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Abstract

Section 8, the federal government’s primary program for addressing the housing needs
of low-income renters, is administered by thousands of local public housing agencies,
most of which serve individual cities, towns, and counties. This article contends that the
current balkanized system undermines the potential of the program to promote mixed-
income communities and the deconcentration of poverty and that the voucher program
should be administered regionally rather than locally in urban areas.

One strategy for achieving metropolitan administration would be to contract out re-
sponsibility for operating the voucher program to competitively selected regional orga-
nizations. In addition to describing how such a program could work, we suggest a series
of incremental reforms for moving the Section 8 program in the direction of metropoli-
tan administration. Moreover, other reforms—including an expansion of affordable
rental housing in suburban communities—are also needed for housing vouchers to
achieve their full potential.
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Introduction

Since the 1970s, rental vouchers (and certificates) have been a mainstay
of federal housing policy. Today, the Section 8 housing voucher program
supplements rent payments for about 1.5 million individuals and fami-
lies. Recipients choose a house or apartment available in the private
market and contribute about 30 percent of their income toward rent,
while Section 8 pays the difference, up to a locally defined payment
standard. When families first receive a voucher, they are responsible for
finding a house or apartment that meets the program’s housing quality
standards and is owned by a landlord willing to participate in the pro-
gram.! Once they find a qualifying unit, they can begin to receive hous-
ing assistance.

1 Some recipients are able to remain in their original housing unit by convincing the
landlord to accept subsidy payments.
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In most parts of the country, the Section 8 program is administered by
local public housing authorities (PHAs), which were originally estab-
lished to build and manage public housmg developments. This remains
the primary function of most PHAs.? Although they are governed by a
complex set of national rules and procedures, local PHAs have consider-
able discretion over how Section 8 operates within their jurisdictions.
For example, each PHA accepts applications for Section 8, maintains its
own waiting list, establishes local selection preferences, recruits land-
lords, and conducts housing inspections. Most PHAs serve individual
01t1es or counties, so that in urban areas several PHAs typically operate
in a single housmg market.?

Two and a half decades of experience have shown that providing rental
assistance directly to tenants is an effective and efficient mechanism
for addressing the basic housing needs of low-income families. Most
households that receive a voucher find a house or apartment for which
they can receive assistance (Kennedy and Finkel 1994), and vouchers
enable recipients to live in better-quality housing and pay more afford-
able rents than similar, unassisted households (Schussheim 1998). The
voucher experience is particularly important because 5 million house-
holds have “worst-case housing needs” and either pay more than 50 per-
cent of their income for rent or live in substandard housing (U.S. Depart-
ment of Housing and Urban Development [HUD] 2001).

The potential significance of vouchers, however, goes beyond their role
in promoting decent, affordable housing. The voucher program is also
intended to give low-income families the ability to move to neighbor-
hoods of their choice, promotlng mixed-income communities and the de-
concentration of poverty.* A growing body of social science research in-
dicates that housing mobility can benefit families by improving their
access to educational, employment, and other opportunities (Turner
1998); that it can benefit businesses by enabling workers to live closer
to their places of employment; and that entire regions are better off
when fewer people live in neighborhoods with concentrated poverty
(Downs 1997; Quercia and Galster 1997a).

2 The current federal policy environment is creating new pressures and challenges for
PHAs in their role as managers of subsidized housing developments. See Quercia and
Galster (1997D).

3 In fact, over 2,500 PHAs nationwide administer local Section 8 programs, with 1,700
of them managing fewer than 250 vouchers.

* Specifically, the Housing and Community Development Act of 1974, which established
the Section 8 program, called for “reduction of the isolation of income groups within
communities and geographical areas and the promotion of an increase in the diversity
and viability of neighborhoods through the spatial deconcentration of housing opportu-
nities for persons of lower incomes” (42 USC 5301).
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Despite the overall success of the federal housing voucher program, it
may not be achieving its full potential as a tool for promoting housing
mobility and choice. The National Low Income Housing Coalition (1999)
recently reviewed evidence on current trends in Section 8 success rates
and concluded that “the generally high success rates researchers found
in the early part of the decade stand in contrast to conspicuous amounts
of housing scarcity and frustration with the voucher system” (25). Some
landlords, suspicious of red tape and bureaucracy, refuse to accept vouch-
er recipients (Turner, Popkin, and Cunningham 2000), and data from
different types of metropolitan areas indicate that African-American
Section 8 recipients, as well as recipients who initially receive their
vouchers from central-city PHASs, are more likely to live in high-poverty
and segregated neighborhoods than white and suburban recipients are
(Turner 1998).

Many housing market barriers may limit opportunities for voucher re-
cipients to exercise free and full location choices. Historically, suburban
jurisdictions have used zoning and land-use regulations to limit the de-
velopment of rental housing, especially more affordable rental housing
(HUD 1991; Malpezzi 1996). Few states require local jurisdictions to
build or accommodate their fair share of affordable rental housing
(Burchell, Listokin, and Pashman 1994). As a consequence, the afford-
able stock tends to be concentrated in central cities, older suburbs, and
less affluent neighborhoods (Orfield 1997). The economic boom of the
past decade has exacerbated the shortage of affordable rental housing
in some markets, leading many practitioners and housing advocates to
argue that the fair market rents (FMRs) set by HUD have failed to keep
up with increases in market rents and are too low to permit families
access to many desirable neighborhoods.® Moreover, in neighborhoods
where demand for rental housing is strong and vacancy rates are low,
landlords may have little incentive to accept Section 8 tenants. Finally,
racial and ethnic discrimination in urban housing markets creates addi-
tional barriers for minority Section 8 recipients, discouraging them from
moving to predominantly white or suburban neighborhoods, even if af-
fordable housing is located there (Yinger 1998).

This article contends that the current system of administration by local
PHASs reinforces these market barriers and undermines the larger po-
tential of the voucher program. By fragmenting the metropolitan rental
market, the current system makes it difficult for low-income families,
particularly minority families living in central cities, to know about and
act on the full range of housing options. Moreover, by automatically as-

® The subsidies that Section 8 provides to participating families are calculated as the
difference between 30 percent of household income (the family’s contribution) and a
unit’s market rent, up to the local payment standard. Payment standards are governed
by FMRs, which are set by HUD based on data for local housing market areas to reflect
prevailing rents for physically adequate units.
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signing responsibility to local PHAs, the current system prevents other
capable public and private sector entities from administering the pro-
gram and stifles the innovation that competition can bring (Osborne
and Plastrik 2000).

Enhancing housing choice and mobility in the voucher program requires
several critical steps. First, the supply of affordable housing needs to
be expanded, particularly in the suburbs. Second, fair housing laws
must be vigorously enforced. And third, it is essential that FMRs keep
pace with rapidly changing market conditions.

Along with these broader reforms, we recommend that the Section 8
program be administered regionally rather than locally in urban areas.
One strategy would be for HUD to contract out the administration of
vouchers in metropolitan areas, using a competitive process to select
one well-qualified organization to administer the program throughout
the region. This would shift the governance of the program from the
parochial to the metropolitan level and open up the administration of
vouchers to a wider variety of public, for-profit, and nonprofit entities.

In this article, we outline how such a competitive system would work.
But in addition, we suggest a series of more incremental steps that, over
the next few years, could substantially increase the number of public
and private sector entities that administer vouchers at the metropoli-
tan level.

Three arguments for reform

Metropolitan administration of the voucher program by competitively
selected public, for-profit, or nonprofit entities would promote three
important objectives: First, it would match the geography of voucher
administration to the geography of the metropolitan economy and the
rental housing marketplace. Second, it could improve the ability of
voucher recipients to choose how best to meet their own housing needs.
And finally, it would introduce competition into a system often charac-
terized by bureaucratic inertia, thereby strengthening incentives for
innovation, entrepreneurial behavior, and improved performance.

Matching the geography of metropolitan economies

The appropriate administrative geography for housing vouchers has
changed dramatically over recent decades because of the rampant de-
centralization of economic and residential life in the United States.
From 1980 to 1997, 23 of America’s 25 largest cities gained population
at a slower rate than their metropolitan areas, or actually lost popula-
tion while the metropolitan area grew. Even Sunbelt cities like Phoenix,
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Dallas, and Houston are not growing as fast as their suburbs. Cities
have lost disproportionate numbers of the middle- and upper-income
households that form the backbone of economically strong communities.
From 1989 to 1996, 7.4 million upper- and middle-income households
left the cities for the suburbs, while only 3.5 million moved from the
suburbs to the city (Kasarda et al. 1997).

The suburbs also dominate employment growth. A study of 92 metro-
politan areas found only 17 places where city job growth outpaced sub-
urban job growth during the middle of the 1990s (Brennan and Hill
1999). Most of the cities did gain jobs, but at a slower rate than their
suburban neighbors. From 1994 to 1997, for example, the central busi-
ness districts in Ohio’s seven major cities experienced a net increase of
only 636 jobs. Their suburbs, by contrast, gained 186,410 new jobs (Hill
and Brennan 1998).

In the wake of decentralizing economies, central cities still harbor a
disproportionate share of low-income families. As discussed earlier, low-
cost rental housing, including federally subsidized housing, tends to be
concentrated in central-city neighborhoods, in part because wealthier
suburban jurisdictions have limited the development of affordable hous-
ing within their borders. Historically, central-city neighborhoods were
convenient to entry-level and low-gkill jobs, but today’s outlying employ-
ment centers are often inaccessible from low-income neighborhoods in
the urban core (Coulton, Leete, and Bania 1999; Pugh 1998; Turner,
Rubin, and DeLair 1999).

Welfare reform highlights the challenges of decentralizing employment
opportunities for the inner-city poor. Many of the jobs that welfare re-
cipients need cannot be found in their neighborhoods or even in their
own cities. Not surprisingly, cities have a rising share of welfare case-
loads in their states even as welfare rolls drop. Philadelphia is now
home to 12 percent of all Pennsylvanians, but 49 percent of the Penn-
sylvanians on welfare. Baltimore has 58 percent of Maryland’s caseload
but only 13 percent of the state’s residents (Allen and Kirby 2000).

Sprawling metropolitan growth brings other economic and environmen-
tal consequences as well. The spatial divide between jobs and workers
exacerbates the traffic congestion that has become the hallmark of met-
ropolitan America. The reliability and productivity of the workforce di-
minish as workers are forced to tolerate longer commutes. In sprawling
regions such as Atlanta and Los Angeles, the combination of employ-
ment decentralization, concentration of poverty, and low-density settle-
ment have diminished the utility of public transit. In these places, it
has become virtually impossible for low-income workers, many of whom
do not own cars, to get from home to work in a reasonable time using
rail and bus systems.
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The current reality of metropolitan economies has sparked a growing
interest in metropolitan governance. Federal transportation law, for
example, was overhauled in 1991 and 1998 to give metropolitan plan-
ning organizations a greater say in transportation planning and deci-
sion making. The federal Clean Air Act, recognizing that the geographic
“air-shed” for environmental action does not respect municipal and
county borders, likewise devolves responsibility to regional boards. Con-
gress recently appropriated funds in the workforce arena to support
regional consortia that conduct worker training and placement across
jurisdictions.

For the most part, housing policy has been absent from the metropoli-
tan conversation, and the administrative geography of public housing
and vouchers has remained strikingly local. In the Detroit metropolitan
area, for example, there are 31 separate PHAs; in Philadelphia, 19; in
Chicago, 15 (Hughes 1997). In an era of population and employment
decentralization, the metropolitan area—not individual political juris-
dictions—represents the appropriate geographic space to be thinking
about and acting on access to affordable housing. Enabling low-income
families to live closer to the employment centers in the new economy
(and to more economically diverse schools) will not only benefit those
families and their children, but a better balance between jobs and hous-
ing will also help ameliorate the negative consequences associated with
current metropolitan growth patterns.

Expanding housing choice

Regional administration of Section 8 vouchers would not only provide
a better match with market realities, but could also help address the
problem of concentrated poverty and neighborhood distress. Today, most
U.S. cities are not just home to too many poor families; they are also
home to neighborhoods where poverty is too highly concentrated. From
1970 to 1990, the number of people living in high-poverty neighbor-
hoods (where the poverty rate is 40 percent or more) nearly doubled
from 4.1 million to 8 million (Jargowsky 1997). One of the most impor-
tant strengths of housing vouchers is their potential to empower recip-
ients to escape from high-poverty and distressed neighborhoods and to
choose locations that better meet their needs. Traditional project-based
housing assistance programs are far more likely to create or intensify
pockets of poverty by clustering large numbers of poor families in the
same location (Newman and Schnare 1997). In particular, the public
housing program is responsible for producing very large developments
occupied exclusively by poor families and often located in neighborhoods
already experiencing high rates of poverty and distress (Schill and
Wachter 1994).



Who Should Run the Housing Voucher Program? A Reform Proposal 245

The spatial concentration of the poor, particularly the minority poor,
isolates them and their children from the employment and educational
opportunities most Americans enjoy. A growing body of research indi-
cates that the concentration of poverty creates serious problems—for
neighborhoods, for the surrounding jurisdiction, and for individual fam-
ilies and children. First, high-poverty neighborhoods exhibit exception-
ally high rates of social distress, including unemployment, welfare re-
cipiency, school dropouts, crime, and teen parenthood (Kasarda 1993;
Mincy and Weiner 1993). Often, high-poverty neighborhoods are unable
to support the businesses and civic institutions essential for a healthy
community; local shops, services, and social organizations shut down
or move elsewhere. In addition, the concentration of poverty generates
high costs for local government—costs for welfare, hospitals, public
health services, and police—potentially diverting resources from other
public services or raising the tax burden on local businesses and non-
poor residents (Downs 1997; Pack 1994). And finally, living in a high-
poverty neighborhood may have destructive consequences for families
and children. High poverty rates, the absence of affluent or well-educated
neighbors, high unemployment, high rates of welfare recipiency, and the
absence of two-parent families have all been found to have important
consequences for children and families. Although neighborhood effects
are generally much smaller than the effects of family influences (such
as parents’ income, socioeconomic status, or educational attainment),
there is growing evidence that neighborhood environment matters over
the long term (Ellen and Turner 1998).

Recent research strongly suggests that moving to a low-poverty neigh-
borhood can yield significant long-term benefits for poor families. Find-
ings from the Gautreaux demonstration program, implemented in
Chicago between 1976 and 1998, indicate that the opportunity to use
housing vouchers to move away from a distressed, high-poverty neigh-
borhood can provide a route to economic independence for poor families.
Children of families that moved to suburban neighborhoods were much
more likely to complete high school, take college-track courses, attend
college, and enter the workforce than children from similar families
that moved to neighborhoods within the central city (Rosenbaum 1995;
Rosenbaum et al. 1991). Also, mothers in the demonstration program
who moved to neighborhoods with a high proportion of more educated
residents were less likely to remain on welfare (Rosenbaum and DeLuca
2000).

Emerging evidence from the Moving to Opportunity (MTO) demonstra-
tion program, which is further testing the effects of assisted housing
mobility, also suggests that moving to a low-poverty neighborhood
(whether in the central city or suburbs) can yield profound, long-term
improvements in the life chances of both parents and children (Goering
and Feins 2001; Katz, Kling, and Liebman 2000; Ludwig, Duncan, and
Pinkston 2000).
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Voucher recipients are dramatically less likely than public housing res-
idents to be concentrated in high-poverty neighborhoods. Nationally,
only 14.8 percent of Section 8 recipients live in high-poverty neighbor-
hoods (neighborhoods that are more than 30 percent poor), compared
with 53.6 percent of public housing residents (Newman and Schnare
1997). New data on origin and destination locations for recipients in the
Washington, DC, metropolitan area indicate that Section 8 enables
families to move to neighborhoods with lower poverty rates (Cunning-
ham, Sylvester, and Turner 1999).

Although housing vouchers clearly outperform project-based housing
subsidy programs in helping poor families escape high-poverty neigh-
borhoods, the Section 8 program falls short of achieving its full poten-
tial. In particular, it does not provide equal access to low-poverty and
low-minority neighborhoods for all poor households. Tenant-based assis-
tance produces better locational outcomes for suburban recipients than
for central-city residents, for white recipients than for African-American
and Hispanic recipients, and for elderly recipients than for nonelderly
families and people with disabilities. A recent study analyzed the neigh-
borhood characteristics of Section 8 recipients in six metropolitan
areas—Buffalo, NY; Dallas, TX; Dayton, OH; Omaha, NE; San Jose, CA;
and Tampa, FL (Turner and Wilson 1998). In five of these areas, the
percentage of African-American and Hispanic voucher holders living in
high-poverty neighborhoods far exceeds the percentage of whites. More-
over, in four of the six metropolitan areas studied, the share of afford-
able rental units in low-poverty neighborhoods exceeded the share of
Section 8 recipients. In other words, voucher holders appear to be sig-
nificantly underrepresented in low-poverty neighborhoods relative to
the availability of potentially affordable rental housing.

The fragmentation of local program administration is one of several
factors undermining the potential of the Section 8 program as a mech-
anism for deconcentrating urban poverty. Although vouchers theoreti-
cally allow recipients to use their assistance anywhere in the United
States, the current system creates numerous hurdles for families living
in high-poverty central-city jurisdictions. In addition, fragmented local
administration can complicate outreach to landlords and creates unnec-
essary uncertainty among area housing providers about how well the
program works.

When a family receives its voucher from one housing authority but
wants to move to a different jurisdiction, the “portability” process is ad-
ministratively burdensome, despite recent efforts by HUD to simplify it.

5 Fragmented administration is certainly not the only barrier facing voucher recipients,
nor is it the only reason some landlords refuse to participate in the program. For a more
extensive discussion of these issues, see Turner, Popkin, and Cunningham (2000) and
Pendall (2000).
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Technically, the “sending” PHA has a choice; it can either transfer the
family to the new PHA, which must agree to absorb the transfer by is-
suing one of its own vouchers, or it can pay the “receiving” PHA for per-
forming administrative functions such as income certifications, housing
inspections, and lease renewals. Many urban PHAs have agreements
with neighboring jurisdictions stipulating that they will automatically
absorb vouchers from one another rather than administering complex
billing arrangements. But absorbing a recipient from another jurisdic-
tion means using up a unit of housing assistance that could have served
a family on the local waiting list (Feins et al. 1997).

Even though the total number of vouchers funded by Congress has in-
creased modestly in recent years, some PHAs are reluctant to continue
absorbing recipients from other jurisdictions, especially if the portabil-
ity process is largely one-way. Moreover, portability is administratively
burdensome; the receiving PHA may use a different application form,
apply more rigorous screening criteria, calculate subsidy levels differ-
ently, or require the family to attend another orientation briefing. If the
receiving jurisdiction does not welcome mobility from neighboring juris-
dictions (possibly for racial or socioeconomic reasons), these administra-
tive hurdles create the potential for significant delays. In fact, there is
anecdotal evidence that some affluent suburban jurisdictions routinely
delay the portability process to use up families’ search time, thus dis-
couraging them from even attempting to move (Sard 2000; Tegeler, Han-
ley, and Liben 1995). Also, observation of Section 8 orientation briefings
suggests that not all housing authorities fully explain portability to
their clients or encourage them to consider moving to another jurisdic-
tion (Cunningham, Sylvester, and Turner 1999).

The fact that Section 8 is usually administered by many different PHAs
operating within the same regional housing market also complicates
outreach to area landlords. A central-city PHA may not have the capac-
ity to identify major housing providers in low-poverty suburban areas
and may have difficulty convincing them to accept central-city Section
8 recipients (Great Cities Institute 1999). PHAs have reported that they
sometimes find themselves in competition for area landlords; rather
than working together to recruit the largest possible pool, they battle
to claim landlords who will commit to serving “their” families. More-
over, landlords can be confused and deterred by the multiplicity of local
programs and may hesitate to participate at all because of uncertainties
about who is administering the program and how reliably it operates
(Cunningham, Sylvester, and Turner 1999).

Furthering government reinvention

Over the past two decades, many jurisdictions across the country have
begun to experiment with new ways of delivering government services
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and programs, particularly at the local level. Citizens frustrated with
large, centralized bureaucracies are demanding institutions that are
more responsive to customer needs and act with the timeliness and effi-
ciency associated with a “just-in-time” economy. Constituencies impa-
tient with rule-bound institutions are pressing for more nimble and en-
trepreneurial entities able to adapt to changing market realities and
rising consumer expectations (Osborne and Gaebler 1991). In response,
elected officials seeking to cut costs and reinvest scarce resources are
privatizing some government functions while subjecting others to com-
petition (Quehl and Nadol 2001).

The near monopoly of local PHAs over voucher administration appears
particularly ripe for reinvention and competition. Truly effective admin-
istration of voucher programs requires the performance of a wide array
of tasks and responsibilities that go beyond the basic prerequisites of
recipient certification, housing inspections, and lease approval. Quality
landlords and owners need to be continuously recruited. Rental proper-
ties need to be monitored to ensure that they are maintained in decent
condition. Potential recipients need to be informed about their choices
in the private marketplace and counseled on program rules and expec-
tations. Community institutions such as neighborhood groups, local ser-
vice providers, and faith-based institutions need to be engaged to ensure
that the voucher program is responsive to the needs of families and
fosters neighborhood stability. Ideally, the administrating agency should
also play an educative role, informing decision makers in the corporate,
political, and civic sectors of the housing needs in the community and
the progress being made toward meeting those needs (Sard 2000; Turn-
er, Popkin, and Cunningham 2000; Turner and Williams 1998).

Many PHAs (particularly in large urban jurisdictions) appear to be
falling short of this ideal (HUD 1995). Section 8 administrators often
complain that their agencies have operated the voucher program as a
stepchild to the conventional public housing inventory, sometimes using
the program’s administrative fee to cross-subsidize public housing oper-
ations. There is no evidence to indicate that more than a few agencies
have taken the initiative necessary for the program to achieve its full
potential. Instead, PHAs often operate in a vacuum, rarely forging close
ties with community organizations and nonprofit agencies that play key
roles in social services and community development (Sidor 2001). In
many PHAs, staff training is minimal, information systems are deficient,
and administration of the Section 8 program is not perceived as a vehi-
cle for professional advancement. HUD has recently introduced the Sec-
tion 8 Management Assessment Program (SEMAP) to rate and monitor
the performance of local PHAs and to identify those requiring remedi-
al action. As yet, no evidence is available to indicate whether SEMAP
creates incentives that are strong enough to significantly improve PHA
performance.
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Efforts to create more competition in the administration of vouchers
could focus greater attention on the program at the local level and pro-
mote more innovation. Experience from many areas of state and local
public service provision has indicated that managed competition creates
both economic and psychological incentives that stimulate improved
performance (Osborne and Plastrik 2000) and that greater involvement
by private sector agencies has the potential to improve the quality of
service (Allen et al. 1989). Competition could give housing agencies clear
incentives to manage their programs in a more effective, entrepreneur-
ial manner. Program administration would receive more local and met-
ropolitan scrutiny from potential competitors in the public, for-profit,
and nonprofit sectors. In the end, consumers would be the prime
beneficiaries.

Alternatives to fragmented PHA administration

Although the arguments against the current system of local administra-
tion are strong, there is no obvious “best” replacement. Instead, several
different types of organizations could potentially administer vouchers
effectively at the metropolitan level. This section draws on examples
from across the country to discuss the potential strengths and limita-
tions of several alternatives to local PHA administration. Unfortunate-
ly, however, evidence on the performance of these alternatives is scarce;
little empirical research has been conducted to determine whether dif-
ferent administrative arrangements yield significantly different out-
comes for Section 8 recipients.

State administration

Many states administer the Section 8 program, but in most cases they
serve rural areas where no local PHA operates. A few state programs
serve urban as well as rural areas, overlapping with the jurisdiction of
local PHAs. The experience of state administration in these areas offers
several examples of potential benefits’:

1. Several state programs maintain consolidated waiting lists, either
for the state as a whole or for major geographic subregions, signifi-
cantly simplifying the application process for eligible families. For
example, Connecticut maintains a statewide waiting list; families
can phone for an application and mail it in.

2. Recipients of some state-administered programs can move anywhere
in the metropolitan area (or beyond), without portability barriers.

" Information in this section is drawn from Feins et al. (1997).
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For example, in Connecticut, Michigan, and New Jersey, applicants
can apply to a single agency and locate anywhere in the state.

3. State programs can potentially allocate resources between subareas
to better match the distribution of needy households and adjust for
the effects of portability streams. Connecticut, Michigan, and Okla-
homa, for example, have flexible, statewide allocation systems.

Because some Section 8 functions (such as eligibility determination and
housing inspections) require face-to-face contact or in-depth knowledge
of the local housing market, states are experimenting with a variety of
administrative models. In Connecticut, a single subcontractor adminis-
ters the program for the whole state, but Massachusetts subcontracts
program operations to nine regional organizations; New Jersey main-
tains a system of branch offices in most counties, while Oklahoma relies
on state staff working out of their homes. However, some of the mech-
anisms designed to bring the program closer to recipients and their
communities may undermine other advantages of statewide administra-
tion by fragmenting the program geographically. For example, Virginia’s
statewide program is administered by 81 subcontractors. Each subcon-
tractor maintains its own waiting list, and portability is required when-
ever recipients move from one subcontractor’s jurisdiction to another.

Thus, experience indicates that state administration of a statewide or
metropolitan Section 8 program has the potential to improve the pro-
gram from the perspective of both recipients and landlords. This poten-
tial could be fully realized only if the state program replaced (or ab-
sorbed) local Section 8 programs and if the state program allowed fami-
lies to use their vouchers anywhere in the state (or at least anywhere
in their metropolitan area). But state administration also carries some
risks. Without some system of local offices, a statewide program cannot
effectively assess recipient eligibility, inspect housing units, implement
rent reasonableness standards, or interact with landlords. Further, some
state programs have been criticized as overly bureaucratic or insensitive
to local variations in housing market conditions.

Regional housing authorities

Almost no urban regions in the United States are served by a single
regional housing agency.® Portland, OR, and Jacksonville, FL, offer
unusual examples of metropolitan areas where the jurisdiction of the
central-city PHA has expanded to encompass all or much of the metro-
politan region and where other PHAs are not operating.

8 Information in this section is drawn from Feins et al. (1997).
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Intergovernmental agreements extended the jurisdiction of the
Housing Authority of Portland (OR) to Multnomah County, including
the cities of Gresham and Portland. None of the other local govern-
ments in this area administer Section 8, so recipients can apply to a
single agency (operating out of downtown Portland) and live in any
of these jurisdictions.’ Landlords work with only one agency and
play an active role in outreach and problem solving through a Land-
lord Advisory Committee.

The City of Jacksonville, FL, has annexed most of the jurisdictions
that make up its metropolitan area, so the Jacksonville Housing
Authority automatically serves most of the region. Moreover, the
housing authority has always considered the service area of its Sec-
tion 8 program to encompass the other three counties that make up
the metropolitan area, and no intergovernmental agreements have
ever been necessary for it to operate a regional program. Like Port-
land, Jacksonville administers Section 8 from a single central office;
families apply to one agency and can live anywhere in the metropol-
itan area.

In several other metropolitan areas around the country, PHAs have the
authority and capacity to administer housing vouchers throughout the
region. But in these areas, other local PHAs operate as well, creating an
overlapping patchwork of program operations. For example:

1.

The housing authority of Rochester, NY, and the private firm that
runs the Hartford, CT, program both administer Section 8 assistance
throughout their metropolitan areas, although other local housing
authorities also operate in some parts of the region. Families that
apply for assistance from the Hartford or Rochester program can
move anywhere in the metropolitan area, but landlords are likely
to work with suburban programs as well as with the city’s program.

The Metropolitan Boston Housing Partnership (MBHP) is one of
nine regional subcontractors administering the statewide Section 8
program. It serves the entire Boston metropolitan area, and families
that apply to its central office can move anywhere in the region.
However, many local agencies (including the Boston Housing Author-
ity) also operate Section 8 programs in the region.

These examples demonstrate that metropolitan administration of the
Section 8 program is technically feasible and that it could potentially
address many of the pitfalls of fragmented local administration. How-
ever, when the jurisdictions of metropolitan agencies overlap with those

® The Housing Authority of Portland does not, however, serve three other large subur-
ban counties in the expanding metropolitan area, which now account for a dispropor-
tionate share of population and job growth.
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of local agencies, many of the advantages are undermined. Families may
still feel that they have to apply to several waiting lists to maximize
their chances of obtaining a voucher, and landlords may find the mul-
tiplicity of agencies confusing and discouraging, reducing their willing-
ness to accept Section 8 tenants.

Nonprofit social service agencies

Experience from the MTO demonstration program illustrates the po-
tential effectiveness of nonproﬁt agencies in administering some as-
pects of the Section 8 program.’® MTO was designed to help residents
of public and assisted housing projects in high-poverty neighborhoods
move to low-poverty neighborhoods anywhere in their metropolitan
regions. Four central-city PHAs administered the program in partner-
ship with nonprofit organizations whose role was to help participating
fam111es find housing in low-poverty neighborhoods throughout the
region. Thus, Section 8 administration remained a function of the local
PHA, while the nonprofit partners became responsible for conducting
landlord outreach and recruitment, providing housing search assistance,
helping families overcome administrative barriers to portability and
mobility, and resolving any postmove problems with the landlord or
receiving community.

The nonprofit organizations that participated in the MTO program dif-
fered from site to site, but their activities were regional in scope and
integrated nonhousing supportive services and self-sufficiency strate-
gies with the housing assistance offered by MTO. For example:

1. In Baltimore, MTO was administered in partnership with the Com-
munity Assistance Network (CAN), a nonprofit community action
agency in Baltimore County, the major suburban jurisdiction sur-
rounding the city of Baltimore. Through MTO, CAN expanded its
capacity and its geographic scope and now provides landlord out-
reach and housing search assistance to city and suburban Section
8 recipients as part of several ongoing mobility programs operating
in the region.

19 Information in this section is drawn from HUD (1996) and Goering et al. (1999).

' Tn Chicago, the MTO program was initially implemented by the Chicago Housing
Authority in partnership with the Leadership Council for Metropolitan Open Commu-
nities. Early in the implementation period, however, HUD stepped in to take over the
operations of the Chicago Housing Authority, and responsibility for Section 8 was con-
tracted out to a private, for-profit entity. This Section 8 contractor (CHAC, Inc.) also
assumed responsibility for MTO, performing both the housing assistance and mobility
counseling roles.
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2. The Boston Housing Authority administered MTO in partnership
with MBHP, one of nine regional organizations operating the state’s
Section 8 program. Thus, MBHP already had experience in admin-
istering Section 8 regionally, but it also provided a wide array of
self-sufficiency services to its clients.

All of the MTO nonprofits reached out aggressively to identify potential
landlords throughout their metropolitan regions, worked with families
to address personal barriers to housing search and mobility, and adopted
a flexible, nonbureaucratic approach to helping families make successful
moves. For example, these organizations demonstrated the effectiveness
of creating resource rooms with books of information about potential low-
poverty neighborhoods, providing van tours of distant neighborhoods,
using program graduates as counselors and mentors to families just
starting their housing search, requiring participants to attend classes
and training sessions in a wide range of essential life skills, and vouch-
ing for program participants to skeptical landlords who had never ac-
cepted Section 8 tenants before. Although MTO is unique in its design
and in the resources it made available, the demonstration experience
strongly suggests that nonprofit organizations in other metropolitan
areas may have the capacity to implement housing vouchers regionally.

However, qualified nonprofits do not exist in all or even most urban
areas around the country. In fact, early experience with HUD’s Region-
al Opportunity Counseling (ROC) initiative suggests that developing
such a capacity would take considerable time in many areas. The ROC
initiative provides extra resources to PHAs throughout a metropolitan
area to support regional housing search assistance and promote more
effective cooperation across jurisdictions. Many of the funded sites have
had difficulty identifying a qualified nonprofit to perform regional out-
reach and counseling, and some of the nonprofits took a long time to
become familiar with housing opportunities.'?

For-profit providers

In some metropolitan areas, for-profit firms may constitute an effective
mechanism for administering the Section 8 program regionally. To date,
the Section 8 program has had little experience with for-profits, but
some states subcontract administrative functions to for-profit as well
as nonprofit entities (Feins et al. 1997), and some local housing agencies
contract out for some or all administrative functions. The City of Hart-
ford (CT) has contracted out the administration of its Section 8 program
since the early 1970s to a for-profit company called Imagineers, Inc.
Imagineers has the authority to administer the city’s vouchers anywhere

12 Information was provided by HUD oversight staff.
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in the metropolitan region, eliminating the administrative burdens
typically associated with portability. In addition, the firm has won con-
tracts to administer the Section 8 program for several suburban juris-
dictions in the same region.

More recently (beginning in 1996), responsibility for administering
the Section 8 program in Chicago was competitively awarded to a for-
profit firm as a strategy for addressing very serious management prob-
lems. The contract between the city’s housing authority and CHAC,
Inc., includes significant financial incentives for achieving particular
performance targets and has resulted in dramatic improvements in
performance.

Toward the metropolitan administration of vouchers

Experience confirms that metropolitan administration of the Section 8
program is feasible and that it may address many of the pitfalls created
by the current system. Thus, moving toward regional administration
could potentially benefit Section 8 recipients—by expanding their hous-
ing choices and making vouchers easier to use—as well as central-city
and inner suburban jurisdictions—by helping to reverse the concentra-
tion of poverty and distress in low-income neighborhoods. However,
there is no single right answer to the question of what type of organiza-
tion is best qualified to administer housing vouchers regionally. Under
these circumstances, one strategy for accomplishing a shift in gover-
nance would be to have a competitive process open to a wide array of
public and private entities.

Performance-based competition

The competition for voucher administration should be open to a variety
of public, nonprofit, and for-profit institutions.'* Public entities could

include state governments, metropolitan planning organizations, coun-
cils of governments and other regional governmental entities, as well as
PHASs or public housing consortia. Nonprofit entities might include re-
gional fair housing organizations or social service agencies. Applicants
could either compete alone or as part of a consortium of institutions;

they could, for example, divide responsibilities among several partners.
The principal applicant might be responsible for program design, main-
tenance of metropolitan waiting lists, and all fiscal and reporting func-

13 Information was provided by Hartford’s Housing Education Resource Center.

4 The competitive system described here would apply only to metropolitan areas. Rural
voucher programs would be exempt from the competitive requirements.
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tions. Another entity might be responsible for doing inspections and
determining rent reasonableness; a third might have primary respon-
sibility for counseling recipients.

HUD would select from among applicants on the basis of several cri-
teria: First, it would rank applicants on their ability to carry out the
basic tasks of the program, that is, certifying recipient incomes, screen-
ing potential tenants, making rent calculations, reviewing lease agree-
ments, ensuring the quality of Section 8 units, making subsidy pay-
ments, and establishing and maintaining necessary information and
reporting systems. In addition, however, HUD would rank applicants on
their proposed strategies and demonstrated capacity to carry out the
expanded expectations of the voucher program. Questions to be asked
include, To what extent does the applicant have the ability to adminis-
ter a counseling program? What experience does it have in interacting
with the landlord community or establishing partnerships with public
or private sector entities? How broad is the applicant’s support in the
metropolitan government, employment, real estate, and affordable hous-
ing communities? Does the applicant have a formal way to engage these
critical constituencies in program design and implementation? How will
the applicant balance the needs and priorities of different jurisdictions
within the region?

The organizations selected to administer Section 8 in urban regions
should be required to collect and report reliable data on their perfor-
mance and should be held accountable for meeting a clear set of per-
formance standards. Experience in other areas of public management
indicates that this kind of incentive contracting can yield meaningful
improvements in service quality (Marlin 1984; Osborne and Plastrik
2000). Two types of federal performance standards should govern the
metropolitan administration of the voucher program. First, HUD should
establish standards (as in the SEMAP) that measure whether the met-
ropolitan administrator is meeting basic program requirements. Stan-
dards should measure, for example, how well the administering entity
is determining income eligibility, enforcing housing quality standards,
assessing rent reasonableness, and making on-time subsidy payments.

Second, HUD should establish standards that measure progress toward
meeting broader federal program objectives, particularly those involv-
ing promoting housing choice and self-sufficiency. These standards
should measure overall success rates for voucher recipients and the ex-
tent to which families with children are able to move to low-poverty
areas, as well as the percentage of recipients who obtain employment,
become homeowners, or experience year-to-year increases in earned
income. Other standards could measure the extent to which the metro-
politan program is able to avoid the undue concentration of assisted
families in particular projects, neighborhoods, or communities.
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To promote a new performance ethic, HUD should design a series of
incentives to reward administering entities that exceed program goals.
HUD could, for example, provide bonuses for increasing the number of
vouchers used in census tracts with less than, say, 20 percent poverty
and for helping assisted families make the transition from welfare. HUD
could also publish annual data ranking metropolitan administrators on
their success in meeting program objectives. The key is to find ways to
distinguish high performers from the rest of the pack, reinforcing the
formal standards of what constitutes superior performance.

A reality check and an interim plan

Although we believe that HUD should move as quickly as possible to
the metropolitan administration of vouchers, we are realistic about the
short-term political prospects of such reform. The current political base
for shifting the entire voucher program to metropolitan administration
is narrow. The institutions that might lose from such competition—local
PHAs—will surely be very vocal in their opposition to any threat to their
control. At the same time, the consumers who will benefit from this
action—low-income recipients of vouchers—are not very well organized
or represented at the national level. In addition, the entities that now
administer vouchers at a metropolitan level are few in number and have
little influence. Further, more information is needed about the potential
impact of metropolitan administration on outcomes for families.

Given these inherent limitations and obstacles, we suggest an incre-

mental approach to instilling metropolitan governance. We specifically
recommend four initiatives that can be undertaken over the next one to
three years either through administrative action or legislative approval.

First, Congress and HUD should expand the level of funding for ROC.
In essence, ROC is a training ground for future participants in a metro-
politan system of voucher administration. Additional funding would ex-
pand the number of areas experimenting with regional approaches to
the voucher program. Additional funding would also expand the pool of
public and private sector organizations performing tasks critical to the
larger success of the voucher program (e.g., counseling).

Second, HUD should use the allocation of any new vouchers to encour-
age moves toward metropolitan governance and collaboration. Extra
points should be given to applicants that represent a consortium of local
administrators and seek to represent all or a large part of the metro-
politan area. Likewise, preference should be given to applicants that
involve private institutions in delivering services, such as counseling, to
voucher recipients. There is a precedent for such action: HUD recently
awarded incremental welfare-to-work vouchers to a consortium of six
PHAs in the Chicago metropolitan area.
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Third, HUD should use its oversight of voucher administration to fur-
ther the goals of metropolitan governance and competition. Since the
late 1990s, the department has used the SEMAP to monitor the per-
formance of agencies that administer vouchers. Generally, HUD helps
agencies failing these performance standards cure any managerial de-
ficiencies. In Chicago, however, HUD has gone further and contracted
out the administration of vouchers to a for-profit. SEMAP provides an
excellent vehicle for testing alternative management schemes for vouch-
ers. HUD should pursue the contracting-out option with greater vigor
when local PHASs are found to be poor performers, testing the competi-
tive process described earlier.

Finally, Congress and HUD should authorize and fund a metropolitan
voucher demonstration in up to 10 metropolitan areas. HUD could make
available a sizable number of incremental vouchers (and perhaps a por-
tion of ROC funds) as an incentive to broad participation in a metro-
politan competition. The demonstration would enable HUD to gauge
the capacity for and impacts of broader metropolitan efforts. Questions
to be asked include, What institutions are likely to seek administrative
responsibilities? To what extent do local housing authorities join togeth-
er and compete? What steps does HUD have to take to ensure broad
participation?

Such a demonstration would also enable HUD to assess a series of
thorny administrative issues: For example, how difficult is it to merge
the separate administrative systems used by individual PHAs? Which
functions are best consolidated in a centralized administrative agency,
and which are best carried out by local or private entities? And finally,
a rigorous evaluation of the impact of metropolitan administration on
success rates, housing quality, locational outcomes, mobility, and choice
would yield much-needed evidence to support and inform ongoing
efforts to strengthen the Section 8 program.

The combined effects of these incremental steps could be significant.
Within a relatively short time, there could be a substantial increase in
the number of public and private sector entities taking a metropolitan
approach to administering vouchers. This could both improve the effec-
tiveness of the voucher program in these particular markets and build
a broader base for further incremental and systemic reform.

Toward larger reform

The metropolitan administration of vouchers is not, of course, a panacea
and would not, by itself, remove all barriers to the successful operation
of this important federal program. As noted earlier, many other forces
also undermine the effectiveness and reach of vouchers in metropolitan
areas. Thus, moving toward metropolitan administration should be a
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part of a broader effort to expand housing choice and opportunities for
low-income families.

The first step in such an effort involves expanding the supply of afford-
able rental housing. This is a national challenge that requires federal
investment. Last year, Congress took an important step in the right
direction by approving a 40 percent increase in the Low-Income Housing
Tax Credit, the main production program of the federal government.
Some have argued that the federal government should also use tax in-
centives to help create new regional housing trust funds that would
enable cities and suburbs to work together to expand the supply of af-
fordable rental housing, particularly in areas where the number of jobs
is growing fast. A $1.5 billion federal investment, for example, could
help create a $10 billion pool of housing trust funds, which could lever-
age billions more in private sector investment.

State and local governments can also play a positive role in expanding
the supply of affordable housing. Several states, including California,
are experimenting with regional initiatives that require local jurisdic-
tions to take their fair share of affordable housing. At the local level,
several suburban jurisdictions, including Montgomery County, MD, and
Fairfax County, VA, have enacted inclusionary zoning ordinances that
require new developments to set aside a portion of their housing units
for low- and moderate-income homeowners and renters. Although these
state and local efforts are exceptions to the rule, they provide models
that should be applied in metropolitan areas across the country.

In addition, HUD needs to ensure that Section 8 agencies have the tools
they need to maximize the market power of housing vouchers. Section
8 FMRs need to be high enough to give recipients meaningful access to
rental housing throughout the metropolitan area,'® and in some cities,
vouchers may need to be accompanied by additional counseling resources
to fund the services households need to search more effectively.

Finally, a meaningful campaign to maximize the potential of the hous-
ing voucher program must include the vigorous enforcement of the
federal fair housing laws. The patterns of racial and ethnic segregation
that dominate the American landscape are not simply the product of a
mismatch between the supply of and the demand for affordable housing.
Expanding choices for minority families will require the intervention
of the legal arm of the federal government and, where appropriate, the
state and federal judiciary.

15 HUD recently increased FMRs in markets with high levels of concentrated poverty.
This is an important first step, but continued monitoring is essential to ensure that
FMRs keep pace with prevailing rents.
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Conclusion

We hope and intend that our recommendations provoke thinking and
conversation among a cross section of housing advocates, administra-
tors, and consumers. We also expect that there will be substantial oppo-
sition to many of our recommendations, particularly the proposal to
contract out the administration of housing vouchers. But if HUD were
developing a housing voucher program from scratch in today’s market
and policy environment, it seems unlikely that local PHAs would be the
first choice as administrators for sprawling metropolitan areas. Instead,
it would make more sense to foster the development of regional entities
capable of administering the program across the housing market as a
whole. We believe that change is necessary if the voucher program is to
respond effectively to the major demographic, market, and policy forces
shaping metropolitan America and to address the challenges confronting
low-income families and the communities in which they live.

Authors

Bruce J. Katz is the Director of the Center on Urban and Metropolitan Policy at The
Brookings Institution, and Margery Austin Turner is the Director of the Center on
Metropolitan Housing and Communities at The Urban Institute.

References

Allen, Joan W., Keon S. Chi, Kevin A. Devlin, Mark Fall, Harry P. Hatry, Wayne Mas-
terman. 1989. The Private Sector in State Service Delivery: Examples of Innovative
Practices. Washington, DC: Urban Institute Press.

Allen, Katherine, and Maria Kirby. 2000. Unfinished Business: Why Cities Matter to
Welfare Reform. Washington, DC: The Brookings Institution.

Brennan, John, and Edward W. Hill. 1999. Where Are the Jobs? Cities, Suburbs, and
the Competition for Employment. Center on Urban and Metropolitan Policy Survey
Series. Washington, DC: The Brookings Institution.

Burchell, Robert W., David Listokin, and Arlene Pashman. 1994. Regional Housing
Opportunities for Lower-Income Households: A Resource Guide to Affordable Housing
and Regional Mobility Strategies. Washington, DC: U.S. Department of Housing and
Urban Development.

Coulton, Claudia, Laura Leete, and Neil Bania. 1999. Housing, Transportation, and
Access to Suburban Jobs by Welfare Recipients in the Cleveland Area. In The Home
Front: Implications of Welfare Reform for Housing, ed. Sandra J. Newman, 123—48.
Washington, DC: Urban Institute Press.

Cunningham, Mary K., David Sylvester, and Margery Austin Turner. 1999. Section 8
Families in the Washington Region: Neighborhood Choices and Constraints. Washing-
ton, DC: Metropolitan Washington Council of Governments.



260 Bruce J. Katz and Margery Austin Turner

Downs, Anthony. 1997. The Challenge of Our Declining Big Cities. Housing Policy
Debate 8(2):359-408.

Ellen, Ingrid Gould, and Margery Austin Turner. 1998. Does Neighborhood Matter?
Assessing Recent Evidence. Housing Policy Debate 8(4):833-66.

Feins, Judith D., W. Eugene Rizor, Paul Elwood, and Linda Noel. 1997. State and Metro-
politan Administration of Section 8: Current Models and Potential Resources. Washing-
ton, DC: U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development.

Goering, John, and Judith D. Feins. 2001. Choosing a Better Life? A Social Experiment
in Leaving Poverty Behind. New York: Russell Sage Foundation. Forthcoming.

Goering, John, Joan Kraft, Judith Feins, Debra McInnis, Mary Joel Holin, and Huda
Elhassan. 1999. Moving to Opportunity for Fair Housing Demonstration Program:
Current Status and Initial Findings. Washington, DC: U.S. Department of Housing and
Urban Development.

Great Cities Institute. 1999. For Rent: Housing Options in the Chicago Region. Chicago.

Hill, Edward, and John Brennan. 1998. Where Is the Renaissance? Paper presented at
the Conference on the Interdependence of Cities and Suburbs, Chicago.

Hughes, Mark Alan. 1997. The Administrative Geography of Devolving Social Welfare
Programs. Joint Occasional Paper 97-1, Center on Urban and Metropolitan Policy and
Center for Public Management. Washington, DC: The Brookings Institution.

Jargowsky, Paul. 1997. Poverty and Place: Ghettos, Barrios, and the American City.
New York: Russell Sage Foundation.

Kasarda, John D. 1993. Inner-City Concentrated Poverty and Neighborhood Distress:
1970 to 1990. Housing Policy Debate 4(3):253-302.

Kasarda, John D., Stephen J. Appold, Stuart H. Sweeney, and Elaine Sieff. 1997. Cen-
tral City and Suburban Migration Patterns: Is a Turnaround on the Horizon? Housing
Policy Debate 8(2):307-58.

Katz, Lawrence F., Jeffrey R. Kling, and Jeffrey B. Liebman. 2000. Moving to Opportu-
nity in Boston: Early Results of a Randomized Mobility Experiment. Working Paper
No. 441. Princeton University.

Kennedy, Stephen D., and Meryl Finkel. 1994. Section 8 Rental Voucher and Rental
Certificate Utilization Study: Final Report. Washington, DC: U.S. Department of
Housing and Urban Development.

Ludwig, Jens, Greg J. Duncan, and Joshua C. Pinkston. 2000. Neighborhood Effects on
Economic Self-Sufficiency: Evidence from a Randomized Housing Mobility Experiment.
Unpublished working paper. Georgetown University.

Malpezzi, Stephen. 1996. Housing Prices, Externalities, and Regulation in U.S. Metro-
politan Areas. Journal of Housing Research 7(2):209-41.

Marlin, John Tepper. 1984. Contracting Municipal Services: A Guide for Purchase from
the Private Sector. New York: Wiley.

Mincy, Ronald B., and Susan J. Weiner. 1993. The Underclass in the 1980s: Changing
Concept, Constant Reality. Washington, DC: Urban Institute.



Who Should Run the Housing Voucher Program? A Reform Proposal 261

National Low Income Housing Coalition. 1999. Voucher Utilization: A Review of the
Literature and Survey. Washington, DC.

Newman, Sandra J., and Ann B. Schnare. 1997. “...And a Suitable Living Environment”:
The Failure of Housing Programs to Deliver on Neighborhood Quality. Housing Policy
Debate 8(4):703—41.

Orfield, Myron. 1997. Metropolitics: A Regional Agenda for Community and Stability.
Washington, DC: Brookings Institution Press.

Osborne, David, and Ted Gaebler. 1991. Reinventing Government: How the Entrepreneur-
tal Spirit Is Transforming the Public Sector. Reading, MA: Addison Wesley Longman.

Osborne, David, and Peter Plastrik. 2000. The Reinventor’s Fieldbook: Tools for Trans-
forming Your Government. San Francisco: Jossey-Bass.

Pack, Janet Rothenburg. 1994. Poverty and Urban Public Expenditure. Philadelphia:
University of Pennsylvania, Wharton Real Estate Center.

Pendall, Rolf. 2000. Why Voucher and Certificate Users Live in Distressed Neighbor-
hoods. Housing Policy Debate 11(4):881-910.

Pugh, Margaret. 1998. Barriers to Work: The Spatial Divide between Jobs and Welfare
Recipients in Metropolitan Areas. Washington, DC: The Brookings Institution.

Quehl, Scott, and Michael Nadol. 2001. Triage and Treatment: Three Cities Use Finan-
cial Plans to Guide Recovery. Discussion Paper, Center on Urban and Metropolitan
Policy. Washington, DC: The Brookings Institution. Forthcoming.

Quercia, Roberto G., and George C. Galster. 1997a. Threshold Effects and the Expected
Benefits of Attracting Middle-Income Households to the Central City. Housing Policy
Debate 8(2):409-35.

Quercia, Roberto G., and George C. Galster. 1997b. The Challenges Facing Public
Housing Authorities in a Brave New World. Housing Policy Debate 8(3):535-69.

Rosenbaum, James E. 1995. Changing the Geography of Opportunity by Expanding
Residential Choice: Lessons from the Gautreaux Program. Housing Policy Debate
6(1):231-69.

Rosenbaum, James E., and Stephanie DeLuca. 2000. Is Housing Mobility the Key to
Welfare Reform? Center on Urban and Metropolitan Policy Survey Series. Washington,
DC: The Brookings Institution.

Rosenbaum, James E., Susan J. Popkin, Julie E. Kaufman, and Jennifer Rusin. 1991.
Social Integration of Low-Income Black Adults in Middle-Class White Suburbs. Social
Problems 38(4):448-61.

Sard, Barbara. 2000. Housing Vouchers Should Be a Major Component of Future
Housing Policy for the Lowest-Income Families. Washington, DC: Center for Budget
and Policy Priorities.

Schill, Michael W., and Susan M. Wachter. 1994. The Spatial Bias of Federal Housing
Programs. Research Impact Paper No. 3. Philadelphia: University of Pennsylvania,
Wharton Real Estate Center.



262 Bruce J. Katz and Margery Austin Turner

Schussheim, Morton J. 1998. Housing the Poor: Federal Housing Programs for Low-
Income Families. CRS Report to Congress 98-860 E. Washington, DC: Library of Con-
gress, Congressional Research Service.

Sidor, John. 2001. A New Perspective on Housing Policy. Unpublished paper. World
Wide Web page <http://www.thehelixgroup.org> (accessed February).

Tegeler, Philip D., Michael L. Hanley, and Judith Liben. 1995. Transforming Section 8
into a Regional Housing Mobility Program. In Housing Mobility: Promise or Illusion?
ed. Alexander Polikoff, 103—34. Washington, DC: Urban Institute.

Turner, Margery Austin. 1998. Moving Out of Poverty: Expanding Mobility and Choice
through Tenant-Based Housing Assistance. Housing Policy Debate 9(2):373-94.

Turner, Margery Austin, Susan J. Popkin, and Mary K. Cunningham. 2000. Section 8
Mobility and Neighborhood Health. Washington, DC: Urban Institute.

Turner, Margery Austin, Mark Rubin, and Michelle DeLair. 1999. Exploring Welfare-
to-Work Challenges in Five Metropolitan Regions. Washington, DC: Urban Institute.

Turner, Margery Austin, and Kale Williams. 1998. Housing Mobility: Realizing the
Promise. Washington, DC: Urban Institute.

Turner, Margery Austin, and Charlene Wilson. 1998. Affirmatively Furthering Fair
Housing: Neighborhood Outcomes for Tenant-Based Assistance in Six Metropolitan
Areas. Washington, DC: Urban Institute.

U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development. 1995. HUD Reinvention: From
Blueprint to Action. Washington, DC.

U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development. 1996. Expanding Housing
Choices for HUD-Assisted Families: Moving to Opportunity. Washington, DC.

U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development, Advisory Commission on Regu-
latory Barriers to Affordable Housing. 1991. “Not in My Backyard”: Removing Barriers
to Affordable Housing. Washington, DC.

U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development, Office of Policy Development
and Research. 2001. A Report on Worst-Case Housing Needs in 1999: New Opportunity
amid Continuing Challenges. Washington, DC.

Yinger, John. 1998. Evidence on Discrimination in Consumer Markets. Journal of
Economic Perspectives 12(2):23—40.



