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ederal housing assistance was seldom those not receiving HUD assistance, the com-
mentioned in the mid-1990s’ debate parable period was 37 months.

over devolution of America’s social Whether or not welfare recipients also
safety net. Yet in FY 1995, federal receive housing assistance will greatly
outlays for housing assistance influence the immediate circum-
to the poor ($19 billion) ex- stances and, possibly, the
ceeded those for Aid to Whether ~_ longer-term opportunities
Families with Dependent ~ Qr not welfare recipi-  of those directly affect-

Children (AFDC) by R R ed by welfare reforms
$7 billion. ents also receive hOUSIﬂg and cutbacks in relat-

A sizable share assistance will greatly influ- ed social programs.
(about one-fifth) of  ance the immediate circum- Welfare  reform

households that re- may also have a

ceive AFDC also stances and’ pOSSibIY’_ the marked impact on
benefit from federal  lONger-term opportunities  the financial condi-
housing subsidies ad- Of thOSE difECtly affected by .tion of HUD’s hous-

ministered by the U.S. ing programs. Tre-
Department of Housing Welfare reforms and cut- mendous variations in

and Urban Development  packs in related social HuUD assistance across
(HUD). Moreover, those states and localities (ex-

receiving HUD assistance programs. plained below), together
account for a much larger share of with the new discretion states
long-term welfare recipients—those have been given to run their own

likely to have the most difficulty finding and| welfare programs, mean that housing assis-
retaining employment—than welfare families tance and welfare interactions at the local
that don't receive federal housing assistance. level will significantly affect state responses

Among AFDC beneficiaries in 1994, for| to devolution.

example, the median cumulative period of What are the possible outcomes of inter-

welfare recipiency for those who also actions between housing assistance and wel-
received HUD assistance was 57 months; for fare reform? We preface our speculation with
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a discussion about how federal hous-
ing assistance differs from many other
safety net programs, the forms it takes,
who it serves, and the relevancy of
housing reforms to welfare reform.

What's Different about
Federal Housing
Assistance?

Federal housing assi

its management varies widely). Al-
though federal housing assistance
a highly inequitable form of social
support (some needy households g
substantial benefits while others with
the same income levels get nothing
among those who do receive it, th

assistance is relatively equitable.

The payment formula is uniform
nationwide and takes differences i
local housing costs into account. I

1993, a total of 1.1 million house-
holds lived in public housing.
Publicly assisted housingefers

to privately owned and operated
projects for which HUD providessub-
sidies to supplement what eligible
tenants can afford to pay for rent.
This strategy became a significant
alternative to public housing in the
late 1960s. Several different varia-
tions within this approach (differing
combinations of tax, interest,

tance is provided to reduc
the rents that low-income
households have to pay fg
decent housing. At leas
three features distinguish i
from many other forms of
federal assistance to the pog

First, unlike the AFDC
program, houisg assistance
has never been an entitl
ment. Eligible households
apply for it and are put on
waiting lists, where theyj
often remain for years. Thé
number of families selecte
for assistance depends main-
ly on how much funding Congress ha
made available. Only about one-quar-
ter of all eligibles actually receive

assistance. In the recent past, federal

criteria have generally focused on th
poorest of the poor.

Second, unlike welfare benefits,
only a small fraction of federal hous-
ing assistance is allocated by th
states. For the major housing assi

tance programs, funds are allocated to

localities directly by HUD (based on
mix of need and administrative readi
ness). The states are not involved.
large share of the money goes to local
Public Housing Authorities (PHAS),
which are agents of local govern
ments, but some goes to local govern-
ments directly and some to privat
for-profit and nonprofit developers
for specific projects. HUD’s major
programs that provide ongoing assis-
tance to poor households have n
state or local matching requirements.
Furthermore, few significant indepen
dent state and local housing assis-
tance programs exist.

Third, housing assistance ha
not suffered from the wide variations
in state-determined benefit level
that have plagued welfare (althoug
the quality of assisted housing an

their income toward rent, and HU
covers the remainder.

Forms and
Beneficiaries of
Housing Support

Federal housing assistance i
provided to households in one o
three distinct programmatic forms
each of which has had a very differe
history.

Public housing projects are
owned and operated by local PHA
for occupancy by low- and moder
ate-income households. The feder
government covers the costs o
development and the sizable share
operating and modernizing costs n

For current welfare recipients not

now receiving housing assistance,
the elimination of the growth

increment in the housing budget
means there is a substantially
reduced chance that they will be
able to receive such assistance i
the future. Welfare terminees
already receiving HUD subsidies,
however, are in a safer position.

t

I
f

f
t

covered by tenant rent payments.

The Public Housing Program wa
authorized in 1937 but went out o
political favor in the late 1970s for
number of reasons (including hig
costs and concentration of soci
problems). Since then, few ne
units have been built, and with th
gradual removal of older buildings,
the total stock has been declining. |

and operating subsidies) were
attempted over the subsequent
decade, the most recent being
the Section 8 New Construction
and Substantial Rehabilitation
programs. In all of these, HUD

awarded funds directly to

prospective private developers
who applied for them. The

Reagan administration stopped
any further development of pub-
licly assisted housing in 1983.
But a large number of poor fam-
ilies still live in projects devel-

oped under these programs (1.7
million households in 1993), and

most cases, tenants pay 30 percent|of federal subsidy obligations for them

remain substantial.

A new approach that was intro-
duced in 1987 and fits the “publicly
assisted” definition is the Low-
Income Housing Tax Credit (LIHTC).
In contrast to earlier programs, large
ly developed by profit-oriented firms,
a much larger share of the LIHTC
developers comprises nonprofits. The
LIHTC alone does not allow develop-
ers to reduce rents enough to make
them affordable to very low income
households. But cities can add on
funds they receive from HUD’s con-
tinuing block grants to localities—the
Community Development Block
Grant (CDBG) and the HOME pro-
gram—to make a share of LIHTC
units more affordable. At this point,
however, the number of households
assisted in such projects remains small
in relation to the total still living in pro-
jects supported by the earlier programs
in this category.

Tenant-based assistancalows
eligible households to select their
own units in the private housing mar-
ket and receive a subsidy to cover part
of their rent. Introduced in the mid-
1970s, tenant-based assistance has
been given in two forms—Section 8



Table 1
Federal Housing Assistance by Program Type, 1993
Project-Based Assistance
Tenant-
Public Publicly Based
Total Housing Assisted Assistance
Assisted households (x 1,000) 4,054 1,138 1,716 1,200
Percent 100% 28% 42% 30%
Percent of households
Race
Black 40% 54% 35% 34%
Hispanic 8 9 6 9
Non-Hispanic White 46 33 54 47
Receive income from
Wages and salaries 38 29 38 46
Social security/pensions 39 45 45 25
Welfare and SSI 38 44 28 45
Food stamps 49 56 39 57
Head of household
Elderly 32 36 39 18
Nonelderly female 48 46 40 60

Source: U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Developr@datacteristics of HUD-Assiste
Renters and Their Units in 1998/ashington, D.C.: U.S. Department of Housing and Urban
Development, 1997. Data in this report are derived largely from the 1993 American Houging
Survey. Data do not include households that live in LIHTC projects or in other projects sdip-
ported by HOME or CDBG funding that do not also receive tenant-based assistance.

o

certificates and vouchers. With recent
rule changes, however, there is no
very little difference in the way they
operate. This approach enjoys biparti-
san support and has accounted for the
bulk of the new housing assistanc
provided since the early 1980s. Th
number of households assisted in this
way has grown consistently sinc
then, reaching a total of 1.2 million in
1993.

In 1993, a total of 4.05 million
households benefited from the mai
HUD programs that provide ongoing
assistance based on income—28 per-
cent from public housing, 42 percen
from the older publicly assisted pro
jects, and 30 percent via tenant-
based assistance (table 1). Each
the three forms serves a mix o
types of low-income households
but the mixes vary. High shares o
households in public housing (4
percent) are headed by nonelderl
women and receive income fro
welfare or Supplemental Securit
Income (44 percent). Those receiv
ing tenant-based assistance also
have sizable shares in the same cat-
egories (60 percent and 45 percent,
respectively). In contrast, only 40
percent of the households in pub
licly assisted projects are headed b
nonelderly females and 28 percent

receive welfare or SSI income.
Households headed by African
Americans account for 54 percent o
the total in public housing, 35 per-
cent in publicly assisted housing,
and 34 percent in tenant-base
assistance.

AFDC Quality Control data
indicate that out of a total of 4.98
million AFDC households in 1993,
1.06 million, or 21 percent, also
received HUD assistance. And, as
noted earlier, HUD programs
account for an even higher propor
tion of long-term welfare house-
holds—those recipients most likely
to lose support in the current reform
process and to have a harder tim
finding employment.

Housing Reforms—
Proposed and in
Process

Outcomes for families that re-
ceive both housing assistance an
welfare will be influenced by recent
reforms in HUD programs as well ag
the welfare reform process.

While the 104th Congress wasg
garnering headlines for its proposals
to reform most federal safety net pro
grams, the boldest reforms for hous

f

O

ing assistance were inventions of the
Clinton administration. HUD Secre-
tary Cisneros proposed consolidating
several small categorical programs
into major block grants to localities,
significantly restructuring publicly
assisted housing programs (to reduce
federal subsidies and enhance their
financial viability), and transforming
the operations of public housing.
Over a phase-in period, public hous-
ing residents would be given tenant-
based assistance and could choose to
stay in their old projects or move else-
where. PHAs would have to compete
with other providers of rental housing
to retain tenants.

In the short term, Cisneros also
proposed giving PHAs much more
flexibility in spending their capital
allocations (including more freedom
to demolish old projects), creating
measures to encourage income mixing
in public housing and publicly assist-
ed projects, and expanding social ser-
vice and job training programs to help
current public housing residents move
toward self-reliance. These steps
sought to address the feature of large
public housing projects that has drawn
the sharpest criticism: the spatial con-
centration of the poor and, in particu-
lar, of poor minorities.

Congress has stopped short of
endorsing the full proposal for trans-
forming public housing in the original
Cisneros package, though several
themes of draft legislation emerging
from congressional committees are
variants of those originally suggested
by Cisneros. It is noteworthy that, in
contrast to its stance on many other
social programs, Congress has not
proposed to fundamentally alter the
federal role in housing assistance by
transferring any administrative or
allocative authority to the states.

So far, Congress has failed to
enact permanent housing reform legis-
lation, but it has implemented some
changes for public housing (via appro-
priation bills) that now seem likely to
be sustained. These include eliminat-
ing past federal selection preferences
and establishing ceiling re@tgboth
changes are designed to facilitate
income mixing) and suspending past
restrictions that inhibited demolition.

HUD’s budget has not suffered
dramatic cuts, but fiscal constraints
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NEW FEDERALISM:

are clearly being felt. The agency’s
budget authority dropped from
$20.1 billion in FY 1995 to $19.4
billion in FY 1997, and is scheduled
to go up again to $25.1 billion in FY

1998. However, this last increase is
meant to cover Section 8 contract

renewals, not to expand servite.
In fact, the most important change
reflected in congressional action on
HUD’'s budget over the past few

years has been the explicit eliminat

tion of funding for any net growth in

the number of households receiving

HUD assistance. This move termi
nated a bipartisan commitment tg

growth increments that had been in

force for over two decades.

For the time being there are nag
indications of major reductions in
support for current beneficiaries, but
there is a considerable amount of be

tightening related to that support. For
example, Congress has not fully fundt

ed HUD'’s estimates of needs to cove

public housing operating expenses.
Also, Congress has required a time

gap in certifying new households tg
replace those that have left a HUO
subsidy program, and now allows
PHAs to charge tenants a minimum
rent of up to $50 per month, even

when that amount exceeds 30 percent
of income. These changes aim to slow
down expenditure rates and reduce

overall subsidy needs.

How Housing
Assistance Might
Affect Welfare Reform
Outcomes

It is impossible to predict exactly
how housing assistance will influence
outcomes for families affected by
welfare reform. Below we speculate
about the possibilities and, in sg
doing, identify issues that state offi-
cials will need to watch carefully as
the welfare reform process unfolds.

Increased risks and reduced oppor-
tunities for those not receiving
housing assistance.

For current welfare recipients
not now receiving housing assis-
tance, the elimination of the growth
increment in the housing budget
means there is a substantially reduce

t

r

d

chance that they will be able t
receive such assistance in the futur
even if they are eligible for it. New
slots will open up only as curren
beneficiaries move off the housin
assistance rolls. Moreover, as PHA
move to achieve greater income mix-
ing, the most needy are likely to get
smaller share of the replacement slots
than they did in the past. Clearly, th
costs of shelter will play a critical
role in the pressures put on those who
lose welfare income and do not bene-
fit from HUD assistance.

A recent HUD study estimate
that 5.3 million renter household
nationwide do not receive housin
assistance but have “worst case hous-
ing needs,” meaning they live in seri
ously substandard housing or pay an
extremely high share (more than 5
percent) of their monthly income for
rent> Only a few families are in this
group because the quality of thei
housing is deficient—for 89 percen
of them, excessive rent burden i
their only housing problem. Familie
that have to pay so much for rent are
particularly vulnerable when their
income is reduced for any reason.
Many whose welfare and other bene-
fits are cut back in the reform proces
will not only need to find a job, but
one that keeps their income minimal
ly at its previous level to let them
continue making their rent payment
and avoid eviction.

An important cushion, and special
service opportunities, for those who
do receive housing assistance.

Welfare terminees already receiv
ing HUD subsidies, however, are in
safer position. If they are unable t
find employment, by law their hous
ing subsidy will increase when the
lose their welfare inconfeSome may
be moved out of projects and be given

or publicly assisted projects is that
having a sizable number of welfare
recipients living together in the same
complex creates opportunities and
potential efficiencies for service
delivery that would not exist if they
were spread out in different units in
the private housing market. HUD is
now endorsing program initiatives
to provide job training, job search
assistance, and other social services
within its housing projects. Such
programs have not yet been funded
at a significant scale, but some are
under way, notably through the
HOPE VI program. Further, HUD is
now funding a major demonstration
program—Jobs Plus—that will ex-
amine the effects of saturation-level
welfare-to-work services in a num-
ber of other public housing develop-
ments not supported under HOPE VI.
Through these initiatives, for the first
time HUD is explicitly recognizing a
responsibility to help prepare its ten-
ants for upward mobility. Some
observers, in fact, are talking about
making public housing more of a
“way station” that facilitates eco-
nomic mobility for the poor more
generally? How well this may work
has yet to be tested. It is not clear that
HUD and the PHAs know how to
accomplish this in practice.

Fiscal uncertainty for the housing
programs and the chance of
greater inequities over the long
term.

If the transition from welfare to
jobs works effectively for housing
assistance recipients, pressure on
HUD’s budget could begin to de-
cline. If it does not, however, HUD
and local PHAs face some difficult
challenges. Subsidies for their exist-
ing housing beneficiaries would need
to be increased. Even if Congress

tenant-based assistance instead. Eitherwere to hold total funding for HUD

way, the bulk of the costs of adequa
housing will be covered by the gov
ernment regardless of how well these
welfare terminees do in the labor mar-
ket. As noted above, housing costs
loom very large in the budgets of most
poor families, so HUD subsidies rep-
resent a very important cushion for
welfare terminees.

Another possible benefit for
those who live in public housing

constant, we would probably see a net
reduction in the number of low-
income families served over time. As
normal turnover occurs each year,
PHAs would be able to bring in fewer
new recipients from waiting lists than
the number that had departed. HUD’s
current service ratio (about 25 percent
of eligible households) would go
down, and project operating efficien-
cies would also be put under strain. In



any given project, as the number
tenants declines, it is normall
impossible to cut the costs of ad

Table 2
Distribution of Federal Housing Assistance by State, 1993

guate maintenance and operati
expenses proportionately.

How the developments above

occur will vary across states and
among localities within states,
depending on the extent and
composition of HUD programs
and the degree of overlap
between HUD assistance and
welfare recipiency.

Variations in HUD assistancg
run along two dimensions—the
state level and the local level.

State Variations.Since HUD
has allocated housing assistance
the basis of how aggressive loc
housing authorities and develope
have been in seeking and using
as well as on the basis of estimat
need, we would not expect the di
tribution of assistance across stat
to perfectly match the distributior
of low-income households. Nong
theless, the variations are substg
tial. As shown in table 2, the totg
number of households receivin
housing assistance ranges fro
only 5,000 in Wyoming to 417,00(
in New York. More meaningfully,
however, states also vary widely i
the degree to which the HUD assi
tance they receive matches the
share (relative to the nation) g
low-income households. As show
in the fourth column of table 3, ir
1993 in five states—Massachu
setts, New Hampshire, New YorK
Rhode Island, and South Dakota-
shares of housing assistance rec
ients were at least one-third abo
the state’s share of the nation
low-income households. In Massa
chusetts, for example, the rati
between the share of familie
receiving housing assistance af
the share of that state’s low-incon
families is 1.47; in Rhode Island i
is 2.03. By contrast, in five othe

Households Assisted (x 1,000) Households Assisted (%)
Project-Based Assistance Project-Based Assistance
Tenant- Tenant-
Public Publicly  Based Public Publicly Based
State Total Housing Assisted Assistance Total Housing Assisted Assistaf
Alabama 79 38 22 19 100% 48% 27% 259
Alaska 11 7 2 2 100 62 19 19
Arizona 41 15 12 13 100 37 30 32
Arkansas 46 13 16 17 100 29 34 37
California 405 43 155 206 100 11 38 51
Colorado 55 8 30 17 100 15 54 31
Connecticut 69 18 37 15 100 25 53 21
Delaware 8 3 3 3 100 34 34 32
Dist. of Columbig 34 10 22 3 100 29 64 8
Florida 150 38 63 49 100 26 42 33
Georgia 115 49 44 22 100 43 38 19
Hawaii 19 5 7 7 100 24 37 39
Idaho 8 1 3 4 100 16 35 49
lllinois 186 68 86 32 100 37 46 17
Indiana 88 15 53 20 100 17 60 23
lowa 37 4 18 15 100 11 47 41
Kansas 33 8 18 7 100 24 54 22
Kentucky 72 22 32 19 100 30 44 26
Louisiana 78 28 26 24 100 36 33 31
Maine 17 4 5 8 100 23 31 47
Maryland 89 22 52 14 100 25 59 16
Massachusetts 140 31 68 42 100 22 48 30
Michigan 135 27 91 18 100 20 67 13
Minnesota 66 20 26 20 100 30 40 30
Mississippi 46 14 20 12 100 31 43 26
Missouri 89 19 41 28 100 21 47 32
Montana 16 6 6 3 100 39 39 22
Nebraska 25 7 8 10 100 28 31 41
Nevada 19 6 8 5 100 31 43 26
New Hampshire 23 4 14 5 100 16 61 23
New Jersey 139 43 53 43 100 31 38 31
New Mexico 28 11 7 10 100 38 25 37
New York 417 164 131 122 100 39 31 29
North Carolina 102 35 35 32 100 34 35 31
North Dakota 12 4 3 5 100 35 24 41
Ohio 189 49 92 48 100 26 49 25
Oklahoma 56 23 16 16 100 42 29 29
Oregon 40 6 14 21 100 14 34 52
Pennsylvania 192 69 75 48 100 36 39 25
Rhode Island 34 9 19 6 100 25 57 18
South Carolina 53 15 26 13 100 27 49 24
South Dakota 15 7 4 4 100 45 27 28
Tennessee 82 35 40 6 100 43 49 7
Texas 229 57 92 80 100 25 40 35
Utah 14 2 5 6 100 17 39 45
Vermont 7 2 2 3 100 23 26 51
Virginia 87 20 47 21 100 22 54 24
Washington 66 18 26 23 100 26 39 35
West Virginia 30 6 13 10 100 21 44 35
Wisconsin 65 14 32 19 100 21 49 30
Wyoming 5 1 3 2 100 21 51 28
United States 4,060 1,140 1,720 1,200 100% 28% 42% 309

states—Arizona, Florida, Idaho
Utah, and Vermont—shares ¢
housing recipients were at least ?
percent below that state’s share
U.S. low-income households.
States also vary significantly

in the mix of the three program

Source:Data are derived from U.S. Department of Housing and Urban DevelophtenGeographic
Distribution of HUD-Assisted Housind993 Washington, D.C.: U.S. Department of Housing and
Urban Development, 1997. This source provides the state distributloosueing unitsn public and
publicly assisted housing projects, and the number of households receiving tenant-based assis
of 1993. The distribution of HUD-assistéduseholdsn the table was estimated by applying each
state’s percentage of the total units in each major program to the total number of assisted houg
in each program given in table 1.

ance, as

eholds
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NEW FEDERALISM:

Table 3 matig forms of HUD assistance the_y
State Analysis—Federal Housing Assistance and AFDC, 1993 receive. .For example, as seen in
table 2, in states such as Alabama,
Percent of U.S. Totals Percent of AEDC Cases | Alaska, Georgia, Oklahoma, South
Tot. Hshids. Low- Ratio Ratio With Housing Assistance | Dakota, and Tennessee, a high pro-
W/Hoqsing Income AFDC | % Hsg. Ast. % Hsg. Ast. Publi(_: portion (over 40 percent) of assisted
State Assist.  Hshlds. Cases% Low Inc. % AFDC Total Housing Other ouseholds were in public housin
Alabama 1.95%  1.57% 0.96% 1.24 2.04 329% 20.2% 12 732) >N p 9
Alaska 027 021 0.26 1.29 1.03 284 189 94 In 1993. In California and lowa,
Arizona 100 138 1.45 0.73 0.69 151 65 84 however, only a small portion (11
Arkansas 1.13 1.06 0.50 1.06 2.24 32,7 124 20 percent) of assisted households
California 9.96 11.23 19.10 0.89 0.52 7.7 1.9 5.3 were in public housing. States
Colorado 1.36 1.50 0.80 0.91 1.69 23.6 70  16.6 where publicly assisted housing
Connecticut 1.71 1.33 1.27 1.29 1.35 33.0 11.4 216 is dominant (Shares at or above 60
Dist. of Colum. 0.84 1.01 0.56 0.82 1.50 40.1 19.5 20.6 Columbia, Indiana, Michigan, and
Florida 3.69 5.11 4.79 0.72 0.77 15.5 39 116 .
Georgia 2.84 2.62 2.89 1.08 0.98 256  16.0 9. New Hampshlre.'AIaska had only
Hawaii 047 037 0.45 1.26 1.05 248 o0 158 L9 percentofassisted households in
Idaho 021 040 0.19 0.52 1.09 202 16 274 that category. In California, Idaho,
lllinois 4.58 4.54 4.91 1.01 0.93 195 100 95| Maine, Oregon, and Vermont, over
Indiana 2.18 2.26 1.36 0.96 1.60 17.7 6.5 11.3 45 percent of assisted households
lowa 0.92 1.12 0.76 0.82 1.21 26.8 45 224 received tenant-based assistance in
Kansas 0.82 0.95 0.59 0.86 1.40 18.3 7.2 114 1993, while in Tennessee only 7
Louisiana 1.91 1.76 1.66 1.09 1.15 25.3 11.5 13.8 In addition to variation among
Maine 0.42 0.53 0.45 0.79 0.93 20.6 74 13.2 .
Maryland 2.18 1.79 1.61 1.22 1.35 28.7 8.9 198 states in _the amounts_ and types .Of
Massachusetts|  3.46 2.35 2.00 1.47 1.65 337 131 2de1UD assistance received, there is
Michigan 333 3093 4.19 0.85 0.80 108 19 s8d little consistency among states in
Minnesota 1.63 1.86 1.19 0.88 1.38 321 127 194 the overlap between housing assis-
Mississippi 1.12 1.01 1.09 1.11 1.03 225 57 16.4 tance and AFDC recipiency. As
Missouri 2.18 2.10 1.85 1.04 1.18 25.3 54 199 seen in the sixth column of table 3,
Montana 0.40 0.33 0.24 1.20 1.66 40.3 13.0 27.3 in nine states, a third or more of
Nevada 0.46 0.52 0.33 0.88 1.40 21.4 00 214 HUD assistance in 1993 (Alabama,
New Hampshire 0.56 0.42 O.2€ 1.34 251 19.8 9.9 9. Arkansas, Connecticut, Delaware,
New Jersey 3.42 3.10 2.4 1.10 1.39 17.0 7.6 9.4 s .
New Mexico 0.68 0.64 0.72 1.06 0.95 263 96 161 the District of Columbia, Massa-
New York 1026  7.14 9.49 1.44 1.08 264 140 124 chusetts, Montana, Nebraska, and
North Carolina|  2.51 2.64 2.61 0.95 0.96 237 121 116 North Dakota). In contrast, the
North Dakota 0.29 0.25 0.11 1.14 2.67 53.3 5.9 474 share of AFDC recipients also
Ohio 4.65 4.54 4.74 1.02 0.98 25.3 75  17.8 receiving housing assistance in
Oklahoma 1.37 1.29 0.93 1.06 1.47 27.5 2.4 25.1 California is only 8 percent, and
Pennsylvania 4.73 4.93 4.25 0.96 111 18.9 12.7 6.p Florida, Michigan, and Wisconsin.
Rhode Island 0.84 0.41 0.46 2.03 1.81 30.2 96  20p - .
South Carolina 1.31 1.36 1.02 0.96 1.29 27.1 85 18.f . Local Varlat.lt_)ns Differences
South Dakota 037 028 0.13 1.33 2.87 275 00 27 N Program conditions such as those
Tennessee 201 214 216 0.94 0.93 284 179  10sShown above between states may be
Texas 5.64 6.37 5.70 0.89 0.99 198 63 134 even more striking between cities
Utah 0.34 0.56 0.35 0.61 0.98 25.7 2.4 233 within states. The local scene is cru-
Vermont 0.16 0.22 0.20 0.73 0.81 21.7 79  13.9 cial because many of the decisions
Virginia 2.15 2.36 1.50 0.91 1.44 32.2 16.0 16.2] that will affect how HUD assistance
West Virginia 0.73 0.73 0.80 1.00 0.91 23.9 4.4 19.5 made by local actors, particularly
Wisconsin 1.60 1.95 1.50 0.82 1.07 151 3.8 11. local PHAS.
Wyoming 0.13 0.17 0.11 0.76 1.21 18.3 6.0 123 HUD is already expanding the
United States | 100.00% 100.00%| 100.00%  1.00 1.00 202%  7.9% 12.3%| . . y exp ng
discretion of the PHAs to devise and
?ﬁurgg:t‘_l?et_distrift?ution of hours]eholdhs Irgc%ivin? Pozlsingfizsgzt)a_nce (a_sdofdl_QQS)Sjsgerivetd frotm ]Ee bitrlement their own operating and
e distripution ot Iow-Income nousenolds State (as O IS provided In U.>. Department O .
Housing and Urban Developmeiitie Geograghic Distribution of HUDp-Assisted Housing,p1993, deveIOpment strategies. Qvera"’ the
Washington, D.C.: U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development, 1997. Low-income housdh@@ency has been pressuring them to
are households with incomes below 80 percent of the median income in their localities. The distriqui@d@molish their worst projects—
of AFD_C cases and their ove_rlap with housing assistance are derived from AFDC Quality Control Ca‘FhostIy Iarge high-rise develop-
maintained by the Urban Institute. .
ments—where social problems have




been most concentrated in the past. L 4. “House Panel Okays HUD Funding
But responses to that and other new Bill with $9.2 Billion for Section 8
pressures may well differ, dependin State officials have little ability] Renewals,”Housing and Development
on local political and economic fac: to control such outcomes directly, but Reporter Current Developmentspl. 25,
tors. Some PHAs are building new changes in how housing assistance no. 8, June 30, 1997.

housing, typically low-rise, to replace and welfare interact in individua
some of the units demolished, and localities will have important impacts 5. U.S. Department of Housing and
some are looking for other creative on overall state performance in devo- Urban Development,Rental Housing
ways to redevelop existing structures lution. States may want to monitor Assistance at a Crossroads: A Report to
(where possible, to attract higher- local performance and encourage Congress on Worst Case Housing Needs,
income residents to projects that are working partnerships among local Washington, D.C.: U.S. Department of
well located). Other PHAs may cont housing agencies, welfare offices, and Housing and Urban Development, 1996.
sider phasing out of the business altp- social service providers. Coordination Of the 5.3 million total with worst case
gether, contracting out management would enhance coherence in local housing needs, almost half (2.4 million)
responsibilities or even transferring responses to a very complex set of are welfare or SSI beneficiaries.

housing title to local nonprofits. In|  challenges.

most cases, some existing project 6. Proposals have been made to pro-
residents will be displaced, be give hibit increases in housing subsidies when
tenant-based assistance, and have| to welfare recipients lose welfare benefits

find suitable apartments in the privat
housing market. Some PHAs mal program rules). But as oSeptember
emphasize this strategy, pouring siz- Notes 1997, these proposals have not been
able numbers of new tenants into the enacted. There is no law preventing
local market in a short period of time. 1. See Sandra J. Newman and such housing assistanaecreases when
Some of the most interesting Joseph Harkness, “The Effects af welfare benefits are terminated due to time
guestions about local variations relate Welfare Reform on Housing: A National  limits.
to spatial effects within cities. Much  Analysis.” Presented at the Polic
of the public and publicly assisted Research Roundtable on the Implica- 7. Many of the original proponents of
housing stock is concentrated in some tions of Welfare Reform for Housing, public housing saw it playing this role, but
of the most distressed inner city neigh- sponsored by the Fannie Mae Founda- over the years the idea was subverted as
borhoods. The more optimistic hypo- tion and the Johns Hopkins University legal and rule changes led to concentrating
thesis is that reducing that stock and Institute for Policy Studies, Baltimore, the poorest of the poor in public housing
giving people tenant-based assistance Md., July 22, 1997. projects. See, for example, Sandra J.
will lessen the concentration of th Newman and Ann B. Schnar8eyond
poor, enabling more of them to movi 2. Henry Cisneros’s proposals are Bricks and Mortar: Reexamining the
out to better neighborhoods with bet- documented in U.S. Department of Purpose and Effects of Housing
ter housing. The pessimists argue that Housing and Urban Development, Assistance Washington, D.C.: Urban
many of those with vouchers will not Reinvention Blueprint December 19, Institute Press, 1992.
be able to find housing that meets pro- 1994, and further detailed in U.S|
gram rent and quality requirements Department of Housing and Urban
and that the results will be substantial DevelopmentHUD: Reinvention: From H
increases in homelessness. Blueprint to Action March 1995.
The impact of these changes on
the welfare reform process will als
vary depending on the extent of th

due to sanctions (i.e., noncompliance with
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3. In the past, when public housing
tenants found work and increased their
local welfare/HUD assistance over- income, they had to pay 30 percent of all
lap. For some PHAs, welfare refor such increases as rent payments |to
may be a side issue; for PHAs that remain in the project. If the increase was
house the dominant share of the substantial, this provided a strong incen-
affected welfare households in their tive for them to move out. Under the
localities, welfare reform may be cen- new approach, they pay 30 percent of
tral. In addition, PHAs are likely to| their income only up to the ceiling rent.
exhibit different degrees of enthusi- They never have to pay more than the
asm and skill in mounting on-site ser- ceiling rent regardless of how much
vice programs to help tenants move their income goes up. This policy is
toward jobs and self-sufficiency| aimed at encouraging tenants other than
These variables will most certainly the very low income to stay in public
affect outcomes for welfare terminees housing, thus increasing the income mjx
who receivenousing assistance. among tenants.
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