-
Dents. For young couples and "a11 other" households, eliglbility usu-

a1ly is a consequence of temporary unemployment. Although an allowance

may ease the imediate need for cash, few such househol-ds expect thelr

Table 3.2

ENROLLMENT RATES BY AI'IOUNT OF ALLOIJA]ICE ENTITLE}IENT:
BROWN AND ST. JOSEPH COUNTIES, YEAR 2

Year 2 Enrollnent Rate (Z)
Maximum
Monthly

Ent itlement
($)

St. Joseph County
q

10-19
20-29
30-39
40-49
50-59
60-69
70-89
90-l_19

L20+
A11 amounts

Total

31
30
39

L7

25
35
31
49
57
34

SOURCE: Tabulated by IIASE s f fron baseline household
survey records and year 2 IIA0 records for each slte.

NOTE: The enroll-ment rate is the number of households
enrolled at the end of yeat 2 expressed as a percentage of
those eligible at baseline. Allowance entltlements for
enrollees were calculated by the IIAOs; those for eligibles
were estimated from household survey records. Entitlement
intervals were chosen to provide adequate sarnple sizes for
computing enroLl-ment rates.

aHouseholds entitled to less than $10 uonthl-y cannot enroll,
but the minlmum entitlenent for continued participation is zero.

Brown County

Owners Renters Total Onzners Renters

13
32
28
61
27
23
62

(b)
(b)
33

54
54
78
39
81
53

44
26
44
67

20
29
32
64
38
40
73
42
69
42

18
34
29
37
2L
25
19
20

(b)
25

1-3

25
31
42
37
63
60
96
80
54

b
Sample of eligibles is too sma1l for a rellable estimate.
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reduced cl.rcumstances to continue long.* Slrrgl" parents and the elderly,
however, rarely have reason to expect subst,antlal increases in lncome.

Thelr budgetary problerns are therefore longlasting and enrollment ln
the al-lowance program promlses correspondingly longteru rellef.

Table 3.3 supports our hypothesis. It shows enrollment rates for
eligible households grouped by source of lncome (the sources are not

mutually exclusive). Those wlth some earned income were least llkeIy

Table 3.3

ENROLLMENT RATES BY SELECTED INCOME SOURCES:
BROIIN AI.ID ST. JOSEPH COINTIES, YEAR 2

Enrollment Rare (Z)

Income Source
St. Joseph

County

Earnings
UnenpJ.oyment conpensatlon
Pension or Social Securj-ty
ATDC

A11 sources

16
22
28
52
34

: Tabulated by IIASE staff from baseline
household survey records and year 2 HAO records for
each site.

NOTE: The enrollment rate ls the number of house-
holds enrolled at the end of yeat 2 orpressed as a
percentage of those ellglble at basellne. Ellgible
and enrolled households reportLng lncome during the
precedlng year from the lndlcated source are lncluded
in the correspondlng enrol-lment rate ccmputation.
Because most households reported more than one income
source, the entries ln each colunn are not mutually er-
clusive. Not al-I sources are listed, so only the last
row accounts for all ellglble ard enrolled households.

to enroll despite low income during the preceding year. Those who drew

unemplolrnent compensation for part of that year were more likely to en-

ro11. Households at least partly dependent on retireDent income Irere

*̂As shown in Sec. V below, 'nFny such households who have enrolled
drop out of the program voluntarily when their incomes rise.

Brown
Cor.rnty

2L
37
40
7L
42
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sEill more likely to enroll. Eligibles receiving AFDC had the highest

enrollment rate; 1r000 such households in Brown County ar:d 21300 in St.

Joseph County are nearly twice as likely to enroll as those who derive

income from other sources.

INFLUENCE OF ATTITUDES TOWAR-D PUBLIC ASSISTANCE

We suspect that marital status affects a householdrs attltude
toward public assistance: Single household heads, lacking the moral

support of a spouse, are probably readier to look to a public agency

for help even when their financial problems are objectively no l^rorse

than those of couples. That hypothesis would explain why enrollment
rates of elderly single persons exceed those of elderly couples even

when their entitleuents are lower--as Elmong renters in St. Joseph

County (see Table 2.4 above, p. 20). It would also help explain why

eJ.derly couples so closely resemble young couples in their propensity

to enroll, despite other differences in thel-r circumstances.

The high enrollment rates of AFDC recipients suggesr another fac-
tor related to attltudes toward public assistance. Such households

are already receiving public assistance and are thus familiar with the

adminlstrative procedures necessary to obtain aid; they may also feel
less compromised by accepting additlonal aid than would someone here-

tofore self-supporting.
Attitudes differ also by race. Blacks and Latins in St. Joseph

County are not only more likely to be eligible than whltes, but also

to enroIl. Table 3.4 shows that among eligible nonwhite households,

44 percent of the owners and 79 percent of the renters were enrolled
at the end of year 2; the comparable figures for whites were 23 and 45

percent. One reason for heavy enrollment by nonwhites is their con-

centration in the life-cycle stages, such as single-parent households,

having high enrollment rates among both whites and nonwhites. Virtu-
a1ly all nonwhite single-parent renters were enrolled, but only 63 per-
cent of the whites in similar circumstances. Such a finding i-s not

unusual for assistance programs.

The differential participation rates by race are discussed in
"Welfare and Female-Headed Families," Chap. 5 in Heather L. Ross and
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Table 3.4

ENROLLMENT RATES BY RACE, IIOUSING TENT'RE, AI{D LIFE-CYCLE STAGE:
sr. JoSEPH coIrNTY, YEAR 2

Enrollment
Rate (Z)

Life-Cycle Stage Minority

hrtneYs

Young couple, young chlldren
Slugle head wlth chlldren
Elderly couple
ElderLy singLe
Slngle under 62
All other

AJ.l stages

(a)
(a)
(a)
(a)
(b)
(a)
44

37
(d)
(a)
33

(b)
48
7ge

Renters

Young coupLe, young chlldren
Slngle head with chlldren
Elderly couple
Elderly slngle
Slngle under 62
AJ,l other

A11- stages

SOIRCE: Tabulated by tl"ASE Btaff from basellne household survey re-
cords and year 2 HAO records for St. Joseph County.

NOTE: The enrollment rate is the number of households enrolled at
the end of year 2 expressed as a Percentage of those eLigible at base-
Llne.

asample of eJ-lglbles ls too small for a reliable estlmate.
h"Not calcul-ated becauge household surveys do not identify ellglbIe

nonelderly slngle persons, who must be handicapped, disabled' or dis-
placed by public action.

eDenomlnator of enrollment rate excludes ellglble nonelderly slngle
persons, who were not ldentified by the househoLd surveys (see note b).
Such households have enrolled and are Ln the numerator, sllghtly blasing
thls rate upwards.

J

'calculated rate enceeds 100.

Number Enrolled at
End of Year 2

Wtrite Mlnority Wtrl-te

133
316
37L

1,043
L4

286
2,L63

44
240
80

108
9

111_

592

(a)
31
14
26

(b)
27
23

c

t97
548
45

344
42

234
1,510

81
740

L2
49
39
98

1,019

32
63
20
38

(b)
4L
45e
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CONCLUSIONS

Enrollment rates at the end of the second program year suggest

that slightly more than half of the eligible renters and only a fourth
to a third of the eligible owners are likely to be enrolled at a given

time. To some observers, those figures seem l-ow, considering that the

program has been widely publieized for two years and offers substantial
benefits. However, such is the general experience in this country even

for long-established transfer programs. One recent study set partici-
pation in the federal food stamp progrrp at 38 percent of those eligl-
ble. A study of New Yorkts poor indicates that only 52 percent of all
households and 60 percent of all persons eligible for publlc asslstance

actually drew benefits in March L970.

The large variations in enrolluent rates by tenure and life-cycle
stage do not succumb to simple explanations. For some ellgibles, the

expected benefits are probably too surall to be worth the trouble.
Others apparenEly expect higher incomes soon. Attitude toward accepting

public assistance seems Eo vary with household compositlon and race.

And some may stil1 not know abouE the prograu or teaLLze that they are

eliglble. More research is needed to gauge the importance of these

economic, social, and psychological- factors.
Those who do enroll can be usefully divided into two groups. One

comprises those whose need for assistance is due to temporary loss of
earnings; for them, housing allowances are virtuall-y equivalent to un-

employment compensation, enabling them to keep up mortgage or rent, paf
ments during a few months of adversity. Others are more permanently

poor, because of age or childcare responsibilities that prevent working;

Isabel V.
bg Women,

Sawhi1l, Time of ?nansition: The Grouth of Fanilies Headed
The Urban Institute, Washington, D.C., L975.

Maurice MacDonald, Food Stanps and fncome Maintenance, Academic
Press, New York City, forthcoming; C. Peter Ryde11 and others, Welfwe
Caseload Dynamics tn New lork City, The Rand CorporaEion, R-1441-NYC,
Oct,ober L974, Table 3.5, p.37; and David M. de Ferranti and others, The
WeLfaz:e and Nonuelfare Poor in Neu lork Ci,ty, The Rand Corporation,
R-1381-NYC, June 1974, p. 59. The latter two reports were published
jointly with the New York City Human Resources AdminisEration.
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for them, housing allowances provide a longterm income supplement, dlf-
fering from ttwelfarett in that benefits are conditioned on the consump-

tion of adequate housing. Roughly two-thirds to three-fourths of those

enrolled at the end of year 2 were persistently poor.



-39-

IV. TURNOVER IN TIIE POPULATION OF ELIGIBLES

The population eliglble for housing allowances has a constantly
fluctuating membership. If its income, assets, or size and composi-

tLon changes, a household may become eliglble or lose its ellglbility
under program rules. The net result of many such changes may be to
either lncrease or decrease the number of eligible households or to
alter their distribution by household type. Program rules may them-

selves change, augmenting or diminishing the eliglble population.

This section reports our initial investlgation of eligibllity
changes in Brown County during the first year of program oPerations.

We compare independent baseline and wave 2 estlmates of the eligible
populationrs size and composition; and trace changes l.n the ellglhlltty
of indivldual households interviewed in both surveys. We are resErlcted
to Bror.m County because only that siters wave 2 survey records had been

audited and asslgned prelininary weights ln tlme for the present analy-

sis. Although ln uslng those data we encountered certaln technical
difficulties that slgniflcantly qualify the flndings reported h.r.,*
the broad patterns of ellgibillty change seem llkely to survive later
reanalysis.

KEY FINDINGS

a As Brown County recovered from the recession of L973-74, the

number of households eligible for allowances decreased. House-

holds headed by nonelderly coupLes initially eligible due to
temporary unemployment lost their ellgibllity when the bread-
winner returned to work.

Households not. ln the labor force--single parents and elderly
persons--rilere essentially unaffected by either recession or
economic recovery. But more became eligible because the num-

ber of such households was growing in Brown Count.y as elsewhere

a

*Detailed be1ow, rrMethod of Analysls.r'
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in the nation, and because thelr low incomes have apparently

noE kept pace with lnflation in houslng costs.

The eliglbility status of about a tenth of all households

changed during the intersurvey year. The turnover among

eligibles (those becoming eligible plus those becoming ineli-
gible) involved more than a third of the population eligible
at one or both surveys.

Among eligibles, turnover was greatest for nonelderly couples

and least for single parents and elderly single persons. It
increased with the proportion of income deri-ved from earnings.

Virtually none of those who depended primarily on AFDC changed

eligibility status duri-ng the year.

METHOD OF ANAIYSIS

To measure changes i-n the size and composiEion of the ellgible
population, we compared independent estimates of that population from

baseline and wave 2 survey records for Brown County. The basellne sur-
vey ylelded conplete records for 3r338 households, of which 900 were

counted as eliglble. The smaller wave 2 survey yielded 2rL73 complete

records, i.ncludlng 531 for eligible households. In both cases, the

records were weighted to estimate the corresponding eligible populati-ons.

However, the wave 2 weight.s, newly computed when thi.s analysi.s

began, were devised by a method that did not guarantee their consis-
Eency wlth baseline weights. Although they passed several tests for
validlty and plausiblllty, they imply larger changes ln some population
groups than could have occurred in a single year. (Specifically, the

number of households headed by single parents supposedly increased by

22 percent). Pending further refinements in crosswave weighting pro-
cedures, comparisons of population estimates are of uncertain reli-
ability.

To trace household eligibility changes, we linked the records for
each of Lr299 households interviewed at both basellne and wave 2. The

linked records account for just 39 percent of the complete baseline
records and 60 percent of the complete wave 2 records. Because the

survey panel consists of properties and dwellings that are revisited
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annually to interview the current occupant.s, households that move be-

tween surveys drop out of the sample. Our file of linked household

records thus excludes all movers; and since the circumstances that
resulE in a new eligibility status are also like1y to promPt a move,

the linked sample probably understates eligibility changes. Moreover,

because renters move often and owners seldom, the linked sample is
biased in favor of owners. Because we could not adequately assess

and correct Ehe biases, we present dat.a on the linked file only in the

form of unweighted record counts.

To determlne a householdrs eligibility, one trust compare lts ad-
justed gross income wlth Ehe standard cost of adequate houslng (de-

noted .R*). Baseline eligibility estimates reflect the initial sched-

ule of .R*, based on housing market data from a survey conducted in
September L973, nine months before Bror,rm County enrollment began.

That schedule was revised in February L976 t,o reflect i.nterim lnfl-ation
in housing costs due mostly to rising prices for fuel and utlliti.es.
When the revision was promulgated, income limits for enrollment were

Ehereby increased by about 15 percent.

The wave 2 household survey was conducted in Brown County durlng

the first half of 1975 and gathered income data for calendar 7974.

I^Ihat income limits should be used to determine the eligiblllty of the

households surveyed then? Although in early 1975 the HAO st1ll used

the initial schedule of R* t,o test eligibillty, both household incomes

and housing costs had risen significantly since basellne. Using base-

line incorne limits would exclude from the pool of eligibles some whose

income had risen, even though the increases were actually offset by

higher housing costs.
For this study, it seemed to us that Ehe "true" eligibility rate,

reflecting the underlying principle of assistance, riras more pertinent
than the nominal rate, reflecting the administrative spacing of F*

*
The initial schedule of F* is discussed throughout rra s. Lowry,

Barbara M. woodfill, and Tiina Repnau, Pz,ogram standoyds for site r,
The Rand Corporation, WN-8574-HUD, January 7974.

Ira S. Lowry, Inflation in the Standa.z.d Cost of Adequate Housing:
site r, 1973-1976, The Rand corporarion, I^]N-9430-HUD, March Lgl6.

I
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adjus.tments. Consequently, we interpolated wave 2 values between the

September 1973 and February L976 R* schedules to estimate standard hous-

lng costs and correspondlng income llnlts for Septernber 1974, one year

after the orlginal F* schedule was estlmated. The results appear in
Table 4.1. For wave 2 ellglblIIty tests, lre ralsed income llnlts by

10 percent for slngle persons, 8 percent for couples, 5 to 6 percent

for households of three to elght persons, and 2 percent for households

of nlne or more persons.

Possible wave 2 sanple weightlng errors, blas in the flle of
llnked basellne and wave 2 household records, and uncertainty about

approprlate tncome llmlts all comblne to llnlt the valldlty of the

Table 4.1

INCOME LIMITS DETER}IINING PROGRAM ELIGIBILITY:
HOUSEHOLD SURVEYS IN BRO}IN COUNTY,

BASELINE A}ID WAVE 2

Household
Size

(Number of
Persons)

1
2

3-4
5-6
7-8

9+

Income Llnlt for
Enrollnenta ($/yr)

Wave 2

,900
,000
,44o
,160
,L2O

4
6
7

8
9

10 ,320
SOURCE: Lowry, to

Adequate Housing: Site f, 1973-L976, Table 5.7,
p. 91; and calculatlons by the author.

NOTE: Wave 2 entrles are lnterpolated for Septem-
bet L974 from program standards based on data for
Septenber 1973 and February L976,

aAd5usted gross lncome.

*
The standard cost of adequate housing lncreased at different rates

for dwellings of dlfferent sizes, as shown in Lowry, fnflation in the
Standard Cost of Adeq,nte Housing: Site I, 1973-L976.

I

Standard Cost of Ade-
quate Housing ($/no)

Basellne l{ave 2 Baseline

100
L25
155
170
190
220

110
135
16s
180
200
225

I

4
5
6
7

8
10

320
520
960
680
640
080

,
t

t

,
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numerical comparisons presented below. The weighting and bias problems

can be ameliorated by further work on the data base; the uncerEainty

about income limits is intrinsic. But even given the necessary reser-
vations about the data presented here, the patterns they reveal are so

strong we think they will survive reanalysis.

COMPARISOU OT TUOEPENDENT ESTIMATES OF THE ELIGIBLE POPULATION

tr'Ie begin our analysis of changes in Brorrm Countyrs eligible popu-

lation by comparing the independent baseline and wave 2 estimates of

eligibtes. Such a cross-sectional approach yields only net changes in
the eligible population across the interval. The estimates, derived

using, different weighting procedures, are presented in Table 4.2. 'l

Overall, the eligible population appears Eo have declined from

nearly 8,000 eligible households at baseline to only 7,100 at wave 2.

The loss of nearly 600 eligible homeowners accounts for more than two-

thirds of that decline. However, the net changes disgulse the consld-

erable variation occurring over life-cycle stages in the owner and

renter categories. For example, a precipitous decline ln the number

of eligible or^mers ln the t'young couple" and "a11 otherrr categorles

more than offsets increasing eligibility in other stages. On the other

hand, the smaller number of eligible renters results from a more con-

sistent, although more modest, pattern of declining eligibility across

all stages--single-parent households excepted. The overall trends, in
which we place more confidence because they are based on larger samples,

indicate that the number of ellgible single parents and elderly house-

holds has increased, but the number of eligible young and middle-aged

intact families has dropped sharply.
Those results suggest that Brown CounEyts recovery from the 1973-

74 recession has benefited younger couples more than other types of
households, doubtless because younger households are more likely to
cont.ain wage earners recalled to their jobs as conditions improved.

That finding will probably withstand further analysis. However, in
light of the sampling and weighting problems that burden this analysis,
we caution the reader agaj.nst attaching too much significance to the
often sizable fluctuations in the estimates. The indicated 22 percent

I



Table 4.2

ELIGIBLE POPULATION BY LIFE.CYCLE STAGE AND TENURE:
BROI,IN COUNTY, BASELINE AND WAVE 2

Number of Eligible Households

Total

Life-Cyc1e Stage

Young couple, young children
Slngle head with children
Elderly couple
Elderly slngle
A1l other"

All stages

Wave 2

s60
7r100

9s0
1,930
1,480
2,280

tss'
!

SOURCE: Tabulated by IIASE staff f::om the baseline and wave 2 household survey
records for Bror^m County.

NOTE: The eligible household estimates rlere derived from 900 baseline and 531
wave 2 records of eligible households in Brown County. The estimates at each wave
were produced using different weighting procedures. Therefore, pending development
of suitable crosswave weighting procedures, these data should be regarded as
preliminary.

oTh.". numbers are overestimated because, i-n identifying eligible homeoumers,
income imputed from home equity was not counted.

A"Estimate based on fewer than l-0 survey records.
cExcludes nonelderly single persons who are eligible because they are handicapped,

disabled, or displaced by public action; the survey records do not identify Ehose
special ci.rcumstances.

owners4 Renters

Baseline Wave 2 Baseline trJave 2 Basellne

910
44A

1,060
1, 090

710
4,2A0

h
230"
450

L,2gO
1, 500

150
3,62A

900
1,060

294
9.20
590

3,76A

730
l_, 390

200
780
390

3,480

1
1
1
2
L

7

,3
,0
,3
,9

50
00
00
60

,810
,500

,t
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increade in Ehe number of eligible single-parent bouseholds i.s particu-
larly suspect. Until an acceptable crossrlave welghttng scheme is
developed, we regard the net changes in eligibillty shown in Table

4.2 as preliroinary and instead rely more heavLly on our longitudinal
analysis of individual records, described below, to explain the changes

occurring in the eligible population.

ELIGIBILITY CHANGES BETWEEN SURVEY I^IAVES

Almost 11300 households in Brom County were interviewed at both

baseline and wave 2. Table 4.3 crossclassifies those households by

ellgtblllty status. The table shows only record counts (not popula-

tion estimates) because the sample of llnked records excluoes house-

holds that moved between surveys. Although we would expect trovers
(predomlnantly young renters) to change ellgibllity status more often
Ehan nonmovers (predominantly homeowners and older renters), we believe

Table 4.3

NONMOVER HOUSEHOLDS BY ELIGIBILITY STATUS:
BROWN COUNTY, BASELTNE T0 WAVE 2

Wave 2

Eligibility
Status

Number of Households by
Basellne Eligibility Status

Total

3
EIigibIe
Ineligible

Total

307
992

L,2gg

SOURCE: Tabulated by IIASE staff from
Ilnked records (baseline and wave 2) of
the household surveys in Brown County.

NOTE: Entries are based on distribu-
tions of unweighted records. The linked
file necessarily excludes households that
moved during the intersurvey yeat.

EIigible Inellglble

265
94

359

42
898
940
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that the general patterns of eligibility change reported below

would also appear Ln a sample that included movers.*

In the sample of nonmovers, the number of eligibles decllned by

52 households, or 14 percent. However, that net change balances two

opposing flowsz 94 households ox 26 percent of those eligible at base-

llne who became ineliglble at rnrave 2; an.d 42 households or 14 percent

of those eliglble at wave 2 who were ineligible at baseline. Of the

401 households e1lgib1e at one or both surveys (ever-eligibles), L36

changed status, yielding a turnover rate among the ever-eligibles of
34 percent. In other words, although only a Iittle over 10 percent

of all households changed eligibility status, that 10 percent repre-
sents over a thlrd of those ever eligible.

About 80 percent of the eligibility status changes in either di-
rection result from changes in household income, as Table 4.4 shows.

Falling the asset requirement causes almost a fifth of all eligible
households to lose their eligibility, but meeting it is rarely Ehe

sole reason for households to become eligible between waves. In con-

trast, changes in family composition infrequently explain loss of eli-
gibillty but do account for a fourth of all households becoming eligi-
ble at wave 2.

The asyrunetrical effect of assets on eligibility is easy to under-

stand. The allowance programts asset limits ($32r500 for elderly house-

holds, $20r000 for nonelderly) were designed to enable homeowners with
low current lncome to partlcipate. Because of both rising property

values and mortgage amortLzation, asset holdings tend to increase in
value much more often than they decrease. Conversely, a household that
had acqulred substantial equity would be unlikely to lose it by default
or dlsaster.

The reasons for asymnetry in the effect of family composi-tion are

less clear. Family compositi.on can make an eligible household categor-
ically ineligible only if it is headed by a childless couple both under

*
I{e excluded 21039 baseline and 874 wave 2 records of households

interviewed just once. The bias lntroduced by excluding those movers
from the turnover analysis is examined in Table B.32 belowr p. L20,
which compares mobllity patterns by life-cycle stage.

a
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Table 4.4

REASONS FOR ELIGIBILITY STATUS CHANGES: NONMOVER HOUSEHOLDS

rN BROWN COUNTY, BASELTNE TO I^IAVE 2

Nonmover Households by Type of Change

Eligibility
Test Causing
Status Change

Ineligible at Baseline to
Ellgible at Wave 2

Percent a

Income
Assets
Famlly composition

SOURCE: Tabulated by IIASE staff from linked records (baseline and
wave 2) of the household surveys in Brown County.

NOTE: Entries are based on distributions of unweighted records.
The Il-nked file necessarily excludes households that moved during the
lntersurvey year.

aPercentages do not sum to 100 because households can change eligl-
biltty status by meeting or failing more than one test.

62, wh.o separate to form two single-person households; or by a slngle
parent under 62 whose children leave home. A slngle person under 62

is categorically ineligibl"ro b,ra can become eligible by marrying, hav-

ing a child, or reaching age 62, if his or her lncome would then fa1I
within program limits. The last two events occur fairly often. In
particular, the number of young, single rdomen who bear and ralse child-
ren has been growing nationally and that trend is probably reflected

**in our data.

Table 4.5 classifies our sample of nonmovers by basellne life-
cycle stage. The first two columns show that nearly all the net de-
crease in eligibility during the intersurvey year came from young

couples with young children. From Table 4.4, we know that becoming

*
This rule was lifted in the fall of 1977, but was stil1 in effect

when t.hese data were collected.
**

This phenomenon is discussed in Wilson H. Grabi11, "premaritalFertility," Bureau of the Census Cunrent Population Reports, Special
studies, series P-23, No. 63, u.s. Government Printing office, washing-
ton, D.C., August L976

76
2

26

Eligible at Baseline to
Ineligible at Wave 2

Number Percent Number

78
L7

5

83
18

5

32
1

11
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Table 4.5

ELIGIBILITY CHANGES BY BASELINE LIFE-CYCLE STAGE: NONMOVER HOUSEHOLDS
rN BROWN COUNTY, BASELINE TO WAVE 2

Percent Changing
Eligibility

Baseline
Life-Cyc1e Stage

Ever-E11glb1e
Households

Young couple, young chlldren
Single head with children
Elderly couple
Elderly single
A11 other

A11 stages

SOURCE: Tabulated by HASE staff from linked records (baseline and
wave 2) of the household surveys in Brown County.

NOTE: Entries are based on distrlbutions of unwelghted records. The
linked fl1e necessarily excludes households that moved during the inter-
survey year.

lneligible was due to either increased income or increased assets,
usually the former. The most common story ls that the couplers income

fel1 below normal durlng the 1973 recession because the breadwinner

was laid off work, then returned to normal when employment conditions
inproved.

We have already noEed that about 10 percent of all households and

a third of those ever eligible for allowances changed status during the

intersurvey year. The last two columns of Table 4.5 give details by

Ilfe-cyc1e stage. The ellgibility change rate for all households in
every stage was l-6 percent or Iess. However, the turnover among those

ever ellgible varied greatly by stage--highest among couples (especi-

a1ly young couples), lowest among single parents and elderly singles.
These findings correlate well with eligibility changes by source

of basellne income, shown ln Table 4.6. The upper part of Ehe table
shows data for those who received over 75 percent of their L973 income

from a single source. The lower part reports on those whose income

derlved from several sources--e.g., earnings and unemployment compensa-

tion, Social Security and Supplemental Security Income (SSf), lnterest
on savlngs. In the flrst group, few who primarily earned their income

50
L7
30
13
66
34

Percent Eligible

Basellne lJave 2

A11
Households

26
79
44
76

9
28

15
75
44
77

6
24

L4
L4
16
11

B

10
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Table 4.6

ELIGIBILITY CHANGES BY BASELINE INCOME SOURCE: NONMOVER HOUSEHOLDS

rN BRoWN COUNTY, BASELTNE TO WAVE 2

Percent Changing
Eligibility

Baseline Income

Over 757. from:
Earnings
Pension, Social Security
AFDC

L-7 sil f rom:
Earnings
Unemploynent coEpensat ion
Pension, Soclal Security
SSI"
AFDC
Interest, dividendsc

Ever-E1igib1e
Households

56
L7

3

h

A11 sources 34

SOURCE: Tabulated by IIASE staff from linked records (basellne and
wave 2) of the household surveys in Brown County.

NOTE: Entries are based on distributions of unweighEed records.
The linked file necessarily excludes households that moved during the
intersurvey year.

oAbout 84 percent of all households in the llnked file recelved over
75 percent of 1973 income from a single source. The other 16 percent
recelved income from several sources, sO entries in the lower part of
the table are not mutually exclusive.

h-Inc1udes one ever-eliglble househotd that received over 75 percent
of. L973 income from this source.

clncludes 
Ehro ever-eligible households Ehat received over 75 percenE

of. 1973 income from this source.

were ever eligible, so few changed status. But among earners who were

ever eligib1e, more than half changed status during the intersurvey
year. Retired households and Ehose primarily dependent on AFDC were

usually eligib1e, so again few changed status.
Eligibility rates for those with several sources of incoue, none

of which accounts for over 75 percent of the total, vary considerably
by source. Those drawing AFDC and those with parttime or interxoittent
jobs were most likely to be eligible and, if ever eligible, least

22
60
33
20
18
36

T

Percent Eligible

A11
HouseholdsBaseline I'Iave 2

36
66
82
L7

14
83

100

53
24

52
L6
38
59
74
16

9
83
97

9
16

3

13
L7
15
L4
16

7

28 24 10
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llkely-to change status. Those who drew unemployment compensatlon,

pensions, or Social Securlty for a smaller portion of their toral in-
come were less likely to be eligible and, if ever e1igib1e, most likely
to change status.

Although we consider here only eligibility, noE enrollment, the

data suggest four potential participation patEerns that reflect dlf-
ferences in the sources of nonallowance income. If those sources are

classlfied according to both the average amounts and variability over

tlme of the lncome they provide, the irnplled pattern of program status
is as follows:

Income Program Status

Amount Variability
Ellgibility Turnover

Rate Rate

High
Iligh
Low
Low

Low
Hlgh
High
Low

Low
Low
High
High

Low
High
High
Low

An exampLe of the flrst type of househol-d ls one with a skllIed bread-

winner holding a secure job; of the second, one with a skilled bread-

wlnner who works in a cycllcal industry. The third category describes

the situation of an unskilled breadwinner who is intermittently employed

and supplements earnlngs with unemployrnent compensation or AFDC. The

last typifies a household of retired persons living on Social Securiry,
or a single parent caring for small children and living on AFDC.

One message of this paradigm ls that the length of lncome account,-

lng perlods could significantly affect eligibillty status: Those with
highly variable lncomes are rnore likely to be eligible if a short ac-

countlng perlod ls used. On the other hand, adminLstrative expenses

are llke1y to be hlgh and housing improvement small for those whose

Perlods of eliglbility are brief, even if they enroIl. Finally' one

nlght expect enrollment rates to be highest for the last group, who

can be certaln that their ellgibility will persist.
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CONCLUSJONS

The findings in this section are based on data for just one site
and, because of vari.ous limitatlons of both the data and the analysis,

must be regarded as unreliable in detail. However, they strongly sug-

gest two important conclusions about eliglbitity for housing allowances.

First, the number of eligible households can change substantlally over

one year. Second, the annual turnover in the population of ellgibles
is considerably larger than the annual change in its size. In Bror^m

County, for example, the number of eligible households decreased by

about 11 percent as the local economy emerged from the 1973 recession;

but about a third of those eliglble at either the beginning or end of
the intersurvey year changed status during the year.

Rapid changes in eligibility are llkely to affect both participa-
tion i-n the allowance program and the achievement of its housing objec-
tives. Those who expect only a brief perlod of ellgibiltty are less
likely to enroll than those whose needs are llkely to persist; and if
those briefly ellgible do enroll, the duration of their participatlon
and lEs effects on their housing will be correspondingly brief. Yet,

because much of the programrs administrative cost ls associated wlth
enrollment rather than continued partlcipation, such enrollees are

relatively expensive to serve.

About four-fifths of all changes in eligibility are associated

with changes in income rather than assets or fanily composition. The

most st.abl-e cli.entele for a housing allowance program thus consists of
those with low but reliable incomes--mostly households outside the
labor force, dependent on pensions, Social Security, SSI, or AFDC.

Another needy group comprises households whose breadwinners are un-
skilled and untenured; for them, eligibility is llkely to be internit-
tent buE frequent. They pose the special problem for program admin-

istration of frequent terminations and reinstatements.
Longterm housing assistance is presumably appropriate for those

groups. However, as currently designed, the program also helps those

temporarily in need despite their good prospects for steady self-
support. The sharp decrease from 1973 to L974 in Bror^rn countyts popu-

lation of eligible young couples demonstrates that the program in
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effect offers supplementary unemployment compensation to those normally
supported by earnings frou well-paying jobs. Although only a fourth
to a fifth of such eligibles actually enrol1, and their allor,rances may

enable them to maj-ntain their normal standards of housing consumption

during a perlod of budgetary stress, the programrs housing quality
requirements are largely irrelevant to their customary circumstances.

a
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V. TERMINATING ENROLLMENT

Many of the factors that determine eligibility and influence en-

rollment decisions also condition terminaEion from the program--the

third element shaping the size and composition of the enrolled popu-

lation. Changes in household income, for example, are principally re-
sponsible for turnover in the population of eligibles and, consequently,

might be expected to cause turnover among enrollees. Benefit levels,
program rules, and persistence of need affect eligiblesr willingness
to enroll and, thus, might also be expected to influence the decision
to remain in the program. This section exami.nes these issues by de-

scribing the characteristics of terminees from the allowance programs

ln both sites, why enrollees terminate, and when terminations typically
occur.

KEY FINDINGS

a

a

a

Nearly a third of all enrollees in each allowance program had

terminated by the end of the second program year. Although

terminatlon rates are nearly equal for renters and or,mers and

in both sites, they differ substantiall-y by life-cycle stage.

Nearly half of all young families enrolled in each site have

terminated, compared with less than a third of the single
parents with children and less than a quarter of the elderly
households.

Termination rat.es also vary with income source. Enrollees
with income from earnings or unemployment compensation are
much more likely to terminate than those with transfer or
pension income.

The most common method of termination was failure to recertify--
by either not returning the semiannual recertification form or
not at.tending the annual recertifi.cation interview. In most

such cases, we lack information on the enrolleers reasons for
dropplng out. The most common knoum reason for termination
was that the enrolleers income exceeded the limit for contin-
ued enrollment.
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Enrollees are most likely to termi.nate at the semiannual re-
certification cycle between 6 and 7 months after enrollment

and again 6 months later at the annual recertification check.

After Ehe first year of enrollment, the probability of termin-
ation drops sharply.

I'TETHOD OF ANALYSIS

Thi-s sectionts exa.urination of turnover among enrollees and the

previous sectionrs exami.nation of turnover among eligibles dlffer in
three ways. First, the enrollee turnover data are from both sites,
whereas the ellgible turnover data are from Brown County only. Second,

the enrollee data describe all enrollees rather than just a sample, so

are not subject to sampling error. Third, this secrion examines only
movements out of the program, whereas the previous section described

movements both into and out of the eligible population.
We primarily specify termination status as of the end of the

second program year, regardless of the actual date of termination. We

define ter.mination rate as the number of terminees at the end of the

second program year divided by the sum of that number and the number

of current enrollees. Although that definition avoids double-counting,

it does exclude from the count of terminees a smal1 numberoof enrollees
who at one time termlnated but have since been reinstated.

l,Ie go beyond this slmple termination rate to calculate the condi-
tional probability that an enrolled household will terminate by a cer-
tain time after enrollment. Households are grouped according to dura-

tion of enrollment. The condltional probability of terminating between

any pair of months aft.er enrollment is simply a number of terminations
occurring in that lnterval divided by the number enrolled at the be-
glnnlng of the interval. For example, if 21000 enrollees have been

in the program for at least six months, and 200 terminate between the

slxth and seventh months, the conditional probability of terminating
in that interval is 10 percent. Combining such conditional probabilities

*
Sixty-two enrollees were reinstated in Brown Count.y ar:rd 232 Ln

St. Joseph County by the end of the second year.
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leads to an estimete of the expected average duration of enrollment for
--l

a newly enrolled cohort. That number is called progran Life erpeetaney

because it is analogous to the measure of llfe expectancy commonly used

by demograph.t".*

WHICH ENROLLEES TERI,TINATE

Since most households thaE have invested the time and effort neces-

sary to complete Ehe enrollment process night be expected to continue

thelr partlcipatlon until they become lneligible or move away, dtffer-
ences in termination rates should be associated with the factors caus-

lng household circumsEances to change. The previous secti.on showed

that eligibility changes were tied to life-cycle stage, tenure, and

income. The first step toward identifylng which factors cause enrollees

to leave the program, then, ls to compare termlnation rates by life-
cycle stage and Eenure across sites, as ln Table 5.1.

In both sites, life-cycle differences account for most of the

variation ln termination rates. Nearly half the young families enrolled
in each site have terminated by the end of the second program year,

compared with less than a third of the singl-e-parent households and less

than a quarEer of the elderly households. Those differences clearly
paralIel the turnover pattern among Bror.rn County eligibles. Many of the

young couples who enroll in the allowance program appear to be responding

to eirher the husbandrs shortt,erm unemploymenE or the wifers withdrawal
from the labor force to bear and raise children. When elther resumes

work, household earnings rise and cancel eligibility. Single-parent
and elderly households, on the other hand, have a more permanent need

for assistance.

Termination rates, unlike eligibility and enrollment rates, do not
appear Lo vary significantly by tenure after controlling for life-cycle
stage. For exampie, except for elderly single renters in Bror^rn County,

renters and ornrners in any given life-cycle stage and in both sites gen-

erally terminate at about the same rate. Consequently, the smal1

*
As demonstrated by Henry S. Shryock, Jacob S. Siegel, and others,

?Lze lletlnds and l'laterials of DemographU, Vol. II, Chap. 15, U.S. Bureau
of the census study, u.S. Government Printing office, washington, D.c.,
l{ay L97 3.



Table 5.1

TERMINATION RATES BY LIFE-CYCLE STAGE AND TENURE: BROI^IN AND ST. JOSEPH COTJNTIES, YEAR 2

Total

Termination
Rate (7")Life-Cyc1e Stage

Young couple, young chlldren
Slngle head with children
Elderly couple
Elderly slngle
A11 other stages

A11 stages

Broum County

48
28
22
23
38
33

49
28
15
L4
36
28

I(rt
o\
I

St. Joseph County

Young couple, young children
Single head wich children
Elderly couple
Elderly single
A11 other stages

A11 stages

SOURCE: Tabulated by HASE staff from the first tr^ro years of HAO records for each site.
NOTE: Termlnation rate is the ratio of number termlnated to the sum of number terminated and number

stlll enrolled at the end of Ehe second year of program operaEions. Numbers terminated exclude those
who may have terminated at one tlme but were reinstated.

Orrners Renters

Number
TermLnated

Termination
Rate (%)

Number
Terminated

Terminatlon
Rate (%)

Number
Terminated

186
93
62
90

t52
583

48
29
2L
L6
38
30

318
279

30
182
25L

1,060

47
28
26
30
38
34

504
372

92
272
403

L,643

178
233

74
L73
223
881

50
30
L4
13
35
24

260
522

15
77

247
L,LzL

48
27
2L
16
37
31

438
755

89
250
470

2,002
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dlfferences In aggregate termlnatlon rates by Eenure aPpear prlmarily
due to t.he dlfferent llfe-cycle composltlons of the two groups. Indeed,

were renters and ordners to be identically distributed across life-cyc1e
stages in both sites, 40 percent of the srnall tenure differential in
Bror^rn County and 90 percent.of the larger one in St. Joseph County would

*disappear. That finding suggests that, although eligible renters and

owners face different obstacles to enrollment, they terminate at about

the same rate once enrolled.
The snall aggregaEe difference in termination rates between the

two sites may also be more apparent than real. For example, controlling
for differences in the life-cycle composition of enrollees between the

two sit.es accounts for about half of the- difference between their over-

all termination rates. Moreover, even without controlling for life-
cycle composition, enrollees inoboth sites have the same program life
expectancy--about 17.5 nonths. The intersite similarlty in termina-
tion rates is surprising, given the pronounced dlfferences between the

two houslng markets and their populations. It suggests that the prln-
ciples by which the program selects or attracts participants lnfluence
termination paEterns more than do the characteristics of the local popu-

lation or housing market.

Termination rates are also highly correlated with enrolleest ernploy-

menE and earning patterns. Earlier results in Table 4.6 indicated, for
example, that. not only are households with earned lncomes less likely
to be eligible than other households but also, once ellgible, remain

so for a shorter perlod. Expecting to be eligible in the program for
only a short time may, in turn, discourage enrollment. Consequently,

source of household income may explain many of the variations in term-
ination patterns. Tabl-e 5.2 presents the termination rates of enrollees
(as of the end of the second year of program operatj-ons in each site)

&
If all life-cycle stages were weighted equally, then the termina-

tion rates could be found by the following equation: (aggregate termin-
ation rate for renters) - (aggregate termination rate for or^mers) equals
the sum of the difference in termination rates by life-cycle stage.

**
This number applies to the first two years of program operations

only, during which the rnaximum enrollment term is naturally 24 months.
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Table 5.2

TERMINATION RATES BY INCOME SOURCE: BROWN AND
sT. JOSEPH COUNTTES, YEAR 2

SE. Joseph County

Maj or
Income Source

Terminat,ion
Rate (7.)

Earnings
Unemployment

compensation
Pensions and

Social Securlty
AFDC

37

49

i.5
25

SOURCE: Tabulated by IIASE staff from the first two years of tlAO
records for each site.

NOTE: Terminatlon rate is the ratio of number terminated to the
sum of number termlnated and number still enrolled at the end of the
second year of program operatlons. Numbers terminated exclude those
who may have t,erminated at one time but were reinstated.

grouped accordlng to those who, at enrollment, received the major por-

tion of Eheir income from one of four sources: earnings, unemployment

compensation, penslons and Social SecuriEy, or AFDC payments.

Not surprisingly, households reporting earnings or unemployment

compensation at enrollment terminate more oft,en than those dependent

on transfer payments or penslons. That pattern, similar in both sites,
reinforces our earlier conclusion that for younger households, the

only group with substantlal earnings, payments are a form of supplemental

uneuployuent coupensatlon that tides them over periods of Eenporary

budgetary stress. On the other hand, elderly or single-parent house-

holds, usually dependent on reliable but smal1 income.sources such as

pensions, Soclal Security, and AFDC, have low termination rates.

WHY ENROLLEES TERMINATE

Once enrolled, househol-ds must report any change in income or fam-

ily conposition that nay have occurred between enrollment and the semi-

annual recertificatlon six months later. In addition, each enrollee
must complete an enrollment lnterviehT at the annual recertiflcatlon.
Households that fail to return the semiannual recertification form or

Brow;r County

Number
Terminated

Terminat ion
Rate (%)

Number
Terminated

555

178

356
225

44

54

22
26

620

209

392
,301
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to attend the annual interview are automatically dropped. Although the

HAOs try to ascertain the reasons for such failures to respond to program

requirement.s, they are often unsuccessful. Consequently, the reason for
many terminations is listed simply as I'failed to recertify.rr

Table 5.3 lists general and specific reasons for termlnating from

the program and the frequency with which they were reported in each site.
Voluntary terminati.ons by enrollees who could have continued to receive
payments are distinguished from involunEary terminations by enrollees
who became ineligible or failed to comply wlth some program requlrement.

The frequency of failure to recertify makes it difficult to generalize

about why people terminate from the program. We suspect that most of
those terminees believed themselves no longer eIigible, so sar.r no reason

to communi.cate further r{rith the HAO. But some had never quallfied for
payments and others may have concluded that their benefits were too

small to justify continued enrollment.

Among the remaining reasons, ineligibility due to a change in income,

assets, or family compositlon clearly predomlnates. 0f the three, change

in income is by far the most influential, accountlng for 84 percent of
those becomi-ng ineligible in Brown County and, 94 percent in St. Joseph*
County. Although Brovm County enrollees appear twlce as llkely to
terminate ln order to obtain some other housing subsidy, in neither site
do many enrollees exercise that option. Indeed, households in both

sites are at least as like1y to move out of the county as lnto subsidized
housing. A few in each site failed to comply with program rules and a

few explicitly declined to remain in the program even though eligible.

I,IIHEN ENROLLEES TERMINATE

The timing of enrollee terminations seems to be closely tied to
Ehe recertification cycles. For example, enrollees who fail to return
the first semiannual recertification form are all terminated. Annual

interviews turn up some clients who have lost their eligibility; others
fail to appear for the interview. Thus, terminations cluster around

the sixth and twelfth months of enrollment. Figure 5.1, which plots
the conditional probability of termination by months since enrollment,

As shovm by Tables 8.27 and C.27, pp. 115 and 152.



Table 5.3

REASONS EOR TERMINATION: BRO!,IN AND ST. JOSEPH COUNTIES

General Reason

Failed Eo recertify
Det,ermined ineligible
Moved out of the county
Chose another subsidy

program
Failed to comply with

program rules
Declined to continue

in program
A11 other

All reasons

Percent of Terminees

St. Joseph
County

54
20

7

3

2

5
8

.t
o\a
I

100.0

SOURCE:
NOTE:

Tabulated by HASE staff from the first two years of llAO records for each site.
Percentage distributions may not sum to 100 because of rounding.

Specific Reasons
Brown
County

Failed to recertify
Income or assets too high, famlly composltion
Moved from program jurisdiction
Moved to other federally subsidized housing

Wonrt al1ow housing evaluation, no lease signed,
failed evaluation and wonrt repair or move

Administrative burden, confidentiality, allowance
too small, doesnrt need assistance, welfare image

Death, fraud, no reason gi.ven, other

8

6

4
9

37
29

8

100.0
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Cmditimd Probet*lify
of Tm'ninrtiqr,

(%)

20
KEY:

Brown County'

St. Jmpat

15

l0

I

03G912t5lt21
Monttrr Sinct Errollmont

SOURCE: Plonrd by HASE rt.lf frqn thr tirrt trc yrn of HAO rtor* in eh rit..

NOTE: Tht condltionol ptffiNty el tornt'/ndot in mqrt{rrr *ro lrrolirrnt i
ilr nurnbcr tcrminodla b.twrn monthr n td n+l dvadrd W d0o arrrndy rr#.t rEnt't ,.

Fig. 5..l--Conditional probabif ity of termination by months
since enrollment: Brown and St. Joseph count'ies
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shows that patt"trr.o We believe this figure foreshador^rs a program ter-
mination pattern in which rates peak at the initial semiannual and

annual recertification points, then drop sharply and remain low there-
after, despite regular but small six- and twelve-month increases.

Such a longrun termination pattern suggests that the program serves

two distinct types of enrollees--those who terminate within a year of
enrolling and those who remain in the program longer. However, the

natural separation of the enrolled population into two distinct groups

by the end of the first year presages a gradual shift in the composition

of enrollees toward those whose need is more permanent. Younger couples

will continue to leave and return while single parents and the elderly
will tend to remaln in the program, and thus make up an increasingly
greater proportion of program enrollees.

CONCLUSIONS

Turnover among enrollees closely resembles the turnover noted ear-
Iler in Sec. IV anong eliglbles in Bror"rn County. Households with the

hlghest termination raLes are t,he temporarily unemployed who leave the
program on regaining a job. They are predominantly young families with
children for whom allowance payments are equivalent to supplemental un-

employment conpensation. Thelr turnover pattern contrasts sharply with
that of single-parent or elderly households whose dependence on reliable
but low i.ncome from pensions and Social Security or public transfer
payments insures a more permanent need for assistance.

Most terminations coincide with the semiannual and annual recerti-
ficatlon cycles, when eligibility is checked. [.Ie infer that many en-

rollees terminate voluntarily because they believe they are no longer
eIigible, but some may have other reasons. The probability of termin-
atlng drops sharply after the first year of enrollment. Households

remalning ln the program after 12 months are less like1y to terminate
subsequently because their need for assistance is enduring. Such house-

holds are hence likely to make up an increasingly greater proportion
of program enrollees than those with transient needs.

,.
Peak termination rat,es for St. Joseph County trail those for

Brown County by a month because terminations are dated differently by
each HAO.
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VI. TARGETING HOUSING ASSISTANCE

HUDrs experimental housing allowance program was designed to dis-
cover whether such allor^rances were a feasible and desirable way to help

low-income households with their housing problens. Those problems

boil down to essentially two: costs excessive relative to income, and

quality inadequate for health, safety, and deeency. The two problems

are related because better housing presumably cost,s more.

This note examines the targeting of assistance under the rules
and procedures of the experimental program. Who actually is helped de-

pends on, first, eligibility rules; second, outreach (which lnforns
eLigibles about the program); third, lndlvidual decisions to seek assis-
tance; fourth, the programrs housing requirements that govern what en-

rollees must do to qualify for paynents. However, the present analysis
is lirnited to eligibility, enrollment, and termination.* The findlngs
reflect thro years of experience with the experimental progratr ln two

midwestern housing markets. In some respects, however, they transcend

both that progr;rm and the specific sites, bearing generally on housing

asslstance and other federal Eransfer progrErms, existing or contemplated.

Our data are uniquely informative because they include detailed
infornation about the eligible as well as the enrolled populatlons.

Although much remains to be done with those data to learn their full
implications, Ehe present reconnaissance sets the di.rectlons for fur-
ther analysis and by itself ylelds some strong messages for pollcy"makers.

Here we apply this notefs findings to issues of progran design and ad-

ministratlon.

WHO SHOULD BE ELIGIBLE FOR HOUSII']G ASSISTANCE?

The experimencal allowance program distributes housing assistance
on the basis of financial need, without regard to tenure, location,
or preenrollment housing conditions. That principle is a considerable

*
How enrollees meet the programrs housing requirements and thus

qualify for payments will be reported in Lamar, Hot) Clients Meet HA)
Houstng Requirements.
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departure from traditi-onal forms of housing assistance targeted on

specific groups (usua1ly renters), often limited to residents of spec-

lfic neighborhoods, and usually requiring clients to live in specific
dwellings. In the experimental program, enrollment is open to nearly
all who are judged unable to afford decent, safe, and sanitary housing

wj-thout spendi-ng an excessive share of income on housing.

The issue then is how well the programrs income and asset tests
distinguish those who need housing assistance from those who do not.
Using the income limits specific to our sites, we find that about 20

percent of all households in each place are likely to be eligible at
any given time. Although some observers might argue for higher or

lower linits (and thus for more or fewer eligibles), our data suggest

that Ehe clrcumstances leading, to income-eligibility are more$perti-

nent to effecEive program design that the exact income limit.
Within a considerable range of j-ncome limits, the eligible popu-

lafion comprises predominantly four Eypes of households: young couples

with young children, single parents, elderly couples, and elderly
single persons. Households headed by young childless couples rarely
qualify because both are usually in the labor force and are rarely un-

employed simultaneously. Households headed by middle-aged couples

usually have at least one spouse secure in a well-paying job.

Although those who are eligible at any given time are alike in
having low income relative to household size, they differ in ways im-

portant for achieving program objectives and minimLzLng program costs.

Redesigning eligibllity Eests to exclude those with t,emporary finan-
cial problems would reduce both program size and turnover without
greatly altering the programrs longrun effects on housi-ng qualiry.

*
The only large group categorically excluded from the program

durLng the period covered by our data comprised single persons under
62; as explained in Sec. I, eligibility was extended to that group in
the summer of L977.

fJ

Because benefits decrease linearly to zeto as income increases,
there is no sharp break between the benefits available to those just
below Ehe income limit and those just above. Consequently, the exact
value of t.he limit is less important to those near it than might other-
wise be the case.
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Among those most coruronly eligible, the marginal group is young

couples with young children. At the tj.me of our baseline surveys, L4

percent of all such households i.n each site were eligible; and that
category accounted for nearly a fourth of all eligibles i.n Brown County,

though only 13 percent in St. Joseph County. Their 1ow incomes usually
reflect.ed the husbandrs teuporary unemployment and the wifets absence

from the paid labor force because of childcare responsibilities.
Though Eheir financial stress is genuine, it is usually brief.

Nonetheless, some enrol1 in the program because they are uncertain
when they will be reemployed, because the benefits are large for a far
iIy whose current income is nearly zero, and because their financial
obligations (especially if they are homeowners) are pressing. Although

such enrollees may be willing and able to make minor home repairs if
necessary to qual-ify for payments, their brief participation in the

allowance program is not 1ikely to significantly affect their housing

conditions--unless it saves homeowners from foreclosure or reDters

from eviction. More generous unemployment compensation would serve

the same purposes with less administraEive effort.
Not all needy earners fal1 into that class. Household heads with-

out much educaLion or training and with large families may work full-
time without earning enough to afford decent housing. Because they

have regular earnings, their allowance entitlements are smaller than

those of the temporarily unemployed, but their eligibility is likely
to persist until their children enter the labor force and either leave

home or contribute to the household budget. Hence, for 1ow-wage

earners, housing allowances contingent on occupancy of acceptable hous-

ing can affect housing standards as well as relieve financial stress.
Moreover, administrative costs per case drop as duration of enrollment
increases, because the initial enrollment expenses are amortized over

a longer period.

Enrollment costs average about $249 per eventual reci-pient; the
continuing administrative cost is about $133 per recipient year. See
the Foutth Annual Report of the Hous'Lng Assistance Supply Experiment,
The Rand Corporation, R-2302-I{UD, May 1978, pp. L45-152.
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The same considerations apply to slngle parents, although their
low inb.omes usually derive from another transfer program, AFDC. 41-

Ehough the allowance program effectively relieves their housing prob-
*lems, its adrninistrative procedures dupllcate the means test and payment

system of A-FDC. Making welfare pay-nents more generous would simpllfy
the transfer but would lose most of the housing effects.**

The elderly poor are ln many respects the ldea1 target for a

housing allowance program. Once retired from the labor force, their
lncomes derlve fron Social Security, private pensions, srnalL savings,

and occaslonally SSI. Only the last is a means-tested progrrm, so

enrollment in the allowance program rarely entails administrative dup-

licatlon. Their poverty is enduring; once enrolled they are likely
to receive beneflts until death. If not subject to the programts

housing requirements, they are likely to allow their homes to deteri-
orate, both because of their dlminishing abiliEy to do their orrn main-

tenance and because capltal consumption is a sensible policy for those

wlth short planning horizons.

We do not, however, wish to reconnrend restricting housing allow-
ances to the elderly, or excluding young eouples Lrith young children.
We merely wish to stress that an income test alone defines an eligible
populatlon of groups whose participation will entail sharply different
costs and different mj.xtures of budgetary relief and housing improvement.

The tradltionaL program categories for housing assistance--tenure
and locaEion of residence--also fail to distinguish groups for whoro

allowances are more or less effective. Using lncome and asset tests,
we find that over half of the eligible households in Brown County and

70 percent in St. Joseph County are poor homeowners, a group virtually

rt
Some AFDC reclplents in St. Joseph Countyrs depressed houslng

market have even bought low-priced (c. $10,000) homes with the aid of
housing allowances. See the Eouz'th Anru,tal Repont, pp. 8L-83.

**
For both program parti-cipants and others, our data indicate a

very low income elasticlty of housing demand--about 0.1. Moreover,
nost dwelllngs that fail IIAO housing evaluations cost little to repair,
indicating that lack of income does not directly account for the per-
sistence of unrepaired defects. See the Fourth Annual Report,
pp. 83-85.
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ignored by federal housing assistanc" p=ogr",n".* And although deteri-
orated .ireighborhoods such as central South Bend have the hlghest con-

centration of eligibles, we find them widely distributed throughout the

central cities, suburbs, and rural areas of both sites.

WHO I"IILL PARTICIPATE IN A HOUSING AILOWANCE PROGRAM?

Because the experimental program defines ellgibility broadlyr we

are able to test which of the poor find this type of assi.stance attrac-
tive. An appropriate measure is the enrollment rate--the percentage of
eligibles who actually enroll in the progrrm. Our most lmportant find-
ing is that fewer than half of those currently eligible are currently
enrolled. For Septembet L977, we estlnate enrollment rates of 46 and

41 percent, respectively, for Brown and St. Joseph "orntles.**
Some observers therefore infer that the progran is unpopular with

i.ts intended clients. We disagree. The two HAOs together have received

nearLy 35r000 applications frorn households who thought they nlght be

eIigible, and nearly L7 1000 households have been enrolled. If all were

sti1l enrolled, they would conpose about 60 percent of the eligible
population. Moreover, interviews with those rgho have enrolled indicate
great satisfacEion with the progrrr. ooo

Another investigation of participation dynamics helps considerably

to explain the apparently low percentages. It concludes than an equl-

librium participation rate of 51 percent should be approached asympEoti-

cally in about 5.5 years from the beginning of enrollment.r Current

*
One reason homeowners constitute so large a fraction of all eli-

gibles in St. Joseph County is that about a fourth of all low-income
renters in the county receive housing assi-stance from some other federal
program and are thus excluded from the allowance prograu. Counting theu
as eligible reduces the homeor^mer najority to a still substantial 63
percent. On the treatment of homeowners under federal housing assistance
prograus, see Helbers, Measuz.ing Homeoumen Needs for Housing Assistance,
Sec. V.

**
The estimated enrollment rates are inexact because their denom-

inator is the number eligible at baseline rather than currently, as
specified in Sec. III above, pp. 23, 31.

***
Founth Annual Report, pp. 85-90.

C. Peter Ryde11, John E. Mulford, and Lawrence Kozi-loor, Dynamies
+

of Patttcipation in a Housing AlLouanee Progron, The Rand Corporation,
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participation fa1ls far below its potential- principally because the
population of eligibles turns over so rapidly. Some newly eligible
households enroll more promptly than others; and the ranks of those

already enrolled are steadily depleted as they lose eligibility--most
often because of income changes.

One can hardly regret income increases that lead to loss of e1i-
glbility. But it is worth notj-ng that the propensity to enroll does

not correlate well with the probability of maintaini-ng eligibility and

thus enrollment. As shown in Table 6.1, single parents in both sites
have the highest propensity to enro11, elderly couples the lowest.
Young couples with young children have the highest propensity to ter-
minate and elderly persons, both couples and singles, the lowest.*

Two groups combine a relatively high propensity to enroll with a

relatively low propensity to terminate: single parents and elderly
single persons. Over time, those two groups should therefore compose

an j-ncreasi-ng share of Ehe enrolled population. Elderly couples are

slow both to enroll and to terminate; their participation in the pro-
gram should thus grow very slowly, but those enrolled will stay in the
program for a long time. Young couples with young children are much

readler to enroll than elderly couples, but tend to drop out quickly.
Considerably more analysis is needed to understand the differential

enrollment and termination rates. The data presented here enable us

to form certain plausible hypotheses and rule out others. In general,

differential enrollment. rates reflect self-selection, whereas differ-
ential termination rates mostly reflect loss of eligibility.

Enrollment self-selection is based on knowledge of the program.

By the end of year 1, four out of five household heads in Brown County

and seven out of eight in St. Joseph County said they had heard of the
**program, but some data lndicate that knowledge was i-n fact unevenly

WN-10200-HUD, June L978. As defined there,
is the same concept as our enz'ollment rate,
assign a different meaning.

p. 2, the rate
a term to which the authors

*Rydell, Mulford, and Kozimor present annual enrollment and ter-
mination rates for elderly and nonelderly households. Those data are
different from buE consistent with the essentially biennial rates in
Table 6.1.

**
Ellickson and l(anouse, Public Peneeptions of Housing Allouances:

The Fiz,st Tuo Iears, p. 66.
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Table 6.1

PROPENSITY TO ENROLL VS. PROPENSITY TO TERI"IINATE
BY LIFE-CYCLE STAGE: BROWN AllD ST. JOSEPH

couNTrES, FrRST 1W0 YEARS

St. Joseph County

Percent of
Enrollees

Ever
Teralnated bLife-Cycle Stage

Single head with
children

A11 other
Young couple, young

children
Elderly single
ElderIy couple

A11 stages

SOURCE: Tabulated by IIASE staff from baseline household survey
records and year 2 llAO records for each site.

oThu 
"rro 

of households either enrolled or termlnated at the end of
yeat 2 expressed as a percentage of those eIlgible at baseline.

h"The sum of households either terminaEed or reinstated at the end
of year 2 expressed as a percentage of all households ever enrolled
(enrolled or terminated aE the end of. year 2).

Denominator of enrollment rate excludes handicapped, disabled, and
displaced single persons under 62 who may be eligible but were not
identified by the household surveys. Such households have enrolled
and are in the numerator, slightly biasing this rate upwards.

distributed among the groups distinguished here. Those actually in-
formed about the program doubtless balanced thelr percepti.ons of their
oum needs against (possibly erroneous) estimates of the programts fi-
nancial benefits as well as against the possible inconveni.ences of

ParticiPation. For some, self-declaration of public dependence would

be one ttcosttt of enrolling.
We find a stronger correlation between enrollment rates and income

sources than between enrollment rates and benefit anounts. We lnterpret
that result as partly reflecting the expected duration of need or

32
39

54
15
17
31

Brown County

Percent of
Eligibles

Ever
Enrolleda b

Percent of
Enrollees

Ever
Terninated

Percent of
Eliglbles

Ever
Enrolleda

29
39

49
24
24
34

45
34
19
47e

88
6oe

88
82

59
58
30
63
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eligibility: Those with some income from earni.ngs during the preceding
year are unllkely to be unemployed long, whereas those depending on

pensions or AFDC are likely to have persistently low income.

However, the data strongly suggest that ttrationalrr fiscal calcula-
tions by eligibles fa11 considerably short of explaini.ng their differ-
enE Propensities to enroIl. Marital status, race, and experience with
other transfer programs appear also to influence enrollment rates.
Single persons, raclal minorities, and AFDC reciplents are apparently
readier to concede thelr dependence on public assistance than couples,

whites, or the heretofore self-sufficient--independent of the amount

or duration of the expected benefits. The group with the hlghest pro-
pensity to enro11 (88 percent in both sites) comprises single parents,

most of whom receive AFDC and, in St. Joseph County, half of whom are

black.
It has been argued that the neediest group of eliglbles--those with

the lowest lncome and worst, housing conditlons--are unlikely to benefit
from an allowance program requiring its cllents to occupy acceptable

dwellings before payments begin. In fact, enrollees give little evi-
dence that recipient status is often out of reach because of repair or

*
moving costs. Some eliglble households in defective dwellings may

never apply because they think that qualifying for palments will cost
more than they can raise or than they would recover from allowance pay-

ments. Postbaseline survey records for eligible households will illum-
lnate that issue, but our present judgment is that the decision to apply

rarely reflects such a calculation.
After enrollment, when the enrollee knows both his allowance en-

tltlement and the housing repairs required by the IIAO, some choose not

to become recipienEs. Among those whose homes fail the initial evalua-

tlon, the tertrination raEe rises from about 15 percent to about 40 per-

cent as the number of housing defects rises from one to four ot rot".oo

*
?ourth Annual Report, pp. 59-66. Our analysis so far does not

foreclose the possibllity that a small minority of enrollees are finan-
clally unable to become reclpients, but lndeed does show that the number
of such cases must be insignificant.

**
Founth Annual Repoz,t, Table 4.6, p. 63.
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Among al.l who fail the initial evaluation, households headed by younger

persons are more likely Ehan those headed by elderly persons to termi-n-

ate without qualifying for p"yrerrts.*
Housing evaluation and repair records for both sites strongly

suggest that rrdesperatet' housing conditions are rare among enrollees.
AlEhough nearly half the dwellings evaluated by the IIAOs are defectlve,
the requi.red repairs are seldom costly; by dolng their own work or get-
ting help from friends or landlords, enrollees in failed dwelLings were

able to meet the programr s housi-ng standards with a median cash outlay
**of $11.

In general, housing cost burdens concern eligible households tnore

than the housing defects. Among enrolled renters, for example, nearly

90 percent paid over a fourth of adjusted gross income for housing and

about 50 percent paid half omor..ooo We judge that participation in
the al-lowance program was viewed by rnost enroll-ees prlmarll-y as a way

to ease cost burdens. Relatively few increased thelr houslng consump-

tlon substantially during the first two program years.t
Testing all inferences about participantsr motivations requires

careful modeling of their decisions, controlling both on Eheir charac-

teristics and their choices. But our review of simple crosstabulations
suggests thaE those who choose to participate expect either a substan-

tial or a longlasting cash beneflt from doing so. Those who expect

small or temporary benefiEs are less tempted to enroll and, after en-

roIling, are more easily discouraged by housing repair requirements.

Although some data indicate that sentiments concerning the legitimacy

*
Foutth Annual Report, Fig. 4.5, p. 64. Once age of head is taken

inEo account, tenure does not affect, the termination rat,e; but orrners
who qualify nearly always do so by repairing the defects, whereas
renters sometimes move from inadequate to acceptable housing.

**
Fourth Anrutal Report, Table 4.10, p. 72.

***
Fourth Annual Repoz.t, Figs. 4.8 and 4.9, pp. 76 and 80. Com-

parable data for homeowners are difficult to assemble, but would show
about the same proportions. See Helbets, Meaourtng Homeou)ner Needs f,or
Housing Assistance, Sec. IV.

+'Fourth Annual Report, Table 4.L3, p. 82.
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of public assistance are also influential, we do not yet ful1y under-

stand-the ci-rcumstances ln which such sentiments dominate financial
consi-derations.

WI{Y DO ENROLLEES DROP OUT OF THE PROGRAM?

Although we beli-eve that terminatj-on usually reflects loss of
e1lgibllity, the data currently at our disposal are in inconclusive.
IIA0 records show that over a third of the terminees in Brorm County

and over half in St. Joseph County were dropped from the program be-

cause they failed to respond to recertification notices (either semj.-

annual nallback or annual lnterview recertifications). l,le think but

cannot prove that most such cases are households whose current incomes

exceeded eligibility limits and who thus foresaw no benefit from the

recertificati-on proceedings. Ne l<rtoa that over 40 percent of all
termlnees ln each site derlved most of thelr preenrollment incomes

from either earnings or unemployment compensation.

Among those whose terminati-on records contain explicit reasons,

only about 15 percent in either county indlcate dissatisfaction with
the program or unwilllngness to comply with its requirements; another

12 percent in Brown County and 7 percent in St. Joseph County were of-
fered alternative federal housing assistance (usual1y public housing)

and found it more attractive than housing allowances. The remainder

rilere terminated because changes in income, assets, family composition,

or location of residence made them ineligible.
Duratlon of enrollment (or recipiency) is important because iE in-

fluences both the programts effect on housing quality and the cost Per

assisted famlly. Everyone who qualifles for Payment must occuPy ac-

ceptable housing; about a thlrd of all enrollees specifically underEake

repatrs to meet the standards, and about a tenth move. But annual

housing reevaluations show that about a fifth of recipientsr dwellings
in Brown County and two-fifths in St. Joseph County faIl below standard

and must agai.n be repai.red. Conclnued participation in the program is
thus irnportanE to achieving lts housing objectives. Moreover, brief
participation is admlnistratively expensive because the IIAOs spend

nearly twice as much to enroll someone as to contlnue his participation.
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Our data show that a high proportion of all terminations occur at

Ilrr L lrnc of tlre 1.[rHL rqelnlannua] and f lrgE annual recertlf lcaElons;

Llrcy ea<:[r e]lrnlnatc nearly 15 percent of the populatlon at risk. Those

who survlve the first two recertiflcatlons appear t.o settle into the

program for a long stay, and thus are both admlnistratively economical

to serve and necessarily responsive Eo the programrs housing requirements.

Like the other indicators discussed earlier, the termination data

suggest that perhaps those likely to be longterm participants can be

distinguished in advance from those likely to drop out soon after en-

ro11ment. To use that information to achieve program economles would

necessarily entail program redesign to exclude services and assistance

for the temporarily straitened.
The most striking aspect of this analysis is that it produced the

same basic messages and explanations in the separate sections on eli-
gibility, enrollment, and terminations. Determining how to t.arget hous-

ing assistance repeatedly reveals that life-cycle stage and sources of
nonallowance income effectively distinguish those wiEh a temporary need

for such assistance from those whose need is likely to be more perman-

ent. Certalnly, many other factors influence allowancesf efficacy as

a vehicle for both budgetary relief and housing improvement. The

strength of future work will Iie in its ability to incorporate the var-
ious circumstances determinlng eligibility and enrollment into a general

model of the entire process, in addition to explaining the dj-fferent
needs and behavior of specific population groups.
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Appendix A

DATA SOURCES AND TERMINOLOGY

DESCRIPTION OF THE DATA BASE

This note is based on two kinds of data--first, the administra-
tive records of the two houslng allowance offices; secondr the annual

marketwide survey of households conducted in each site. liAO records

are batched annually to form cumulative research files describing en-

rollees and their housing in considerable deLail. Second-year records

cover June 1974 through June 1976 in Brown County and January L975

through Decenber 1976 in St. Joseph County. The 1976 dates nark the

second annlversaries of enrollment operatlons. In general, program

events in St. Joseph County trail those in Brown County by six to nine

months.

Throughout the appendix tables descrlbing enrollees and their char-

acteristics, program status is defined by circumstances as of the end

of the second year of program operations. Most tables thus show counts

of househoLds curnently enrolled at that time. Exceptlons are Tables

21 through 27 for each site, which cotrpare characterlstics of all first-
and second-year enrollees and terminees. Sinee their objective is to

examine possible trends in enrollment and terminatlon, those tables
contain counts of all households eDer enrolled or terTinated, regard-

less of status at t.he end of year 2. In all instances, income and

household characteristics of IIAO enrollees (and terminees) are those

reported at the tine of enrollment.

The household survey design provides for probability sanpling in
each of 18 strata of residential properties distinguished by location
(urban/rural), tenure (owner/renter), number of units, and cost (esti-
mated market value or gross rent). Individual record weights are as-
signed to calculate estimates of the total population and its components.

*
Enrollment began in Brown County in June L974. A liuited invita-

tional enrolluent began in St. Joseph County in January L975, followed
by open enrollment in April. Enrollment there was initially linited
to South Bend residents but soon extended countywide.



-7 6-

The baseline surveys, which supply most of the population esti-
mates presented in this note, were administered in early L974 fot
Brown County, and early L975 for St. Joseph CounLy. Income data are

for the preceding calendar year. A subset of records--3,338 for Brown

County, 21496 for St. Joseph County--containi-ng all the i.ncome, asset,
and family composition data necessary for determining program eligi-
bility was drawn from the entire set of field-complete record"." A

considerably smaller subset for households that satisfied eligibility
requirements supports our estimates of the characteristics of each sitets
eligible population. In Brown and St. Joseph counties 900 and 705 re-
cords, respectively, were flagged eligible.

The second wave of household surveys \.ras weighted and ready for
preliminary analyses of longitudinal effects only in Brown County. Be-

cauae postbaseline surveys are addressed to a smaller sample of prop-

erties, wave 2 yielded just 2r173 Brown County records that met require-
ments for complete data on income, assets, and family composition. Since

both income and housing cosEs rose in the year between the baseline and

wave 2 surveys, eligibility was tested against an income standard ad-

Justed to reflect a yearrs inflation in housing costs. Using that hypo-

thetical lncoue standard, 531 vave 2 records were flagged eligible.
They update the etigiblllty estimates from the baseline survey and are

used to trace sEatus changes of individual households. When available,
the second wave of household surveys in St. Joseph County will support

a parallel analysis there.

DEFINITION OF TERMS

Terms are defined ldentically for both data bases, except where

noted otherwise. There follows a list of the terms used throughout

this note, includlng the appendix tables.

*
Homeowner incomes are understated because the complex calculations

needed t.o estimate home equity and the imputed income therefrom were
not completed prior to this analysis. Appendix D considers how that
understatement affects eligibility estimates.
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Tenure

A11 tables reflect a thro-rJay tenure cl-assification comprising

ouners and renters. Ilobile home residents, whether or not they own the

land on which the home is located, are classified as homeowners. In
Brown County, nearly 700 households live in nobile homes, including
about 100 eligible for the program. St. Joseph County has almost 11500

nobile home resldents, over 400 of whom are eliglble.

Life Cycle

To distinguish types of households that usually behave differently
in the housing market, we have devised the systern of classification
shown in Table A.1, whi-ch is based jointly on the number of household

heads (1.e., one or two), their marital status, their ages, the presence

or absence of children in the household, and the age of the youngest

chil-d. Our system by no means exhausts the poseLbLe dlnensions of
denographic difference between households, but it defines 10 cormon

household rypes l-n sufficiently general tems that only a sma1l resid-
ual category ls needed to account for those that do not flt into the

scheme. We call it a life-cycle classlfication because most households

pass through at least several of the stages Ln the order shown.

Gross Income

The household surveys and the IIAOs use slightly different income

accountlng systens. The surveys count all lncorne of each household

member for the enEire preceding calendar year. The llAOs use the most

recent lncome information avallable, whlch ls usually for the pre-

vious month. Annual income is derived by sinply nultiplying the monthly

figure by 12. A household with fluctuati.ng income must document a

recent period, usually two months, frorn which its annual income ls pro-

jected. If the household is self-employed, the last income tax return
is required.

Besides accounting periods, other differences in computing income

distinguish the surveys and the HAOs. The surveys include income from

household members under 18 as well as fulltine students who are not

household heads, whereas the HAOs specifically exclude such anounts from



1

2 Young couple, no
children

3 Young couple,
young children

4. Young couple,
older chlldren

5 Older couple,
older children

6 Older couple,
no children

7

Life-Cycle Stage

Young single head,
no children

Older slngle head,
no children

-7 8-

Table A.1

LIFE-CYCLE CLASSIFICATION OF HOUSEHOLDS

Definition

Household headed by single adult (man or woman)
under 46, no member under 18.

Household headed by narried couple, husband
under 46, no member under 18.

Household headed by narried couple, husband
under 46, at least one member under 6.

Household headed by narried couple, husband
under 46, youngest member between 6 and 18.

Household headed by marrled couple, husband be-
tween 46 and 61, youngest member between 6
and 18.

Ilousehold headed by married couple, husband be-
tween 46 and 61, no member under 18.

Household headed by single person Cnan or woman)
between 46 and 51, no member under 18.

Household headed by slngle person (nan or wouan)
under 62, at least one member under 18.

8. Single head with
children

9, Elderly couple Household headed by rnarrled couple, husband or
wife 62 or older, no member under 18.

10. Elderly single head Household headed by single person (pan or woman)
62 or older, no member under 18.

11. A11 other Resldual category; Eost are households headed by
single persons over 62 who live with marrled
chlldren and grandchildren.

- the calculation of gross income. On the other hand, the HAOs include

income inputed to nonincome-producing assets, such as equity held in
property wlthout rental income, at a rate of 5 percent annual-ly. Since

the equity caleulations for surveyed households were not complete be-

fore this analysls began, no similar inputed income ls added to gross

lncome for survey respondents. Both the surveys and the llAOs exclude
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from gross income all nonrecurring anounLs such as gifts, inheritances,

and insurance payments. The following categories are used to classify
gross lncome sources throughout this note:

o Earnings--iacludes wages, salaries, tips, con'missions, bonuses,

and profiEs from self-emplo)ment income.

o Unemployment eompensation--aLso known as unemployment Lnsur-

ance.

. Pensions and SociaT Security--lncludes government and private
pension payrent.s, annuities, and Social Security benefits.

o Aid to Fanilies uith Depend,ent Chilfu,en.

o Supplemental Secutity fneonte--includes Old Age Assi.stance,

Aid to the B1ind, and Aid to the Disabled.

o Interest and diuidends--includes lmputed return to homeoqrnerst

equities.
o )then--includes other welfare, worknents compensation, alimony,

child support, foster parent payrDents, scholarships in excess

of fees, recurring cash contributlons, veteransr benefits,
strike benefits, net renEal income, royalties, and other.

Adjusted Gross Income

The surveys and the llAos also differ somewhat in their application
of exemptlons and deductions to gross annual income to calculat.e a house-

holdrs adjusted gross lncome. Both exclude 10 percent of gross income

for elderly households and 5 percent for all others. However, the IIAOs

also grant the 10 percent excluslon to households whose heads are

handicapped or disabled. Since the survey instrument did not inquire
about disabilities, that rule could not be applied to survey respondents.

Both the surveys and the IiAOs subtract $300 annually from gross

income for each dependent and secondary wage earner. In addition, both

allow additional deductions for child or slck care expenses, and for
court-ordered alimony or child support payments. Only the ilAOs deduct

for uncompensated medical expenses in excess of 3 percent of gross in-
come, and for unreimbursed occupational expenses for items such as spe-

cial tools or equipment.
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Allowance Entitleuent
Allowance entitlement is deflned by the followlng formula:

Allouqnee = R* - .25 (a*iusted gross ineome),

where R{ ls the estimated standard cost of adequate housing In the com-

nunity for a household of a particular size. This calculation yields
the maximum entitlement for a household, but the allowance payment.

cannot exceed actual housing expenses. In additi-on, the allowance must

be at least $10 nonthly at the tine of enrollment, to balance adminis-
trative costs. Once enrolled, however, the payment may fall below $10

monthly without forcing termination from the program.

Houslng Expense

Rente.rs. Housing expense for renters is sinply the sum of con-

tract rent and the cost of utllities paid by the household. The

IIAOs conpute, update, and usually use standard cost schedules for all
utillties instead of actual costs, thus reducing the documentation

required. However, a household raay elect to substltute documented ac-

tual costs.
Orsners. Housing expense for owners is difficult to measure since

ownership entails investment as well as consumption. For administrative
sfunpliclty, the IIA0s developed a method of estimating houeowner expense

that does noE count all the expense elenents identified for survey re-
spondents. Both HAO and survey accounting systems include as expenses

mortgage interest, real estate and special taxes, insurance, utilities,
and maintenance. The IIAOs estimate maintenance at $10 monthly, but

actual maintenance cosrs are reported by surveyed households. In
addition, expense for surveyed horneowners lncludes the respondentrs

estinate of his own time spent on meintenance, valued at $1.60 hourly.
For survey respondents, homeovmer expense includes both an esti-

mate of depreciation and a 5 percent noncash return on equity.*

*
Counted as an opportunity cost.
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Although the IIAOs add 5 percent of their estlmate of equityo ao gto""
income wtren calculating allowance entltlement, the correspondlng amount

is not added to housing expense when testing whether entitlement exceeds

that expense. Because not all survey respondents provided full informa-
tion on housing expenses, tables showing medlan owner expenses are based

on somewhat fewer records than tables showlng ot.her owner characteristics.

Neighborhoods

Neighborhoods appear in only a few of the tabl"es in this note,

but the clvi.l divisions they represent must be specified. In Brown

County, neighborhoods are of little analytical lmportance because they

are so rnuch alike. In St. Joseph County, both race and income vary by

neighborhood. The maJor analytical groupings of numbered neighborhoods

are descrlbed below; each can be located on the county maps shown in
Flgs. A.1 through A.4.

a Broum Countyz

Green Bay ruest (336-358)

Green Bay east (52L-539)

De Pere (309, 359-376, 40L, 501-504, 540-556)

lJest county (301-308, 601-604)

South county (202-205, 402-406)

East county (101-103, 201)

St. Joseph County:

Inner City I (400,410,600,6101 650)--contains the
most seriously deteriorated housing in the county and
very heavy concentrations of ninorlty households.

Inner City II (100, 2OO, 2L0, 230, 300, 310, 420-450,
500, 620, 640)--contains some deteriorated housing and
many minority households.

South Bend fringe (110, L20, 130, 220, 240, 320, 330,
340, 460, 510, 520, 630, 660, 944, 945)--contains some
deteriorated housing and a few minority households in
addition to some of the older suburban developments.

a

*
Appendix D presents the different methods of estimating equity.



-82-

Mishawaka (75L-754, 801-805,
working class comrnunity.

Suburbs (702, 704, 755, 806,

Rural county (904-910, 949,

852, 854)--a prinarily white,

856, 900, 902, g!2, 920-943).

950, 960-964, 970-975).
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Appendix B

SUPPLEI'IENTARY TABUI.ATIONS FOR BROWN COUNTY

8.1. Number of Households by Life-Cycle Stage and Tenure: Brown
Countyr l974

8.2 Number of Households by Gross Income and Household Size: Brown
County, L974

B.3. Average Gross Income and Sources by Life-Cycle Stage:
Households i.n Brown County, 1974

B.4. Housing Expense vs. Gross Income by Llfe-Cycle Stage:
Homeowners and Renters in Brown County, 1974

B.5. Housing Expense vs. Adjusted Gross Income by Life-Cycle Stage:
Homeowners and Renters in Brown County, 1974

B.6 Number of Households by Race and Life-Cycle Stage! Brown
County,1974

8.7. Number of Eligible Households by Life-Cycle Stage and Tenure:
Brown County, 1974

8.8. Number of Eligible Households by Gross Incone and Household
Size: Brown County, 1974

8.9. Nunber of Eligible Households by Monthly Allowance Entitl-ement
and Household Size: Brown County, 1974

8.10. Average Gross Income and Sources by Life-Cyc1e Stage: Eligible
Households in Brown County, L974

B.11. Housing Fxpense vs. Adjusted Gross Income by Llfe-Cycle Stage:
Eligible Owners and Renters in Brown County, L974

8.12. Number of Eligible Households ty Life-Cycle Stage and Race:
Brown County, L974

8.13. Nonelderly Singles Now Eligible by Age of Head and Tenure:
Brown County, 1974

8.14. Enrollment Rates by Life-Cycle Stage and Tenure: Brown County,
Year 2

B.15.

8.16.

B.l7 .

Enrollment Rates by Adjusted Gross Income: Broum County, Year 2

Enrollment Rates by Allowance Enti.tlement: Brown County, \ear 2

Enrollment Rates by Major Incone Source: Brown County, Yeat 2
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8.18 . Enrollment Rates by Age of Household Head, Tenure, and Percent
of Income Spent on Housing at Enrollment: Brown County, Year 2

8.19. Enrollment Rates by Age of Household Head,
Brown County, Year 2

Tenure, and Race:

8.20.

8.21.

EnrollnenE Rates by Netghborhood: Brown County, Year 2

Comparison of First- and Second-Year Enrollees by Life-Cycle
Stage and Tenure: Brown County

8.22. Comparison of Flrst- and Second-Year Enrollees by Income and
Age of Head: Brown County

8.23. Comparison of First- and Second-Year Enrol-lees by Income
Source: Brown County

8.24. Comparison of First- and Second-Year Terminees by Life-Cycle
Stage and Tenure: Brown County

8.25. Coroparison of First- and Second-Year Terminees by Income and
Age of Head: Brown CounEy

8.26. Comparison of First- and Second-Year Terminees by Income
Source: Brown County

8.27. Reasons for Termination: Brown County, Years L and 2

B. 28 Termlnation RaEes by Life-Cyc1e Stage and Tenure: Brown
County, Year 2

8.29. Termination Rates by Allowance Entitleuent: Brown Countyt
Year 2

8.30. Termination Rates by Major Income Source: Brown County, Year 2

8.31. Probabll-ity of Termination and Program Life Expectancy by
Program Age for Eirst-Time Enrollees: Brown County,
Years 1 and 2

8.32.

B.33 .

8.34.

Residentlal Mobillty by Llfe-Cycle Stage for Eligibles at
Baseline and Wave 2: Brown County

One-Year Turnover Rates for Households Changlng Eligibility
Status Between Survey l.Javes by Life-Cycle Stage at
Baseline: Brown County, L974-75

One-Year Turnover Rates for Households Changing Ellglbility
Status Between Survey VJaves by Age of Household Head and
Tenure: Broum County, L974-75

8.35. One-Year Turnover Rates for Households Changl-ng Eliglbility
Status Between Survey Waves by Adjusted Gross Income:
Brown County, L974-75



-89-

Table 8.1

NTJ}{BER OF HOUSEHOLDS BY LIFE-CYCLE STAGE
AND TENURE: BROWN COUNTY, 1974

Stage in
Life Cycle

Young single, no cl'rildren
Young couple, no children
Young couple, young children
Young couple, older children
Older couple, older children
01der couple, no children
Older single, no children
Single head with children
Elderly couple
Elderly single
A11 other

Number of Households
by Tenure

Total

980
675
78L
686
091
7L6
464
040
966
402

3,
3,

L2,
4,
5,
)
1,
2,
3,
3,

2ga

A11 stages 43,830

SOURCE: Survey of households, Site I, baseline.
NOTE: See Appendix A for a description of the

data base and definitions of terms.
oE"tl*.t" is based on less than 10 survey records.

Oumers Renters

368
L,4L7

10,059
4,275
4,909
2,422

78L
74L

3,507
2.086' 

25a

3,612
2,259
2 ,722

4LL
L82
294
683

L,299
459

1 ,316
4
a

30,590 L3,240
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Table B.2

NIJMBER OF HOUSEHOLDS BY GI{OSS INCOME AND

HOUSEHOLD SIZE: BROWN COLNTY, L974

Number of Households by Size

1,000 -
2,000 -

Gross Income ($)
in 1973

Under 1,000
1,999
2,999

3,000 - 3,999
4,000 - 4,999
5,000 - 5,999
6,000 - 6,999
7,000 - 7 ,999
B,0oo - 8,999
9,0011 - 9 ,999
10,000 - 10,999
11 ,000
12,000
13,000
14,000
15,000
16,000
17,000

11 ,
1)
13,
74,
15,
L6,
L7,

AlI
Si zes

293
89s

1,573
r ,717
2,010
2,088
1 ,899
L,556
2,38L
2,161
3,463
3,410
3,064
2 ,2gO
2 ,069
1,649
2,015
1,L72
1,014
1,116
L,226

405
539

3,822
43,827

18,000 - 18
19,000 - 19
20,000 - 20
2L,000 - 2L
22,000 - 22
23,000 +
A11 amounts

999
999
999
999
999
999
999
999

,999
,999
,999
,999

Median amount 1r,500

SOURCE: Survey of households, Site I, baseline.
NOTE: See Appendix A for a descrlption of the daEa base and definitions

of terms.
4Estimate ls baeed on less than 10 aurvey records.

9+
Pe rsons

1

Person
2

Persons
3-4

Persons
5-6

Persons
7-8

Pe rs ons

85
57

L45
301
243
464
547
398
929
852

L,490
1,718
L,L64
1,008

530
508
920
264
374
252
39L

ga

444
L,524

14,2L6

2ga
7a

42d
98

L76
LL4

83
184
311
367
868
807
97L
626
881
423
465
358a-
234
344
L84
g7a

23La
650

8 ,550

5a
644
Lga
2la
LBA
8oa
604
6La

2294
L35a
L3LA
t46a
t3La
L4oa
L6ga

tgga
2gd
23d

660
2,533

a
a

)

4

205

374
724
ga
7a

304
^^aZ)
254
29a

L51d
29a

gu

203a

2a

rL{
J

2704
933

3a
254

L26
64L

1,056
709
747
686
391
297
340
220
L97
131
20L

83
7L
654
t4a
4ta

7a

5ga
22oa

6,307

6a

4gd
190
322
s4s
823
803
857
572
74L
624
607
6r0
s90
397
433
488
418
352
366
315
438

684
Lg3a
498

11,288

2L,787LL,827 13,040 16 ,0004,804 10,040



Table B.3

AVERAGE GROSS INCOME AND SOURCES BY LIFE-CYCLE STAGE: HOUSEHOLDS IN BROI{N COIINTY, L974

Percent of A11 Gross Income Received from

Stage in
Life Cycle

Young single, no children
Young couple, no children
Young couple, young children
Young couple, older children
Older couple, older children
Older couple, no children
01der single, no children
Slngle head wlth children
Elderly couple
Elderly single
A11 other

A11
So ur ces

100 .0
100.0
100.0
100.0
100.0
100.0
100.0
100.0
100.0
100. 0
100.0

I
\o
P
I

A11 stages 100. 0

SOURCE: Survey of households, Slte I, baselLne.
NCIIE: See Appendlx A for a dcecrlptlon of the data base and deflnltlone of terms. Percentages mey not

add to l-00 because of rounding.
oAld to Famllies wlth Dependent Chlldren.
bEstlmate ls based on less than 10 survey records.

0ther
Source

Average
Gross

Income ($)
in 1973

Wages
and

Salarles

Interest
and

Divi.dends

Pensi-ons
and Social
Security

Unernp 1oy-
ment Com-
pensation AFDCA

1.0
0.4
0.5
0.2
0.3
0.3
0.3
0.5
0.6
,:,

0.0
0.0
0.2
0.0
0.1

0.1
L6.4
0.0
0.0

3.9
2.3
2.3
2.2
3.3
2.0
3.7

t6.2
5.5
3.0

10,969
6,049
7 ,551b

,727

8,307
13,073
13
L6
19

332
038
138
870
968

13
B

6

95.9
95.0
90. 1
81. 8
56. 3

51.0
30. 3

80. 0

93.1
94.6
96.0

0.7
2.6
0.9
0.7
0.6
3.4
5.2
L.4
7.3

29.2
4.L

1.3
0.1
0.1
0.9
0.7
4.2
8.8
9.2

3s.6
37 .4
16.0

0.5 3.1L2,6L4 87. 8 2.8 s.3 0.4



Table B.4

HOUSING EXPENSE VS. GROSS INCOME BY LIFE-CYCLE STAGE:
HOMEOWNERS Al.rD REITTERS IN BROWN COUNTY, L974

Stage in
Life Cycle

Young single, no chi-ldren
Young couple, no children
Young couple, young children
Young couple, older children
01der couple, older children
01der couple, no children
Older single, no children
Single head with children
Elderly couple
Elderly single
Al1 other

Median Ratio of
Expense to Income

(la)

Renters

2L.2
15 .8
L7 .9
75.2
Lt .5
16 .2
19. 8
38. 2

27 .8
37 .0

I\o
l\)
I

A11 stages 20 .3

SOURCE: rvey o s, Slte I, ase lne.
NOTE: See Appendix A for a descriptlon of the data base and deflnitions of

terms.
aEstimate is based on less than 10 survey records.
h-Ratio ls not calculated because of sma11 sample.

Expenses and Incomes in 1973

I'ledian Housing
Expense ($)

l'ledian Gross
Incoure ($)

Owners Renters Owners Renters Orrners

2,63Od
3,356
3,226
3,253
3,219
2,3L6
2,340
2,252
2,L73
2,056
2,0664

1,560
1,758
1 ,870
2,036
1,660
2,02L
1 ,310
r ,832
L,675
1 ,303

11,033
17,500
L2,055
t4,752
16,575
13,001

7 ,]-o4
9,330
8 ,199
4,479
8,426

a

a

,0
,0
,0
,0
,6
,1
,9
,5
,1
,0

00
10
05
01
o7
92
72
28
ol
15

7

11

L2
5
4
5

3

10
L2
10

(b)
L7 .6
24.8
20.4
L6 .9
17 .5
24 .6
24.2
25 .7
43.6

(b)

L2 ,700 7 ,964 ')') /,2,89L I ,678



Table B.5

HOUSING EXPENSE VS. ADJUSTED GROSS INCOME BY LIFE-CYCLE STAGE:

HOMEOT,TNERS AND RENTERS rN BROWN COUNTY , 197 4

lledian B-aEio of
Expense to Income

(z)

Renters
Stage in

Life Cycle

Young single, no children
Young couple, no children
Young couple, young children
Young couple, older children
Older couple, older children
Older couple, no children
01der single, no children
Single head with children
Elderly couple
Elderly single
Al1 orher

A11 stages

23.0
L6.9
20.1
77 .7
1

1

2

5
3
4

I
\c
in

19.9
7.4
1.2
1.8
1.0
1.1

SOURCE:
NOTE:

terms.

22.8

Survey of households, Slte I, basellne.
See Appendtx A for a descrl-ptlon of the data baee and deflnlttons of

a

b
Estimate ls based on less than 10 survey records.
Ratio Ls not calculated because of small sample.

Expenses and Incomes in 1973

I,ledian Housing
Expense ($)

i"[edian Adj us ted
Gross Incorne ($)

Owners Renters Ovrne r s Renters Owners

1,560
1 ,758
1, 870
2,036
1 ,660
2 rO21
1,310
1,832
L,67 5
1,303

to,223a
L6,326
r0,636
72,813
L4
L2

6
7

7

4
5

97L
044
744
647
L97
031
7844

,
,
,
,
,
,
,

,469
,L97
,7 43

,7 99

,178
,292
,673
,405
,560
,7L4

9
11

5
3

4
2

l0

6
10

8

(b)
18.5
28.4
23.6
18 .1
L9 ,2
25 .8
34.4
29:5
48.5

(b)

2,6304
3 ,356
3,226
3,253
3,2L9
2,3L6
2,34O
2,252
2,173
2 -O55
2"066a

2,89L L,67 8 LL,L23 7 ,057 25.L
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Table B.6

NI]I,IBER OF HOUSEHOLDS BY RACE AND LIFE-
CYCLE STAGE: BROWN COUNTY, L974

Number of Households
by Race of llead

Stage ln
Llfe Cycle

Young single, no children
Young couple, no children
Young couple, young children
Young couple, older chlldren
Older couple, older children
Older couple, no children
Older single, no children
Single head with chlldren
Elderly couple
Elderly single
A11 other

Total

,980
,67 5

,781
,686
,091
,7L6
,463
,040
,966
,403

29

3

3

12
4
5

2

1

2

3

3

A11 etages 3 ,830

SOURCE: Survey of households, Site I, baseline.
NOTE: See Appendix A for a description of the data base and

definitions of terms.
4Estlmate ls based on less than 10 survey records.

White,
Non-Spani.sh

Arnerican
Indian

All
Other

3 ,908
3 ,619

L2,570
4,66t
5,028
2,675
L,425
L,976
3,937
3 ,359

2ga

'nd.Llz

274
109
2oa
634
4Ld
384
62
254
4oa

304,
2ga

LO2a
5a

2a
4a
4a

43,L87 467 L76
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Table B.7

NUMBEP. OF ELIGIBLE HOUSEHOLDS BY LIFE.CYCLE STAGE

AND TENURET BROWN COUNTY, 1974

Number of Households
by Tenure

Stage in
Life Cycle

Young single, no children
Young couple, no children
Young couple, young children
Young couple, older children
Older couple, older children
Older couple, no children
0lder single, no children
Single head with cirildren
Elderly couple
Elderly single
A11 other

Total

343
1,809

224
509
1014

994
L,498
L,344
2.008' 

2ga

A11 stages 7 1963

S0URCE: Survey of households, Site I, baseline.
NOTE: See Appendix A for a description of the

data base and deflnLtlons of terms.
oE"ti*"t" is based on less than 10 survey

records.

Ownerr Renters

364
909
11ga
43L

524
5ga

436
1,055
1.084

2ia

307
900
106

78
4ga
474

L,062
289
924,a4

4 )203 3,760



Table B.8

NIN{BER OF ELIGIBLE HOUSEHOLDS BY GROSS INCOI,IE AI.ID

HOUSEHOLD SIZE: BROI^IN COITNTY, L974

Number of Householde by Size

Gross Income ($)
tn 1973

A11
Slzes

116
680 :

r,207
1,210
1,I92

726
633
43s
334
264

ga

7a
b

t

,
,
,
t

Und er
1,000

1,000
- 1,999
- 2,ggg

,999
,999
,999
,999
,999
,999
,999
10, 999
1 1, 999

o - L2,999
0 - 13,999

,

t

,
0
1
2

3

4

2

3
4
5

6
7

8
9
1
1
1
1
1

0
0

000
000
000
000
000
000
000
000
,o0
,00
,00
,00

t
\o
o\
I

-3
-4
-5
-6
-7
-8
-9

,000 +
A11 amounts 7 ,963

Median amount 4 ,608

SOURCE: Survey of households, Site I, basellne.
NOTE: See Appendlx A for a descriptlon of the data base and deflnitions

of terms.
aEstimate is based on less than 10 surv€ry records.

1
Pereon

2
Pereons

3-4
Persons

5-6
Persons

7-8
Persons

9{-
Persons

4f
504
7L6
356
L94

1,817

ga

L22
242
431
605
550
L22d

2,183

3a

136
258
2L4
407
508
347

51

2,007

274
4ga

zga
5a

424
98

L76
114

75
180
311
24od

4a

L,27 4

-a)
644
tga
2La
tga
8La
604
574

22ga

*

559

3a
254

ir"
3La

ga

7a
6a

123

3a

2a

2, 500 4,592 5,700 7 ,301 9,151 9,263



Table B.9

NIIMBER OF ELIGIBLE HOUSEHOLDS BY MONTHLY ALLOWANCE
ENTITLEI',IENT A].ID HOUSEHOLD SIZE: BROWN COI]NTY, L974

Slze of Household

Allowance
EntiElement ($)

100 - 109
I_10 - l_19
L20 - L19
140 - 159
150 - 179
180 +

A11 amounts

I
\o
!
I

-19
-29
-39
-49
-59
-69
-79
-89
-99

10
20
30
40
50
60
70
80
90

A11
S izes

948
977

11227
773

1,020
989
379
450
262
294
240
L9s
136

7La
2a

7,963

Medlan amount 50

SOURCE: Survey of households, Slte I, baseline.
NOTE: See Appendix A for a descrlptlon of, the data base and definltlons

of terms.
4Estlmate ls based on less than 10 survey records

I
Person

2

Persons
3-4

Persons
5-6

Persons
7-8

Persons
9+

Persong

118
170
232
243
457
477

70
46a
5a

1 t 8;;

351
337
401
240
223
2t2
L46
159

33
74

4
4

2,L94

4
a

94
315
252
209
191
205
103
L22
186

76
141

6La
43a

2r009

203
135
273

354
8ga
634
424
564
ga

110
g3a
gLa

474
2ga

L,275

t82a
L6a
5ga
2ga
2ga
2ga
t2a
424
2ga
2ga

2a
tta
464
4oa

2a
555

7a
2a
3a
6a
-4.)

3a

2

2a

6a

l_

3

L22

zga

53 40 55 44 46 84



Table 8.10

AVERAGE GROSS INCOME A}.ID SOURCES BY LIFE-CYCLE STAGE:
ELIGIBLE HOUSEITOLDS rN BROWN COUNTY, 1974

Percent of A11 Gross Income Received frcrm:

Stage in
Life Cycle

Young single, no children
Young couple, no children
Young couple, young children
Young couple, older children
Older couple, older children
Older couple, no children
Older single, no children
Stngle head wlth children
E1derly couple
Elderly si,ngle
A11 other

A11 stages

SOLIRCE: Survey of householde, Slte I, basellne.
NOTE: See Appendix A for a descrlption of the data base and deflnition of terms. Percentages may not

add to 100 because of roundlng.
oAiC ao Famllies wlth Dependent Children.
bEstimate is based on less than 10 survey records.

A11
Sources

100.0
100.0
100.0
100.0
100.0
100. 0
100. 0
100.0
100.0
100.0

100.0

I
\o
@
I

Interes t
and

Dividends

Pensions
and Social
Security

Unemployment
Compensation AFDCA

0ther
Source

Average
Gross

Income ($)
ln 1973

Wages
and

Salarlee

1.0
0.3

r.2
14 .3
43 .9
5.2

68.0
72.8
L6 .2

3.1
L.7
0.8
3.2
0.8
0.1
0.4
1.3
0.1

0.2
2.4
L.7
1.1

2.L
28.6
0.3

3_o

6.0
2.7
2.O
5.2
5.1

27 .5
22,8
5.2
8.6

4,312
6,459
7 ,O6t
6 ,967
31768
4,764
5,089
4 ,808
2,773
7 ,55Lb

1
6
4
5
2

2

4
1
9

7

89.
92.
95.
88.
79
25
42
19

8
79

0.6
0.3
0.0
0.8
0.6
L.2
0.5
6.1
9.5
4.L

23.7 1.3 6.6 8.44,993 57 .3 2.7



-100-

Table B.12

NU}MER OF ELIGIBLE HOUSEHOLDS BY LIFE-CYCLE
STAGE AI.ID RACE: BROWN COUNTY, L974

Number of Households
by Race

Stage in
Life Cycle

A11
Other

Young single, no chlldren
Young couple, no children
Young couple, young children
Young couple, older children
Older couple, older children
0lder couple, no chlldren
Older single, no children
Slngle head wlth chlldren
Elderly couple
Elderly single
A11 other

A11 stages 354

SOURCE: Survey of households , Site I, baseline.
NOTE: See Appendix A f.or a description of Ehe

date base and dcflnttlons of terme.
4Estlmate le based on lese than 10 survey records.

0
2ga

0

0
0
0
20
0
4u
0

White
American
Indian

336
1, 738

206
494
101

99
L,44L
I ,334
7.965

2ga

.ao

434
Lga
L5a

0
0

55
104
39a

0

7 1742 186
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Table B.11

HOUSING E)GENSE VS. ADJUSTED GROSS INCOME BY LIFE-CYGLE STAGE:
ELIGIBLE OWNERS AND REMER^S IN BROWN COUNTY, L974

Stage ln
Llfe Cycle

Medlan Ratio
of Expense
to Incorne

(7.)

Renters i

42.3

34.5

34.2

32,4

59.1

50. 0

59. 5
39.4
49.L

Young slngle,
no chlldren

Young couple,
no chlldren

Young couple,
young chiLdren

Young couple,
older chlldren

Older couple,
older chll-dren

Older couple,
no chlldren

Older slngle,
no chlldren

Slngle head
ri'lth chlldren

Elderly couple
Elderly slngle
A11 other

A1-1 stages 44.8

SOURCE: Sunrey of households, SlEe I, baeellne.
NOTE: See Appendlx A for a descriptlon of the data base and defl-

nitl-ons of terms.
4Estlmate ls based on less than 10 survcy recorde.
h"Ratio ls not calculated because of small sample.

Expenees and Incomes ln 1973

Medlan Houslng
Expense ($)

Medlan AdJueted
Groea Incorne ($)

Renters Ownere Rentere OqmersOnmers

r,641

L,694

1,7 24

L1537

21022

11302

1,803
1,593
1,208

6,430

5, 8OO4

6,4064

4 ro\ga

4,4254

7 3684
4,465
2,3L7

4,074

5,195

5,242

5 r379

2rL76

2,840

2,820
3,660
21284

37 .6

(b)

(b)

(b)

(b)

(b)
40.0
7 6.4

2r632

2,0574

3 ,7 474

L,67ga

L,6664

oa4

44
64

2r7
1r6
1r6

r,97 5 l-,604 4,666 3,316 4L.4
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Table B.13

NONELDERLY SINGLES NOW ELIGIBLE BY
AGE OF HEAD AND TENURE:

BRoWN COUNfi, L974

Number of Households
by Tenure

Age of Head Total

Under 30 years
30-39
40-49
50-61

I ,306
L29
LO2
296

A11 ages I ,833

SOURCE: Survey of households,
Site I, baseline.

NOTE l See Appendtx A for a
description of the data base and
definitions of terms.

aEstlmate ls based on leae than 10
survey records.

Omers Renters

L,289
s9
54

L97

a
a
a
a

L7
70
48
99

234a 1,599



Table B.14

ENROLL}IENT RATES BY LIFE-CYCLE STAGE AND TM{URE:
BROWN COUNfi, YEAR 2

Renters

Stage ln
Llfe Cycle

EnrolLnent
Rate (Z)

30.0

39.7

50.9

24.4

(b)

(b)

68.7
29.8
45.8

(b)

Young elngler_
no chlldrea*

Young couple,
no chl.Ldren

Young couple,
young chlldren

Young couple,
older children

Older couple,
older chlldren

Older couple,
no children

Older slngle,
no children

Single head
hrlrh chlldren

Elderly coupl-e
Elderly single
ALl other

IHo
N
I

A11 stages 53.4

SOURCE: Survey of households, Site I, baseline, and HAO adml-nlstratlve records.
NOTE: See Appendix A for a descriptlon of the data base and definitions of terms.
oRrt" ls not calculated because the surveys do not ldentlfy nonelderly slngles

who are eltglble by reason of being dlsabled or dlsplaced by publlc action.
"EstLmate ls based on less than 10 survey records and rates are not calculated

for such snall samples

Ovrners

Number
Eltgtble

Number
Enrolled

Enrollnent
nate (Z)

Number
E1lglb1e

Number
Enrolled

909

118b

431

52b

s8b

b
36

b

436
1,055
1,084

24

10

11

20L

82

49

42

4s

225
23L
465

7

(b)

22.L

(b)

11.4

(b)

(b)

51.6
2L,9
42.9

(b) b

4sb

4Lb

1,062
289
924

4

307

900

106

78

104

92

357

54

19

20

119

730
86

423
5

1, 368 32.6 3,7604,203 2,009
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Table B.L5

ENROLLMENT RATE.S BY ADJUSTED GROSS INCO},IE:
BROTIN CotnITY, YEAR 2

AdJusted Gross
Income ($)

Enrollment
Ratc (Z)

Under 2,OOOa
21000 - 2,999
31000 - 3,ggg
41000 - 41999
5,000 - 5,999
6,000 - 5,999
7,000 - 7,999
8,000 +

35.5
52.2
79.4
39.7
32.2
18.1
20.5
5.7

A11 amounts 42.4

SOURCE: Survey of households, Slte I, baseline,
and HAO admlnlstratlve records

NOTE: See Appendlx A for a descriptl.on of the
data base and deflnltlons of ter"mg.

aTh" lrrt"rvals under $1r0OO and $1r0OO - $1r999
were merged becauee of l-nsufficlent data on
eliglbles.

Number
El1glble

Number
Enrolled

1,358
L 1465
L1249
L r446

990
872
34s
238

482
765
992
574
319
158

7L
15

3,3777 ,953
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Tab1e B.16

ENROLLMEM RATES BY AILOWANCE ENTITLBIENT:
BROIN COINTY, YEAR 2

Allowance
Entitlement ($)

Enrollment
Rate (7")

10
20
30
40
50
60
70
80
90

100
L10
120
140
160
180

19
29
39
49
59
69
79
89
99
109
119
139
159
Lt9

,o
31.
65.
37.

37.
27.
57.
67.

+

19 8
1
7

8
8
3
0
4
2

0
4
5

4

40.
81.
66.
62.

(a)
(a)

A11 amounte 42.4

SOURCE: Sunrey of households, Site I, baseline,
and HAO admlnletratlve records.

NOTE: See Appendlx A for a descrlptlon of the
data base and deflnltLons of terms.

4Estimate le baeed on less than 10 survey records
and rates are not calculated for such smal1 samples.

Number
Ellglble

Number
Enrolled

947
977

11227
772

1,020
989
378
449
262
295
24L
193
135

7oa
ga

L87
284
389
508
386
399
306
298
163
109

66
111

91
51
29

3,3777 1963
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Table B.17

ENROLLMENT RATES BY MAJOR INCOI,IE SOURCE:
BROIIN CouNfi, YEAR 2

MaJor Income Source

Wages and salaries
Unemployment compensat ion
Pensions and social securlty
AI'DC
SSI
Interest and dlvldends
A11 other
No maJor source

Enrol-lment
Rate (Z)

19. L
(a)

42.8
(b)
k)

37.
(b

5

)
453

A11 sources 42.4

SOURCE: Survey of households, Slte I, baeeline, and HAO

admlnlstratlve records .

NOTE: See Appendix A for a descrlptlon of the data base and
deflnltlons of terms.

AFDC = Ald to Famll-les wlth Dependent Chlldren; SSI = supple-
mental securlty lncome.

4Estlmate ls based on less than 10 sur:vey records and rates
are not calculated for such smaIl samplea.

h"Rate exceeds 100, probably a reflectlon of an error ln the
original estlmate.

Number
E1lgible

Number
Enrol-1ed

2,859
609

7ga
L25
296
26L

3, 684
5oa 155

L1225
631
L24'

47
327
165

702

7,963 3 1377



Table 8.18

ENROLLUENT RATES BY AGE OF HOUSEIIOLD HEAD, TNURE, ND PERCENT. OF INCO}M SPENT
ON HOUSING AT ENROLLMEM: BROIIN COUNTY, YEAR 2

Ratlo of Ilouslng Expense to AdJusted Gross Income

More Than 50 Percent

Age of Head
and Tenure

0,mers
Nonelderly
Elderly

A11 ages

Renters
Nonelderly
Elderly

A11 ages

Enrollment
Rate (Z)

62.7
35.0
45.7

IFo
o,
I

83.2
52.0
73.4

SOURCE: Survey of households, Site I, baseline, and HAO administrative records.
NOTE: See Appendix A for a descrtptlon of the data base and deflnltlons of terms.
4Estimate is based on less than 10 survey records and rates are not calculated for such sma11 samples.

25 Percent or Lese 25 Percent to 50 Percent

Number
E1lglb1e

Number
Enrolled

Enrollnent
Rate (Z)

Number
Ellglble

Number
Enrolled

Enrollment
Rate (Z)

Number
Ellglb1e

Number
Enrolled

19. 1
3L.2
24.5

47 .9
36.9
44.3

s84
920

L, 504

1,033
47L

1,504

8s9
245

1,104

356
322
588

684
334

1014

334
160
494

29
15
44

76
49

L25

(a)
(a)
(a)

22,7
30.6
25.2

L,449
1r150
2,599

1,180
s82

Lr762

277
359
636

555
2L5
780



Table B.19

ENROLLMENT RATES BY AGE OF HOUSEHOLD HEAD, TENURE, ND RACE: BROI/N COUNTY, YEAR 2

Race of Household Head

A11 Other

Age of Head
and Tenure

Oumez,s

Nonelderly
Elderly

A11 ages

Renters
Nonelderly
Elderly

A11 ages

Enrollment
Rate (Z)

@)

b\

(a)
(a)
(a)

I
Ho{
I

SOURCE: Survey of households, SLte I, basellne, and HAO administratLve records.
NOTE: See Appendix A for a descrl-ption of the data base and definlttons of terns.
4Estlmate is based on less than 10 survey records and rates are not calculated for such small samples.

White A,merLcan Indlan

Number
EllglbIe

Number
Enrolled

Number
Ellglb1e

Number
Enrolled

Enrollment
nate (Z)

Number
Eligible

Number
EnrolLed

Enrollment
Rate (Z)

2,039
2 r]_]-6
4,155

2,404
1,l_84
3,588

666
693

1,359

40
50
90

t 6
1

7

1

I

32.7
32.8
32.7

58. s
42.3
53.2

t37
254

L62

0
3a
3a

2

2

2
2

4

79
8

87

@)
b)

57 .7
@)

53.7

254
0

254

6a
4a

LOa

4
1

5

L5
0

15
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Table B.20

ENROLLMMII RATES BY NEIGHBORHOOD:
BROWN COUNTY, YEAR 2

Nelghborhood
Enrollment
Rate (Z)

Green Bay west
Green Bay eaat
De Pere
I^Iest county
East county
South county

46.2
43.9
38.6
43.2
43.6
27.3

A11 nelghborhoods 42.4

SOURCE: Sunrey of households, Slte I, baseline,
and HAO admlnietratlve records.

NOTE: See Appendlx A for a descrlptlon of the
data base and deflnltlons of terms.

Number
Ellglble

Number
Enrolled

2,556
2,858
1,330

438
156
625

1'1
L12

5
189

68
L7T

81
55
13

7 ,963 3,377



Table B.21

COMPARISON OF FIRST- AND SECOND-YEAR ENROLLEES BY LIFE-CYCLE
STAGE AND TENIJRE: BROWN COIINTY

Renters

\ear 2
Stage in

Life Cycle

Young sLngle,
no children

Young couple,
no children

Young couple,
young chlldren

Young couple,
older children

01der couple,
older chlldren

Older couple,
no children

OLder single,
no chlldren

Stngle head
wlrh chlldren

Elderly couple
Elderly slngle
A11 other

Percent

7.2

7.9

22.5

2.5

0.5

0.7

5.1

IHo
\o
I

34.4
2.4

16.8
0.1

AJ.l stages 100.0

SOURCE: HAO admlnistratlve records, Slte I.
NOTE: See Appendlx A for a descrlptlon of the data base and deftnltlons of terms.

Percentages may not add to 100 because of rounding.

Orrners

Year 1 lear 2 Year 1

Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent Number

107

9

20

259

55

26

36

190
1-97

376
7

0.7

1.6

20,2

8.3

4.3

2.O

2.8

14.8
15.4
29.3
0.5

4

l-1

50

26

26

20

t28

L28
96

L79
1

0

I

7.5

3.0

6

6

3.9

3.9

19. 1

19.1
14.3
26.8
0.1

78

108

409

62

22

19

88

603
88

408
4

4.L

5.7

2t.7

3.3

L.2

1.0

4.7

31.9
4.7

2L.6
o.2

85

93

265

30

5

8

60

406
28

198
1

1,889 100.0 1,181L1282 100.0 669 100.0



Table 8,22

COMPARISON OF FIRST- AND SECOND-YEAR ENROLLEES BY INCOME
AND AGE 0F HEAD: BROI,IN COUNIY

Elderly Enrollees

AdJueted
Gross

Incone ($)

Under l-,000
l-,000 - 1,ggg

,000 - 2,999
999
999
999
999
999
999
999

10,000 +
A11 amounts

Year 2

Percent

1.
7.

4

6
3

7

0
0
4
6

I
H
P
O
I2

3
4
5
6
7

8
9

10.
1.
0.

- 3,
- 4,
- 5,
-6,
- 7,
- 8,
-o rt

000
000
000
000
000
000
000

29.
32,
t7.

100.0

Median amount 3,349

SOURCE: IIAO adulnlstrative records, Slte I.
NOTE: See Appendix A for a descrlption of the data base and deflnitions of

terms.

Nonelderly Enrollees

Year 1 Year 2 Year 1

Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent Nunber

2t5
102
319
5r.3
405
254
207

64
16

7

2,t02 100. 0

10.2
4.9

]-5.2
24.4
19. 3
L2.L
9.8
3.0
0.8
0.3

170
60

L73
346
246
163
lL4

62
L4

1

L,349

L2.
4.

L2.
25.
18.
L2.
8.
4.
1.
0.

6
4
8
6

2

1
5

6
0
I

100.0

23
105
423
3L4
141

50
8
4

1,069

2

9
39
29
13

4
0
0

2

9
6

4
2

7

7

4

100.0

7

38
L47
L64

85
50

7

3

501

3,792 3,7 5L 2,962

a,



a

Table B.23

COMPARISON 0F FIRST- AI{D SECOND-YEAR ENROLLEES BY INCOME SoURCE: BROITTN COIINTY

Year 2

Median
Percent
of Total

IncomeIncome Sourced

Wages and salaries
Unemployment compensation
Pensions and social securlty
AT'DC
SSI
Interest and dlvidends
A11 other

IH
HH
t

92.
89.
84.

6

5
2

0
3
4
3

100.
38.

1.
49.

SOURCE: IiAO administrative records, Slte I.
NOTE: See Appendlx A for a descrlptlon of the data base and deflnltlons of terms.
AFDC = Aid to Famllles wLth Dependent Chlldren; SSI = supplernental securlty lncome.
4so,rr""" frcrr whlch households receive any income at enrollment. Few derlve thelr lncome

frorn a single source, so categorles are nelther mutuall,y excluslve nor all-lncluslve.

Year 1

Number of
Enrollees

Percent
of A11
Year 1

Enroll-ees

Medlan
Percent
of Total

Income
Number of
Enrollees

Percent
of A11
Year 2

Enrollees

3 5.0
10.3
32.8
20,7
8.5

46.7
2L.4

1,086
242

L,252
62L
295

Lr443
788

34.2
7.6

39. 5

19. 6
9.3

45.5
24.8

98.9
98.3
82.3
99.6
37 .6
2.0

34.5

647
190
607
383
158
864
395



Table B.24

COMPARISON OF FIRST- AND SECOND.YEAR TERMINEES BY LIFE_CYCLE
STAGE AND TENURE: BRO}JN COUNTY

Renters

Stage ln
Llfe Cycle

Year 2

Number Percent

Young stngle,
no children

Young couple,
no chlldren

Young couple,
young chlldren

Young couple,
older chlldren

Older couple,
older chlldren

Older couple,
no chlldren

Older s{.ngle,
no chlldren

Stngle head
wLth chlldren

Elderly couple
E1derly slngle
A11 other

47

92

273

34

6

5

24

5.4

10. 6

31.6

3.9

0.7

0.5

2.8

I
P
H
N
I

222
2L

140
1

25.7
2,4

L6.2
0.1

A11 stages 865 100.0

SOURCE: HAO adminlstrative records, Slte I
NOTE: See Appendlx A for a descrlptlon of the data base and definitions of terms.

Percentages may not add to 100 because of roundlng.

Owners

Year 1 Year 2 Year 1

Number PercentNumber Percent Number Percent

0

8

36

L7

5

0

4

0.0

6.0

27.L

12.8

3.8

0.0

3.0

19
18
26

0

14.3
13.5
19.5
0.0

3

13

1s6

60

27

11

9

0.6

2.7

32,8

L2,6

5.7

2.3

1.9

78
51
56

2

L5.4
10. 7

13.9
0.4

13

2T

61

5

3

3

6

5.6

9.0

26.3

2.2

1.3

1.3

2.6

62
10
48

0

26,7
4.3

20,7
0.0

133 100. 0 476 100.0 232 100.0

a



Table B.25

COMPARISON OF FIRST- AND SECOND-YEAR TERMIMES BY INCOME
AND AGE OF HEAD: BROWN COUNTY

Elderly Termlnees

AdJ us ted
Gross

Income ($)

Under 1,000
1,000 - l,ggg

,000 - 2,ggg

Year 2

2,994

Percent

100.0

t
t
t
,
t

2

3

4

5
6
7

I
9

1

000
000
000
000
000

- 3,ggg
- 4,ggg
- 5,999
- 6,999

I
ts
F(,
I

2.9
8.6

38.5
25.9
15. 1
6.5
1.1
L.4- 7,

,000 - g,

,000 - g,
0,000 +

A11 amounts

Medlan amount

SOURCE: trat ve recor

999
999
999

tet
NOTE: See Appendlx A for a descrlptlon of the data base and definltions of

terms. Percentages may not add to 100 because of roundlng.

Nonelderly Termlnees

Year 1 Year 2 Year 1

Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent Number

8
24

107
72

278

42
18

3
4

22
L7
30
38
49
45
37
L7

6
2

263

8
6

11
L4
18
L7
L4

6
2

0

4
5
4
4

6

1
1
5
3
I

100.0

L2L
44

L27
227
2L5
L32
t37

46
11

3

1,063

11
4

11
2L
20
L2
L2

4
1
0

4
1
9

4
2

4
9
3
0
3

100.0

3

13
37
20
15

9
4

102 100 0

2.9
L2.7
35. 3
19.6
L5.7
8.8
3.9

4,555 4,053 2r928
r{t



Table B.25

COMPARISON OF FIRST- AI.ID SECOND-YEAR TERI,{INEES BY INCOME SOURCE: BROWN COUNTY

Year 2

Income sourced

Wages and salaries
Unemployment compensation
Pensions and social security
AFDC

SSI
Interest and dividends
A11 other

Medlan
Percent
of Total

Income

99.6
98.6
80.7

100.0
36.5
0.9

44.5

I
P
Ps
I

SOURCE: HAO admlnlstratlve records, Site I.
NOTE: See Appendix A for a description of the data base and definitlons of terms.
AFDC = Aid to Famllies with Dependent Chlldren; SSI = supplemental securl-ty income.
osour""" from which households receive any income at enrollment. Few derlve their income

from a single source, so categorles are neither mutuaLly excluslve nor all-incluslve.

Year 1

Number of
Enrollees

Percent
of AL1
Year 1

Te:mr{-nees

Medlan
Percent
of Total

Income
Number of
Enroll-ees

Percent
of A11
Year 2

Termlnees

173
26

]-22
53
39

L62
103

47
7

33
14
10
44
28

4
1
4
5

7
4
2

99.8
96.0
7 5.8
77 .2
38.9
0.8

32.2

561
191
336
243

73
559
291,

4t
LK
25
18

5
42
2L

8
2
1
t
4
4
7

1
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Table B.27

REASONS FOR TERMINATION: BROWN COI,IITTY, YEARS 1 AI{D 2

Year 2

Reason for Ter:urlnatlon4

Asaets too high
Income too hlgh
Ilourehold compositlon
Movcd fronr program area
Moved to eubeldlzed houelng
Movcd to nureLng home
Falled to recertLfy
Falled to allow houelng evaluatlon
Spent too llttle on housLng expensee
Fraud
Death of houeehold head
Adnlnistratlve burden
Allowance too araall
Falled houslng evah.utlon; no move
lilo leaee; no move
Confldentlallty
Irlelfare lnage
Fecle aeslstance not needed
Jolned other asaletance protrlrf,r
Could not ldentl.fy reaeon
A11 other

Totalb
SOIIRCE: IIA0 admlnlstratlve records, Slte I.
}IOTE: See Appendlx A for a descrlptlon of the data bcee and deftal

tlons of terms. Perccntat.a may not add to 1O0 bcceuse of routrdlng.
aMultlple reasona are coded as prlnclprl reeeon.
b*"""on wae nlsslng for 13 casee ln year L and 97 caeec ln yoer 2.

Perc

2

4

ent

2.2
5.9
2.5
8.0
5.1
1.3
1.6
0.1
0.1

2.6
0.2
L,7
2.6
0.4
0.1

1.1

ol,
4.1

.0100

)

Yoer 1

Number Percent Number

3
65
10
33
29
11
73

1
2
0

11
4

11
37
15

0
1
8
1
3

34
3s2

0.8
18.5
2.8
9.4
8.2
3.1

20.7
0.3
0.6

3.1
1.1
3.1

10.5
4.3

0.3
2.3
0.3
0.8
9.7

00.01

28
322

31
99
63
16

518

2L
33

5
l_

0
L4

0
4

51

,2441

1
1
0

33
3



Table B.2E

TERMINATION RATES BY LIFE.CYCLE STAGE AIiID TENTIRE:
BROITN COlnflT, YEAR 2

Renters

Stage ln
Llfc Cycle

A11 stages

Young elqgle,
no cblldfra

Young coupfe,
no chlldten

Young couple,
younB chlldren

Young couple,
older chlldren

Older couple,
older chlldren

older coupie,
no chlldren

Older slngle,
no chlldren

Slngle head
wlth chlldren

E1-derl-y couple
E1derly slngle
ALl other

Ternlnetlon
Retr (I)

36.2

54.2

47 .L

41.3

32.L

25.9

19.0

25.
30.
16.

34.s

IH
H
o\
I

27. 6
9
1
7

SOURCE: IIAO adolnlstratlve recorde, Slte I.
NOTE: See Appendlx A for a descriptlon of the data base and deflnltlons of terms.

{

&rners

Ntrmber
Enrolled

Number
Tct'nlnrted

Nr.rnber
Earolled

Number
Terulaatcd

Terntnatlon
rrtr (I)

10

t_1

zAL

82

49

42

45

225
23]-
46s

7

3

20

185

75

32

10

11

93
62
90

1

23.L

64.5

48.1

47.8

39.5

L9.2

19.6

29.2
2
2

5

2L
16
L2

104

92

3s7

54

19

20

119

730
85

423
5

59

109

318

38

9

7

28

279
30

L82
t_

1, 368 583 29.9 2,009 1 ,060
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Table 8.29

TERMINATION RATES BY ALLOWAI{CE EMITLE}IENE:
BRO$IN COINTY, YEAR 2

Allowance
Entltlement ($)

Ternlnation
Rate (Z)

4610
20
30
40
50
60
70
80
90

100
110
L20
140
l_60
180

19
29
39
49
59
69
79
89
99
109
119
139
159
t79

28.
33.
29.
34,
44.
22.
LI ,+

38
31
30
31
28
29
30

7

5
6
4
0
5
8
4
2

1
0
3
2

7
1

A11 amounts 32.6

SOURCE: HAO admlnlstratlve records, Site I.
NOTE: See Appendlx A for a desctlptlon of the

data base and deflnltlons of terms.
aEl"r"r, cases mlsstng allowance amount.

Number
Enrolled

Number
Termlnated

187
284
389
508
386
399
306
298
r.63
109

66
111

91
51
29

L64
L78
180
222
773
159
130
130

64
54
27
58
72
15

6

3 r377 L,6324
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Table B.30

TERMINATION RATES BY MA"]OR INCOME SOURCE:
BROvilN COUMTY, YEAR 2

MaJor Income Source

Wages and salarl.es
Unemployment compensatlon
Penslons and soclal securlty
AFDC
ssI
Interest and dlvldende
AlL other
No naJor source

Termlnation
Rate (%)

44.2
53. 5
22.5
26.3
2t.0
35.6
33 .9
38.1

A11 eourcee 32.7

SOURCE: HAO admLnlgtrative records, Slte I.
NOTE: See Appendix A for a descriptLon of the data base and

definltlons of terms.
AFDC - Aid to Farnllles wlth Dependent Chlldren; SSI = supple-

nental securlty lncome.

Number
Enrolled

Number
Termlnated

555
178
356
225

33
26

168
r02

702
15s

L1225
631
L24

47
327
L66

3,377 L,643
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Table B.31

PROBABILITY OF TERMINATION AI{D PROGRA}'I LIFE HEECTAI{CY BY PROGRA}I AGE

FOR FIRST-TII'IE ENROLLEES: BROI,IN COUNTY' YBARS 1 AllD 2

Age (mos.) e

3-4
4-5
5-6
6-7
7-8
8-9
9-10

10-11
11-12
L2-L3
13-14
14-15
15-16

0-1
L-2
2-3

17 .5
L6.7
16 .0
L5.2
L4.4
13.6
12 .8
13 .8
13.6
13.0
L2.t
1r.2
10.4
11.1
10. 2

9.4
8.4
7.4
6.5
5.9
4.9
3.9
2.9
1.9

.9

16-17
17-18
18-19
19-20
20-2L
2L-22
22-23
23-24
24-25

S0URCE: IIAO admlnlstratlve records, Slte I.
NOTES:
1. Age refers to progran tlne fron enrollment to terulnatLon, or the end of year 2.
2. Onset ls the number of houeeholds wlthln a glven caae-age group nho are expoeed to the

rlek of ternlnatlon at that tltne.
3. dc - number of tenrlnattons wlth age c at termlnatlon.
4. qs - dr/odaec, the probablllty of termlnatlon wlthtn a glven age lntenral. Thle ternlna-

tlon rate ls equlvalent to a ttdeath rate" ln demography.
Zc - the number of enrollees renalnlng after ter:rolnatlong wlthln an age Broup.
cr
LC

. the nurober of persong 8t111 enrolled at the end of year 2 rrlth age ,.
- Co - the number of households expoeed to the rlsk of terillnetlon ln the , + 7 ege

1nterval.
8. Lr' - , large round number Btartlng enrollnent at the esne tlme, to whlch the age-

epeclflc termlnatlon rates (qs) are app1led. Uelng such a hypothetlcal case renovea the effect
of persons enterlng the enrollnent process at dlfferent tlnc8.

9. dr''(qr'Lr')'auurber of predlcted tetulnatlons et a8e t.
10. Ls - Ls' - d ' - nunber of enrolleee reaalnlng at age c (alao the nunber of nonths

"llved" between age c and x + 1).
11. ?r. total yeara 1lved after program age r. It equals trs plus .5d4t su*ed fron

c = n to o = 7. Thus for the last age Lnterval, lt 16 the gun of all "6urvlvor6" ln nonth 25
(uho r'11ved" one month to the end of year 2) plue one-half of the terrlnatLons. The aesunptlon
ls that termlnatlons are apread evenly throughout the month, so that the average amount of tlne
"11ved" 1n the age lnterval ls one-ha1f month.

L2. €c - the caae-age speclflc program "1lfe expectancy." (T, + Lat). Slnce our lnfoma-
tlon extends only to the end of year 2, the .llfe expectancy becomes very short by the tlrenty-
flfth nonth.

5
6

7

d,T La TT
I
La ct Lr-c, 1'

tOnset dr qa G)

140
178
207
L28
148
L29
9t
91

131
133

86
97

111
88

151
187
195
188
193
150
154
r35
104

86
15

4 t823
4,549
4,279
4,095
3,899
3,710
3,103
2,825
2,62L
2,453
2,341
2,204
1t773
1r656
L,494
L,299
1,097

898
655
501
347
210
104

18
0

000
890
693
559
434
324
180
903
426
234
L37
061
940
932
868
794
763
732
675
359
326
326
295
245
245

10,
9,
9,
9,
9,
9,
9,
7,
7,
7,
7,
7,
6,
5,
5,
5,
5,
5,
5,
5,
5,
5,
5,
5,
5,

110
L97
134
L25
110
L44

Lr277
477
L92

97
76

L21
1 ,008

64

3l
31
57

316
33

0
31
50

0
583

74

890
693
559
434
324
180
903
426
234
L37
061
940
932
868
794
763
732
675
359
326
326
295
245
245
662

9,
9,
9,
9,
9,
9,
7,
7,
7,
7,
7,
6,
5,
5,
5,
5,
5,
5,
5,
5,
5,
5,
5,
5,
4,

L74,672
L64,727
154,936
145,310
135,813
L26,434
117,182
108 ,640
r00, 976

93,646
86,460
79,362
7.2,361
65,925
60, 025
54,L94
48,4L6
42,668
36,964
3L r44B
26,L05
20,779
15 r468
10,198

4 1954

5,018
4,823
4,549
4,279
4,095
3,899
3,710
3,103
2,825
2,62L
2r453
2,341
2,2O4
1,773
1,666
L,494
L,299
1,097

898
555
501
347
210
104

18

55
96
63
56
48
60

516
187

73
35
26
40

320
19
2t

8
7

11
50

4
0
2
,
0
2

1.10
1.99
1.38
1.31
l. 17
1.54

13.91
6. 03
2,58
1.34
1.06
1. 71

L4.52
1.07
t.26

.54

.54
1.00
5.57

.61
0

.58

.95
0

11.11

4,963
4,727
4 1486
4,223
4,047
3,839
3 ,194
2,916
2,7 52
2,586
2,427
2,301
1,884
1,7 54
1,645
1 ,485
L,292
1 ,085

848
651
501
345
208
104

15
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Table B.32

RESIDEMIAL MOBILITY BY IIFE-CYCLE STAGE FOR ELIGIBLES
AT BASELINE AND I.IAVE 2: BROWN COUNTY

Ellglble at Wave 2

Stage ln
Llfe CycJ-e

Percent
Moved

80. 5

40.6

(a)

(a)

@'t

35.8
(a)
4.7

Young single,
no chlldren

Young couple,
no chl.ldren

Young eouple,
young chlldren

Young couple,
older chlldren

Older couple,
older chLldren

Older couple,
no chlldren

Older slngle,
n0 chlldren

Slngle head
wlth chlldren

Elderly couple
Elderly slngle
A11 other

A11 stages 20.2

SOURCE: Survey of househoLda, Site I, basellne and wave 2.
NOTE; See Appendlx A for a deecrLptlon of the data base and deflnittons

of terne.
4Estlnate ls based on lese than 10 survey recorde and rates are not cal-

culated for such srrlall samples

Ellglble at Basellne

Percent
Moved

Total
EllgtbLe

Number
Moved ln
Preceding

Year
Total

El-1glb1e

Number
Moved ln
Precedlng

Year

22L

9s2

91

168

764

1,828
L 1484
2r276

178

386

344

t2a

-d.)

654
6od

105

343

1,809

224

509

1o1a

gga

498
344
008

2ga

t
,
,

1
1
2

298

759

L4a

gd

264

6a

557
83

_!"

87 .1

4L,9

(a)

(a)

(a)

(a)

37.2
6.2
8.3

1,43 57,963 1r919 24.L 7 1096
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Table B.33

ONE-YEAR TURNOVER RATES FOR HOUSEHOLDS CHANGING ELIGIBILITY STATUS
BETWEEN SURVEY WAVES BY LIFE-CYCLE STACE AT BASELINE:

BROI,IN COUNTY, L974-75

Houeeholds Becoolng
Ellglble Between Waveg

Stage ln
Llfe Cycle
at BaselLne

Young single,
no chlldren

Young couple,
no chlldren

Young couple,
young chlldren

Young couple,
older chlldren

Older couple,
older chlldren

Older couple,
no chlldren

Older slngle,
no chlldren

Slngle head
wlrh children

Elderly couple
Elderly slngle
A11 other

Turnover
Rateb
(%)

2.8

L,4

2.t

3.9

0.0

I

I

8

2

25.0
14.0
24,L

A11 stages 4.5

SOURCE: Sunrey of househol-ds, Site I, baselLne and wave 2.
NOTE: See Appendix A for a descr{ptlon of the data base and deflnltlons of

terms.
dNumber of households becomlng lnellglble bett een waves as a percentage of all

households ellglble at basellne.
h"Number of households becoming ellglble between rraves as a percentage of all

households lnellgible at basellne.

Households Becomlng
Inellglble Between Waves

Number
Ellglb1e

at
Both
Waves

Number
E1lgib1e

at
Baseline

Only

Turnover
Ratea
(z)

Number
Inellglble

at
Both
I.Iaves

Nunber
Eltgtble

at
Wave 2
Only

L74

L42

229

74

76

53

67

18
43
22

0

5

2

5

3

0

1

5

6
7

7

0

7

43

5

9

5

0

79
33
84

0

8

38

9

I

3

5

10
7

6
0

53.3

46.9

64.3

47 .L

37 .5

100.0

LL.2
L7 .5

2_',

265 94 26,2 898 42



Table 8.34

ONE-YEAR TTIRNOVER RATES FOR IIOUSEHOLDS CHANGING ELIGIBILITY STATUS
BETWEEN SURVEY I.IAVES BY AGE OF HOUSEHOLD IIEAD

AND TENUPG: BROWN COUMIY, 1974-75

Households Becoming
Ellglble Between Waves

Age of Head
and Tenure
at Basellne

Turnover
Rateb

(%)

ArmefS
NoneLderly
Elderly

A11- ages

Rqnters
NoneJ-de1Ly
ElderLy

A11 ages

SOURCE: Survey of households, Site I, baeellne and wave 2.
NOTE: See Appendlx A for a descrlptLon of the data base and deflnltlons of

terms.
4tlumber of households becomlng lneltglble between rraves as a percentage of

all households eltgible at basellne.
"̂Number of households becomlng eliglble between waves as a percentage of all

househol-ds lnellgible at baseline.

IH
N)
N)
!

L.4
l_7 .5
3.4

4.2
18 .0
5.0

Houeeholds Becoulng
Inellglble Betueen Waves

Nuuber
Ellglbl-e

at
Both
Waves

Number
Ellglble

at
Basellne

Only

Turnover
Ratea

(z)

Nr.rmber
Inellglble

at
Both
Waves

Number
Ellgibl-e

at
Wave 2

Only

18
8

25

53
5

68

64.3
L7 ,4
35.1

31. 3

6.0
23.9

279
33

3L2

554
32

585

4
7

11

24
7

31

10
38
48

138
79

2t7
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Table B.35

ONE-YEAR TURNOVER RATES FOR HOUSEHOLDS CHANGING ELIGIBILITY STATUS
BETI{EEN SURVEY WAVES BY ADJUSTED GROSS INCOME:

BROWN COUNTY, L974-75

Households Becomtng
Ellglble Between Waves

AdJusted Gross
Income at

Basellne ($)

Turnover
Rateb

(7")

Under 1r000
1,000 - 1,999
21000 - 2,ggg
3,000 - 3,999
4,000 - 4 ,ggg
5,000 - 5 ,ggg
6,000 - 6,999
7,000 - 7,999
8,000 - 8,ggg
9,000 - 9,999

10,000 - 10,999
11,000 - 11r999
12,000 +

A11 amounts 4.5

SOURCE:
NOTE:

terms.
aNumber of households becomlng lnellglble between vraves a6 a percentage of

all households ellgible at baseline.
h"Number of households becomtng ellglble between lraves as a percentage of all

households inellglble at basellne.

25.0
6.2

2L.0
L2.L
14.3
L9,2
4,6
4.0
3.2
1.0
1.8
L.2
2.7

Survey of households, Slte I, basellne and wave 2.
See Appendix A for a descrlptlon of the data base and deflnltlone of

Households Becoming
Inellglble Between Waves

Number
Inellglble

at
Both
Waves

Number
E1lgtble

at
Wave 2

Only

Number
Eltgtble

at
Both
l,Iaves

Number
Eliglble

at
Basellne

Only

Turnover
Rated

(%)

L4
4t
76
54
3L
22
23

3
1

0
7

8
13
2L
L7
L7

6

-:

9.
19.
40.
43.
42.
56.
83.

0
6
5
4
4
6
5
7

3

0.
L4.

3
15
15
29
18
38
42
7L
90

L02
L07
81

287

1
1
4
4
3

9
2
3
3

1
2

1

8

42265 94 26.2 898
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Appendix C

SUPPLB,TENTARY TABULATIONS FOR ST. JOSEPH COUNTY

C.L. Number of Households by Life-Cycle Stage and Tenure: St. Joseph
County, 1975

C.2. Nr:mber of llouseholds by Gross Income and Household Size:
st. Joseph county, 1975

C.3. Average Gross Income and Sources by Life-Cycle Stage: Households
in St. Joseph County, 1975

C.4. Housing Expense vs. Gross Income by Life-Cycle Stage: Homeowners
and Renters in St. Joseph County, 1975

C.5. Housing Expense vs. Adjusted Gross Income by Life-Cycle Stage:
Homeowners and Renters in St. Joseph County, 1975

C.6. Number of Households by Race and Llfe-Cycle Stage: St. Joseph
County, 1975

C.7. Number of Ellgible Households by Life-Cycle Stage and Tenure:
St. Joseph County, 1975

C.8. Number of Eligible Households by Gross Income and Household
Size: St. Joseph County, 1975

C.9. Number of Ellgible Households by Monthly Allowance Entitlenent
and Household Size: St. Joseph County, 1975

C.10. Average Gross Income and Sources by Life-Cyc1e Stage: EllgibJ-e
Househol-ds in St. Joseph County, 1975

C.11. Ilousing Expense vs. Adjusted Gross Income by Life-Cycle Stage:
E1lgib1e Owners and Renters in St. Joseph County, 1-975

C.Lz. Number of Eligible Households by Life-Cyc1-e Stage and Race:
St. Joseph County, 1975

C.13. Nonelderly Slngl-es Now El-igible by Age of Head and Tenure:
St. Joseph County, 1975

C.14. Enrollment Rates by Life-Cycle Stage and Tenure: St. Joseph
County, Year 2

C.15. Enrolluent Rates by Adjusted Gross Income: St. Joseph Countyt
Year 2

C.16. Enrollment Rates by Al1-owance Entitlement: St. Joseph County,
Year 2
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c.L7. Enrollment Rates by Major Income Source: St. Joseph Countyt
Year 2

C.18. Enrollment Rates by Age of Household Head, Tenure, and Percent
of Income Spent on Housi-ng at Enrollment: St. Joseph County,
Year 2

C.L9. Enrollment Rates by Age of Household Head, Tenure, and Race:
St. Joseph County, Yeat 2

Comparison of First- and Second-Year Enrollees by Life-Cycle
Stage and Tenure: St. Joseph CountY

C.22. Comparison of First- and Second-Year Enrollees by Income and
Age of Head: St. Joseph County

C.23. Comparison of First- and Second-Year Enrollees by Income Source:
St. Joseph County

C.24. Comparison of First- and Second-Year Termlnees by Life-Cycle
Stage and Tenure: St. Joseph County

C.25. Comparison of First- and Second-Year Terminees by Income and
Age of Head: St. Joseph County

C.26. Comparison of First- and Second-Year Terminees by Ineome Source:
St. Joseph County

c.20.

c.2L.

Enrolfunent Rates by Neighborhood: St. Joseph County, Year 2

c.27.

c.28. Termination Rates by Life-Cycle Stage and Tenure: St. Joseph
County, Yeat 2

C.29. Terraination Rates by Allowance Entltlement: St. Joseph County,
Year 2

C.30. Ternination Rates by Major Income Source: St. Joseph County,
Year 2

C.31. Probability of Termination and Program Life Expectancy by
Progra- Age for First-Tine Enrollees: St. Joseph County,
Years L arrd 2

Reasons for Termination: St. Joseph County, Years 1 and 2

C.32. Termination Rates by Race: St. Joseph County, Year 2
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Table C.1

I.IIIMBER OF HOUSEHOLDS BY LIFE-CYCLE STAGE

AND TENURE: ST. JOSEPH COIINTY, 1975

Stage ln
Llfe Cycle

Young single, no children
Young couple, no children
Young couple, young children
Young couple, older children
0lder couple, older children
Older couple, no chll-dren
01der single, no chlldren
Single head wlth chlldren
Elderly couple
Elderly slngle
A11 other

Number of Households
by Tenure

Total

8 ,195
6 ,490

13,880
8,603
5,510
6 ,307
5,L34
5 ,546
7 ,072
7 ,462

207

A11 stages 7 4 ,336

SOURCE: Survey of households, Slte II, baseline.
NOTE: See Appendix A for a description of the

data base and deflnltions of terms.
aEstlmate ts based on less than 10 survey records.

Ovmers Renters

3
4

11
8
5

5

4
2

6

5

,382
,L22
,LLz
,036
,265
,96r
,L34
,685
,382
,999
155

a

4,813
2,358
2,768

567
245
346

1 ,000
2,86r

630
L,463

524

57 ,233 17,103



-L27-

Table C.2

NUMBER OF HOUSEHOLDS BY GROSS INCOME AND

HOUSEHOLD SIZE: ST. JOSEPH COT,NTY, L975

Number of Households by Size

Gross Income ($)
Ln L974

Under 1,000
1,000 - L,999
2,000 - 2,999
3,000 - 3,999
4,000 - 4,999
5,000 - 5,999
6,000 - 6,999
7,000 - 7,999
8,000 - 8,ggg
9,000 - 9 ,9gg
10,000 - Lo ,999
11,000 - Lt,999
12 ,000 - L2,999
13,000 - L3,999
14,000 - t4,999
15,000 - 15,
16,000 -
17,000 -
18,000 -
19,000 -
20,000 -
21,000 -
22,000 -
23,000 +
A11 amounts

Medlan amount

SOURCE: Survey of households, Site II, baeeline.
NOTE: See Appendix A for a description of t,he data base and

definitions of terms.
aEstimate ls based on less than 10 survey recorde.

A11
Slzes

t
t
,
,

,
,
,
,

1

2

3
3

3

3
3

3

3

3
4
3

6
2
2
5
3
1
2

1
1

378
L25
839
784
777
875
352
8L2

l6
L7
18
19
20
2L
22

999
999
999
999
999
999
999

,L28
,525
,595
,165
,357
,798
,843
,183
,893
,443
,O27
,823
,628
810
5Lza,999

4,564
74,336

10 ,900

2

Persons
3-4

Persons
5-6

Persons
7+

Persons
1

Person

99
644
320
646
2L8
947
778
765
740

1,458
1,815

899
3,088
L,362
1,345
L,786
L,342

501
1,094

794
6t2a
5464

834
L,624

23,506

18
88

256
207

72
429
280
354
253
746
352
390
37L
490
66oa

L,797
1.073

52ga
1884
46ga
1804

Lga

g20a
10 ,141

;;"
4Ld
304
564
g8a

45ga
3ga

L23a
goa
g3a

3284
2o2aa

;2"
4474

ga

224
224

3704
7d

2r6L0

99s
L,126
2,020
r,754
1 ,858
7,LLz

876
810
782
550

1 ,120
748
819
324
506
52L
Lt2a
gBa
LIA
774
g3a

L25a
L2a

181
16, 630

266
267

1 ,183
1,136
1,599
1,331
L,320
L,424
1 ,315

648
1 ,218
1,045
L,75L

420
297
989
9L9
306
734
4834
72L
g8a
474

L,932
2L,449

15 ,000 L2,3205,500 10,000 12,500



Table C.3

AVERAGE GRoSS INCOME AI{D SoURCES BY LIFE-CYCLE STAGE: HOUSEHOLDS IN ST. JoSEPH Co[INTY, L975

Percent of A11 Gross Income Received from:

Stage ln
Llfe Cycle

Young single, no chlldren
Young couple, no ctrildren
Young couple-; young chlldren
Young couple, older children
Older couple, older children
Older couple, no children
Older single, no children
Slngle head wlth chlldren
Elderly couple
Elderly single
A11 other

A11 stages

SOURCE: Survey of households, Site II, baseline.
NOTE: See Appendix A for a descrlption of the data base and deflnitions of terms.

not add to 100 because of rounding.

'Ald to Famllies wlth Dependent Chlldren.
h"Estlmate ls baeed on less than 10 survey records.

A11
Sources

100. 0
100.0
100.0
100.0
100.0
100.0
100. 0
100.0
100.0
100.0
100. 0

100.0

IH
N
@
I

Percentages may

Average
Gross

rncomp ($)
in 1973

Wages
and

SalarLes

Interest
and

Dlvidends

Pensions
and Social
Security

Unenploy-
ment Com-

Pensatlon ArDC
Other
Source

9 ,358
L4,44O
L4,L54
L4,62L
L5,779
L7,829
8,537
6,84L
I,577
4,L43
5,655b

86. 3
94.1
77.8
97.L
9s. 1
93.9
81. 9
64.7
43.s
3s.4
14. 8

1.5
0.5
5.3
0.2
L.4
1.5
6.2
0.1
2.8
5.0
0.7

2.0
0.8
0.5
0.4
0.4
o.7
8.3
4.9

45.2
s6. 8
77.4

0.5
0.4
2.5
0.3
0.2
0.1
1.0
o.7
o.2
0.0
0.1

o-.;
0.1
0.6

0.0
9.7
o.2

3 5

0.0 9.6
4.1

L3,7
1.9
2.2
3.7
2.6

20.o
8.0
2.8
3.5

LL,648 83.2 )2 7.0 o.7 0.6 6.3



Table C.4

HOUSING EXPENSE VS. GROSS INCOME BY LIFE-CYCLE STAGE:
HOI'{EOWNERS AI.ID RENTERS IN ST. JOSEPH COIINTY, L975

I'ledian Ratio of
Expense Eo Income

(7")

Renters
Stage in

Life Cycle

Young single, no children
Young couple, no children
Young couple, young children
Young couple, older children
01der couple, older children
Older couple, no children
Older single, no children
Single head with children
Elderly couple
Elder1y single
A11 other

A11 stages

1

H
N)
\o
I

2L.8
77 .2
20.7
16. B

L6.2
19 .3
26.5
38.7
27.4
38.0

(b)

22.9

SOURG:
NOTE:

terms.

Survey of households, Site II, baeeline.
See Appendlx A for a descriptlon of the data base and deflnltlons of

aEsttmate is based on less than 10 survey reeords.
h"Ratlo ls not calculated because of small sample.

Expenses and Incomes in 1974

I"ledian Housing
Expense ($)

I,ledian Gross
Income ($)

Owners Renters Owners Renters Owners

23.
20.
19.
2L.
15.

4
2

7

6

5
0
9
7

4
9

L9
20
29
23
52

L,964
3 ,830
2,885
2,886
2,3L3

622

,7 67

,073
,794

2

1
2

I
1 84,5

1
1
I
I
I
1
1
I
1
1
1

,689
,566
,148
,799

7

8
8
7

7

3

,
,
,

)

a

85
64
34

73

,566
67
04

12,511
16,501
13,000
15,000
15,015
15,002

9 ,805
7 ,L89
7 ,563
3,l-67

7,500
10, 000

9 ,250
10,000
LO,424
10,200
5,960
3,996
6,988
2,796
2,4534

22 .32,428 L,626 12,500 7,000



Table C.5

HOUSING EXPENSE VS. ADJUSTED GROSS IN@ME BY LIFE-CYCLE STAGE:
HOMEOWNERS AIID FJNTERS rN ST. JOSEPH COUNTY, 1975

Median Ratio of
ense to Income

(%)

St.age in
Life Cycle

Young single, no children
Young couple, no children
Young couple, young children
Young couple, older children
01der couple, older children
Older couple, no children
Older single, no children
Sing1e head with children
Elderly couple
Elderly si-ngle
A1l other

RenEers

23.5
18.1
24.2
18. 7

18.0
2L.O
27 .9
53.4
30 .4
42.2

(b)

IH(,
o
I

AL1 stages 26 .L

SOURCE: Survey of households, Site II, baseline.
NOTE: See Appendlx A for a descrlptlon of the data base and deflnitlons of

terms.
4Estlmate is based on less than 10 survey records.
h"Ratio is not calculated because of smal1 sample.

Expenses and Incomes in 1974

Median Housing
Expense ($)

Median Adjusted
Gross Income ($)

Renters OwnersOwners Renters Owners

1,964
3 ,830
2,985
2,886
2,3L3
2,622
1,767
2,073
1,794
I ,584

1
I
1
1
1
1
1
1

1

1
1

,873
,785
,764
,334
,689
,566

:i;3"

804,

,566
,767

9,784
15
11
13
13
L4

8
5

6

2

,081
,27 5

,051
,349
,252
,715
,500
,78L
,725

6,859
g ,484
8,087
8 475
9,548
9,690
5,225
2,702
6 ,027
2,517
L,2Ola

28
2L
23
24
18
19
22
35
26
61

,5
.8
.4
.8
.7
.9
.7
.1
.0
.8

L,626 LL,L62 6,222 25.02,428
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Table C.6

NUMBEIT OF HOUSEHOLDS BY RACE A}.ID LIFE-
CYCLE STAGE: ST. JOSEPH COIJNTY, L975

Number of Households
by Race of Head

Stage in
Life Cycle

Young single, no children
Young couple, no children
Young couple, young children
Young couple, older children
Older couple, older children
Older couple, no children
Older single, no children
Single head with children
Elderly couple
Elderly single
A11 other

A11 stages

Total

195
480
880

I
6
3

8
5
6
5

5
7

7

t

,

,

,
,
,

,

,
,
,

603
510
307
L34
s46
0L2
462
207

4,336

SOURCE: Survey of households, Site II, basellne.
NOTE: See Appendlx A for a descrlptlon of the data base

and deflnitions of terms.
aEstlmate ls based on less than 10 survey records.

Wtri te ,
Non-Spanish Black

A11
0ther

7,L86
6,L47

12,194
8,347
4,732
5,285
4,447
3,8L7
6,653
7 ,057

LToa

850
222

L,347
236
680
649
606

L,704
359
40s
374

159
tl1
339
2oa
g8a

3734
gra
254

66,035 7 ,095 L,206
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Table C.7

NU},IBER OF ELIGIBLE HOUSEHOLDS BY LIFE-CYCLE STAGE
AND TENURE: ST. JOSEPH COUNTY, L975

itlumber of Households
by Tenure

Stage in
Llfe Cycle

Young single, no children
Young couple, no children
Young couple, young children
Young couple, older children
01der couple, older children
Older couple, no children
Older slngle, no children
Slngle head with children
Elderly couple
Elderly single
A11 other

Tot.al

620
L,977

684
389
9\a

217 d

3,048
3 ,101
5,282

L77a

A11 stages 15,580

SOURCE: Survey o house s, Site II, base 1ne.
NOTE: See Appendix A for a description of Ehe

data baee and deflnltlons of terms.
oE"tlr"t" ls based on less than 10 survey records.

Oviners Renters

190 4

L,L32
5244
3224
454

LSLA
1,340
2,843
4,225

:-334

430
845
160
674
40
364

1,708
258

1,057
384

10,935 4,645
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Table C.8

NUI"IBER OF ELIGIBLE HOUSEI{OLDS BY GROSS INCOME AND

HOUSEHOLD SIZE: ST. JOSEPH COUNTY, L975

Number of Households by Size

Gross Income ($)
in L974

Under 1,000
1,000 - L,999
2 ,000 - 2,ggg
3,000 - 3 ,999
4,000 - 4,999
5,000 - 5,999
6,000 - 6,999
7,000 - 7 ,999
8,000 - g,ggg
g,0oo - g ,ggg
10,000 - 10,999
11,000 - tL,999
12,000 +
A11 amounts

Median amount

SOURCE: Survey of households, Site ase ne
rllOTE: See Appendix A for a description of the data base and

deflnitions of terms
aEstlmate 1s based on less than 10 Burvey recorde.

A11
Sizes

965
r1626
3,L20
2,866
2,L35
L1825
r ,610
LrO47

195
LOTa

6a

77d
15,580

3,532

I
Person

2

Persons
3-4

Persons
5-6

Persons
7+

Persons

633
, 767
1,585
L,L71

454

4,610

226
223

1 ,009
956

1 ,4oB
950
559

5, 331

95
555
269
584
185
774
7L5
258
t7a

,d,
4.a
b

3,462

LLA
gLa

2754
131

584
59a

252
336
t40a

7a

774
L,367

424
244
3oa
424
B4a

4534
3ga
g6a

810

2,568 4,266 5 ,000 6,4L6 7 ,870
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Table C.9

NUI,IBER OF ELIGIBLE HOUSEHOLDS BY MONTHLY ALLOWA].ICE ENTITLEMENT
AND I1OUSEHOLD SIZE: ST. JOSEPH COUI{TY , 1975

Size of Household

Allowance
Entitlenrent (S)

411
Sizes

1,693
I,193
1,960
L,759
2,290
1,566
r,027

972
L,25O

327
556
744
209
4oa

15, 580

53

10-19
20-29
30-39
40-49
s0-59
60-69
70-79
80-89
90-99

100 - 109
110 - 119
120 - 139
140 - 159
160 +

A11 amounts

I"ledian amount

SOURCE: Survey of te AS ne.
irlOTE: See Appendix A for a description of the data base and

deflnltlons of terma.
4Estlmate is based on less than 10 survey records.

I
Person

2

Persons
3-4

Persons
5-6

Persons
7+

Persons

408
360
408
928
891
649
333

974

'_:_'

4,6LL

40s
2L6
290
203
548
L74
g3a

130
483
L25
27L
434
gta

3,463

L3a
LgTA
L3LA
156
t25a
5La

L85a
244
454
404
-,4)t+

244
LLIA

1,370

7

82
23

6

383
77

7

7

13
83
36
34

7

a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a
a

4oa
805

860
344

1,108
466
343
615
403
7L4
L72

7ga
L95a

324

5 ,331

72 5252 46 65



a

Table C.10

AVERAGE GROSS INCOME AND SOURCES BY LIFE-CYCLE STAGE:
ELTGTBLE HOUSEHoLDS ri.r ST. JoSEPH COUNTY, L975

Percent of A11 Gross Income Received from:

Stage in
Life Cycle

Young single, no children
Young couple, no children
Young couple, young children
Young couple, older children
Older couple, older children
01der couple, no children
Older single, no children
Slngle head with chlldren
Elderly couple
Elderly single
A11 other

A11 stages

SOURCE: Survey of households, Site II, baseline.
NOTE: See Appendlx A for a descriptlon of the data base and deflnltlons of terms. Percentages may not

add to 100 because of roundlng.
oAid to Famllies wlth Dependent Chlldren.
bEstimate ls based on less than 10 survey records.

A11
Sources

100 0

0
0
0
0
0
0
0
U

0

IH
U)
l..n
I

100
100
100
100
100
100.
100.
100.
100.

100. 0

Int eres t
and

Dividends

Pensions
and Social
Securi Ey

Unemployment
Compensation AFDCA

Other
Source

Average
Gross

Income ($)
it L974

Wages
and

Salarl-es

0
9
3

2

2

2

6
2

7

4

28.
46.

,)

86.
83.
81.

i:
0.
0.
1.

0.2

3.0
1.9
0.5

0.6
9.3
0.8
0.0

0.8
0.3
1.8

0.s
2L.8
0.2

2.6

6.8
5.3
4.0

t2.8
9.3

L4.6
l-3.7
5.9
4.8
5.8

q,LzA
5,481
7 ,070
5,686
4 ,7L8
3,029
4,226
4 ,254
2,527
3 1697

Au

b
A

.9

.0

.2

.7

.3

.9

.4

.8

.010

88.0

61
29
60

5

7

90
95
84

1.1
0.2
0.0
0.0
0.2

0,2
2.3
3.6

7.23,952 46.6 L.4 39.0 0.8 4.9
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Table C.11

HOUSING EXPENSE VS. AD.IUSTED GROSS INCOME BY LIFE-CYCLE STAGE:
ELIGIBLE oI,INERS AIID REMERS IN ST. JOSEPH COUI{TY, Lg75

Stage ln
Ltfe Cycle

Median Ratlo
of Expense
to Income

(z)

Renters

37 .9

37 .3

38 .8

(b)

(b)

(b)

78.3
40. 9
45.5

(b)

Young singl-e,
no chlldren

Young couple,
no chlldren

Young couple,
young chlldren

Young coup1.e,
older chlLdren

Older couple,
older chlldren

Older couple,
no chlldren

Older single,
no chlldren

Single head
lrlth chtldren

Elderly couple
Elderly single
A11 other

, A11 stages 49.6

SOURCE: Survey of households, SiEe II, basellne.
NOTE: See Appendlx A for a descrtptlon of the data base and defi-

nltlons of terms.
aEstlmate is based on less than 10 sur:\rey records.
h"Ratlo is not calculated because of small sample.

Expenses and Incomes ln 1974

Medlan Houslng
Expenee ($)

Medlan AdJusted
Gross Income (S)

Ownere Renters Ormers Renters Ovrners

3,9454

4,L724

2,ggoa

2-3g!a

L,4644

t,og4a

2rO55
L,769
L,562

1,563

1, 690

L,324

1, 868

1, 570

1,837

L,725
1,738
1,140
21002

3,sgTa

4,2364

5,4L24

2,5344

5,2254

4644

48
59
62

414
413
213

4,053

4,550

4,837

5,43L

4,996

3,994

2

3
2
2 054t

,156
,240
,309

(b)

(b)

(b)

(b)

(b)

(b)

45.9
47 .6
64.0

1,865 1,584 3,429 2,890 57 ,5



a
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Tab1e C.12

NUMBER OF ELIGIBLE HOUSEHOLDS BY LIFE-CYCLE
STAGE AND RACE: ST! JOSEPH COIINTY, L975

Stage in
Life Cycle

Young single, no children
Young couple, no children
Young couple, young children
Young couple, older children
01der couple, older children
Older couple, no children
Older single, no children
Slngle head wlth chlldren
Elderly couple
Elderly single
A11 other

Number of Households
by Race

A11
ther

564
94
L3a
2La

0
0

244
0
0
0

A11 stages 208

SOURCE: Survey of households, Site II, baseline.
NOTE: See Appendix A for a description of the

data base and definitlons of terms.
4Estimate ls based on less than 10 survey

records.

White Black

440
1,381

5s6
LgTa
gLa

L27a
2,045
2,9L9
o'?l!"

7254
503

L4a
Lgta

0
goa

979
L82a
311

254

)-2,962 2,4L0
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Table C.13

NONELDERLY SINGLES NOI^I ELIGIBLE BY

AGE OF HEAD AND TENURE:
sT. JOSEPH COUNTY, 1975

irlumber of Households
by Tenure

Age of Head Total

Under 30 years
30-39
40-49
50-61

A11 ages

1,403
108
64s

I ,002

3,158

SOURCE: Survey of households,
Site II, basellne.

NOTE: See Appendix A for a
description of the data base and
deflnltlons of terms.

4Estlmate ls based on less
than 10 Bunley records.

Owners Renters

5234

t6ta

7L4a

L,242
108
L22
288

1,398 1, 750

a



Table C.14

ENROLLMENT RATES BY LIFE-CYCLE STAGE AND TENURE:
sT. JOSEPH COLINTY, YEAR 2

Stage ln
Llfe Cyele

Young singler_
no chlldren*

Young couple,
no children

Young couple,
young children

Young couple,
older children

Older couple,
older chlldren

01der couple,
no chlldren

Ol-der slngle,
no chtldren

Slngle head
wlth chll-dren

Elderly couple
Elderly singl-e
A1l- other

A11 stages

SOURCE: Survey

Renters

n a

Enrollment
Rate (Z)

2L.4

32.9

34,4

(b)

@)

(b)

81.3
22.r
37.2

(b)

54 ,4

I
F(,
\o
I

(

,
NOTE: See Appendix A for a descrl-ptlon of the data base and deflnitlons of terms.
aR"t. ls not calculated because the surveys do not ldentify nonelderly singles who

are ellgible by reason of bel-ng dlsabled or dlsplaeed by publlc actlon.
bEstlmate ls based on less than 10 survey records and rates are not calculated for

such small samples.

s, te t

Or.mers

Number
E1lglb1e

Enrollment
Rate (Z)

Number
Eliglble

Number
Enrolled

Number
Enrolled

430

845

160

67b

46b

36b

1,708
258

L,O57 h
38"

81

92

278

55

27

23

L28

1,388
57

393
7

322b

45b

18lb

b

5,
3D

Lgob

1, 340
21843
4r22

13

L,L32

524

22

22

L77

77

68

55

r27

5s6
451

1, 151
m

(b)

15. 6

(b)

(b)

(b)

(b)

41.5
15.9
27.2

(b)

10, 935 2,7 55 25.2 4,645 2,529
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TabLe C.15

ENROLLMENT NATES BY ADJUSTED GROSS INCOME:
sT. JoSEPH COUNIY, YEAR 2

AdJueted Gross
tncome ($)

Enrollment
Rate (Z)

Under 1r000
1,000 - 1,999
2,000 - 2,ggg
3,000 - 3r999
41000 - 41999
5,000 - 5,999
5,000 - 6,999
7,000 +

A11 amounts 33. 9

SOURCE: Sunrey of households, Slte II, baseline,
and HAO admlnletratlve records.

N0TE: See Appendlx A for a descrlptlon of the
data baee and deflnltlons of terms.

aEstlurate le based on less than 10 survey records
and rates are not calculated for such small samples.

35.8
46.1
33.4
53.2
24.3
L9.9
18.5

(a)

Number
Enrolled

Number
EllglbJ-e

494
1,118
1r317
1,065

597
420
140

33

1,382
2r425
3 1942
2,003
2,866
2,111

756
g5a

5,28415,580
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Table C.15

ENROLLMENT RATES BY ALLOWANCE EIITITLB{ENT:
sT. JOSEPH COLINfi, YEAR 2

-L9
-29
-39
-49
-59
-69
-79
-89
-99
- 109

10
20
30
40
50
60
70
80
90
00
10

I

Allowance
Entitlement ($)

1 - 119
120 - 139
140 - 159
160 +

Enrol-lment
Rete (Z)

15. 9
33 .1
29.8
36.8
25.7
33.4
34.9
29.8
30. 1

100. 0
63.4
40,2
77 .O

(a)

A11 amounts 33.9

SOURCE: Survey of households, Slte II, baselLne,
and llAO admlnlstrative records.

NOTE: See Appendlx A for a descrlptlon of the
data base and deflnltions of terms.

aEstlmate ls based on less than 10 sur:vey records
and rates are not calculated for such small samples.

h"Flve cases wlth mlsslng data.

Number
Ellglble

Number
Enrolled

L1693
1r193
1,950
L,759
2,290
1,566
1,021

972
1, 250

327
556
744
209
4oa

270
395
583
647
589
523
3s6
290
376
327
353
299
161
110

15, 580 5,27 gb
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Table C.17

ENROLLMENT RATES BY MAJOR INCOME SOURCE:
sT. JOSEPH COUNTY, YEAR 2

MaJor Income Source

Wages and salarr.es
Unemployment compensatlon
Penslone and soclal eecurlty
AFDC
SSI
Interest and dlvldends
A11 other
No maJor source

Enrollment
Rate (Z)

18.5
(a)

28.7
(b)
G)
k)

80.7
68.5

All sources 33 .9

SOURCE: Survey of houeeholds, Site II, basellne, and HAO

admlnlstratlve records.
NOTE: See Appendlx A for a descriptlon of the data base

and deflnltlong of terme.
Af'DC - Ald to Famllles wlth Dependent Chlldren; SSI = supple-

mental securlty income.
4Estlmate ls based on less than l-0 sunrey records and rates

are not calculated for auch small samples.
L
"Rate e:<ceeds 100, probably a refLectlon of an error ln the

orlglnal e6tlmate.

Number
Eltglble

Number
Enrolled

5.72t
82a

7 ,865
851

3ga
874

44L
494

1,058
22L

2 1259
893
130

28
356
339

15,580 5,284



Table C.18

ENROLLMENT RATES BY AGE OF HOUSEHOLD HEAD, TENURE, ND PERCENT OF INCOME SPENT

ON HOUSING AT ENROLLMENT: ST. JOSEPII COINTY, YEAR 2

Ratio of Housing Expense to AdJusted Gross Income

More Than 50 Percent

Age of Head
and Tenure

Atners
Nonelderly
Elderly

A11 ages

Renters
Nonelderly
Elderly

A11 ages

Enrollment
Rate (%)

22,9
11.0
t5.2

I
H
s.(,
I

80. 7

47 .4
72,7

SOURCE: Survey of households, Slte II, baselLne, and HAO admlnistratlve records.
NOTE: See Appendlx A for a descrlptlon of the data base and deflnl-ttons of terms.
aEstLmate ls based on less than 10 sur:\rey records and rates are not calculated for such smal1 samples.

r---'

25 Percent or tess 25 Percent to 50 Percent

Number
Ellgible

Number
Enrolled

Enrollment
nate (%)

Number
Ellglble

Number
Enrolled

Enrollment
Rate (Z)

Number
EligibIe

Number
Enrolled

a
135
226
361

278
114
392

85
110
l_95

252
26

278

1,341
2,4L0
3,751

1,333
55s

1,988

520
1,005
L,525

439
165
604

38.6
4t.7
40.7

32.9
25.2
30.4

2,389
4,432
6,821

1,718
547

21265

548
487

1,035

1,388
259

11647

(a)
(a)

54.0

90. 6
22.8
70,9



Table C.19

ENROLLMENT RATES BY AGE OF IIOUSEHOLD HEAD, TENURE, ND RACE:
sT. JOSEPH COUNTY, YEAR 2

Race of Household Head

A11 Other

Age of Head
and Tenure

Onnere
Nonelderly
Elderly

A11 ages

Renters
Nonelderly
Elderly

A11 ages

Enrollment
Rate (Z)

(a)

(a)

35. 1

38 .1

I
H5
I

SOURCE: Sunrey of households, Site II, basellne, and HAO administrative records.
NOTE: See Appendlx A for a descriptlon of the data base and definitlons of terms.
aEstlmate ls based on less than 10 survey records and rates are not calculated for such srnalI samples.

BlackWhite

Number
E1lgtb1e

Number
EllglbLe

Number
Enrolled

Enrollment
Rate (Z)

Number
E1-1glb1e

Number
Enrol-1ed

Enrollment
Rate (%)

Number
Enrolled

377
185
562

885
57

942

(a)
(a)

42.3

97 .8
32.O
87 .0

5a
0
6a

202
0

202

27
3

30

73
4

77

60

22
13
36

2
6
9

8
7

2

1
3

t
t

1,

,
,

48
53

3
7

0

749
L,4L4
2,L63

1,121
389

1,510

50
34
44

4
2

9

26.3
20.9
22,5

L.OL4a
3t4a

1,328

905
178

1,083
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Table C.20

ENROLLMENT RATES BY NEIGHBORHOOD:

sT. JoSEPH COUNIY, YEAR 2

Nelghborhood

Inner City I
Inner Clty II
South Bend frlnge
Mlshawaka
Suburbs
Rural county
Unknown

Enrollment
nate (Z)

58.4
35 .5
47 .8
39.1
16.8
21.2

A11 nelghborhoode 33.9

SOURCE: Surrrey of households, Slte II, baseline,
and l{AO admlnlstratlve records.

NOTE: See Appendtx A for a descriptlon of the
data base and deflnLtlons of terms.

Number
Eligtble

Number
Enrolled

1r589
5,47L
L r734
1,880
3,368
1,071

367

985
L,943

828
735
555
227

15,580 5,284



TabLe C.21

COMPARISON OF FIRST- AND SECOND-YEAR ENROLLEES BY LIFE-CYCLE
STAGE AND TENUPE: ST. JOSEPH COUNIY

Renters

Stage ln
Llfe Cycle

'Iear 2

Percent

4.O

4.7

l_3.6

2.O

1.0

1.0

5.2

Young elngle,
no chlldren

Young couple,
no chtldren

Young couple,
young chlldren

Young couple,
older chlldren

Older couple,
older chLldren

01der couple,
no children

Older slngle,
no children

Single head
wirh children

Elderly couple
Elderly slngle
A11 other

IP
+-
o\
I

51.4
2.0

15.1
0.1

A11 stages 100.0

SOURCE: HAO administrative records, Slte II.
NOTE: See Appendix A for a description of the data base and deflnltlons of terms.

Percentages may not add to 100 because of roundlng.

Osrners

Year 1 \ear 2 Year 1

PercentNumber Percent Ntmber Percent Number Number

24

20

190

80

66

4L

79

452
241
593

44

1.3

1.1

10. 4

4,4

3.6

2.2

4.3

7

2

4
4

13.
32.
2.

24.

L2

65

20

165

50

42

78

337
284
730

22

0.7

1.1

3.6

2.8

2.3

4.3

9.1

18. 7

]-5.7
40.4
L.2

55

85

287

67

28

2t

66

964
36

L92
8

3.0

4.7

3.7

1.5

1.2

3.5

15.9

3

0
6
4

2.
10.
0.

53.

74

87

250

37

18

18

95

946
35

277
1

1,830 100.0 l-,805 100.0 1,809 100.0 1, 839
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"tabLe C.22

COMPARISON OF FIRST- AND SECOND.YEAR ENROLLEES BY INCOME
AND AGE OF HEAD: ST. JOSEPH COIJITTY

Elderl-y Enrollees

AdJusted
Gross

Income ($)

Year 2

!
H
5
\,1
I

Under 1r000
1,000 - 1,999
2,000 - 2,999
3,000 - 3,ggg
4,000 - 4 rggg
5,000 - 5,ggg
6,000 - 6,999
7,000 - 7,ggg
8,000 +

Percent

1.4
13. 6
33 .4
29.5
15.4
5.9
0.8
0.1

A11 amounts 100.0

Median amount 3,039

SOURCE: HAO admlnlstrative records, Slte II.
NOTE: See Appendtx A for a descriptlon of the data base and deflnitions of

terms. Percentages may not add to 100 because of roundlng.

NoneLderly Enrollees

Year 1 Year 2 Year 1

Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent Number

40s
595
440
392
340
267
115

23

2,577

L5.7
23.L
17.1
L5.2
L3.2
10.4
4.5
0.9

100.0

407
518
374
363
277
248
L02

28

2,3L7

L7 .6
22.4
16.1
L5.7
L2.O
l_0. 7
4.4
L,2

100.0

L2
t54
408
268
148

60
L2

L1062

1
14
38
25
13

5

I

1
5
4
2

9
6
2

100.0

19
180
443
391
205

78
10

L

L,327

2 rsgL 2,561 2rgLO



Tabl-e C.23

COMPARISON OF FIRST- AND SECOND-YEAR ENROLLEES BY INCOME SOURCE: ST. JOSEPH COLINTY

Year 2

Income source4

Wages and salarles
Unenployment compensatlon
Penslons and social securlty
AEDC
SSI
Interest and divldends
A11 other

Medlan
Percent
of Total

Income

99.8
100.0
92,4

100.0
42.9
3.9

33.7

I
ts
F^
@
I

SOURCE: IIAO administrative records, Site II.
NOTE: See Appendlx A for a description of the data base and deflnitlons of terms.
AFDC = Ald to Famllies wlth Dependent Chlldren; SSI = supplemental securlty lncorne.
osorrr""" from which households recelve any lncome at enrollment. Few derlve thelr lncome

from a single source, so categories are neither mutually exclusive nor all-inclusive.

Year 1

Number of
Enrollees

Percent
of A11
Year 1

Enrollees

Median
Percent
of Total

Income
Number of
Enrollees

Percent
of A11
Year 2

Enrollees

1,050
29t

1,333
961
246
975
823

28 .8
8.0

36. 6
26.4
6.8

26.8
22.6

99
00
90
00
30

2

29

8
0
3
0
0
0
9

1

1

924
201

1,555
66L
238

L r256
870

5.
42.
18.
6.

34.
23.

4
5
7

1
5
5
9

25

'a



Table C.24

COMPARISO}i OF FIRST- AND SECOND-YEAR TERMINEES BY LIFE-CYCLE
STAGE AND TENUPJ: ST. JOSEPH COIJNTY

Renters

Year 2

Stage ln
Life Cycle

Young single,
no ehildren

Young couple,
no chlldren

Young couple,
young children

Young couple,
older chlldren

Older couple,
older chlldren

Older couple,
no chlldren

Older single,
no chlldren

Slngle head
wl-th chlldren

Elderly couple
Elderly single
A11 other

Percent

4.0

6.9

22.7

4.3

1.6

1.3

3.2

I
P
5
\o
I

48.1
7.2
6.6
o.2

A11 stages 100.0

SOURCE: IIAO admlnLetratLve records, Slte II.
NOTE: See Appendlx A for a descrlptLon of the data base and deflnltlons of ter:ns.

Percentages may not add to 100 because of roundlng.

Owners

Year 1 Year 2 Year 1

Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent Number

0

0

L2

5

0

0

3

10
6

22
4

0.0

0.0

L9.4

8.1

0.0

0.0

4.8

16.1
9.7

35. 5
6.4

16

19

183

69

51

28

30

247
78

t67
15

1..8

2,L

20.3

7.6

5.6

3.1

3.3

27,4
8.6

18.5
L.7

L2

3

2

3

0

1

0

2L
1
6
0

6.1

4,1

24.5

5. l_

0.0

2,0

0.0

42.9
2.0

t2.2
0.0

49

85

280

53

20

16

39

593
15
81

3

62 100. 0 903 100. 0 49 L1234100. 0



Table C.25

COMPARISON OF FIRST- AND SECOND-YEAR TERMINEES BY INCOME
AND AGE OF ITEAD: ST. JOSEPH COTMY

Elderly Termtnees

AdJ usted
Gross

Incone ($)

Under 1r000
1,000 - 1,999
2,000 - 2,999
31000 - 3,999
41000 - 4,999
5,000 - 5,999
6,000 - 6,999
7,000 - 7 ,999
8,000 +
All- amounts

Year 2

Percent

2.9
15. 1
32.6
2t.7
L4.4
10. 0
2.3

100.0

I
H
L,ro
I

Medlan amount 2 1995 2,939

SOURCE: HAO admlnlstrative records, Slte II.
NOTE: See Appendix A for a descrlption of the data base and deflnitlons of

tems. PercenEages may not add to 100 because of rounding.

Nonelderly Termlnees

Year 1 Year 2 Year 1

Percent Number Percent Nr:urber Percent tftrnberNumber

372
315
254
288
240
209

97
2L

L,796

20.7
17.5
14.1
16.0
13.4
11.6
5.4
t.2

100. 0

0
7

11
9
7

0
0
1

35

20.0
31.4
25.7

'3:o

100.0

2.9

10
55

1l-1
74
49
34

8

34L

L2
10

8
8
2

76

11
L4
11

14.5
18.4
14.5
15.8
L3,2
10. 5
10. 5

2.6

100.0

3 rL62 2,8L6

a



Table C.26

COMPARISON OF FIRST- AND SECOND-YEAR TERMINEES BY INCOME SOURCE: ST. JOSEPH COI]NTY

Year 2

Income sourced

Wages and salarles
Unernployment compensat ion
Pensions and social security
AFDC
SSI
InteresE and dlvtdends
A11 others

I'{edian
Percent
of Total

Income

100.0
100.0
89.9

100.0
42.7
1.0

37.1

I
P
Ln
H
I

SOURCE: IIAO admtnlstratlve records, Slte II.
NOTE: See Appendtx A for a deecrtptLon of the data base and deflnitlons of teros.
AFDC = Atd to Fanilles wLth Dependent Chlldren; SSI - supplemental securtty lncome.
aso.rt"." from whlch househol-ds recelve any income at enrollment. Few derive thelr lncome

from a single source, so categortes are nelther rnutually excluelve nor all-lnclusive.

Year 1

Number of
Enrollees

Percent
of A11
Year 1

Termlnees

Medlan
Percent
of Total

Income
Number of
Enrollees

Percent
of AlL
Year 2

Termlnees

38
7

44
20
11
34
29

34.2
5.3

39. 6
18 .0
9.9

30. 6
25.L

100.0
93.8
79,4
69.9
45.0
1.8

25.O

757
25t
466
502
103
420
476

35.4
11.8
21.8
23.5
4.8

19.6
22.3
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Table C.27

REASONS FOR TERMINATION: ST. JOSEPH COUNTY, YEARS 1 AND 2

Year 2

Reason for Termlnatlona Percent

Assets too hlgh
Income too hlgh
Eousehol-d composLtLon
Moved from program aree
Moved to subeldized houslng
Moved to nurslng home
Falled to recertlfy
Failed to allow houelng evaluatlon
Spent too llttle on houslng expenses
Fraud
Death of household head
Adnlnlstratlve burden
Allowance too srnall
Falled houslng evaluatlon; no move
No leaee; no move
Confldenttaltty
I{eLfare lmage
Feels assistance not needed
Joined other asslstance program
Could not ldentlfy reason
A11 other

Totalb

SOIIRCE: IIAO admlnlstratlve records, Slte II.
NOTE: See Appendix A for a descrlptlon of the data base and deflni-

tlons of terms. Percentages may not add to 100 because of rounding.
4uulttpte reasons are coded as prlnclpal reason.
A
"Reason was mlsglng for 2 cases ln year 1.

0.
18.
1.
6.
2.
0.

56.
0.
1.
0.
)
0.
1.
1.
0.
0.
0.
1

0.
0.
3.

1
9
0
2

0
7

4
1

5

9
2

4
1

3

5

2

0
9
1

1
2

0001

Year 1

Number Percent Number

0.
13.
1.

22.
8.
1.
7.
0.
0.
1.
6.
3.
2.
5.
0.
0.
1.
8.
2.
4.
2.

9
8
8
0
3
8
3

9

9
I
4
7

8
5
9
9

8
3

8
6
8
0100

3
404
2L

133
42
l_5

1,206
2

32
19
46

9
24
28
10

69
2,L37

5
1

63
3
2

I
15

2
24

9
2

8
1
1
2
7

4
3

6

l_

I
2

9
3

5

3
091



Table C.28

TERMINATION RATES BY LIFE-CYCLE STAGE AND TENI]RE:
sT. JOSEPH COUNTY, YEAR 2

Renters

Stage ln
Ltfe Cycle

Young single,
no chlldren

Young couple,
no chlldren

Young couple,
young chlldren

Young couple,
older chlldren

Older couple,
older chLldren

Older couple,
no chlldren

Older slngle,
no chlldren

Single head
wl-th chlLdren

Elderly couple
Elderly single
A11 other

A11 stages

SOI]RCE:
NOTE:

Termlnatlon
Rate (Z)

37.2

46.s

48.2

47 .L

41.3

41.0

20.5

30. 7

IH
(Jl
{*)
I

27.3
20.8
L6.2
22.2

HAO admlnlstrative records, Slte II.
See Appendlx A for a descrlptlon of the data base and deftnltlons of terms.

Owners

Number
Enrolled

Number
Termlnated

Termlnation
nate (Z)

Number
Enrolled

Number
Terml-nated

38.9

45.0

50.1

46.9

4L.4

32.5

19.1

29.5
14.1
13.1
27.3

81

92

278

55

27

23

L28

388
57

393
7

1

48

80

260

49

19

16

33

522
15
77

2

22

22

t77

77

68

56

L27

555
451

1,151
48

L4

18

178

68

48

27

30

233
74

L73
18

24.2 2,529 1,12121755 881
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Table C.29

TERMINATION RATES BY ALLOWANCE ENTITLEMENT:
sT. JOSEPH COI]NTY, YEAR 2

Al-l-owance
Entltlement ($)

Termlnation
Rate (Z)

33. 5

27.r
25.L
2L.s
22.7
24.8
24.4
29.3
27.0
28.0
29.4
35.1
46.3
3L.7

10
20
30
40
50
50
70
80
90

100
110
L20
140
160

59
69
79
89
99
109
119
139
159

19
29
39
49

+

A11 amounts 27 .5

SOURCE: IIAO admlnlstratlve records, Slte II.
NOTE: See Appendlx A for a descrlptlon of the

data base and deflnitlons of terms.
aFLr. casea rnlsslng allowance amount.
b*o 

""""s mteelng allowance amount.

Number
Enrolled

Number
Terminated

270
395
583
647
589
523
356
290
376
327
353
299
151
110

136
L47
19s
L77
t73
L72
115
L20
L39
L27
L47
L62
139

51

5,27 ga 2 00ob
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Table C.30

TERMINATION RATES BY I-TAJOR INCOME SOTIRCE:
sT. JOSEPH COUNTY, YEAR 2

MaJor Income Source
Termlnation

Rate (Z)

Wages and salarles
Unemployment compensatlon
Pensions and social securtty
AFDC
ssr
Interest and divldends
A11 other
No maJor source

36.9
48.6
14 .8
25.2
,r7
46,2
33 .8
41.1

A11 sources 27.5

SOURCE: HAO administratlve records, Site II.
NOTE: See Appendlx A for a descrlptton of the data base and

deftnltlons of terms.
AFDC = Ald to Famllles wlth Dependent Chtldren; SSI - supple-

mental security income.

Nunber
Enrolled

Number
Termtnated

1,058
22L

2 1259
893
130

28
356
339

620
209
392
301

37
24

L82
237

5 284 2,O02
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Table C.31

PROBASILITY OF TERMINATION AI{D PROGRAI'T LIFE EXPECTANCY BY PROGRAI'I AGE
FOR FIRST-TIME ENROLLEES: ST. JOSEPH COUNTY, YEARS I AI'ID 2

A8e (uoa.) e

-1
-2
-3
-4
-5
-6
-7
-8
-9

0
1
2

3
4
5
6
7

8
9

10
11
L2
13
L4
15
16

L7 ,4
15.4
15.5
14.6
13.7

11.5

12.8
12.0
11.7
13.0
12.3

10. 3
9,4
8.4

2,0
1.0

-10
-11
-L2
-13
-14
-15
-16
-17

17-18
18-19
19-20
20-2L
2L-22
22-23
23-24
24-25

10.7
10. 1
9.9

7,5
6.5
5.7
5.0
4.0
3.0

trat ve
NOTES:
1. Age rcfere to progran tfune fron enrollment to termlnatlon, or the end of year 2.
2, OnEGt ls the nr.uber of houeeholda wlthln a glven caae-age group who are expoaed to the

rlek of tetrnlnetlon at that tlne.
3. dc . nurober of termlnatlona rlth age e at terrlnatlon.
4, Qc - Arloraet, the probablllty of termlnatlon wlthln a glven age lntenral. Thls terml-

netion rate 10 equlvalent to a "death rate" ln denrography.
5. Zc - the nunber of enrolleee reoalnlng after ternlnatlons wlthln an age group.
6. Cc - Ehe nunber of pereona 8t111 enrolled at the end of year 2 wlth ege r.
7; la - Ct - the nrnber of householde exposed to the rlsk of termlnatlon ln the , + 1 dre

1ntcnral.
8. lr' - , large round nuaber Btartln8 enrollment at the aame tlme, to whlch the age-epeclflc

ternloatlon ratea (qa) are applled. Uelng euch a hypothetlcal caee removea the effect of per-
8on8 enterlng the enrollnent procese et dlfferent tloe6.

9. h'' (qa., La')'nlober of predlcted temlnatlons at age o.
10. Lt - La' - da' - nuqber of enrollees reoalnlng at ege c (a1eo the nr.uaber of nonthat'llvedt' betveen age r and r + 1)
11. ?c - total yeare l1ved after progre age r. It equals trs plus .5d3' sumred from

c ' n to x = 7. Thue for thc la8t age lntenral, lt ls th_e..6uE of all "survlvors" in nonth 25
(rho "llved" one uonth to the end of ye6: 2) plus one-half of the terrlnatlons. .The aaaumptlon
ls thtt terulnetlons are spread evenly throughout the month, Bo that the average amount of tlne
t'll.vedtt ln the age lnterval la one-half nonth.

L2. eo - the caae-ate epeclflc program "1Lfe expectancy." (?, + 7r'7. Slnce our lnfonra-
tlon cxtcnda only to the end of year 2, the ltfe expectancy becomes very short by the tlrenty-
flfth Eonth

te

onset d, qt G) L c C,1 7,
o dr, L, T

d

7,
7.
6,
6,
5,
5,
5,
4,
3,
3,
3l
2,
2r
2,
l,
I,
1,

28?
159
746
4L6
107
79L
42L
777
7L2
360
046
810
460
076
592
314
019
764
506
339
20L

68
33
16

1

17
28
50
56
53
92

283
828
88
63
46

101
196
263

16
9
4
7

14
16
I
0
0
0
0

7 1266
7, r31
6, 696
5, 360
6,054
5,699
5, 138
3t949
3,624
31297
3,000
2,709
2,264
1,813
Lr576
1, 305
1 ,015

757
492
323
200

58
33
L6
I

107
385
280
253
263
278
361
237
264
25L
190
249
188
22L
262
286
25L
25L
153
t22
132

35
L7
15

1

7 ,L59
6
6
5

5
5

4
3
3

3
2

2
2

1
1
1

749
416
L07
79L
42L
777
7L2
360
046
810
460
076
592
3L4
019
764
506
339
201

68
33
16

1

0

,

t
,
t
,
t
)

,
I

t
t
,

10,000
9 r977
9, 938
9, E64
9.778
9, 693
9,539
9r041
7 ,474
7 .297
7r160
7,052
6,799
6 1257
5 ,465
5, 410
5r373
5,352
5,303
5,156
4,913
4,888
4,888
4, 888
4, ggg

23
39
74
86
85

154
498

1, 567
L77
L37
108
253
542
792

55
37
2L
49

L47
243

25
0
0
0
0

9 t977
9,938
9,864
9.778
9.593
9, 539
9, 041
7.474
7 ,297
7,160
7 )052
6,799
6 1257
5 r465
5r410
5, 373
5t352
5r303
5,156
4, 913
4 ,888
4r888
4,888
4,888
4, 888

L73,837
163,848
153,891
143,990
134, 169
L24 1434
114, 818
105, 528

97 t27O
89, 884
82,656
75, 550
68,524
62,096
56,236
50, 798
45,406
40,044
34,7L6
29.487
24,452
L9 1552
L4 1664
9,776
4,888

23
39
74
87
87
59
22
33
37
88
51
59
97
67
01
68

.39

.92
2,77
4.72

.50
0
0
0
0

1.
5.

17.
2,
t.
1.
3.
7.

L2.
1.
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TabLe C.32

TERMINATION RATES BY RACE:
sT. JOSEPH COUNTY, YEAR 2

Race of
Household Head

I'lhite
Black
A11 other

Terminatlon
Rate (Z)

25.2
31. 5
40.2

SOURCE: HAO admlnlstratlve records, SLte II.
NOTE: See Appendix A for a descrlptlon of the

data base and deflnitlons of terms.

Nurnber
Enrolled

Number
Terminated

3,673
1, 504

L07

11237
693
72
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Appendlx D

HOMEOWNER ELIGIBILITY ESTIMATES AIID IMPUTED IN COME

To estirnate the number of ellgible households ln each slte, we

applled the programr s eligiblllty tests to individual records of the
basellne survey of households, wlth one important exceptlon. Whereas

the llAos lnclude 5 percent of the value of a homeoh,nerrs equity In his
gross annual income, rre counted onJ-y cash lncome. Therefore, as

noted ln Sec. II, we presunably underestlnated homeowner Lncome and

overestimated the number of ellgible homeowners.

Subsequently, the relevant lncome calculations were nade for those

among the surveyed ttregular"* homeowners who provided all the informa-
tion needed to estimate home equlty (market value mlnus trort,gage debt).
The requisite data were avallab1e fot 70 and 79 percent of the regular
homeowner samples for Brown and St. Joseph counties, respectively.
Here, we use Ehose calculations to appraise the effect of the omitted

data on eligibility estimates.

The lssue is compli.cated enough to prevent clear concluslons in
the appraisal below; adjustlng honeowner eligibllity estimates has

therefore been deferred for a more definitlve resolutlon. After the

equlty calculation and sanpling problems have been consldered, Table

D.1 below compares estinates made under alternative assunptions.

ESTIMATING THE },IARKET VALUE OF OWNER-OCCUPIED HOMES

In applylng the general rule that 5 percent, of equity should count

as noncash lncome, the HAOs must calculate equity. For practicality,
they accept equal-ized assessed value (which is a matter of public record)

as a proxy for markeE value, and subtract from that amount the outstand-
ing rnortgage or land contract debt reported by the homeowner.

We have considerable evidence of underassessment in both sites.
IIASE analystd compared the ownerrs estimate of market value to the

*
Thls category excludes resldents of mobile homes. Throughout the

oain body of this note, however, mobile home residents were counted as
homeowners.
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equalized assessed value of all propertles for whlch both figures are

available. We find that urban properties in Brown County are assessed

at about 78 percent of narket value, rural properties about 93 percent.

The assessment pattern is more couplex in St. Joseph County, but South

Bendrs equalized assessments average about 62 percent of narket value

and Mishawakars only about 48 percent. Consequently, the HAOs under-

estimate equity income and enrolI some homeowners who would be inell-
gible if the test were a uarket-value apprai.sal.*

Because ownersr estiroates of markeE value are also subject to
error, rrre averaged them for each tax jurisdiction and compared each

such average to that of assessed values for Ehe same sample of dweIl-
ings. The ratio of the t\ro averages rras used to re-equalize assessed

values independently of the official equallzation. I,lext, for indivld-
ual properties, we defined market value as the geometric average of the

ounerrs estimate and the tlASE-equalized assessed value. For each re-
cord'with complete housing expense data, we then calculated ownerfs

equity as the difference between narket value and all outsEanding debts

for which the property was collateral.**
Given the officlal underassesstrents, that accountlng procedure

characterlstically assigns a larger value to ownerts equLty than would

the IlAOst; some homeowners that we declare inellgible would thus be

considered eligible by the IIAO. Although in prlnclple we could repli-
cat,e the IIA0 calculations for those cases, we have not done so pend-

ing resolution of the sampling problems discussed below.

SAMPLE SIZES AND SA},IPLING WEIGHTS

The homeowner eligibility €stim:gss presented in Sec. II are based

on records for all honeowners reporting income, assets, and fanily

*
The effect on allowance payrnents is relatj-vely small. A home in

South Bend that would selI for $201000 would typically be valued by the
IIAO at $121400. If added to gross income, 5 percent of the dlfference,
or $380, would reduce annual allowance payments by only about $90 an-
nually, approxiroately 15 pereent of the currenE median allowance for
horueowners.

**
The details of the accounting procedure will be discussed in

Lawrence Helbers, Measuring Homeoumer Needs fot, Housing Assistanee,
Appendix B. The appendix was omitted from the published document, but
1s forthcoming.
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conposltlon (Banple A plus ellgible nobile houe residents). The cal-
culatlon of imputed income to ownerrs equlty, on the other hand, was

linited to a smaller set of records--those that also gave the necessary

housing expense data, including details of debt financing (sample B).
The sanples compare as follows:

Number of Records

Component of Sample

A11 regular houeowners
EJ-lgibl-e regular homeowners:

Without lnputing lncome to
equity

I,Ilth lnputed income

Brown County

Sample A Sarnple B

743 633

St. Joseph Counry

Sanp1e A Sample B

520 426

L42 99
84

117 92
85

The sauple slze reductlon due to the elinination of records lack-
ing adequate expense data necessitated reweighting sampl-e B to represent
the population from whlch both samples were dravm. As for sample A,

welghts for sample B were estLxoated by comparlng record counts with
known population totals by saropling stratum. For reasons not entlrely
clear at thls writlng, the weightlng algorithn for sanple B produced a

substantlally sroaller estinate (16 percent) of the number of ellgible
regular homeowners in Brown County, even when inputed lncome was ex-

cluded from the eligibllity test (see Table O.1).* For St. Joseph

County, the estlmates differ by less than I percent. In both sites,
dlsaggregaEion of eligibles by life-cycIe stage yields further dis-
crepancles, some conslderable (.up to 20 percent).

With samples of the slzes indicated in the last three colurnns of
Table D.1, considerable sanpling variation ls expectable, but we find
the discrepancies between what should be comparable numbers incredibly

*
Por Brown County, the difference nay be partly due to Helberrs

use of the more homogeneous panel stratun, lnstead of the basellne
stratum used here. Sllghtly different population totals were also used,
but slnce llelberrs totals were the larger, that does not help explain
the dlfference ln eItglblllty estlmates.
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Table D.1

ALTERNATIVE ELIGIBILITY ESTIMATES FOR REGULAR HOMEOI^INERS BY LIFE-CYCLE STAGE:
BROWN AND ST. JOSEPH COUNTIES

Eligible Sample Size

Sample B

Life-Cycle Stage

I.IiEh
ImpuEed
Incomed

Broum County

Young couple, young children
Single head with children
Elderly couple
Elderly single
A11 other

A11 stages

St. Joseph County

Young couple, young children
Single head with children
Elderly couple
Elderly single
A11 other

A11 stages

SOURCE: Tabulated by IIASE staff from baseli-ne household survey records for each
site.

NOTE: Sample A for each slte comprises all records complete as to income, assets,
and family composition. Sample B comprises records Ehat are also complete as to
housing expense. Because the samples lrere weighted independently, estimates of the
eligible population by Ilfe-cycle stage differ even when income accounting is com-
parable. Different income accounting for sample B also yields different eligibility
estimates.

aAnnual income includes 5 percent of the householdrs equity in its home, esti-
mated as current market value less outstanding secured debt.

LsEstimate based on fewer than 10 survey records.

18
6

22
25
13
84

IH
o.
H
I

5
L2
25
34

9
85

Estimated Number Eligible

Sample A Sample B Sanple A

Without Imputing
Income Lo Equity

I^Iith
Imputed
Income4

lrlithout Imputing
Income to Equity

860
432

1,051
1,055

708
4rLO6

h725
331
862
845
670

3 1433

s40,
L73D
644
7L5
642

2 17L4

30
L2
39
39
22

L42

20
7

29
29
L4
99

Lr07 4
L1282
21843
4,046
Lr278

10,523

:-|38b

352
324
362
402
s78

1,
1,
3,
3,
1,

10,

s4Bb
969

3,L42
3,188L
L374u
9,62L

10
15
31
44
L7

tL7

6
13
27
36
10
92
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large. Until we reconcile the different samples, we cannot rely on

either.

AITERNATIVE ESTI}IATES OF ELIGIBILITY

Table D.1 shows how the estimated numbers of eligible homeowners

vary when (a) estimated from different samples but using the same ac-
counting rules, and (b) estimated from the same sample but using dif-
ferent accounting rules. Comparing the first two columns shows the
ttsample effectrr; couparing cols. 2 an.d 3 shows the effect of income

imputatlon.
Conslderlng only the total-s for each site, the estimates for Brown

County range from 2 r7L4 to 4rLO6 eligible homeowners; for St. Joseph

County, from 9 r62L to 101578. In Brown County, changing either Ehe

sample or the accounting procedure significantly affects the estimates
(16 and 21 percent reductions, respectlvely). In St. Joseph County,

changing the sanple has little effect (1 percent reduction) and chang-

lng the accounting procedure reduces the nunber of eliglbles by only
9 percent. Since the HAOsr income test is considerably less stringent
than ours (1.e.1 they systetntltically undervalue equity), we speculate

that our fallure to count imputed income in derivlng the ellgibility
estimates used here leads to at least a 10 percent overestimate of the

number of ellglble homeowners in Brown CounEy and perhaps a 5 percent

overestlmete in St. Joseph County. Those errors are swamped by the

more troublesome sarnpling errors revealed by comparing ent,rles in cols.
1 and 2.

If the number of eligible homeowners is smaller than we have spec-

ifled, lt follows rhat their enrollment rates are larger, as shown
*below. From that perspective also, therefore, the estimates for Brown

County are much less reliable than those for St. Joseph Countys

*
These enrollment rates are biased slightly upwards by the exclu-

sion of moblle home residents from the denominator. Since the IIAOs do
not classify nobile home residents separately, they could not be ex-
cluded from the numerators. However, since onJ-y 97 and 413 such house-
holds are ellgible ln Brown and St. Joseph counties, respectlvely, we
expect that few have enrolLed and the effect is correspondi-ngly in-
significant.

a



Sanple A, without lmputing
income to equity

Sample B, without irnputing
income to equity

Sanple B, with lnputed
income
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Enrollment Rate (%)

Brown County St. Jo

26

29

Coun

26

33

40

50

e
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