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PART I -- INTRODUCTION AND BACKGROUND

PURPOSE OF STUDY

The purpose of the Study 1s to describe and evaluate
interjurisdictional housing mobility programs. Interjurisdictional
nousing mobility programs are designed to ilncrease access to housing
across jurisdictional lines for lower income and minority
households. The proyrams both increase the ability to Cross
jurisdictional lines and provide the economic assistance households
need to yaln access to housing in new locations. The Study not only
uresents types of interjurisdictional mobility programs, including
case studies of specific programs, but it also sets forth principles
tor the development of interjurisdictional mobility programs and
evaluates current proygyrams.

It 1s our hope that this Study will be helpful to those involved
1n or lnterested in 1aterjurisdictional moblility programs. In a time
when the tederal government has greatly reduced 1ts programmatic ef-
rorts 1n support of mobility proygyrams and 1in a time when housing as-
“s1stance runds are severely restricted, this study can serve several
objectives. It offers a retrospective evaluation of a set of
specific programs desiyned to ensure mobility opportunities for lower
income housenolds.

It also provides a concrete set of guidelines for the
‘development ot mobility programs--be they voluntary at present, a
response to proposals that a housing voucher allow a household to
"live anywhere regardless of jurisdictional boundaries, or some future
program established specifically to guarantee equitable opportunities
to choose where to live.

We believe this study provides a valuable perspective of a long
and lmportant history of efforts to guarantee that households
receiving housing assistance have the opportunity to choose where

tney want to live.



THE STUDY

This study's major purpose is to document the development of
interjurisdictional housing programs. Moreover, it seeks to explore
many issues raised by attempts to guarantee that Americans receiving
housiny assistance have the opportunity to choose where they want to
live. To these ends:

Part I of the study provides background discussion for the
study, including its origin and the methodology used for 1its
preparation.

part II describes the major means by which interjurisdictional
housing programs now operate, and includes Case Studies illustrating
each. Four such mechanisms are identified: 1) Reservation or Set-
Aside of Certificates, 2) Exchange or Transfer Programs, 3)
Agreements to Honor Certificates, and 4) Programs Administered Over
More than One Jurisdiction by a Central Agency. In virtually all
cases, these programs utilize Federal housing subsidies as their
basic tool, often in combination with some degree of client
counseling.

The study concludes in Part III, with an evaluation of the ease
with which these mechanisms can be administered, and the extent to
which they follow the guiding principles for interjurisdictional pro-
grams developed earlier in the study. Finally, a set of principles -
guidelines for the design of equitable interjurisdictional programs -
is listed by the authors.

HUD's long-standing role in the development of housing mobility
programs is evolving. Indeed, HUD has been the target of criticism
from both supporters and opponents of these programs. In an effort
to evaluate the many issues arising from the programs' development
and implementation, the Office of Planning under the Assistant
Secretary of Community Planning and Development, conceived of this
study and asked Metropolitan Action Institute, under a Cooperative
agreement, to carry it out. HUD's interest in this study was to
develop an historical and current expose on interjurisdictional
housing mobility programs in the United States. Since the
Cooperative Agreement was designed, the Office of Planning has been
abolished and the programs it administered which supported mobility,
have been ended or are no longer being funded.

Metropolitan Action Institute (formerly Suburban Action
Institute) was selected for the study because of its past involvement
and expertise in housing rights issues. The Institute, founded 1in
1969 as a planning and advocacy agency to protect rights and expand
opportunities for lower income and minority persons, has directed the
use of research, planning and legal tools toward these objectives.



Beyond this report's preparation, the Cooperative Agreement
between HUD and the Institute directed the yroup to work 1in
metrowolitan areas to evaluate and enhance lower income and

mlnority-oriented nousing pPrograms which permit mobility throughout a

region. This second division of work called upon the Institute to...

...act as a clearing house for information on these
programs, to provide intensive training and technical
assistance to agencies and organizations involved in these
and supporting housing programs, and to work with
organizations in the evaluation and monitoring of housing
and community development programs and policies and their
implementation in terms of meeting housing assistance needs.

This study is the final product of the Cooperative Agreement's
first part. The second part focused on three major tasks: (1) to

evaluate states' ability to ensure housing availability and mobility

for lower income and minority peoples given proposed new federal

housing programs, (2) to identify the impacts of those proposed
Proyrams on lower income and minority households, and on efforts to
ensure mobility throughout metropolitan areas, and (3) to find out
how local jurisdictions and oryanizations can stimulate lower cost
housing production, support housing programs and leverage available
funds to increase lower income and minority housing.



METHODOLOGY

Metropolitan Action Institute surveyed agencies and
oryanizations throughout the country to obtain information about any
interjurisdictional housing mobility effort that was underway. The
survey consisted of notices in fifteen national planning and housing
periodicals; direct letters requesting information sent to: regional
agencies that receive "701" funds, non-metro regional agencies that
receive "701" funds, urban counties (under the CDBG designation),
A-95 clearinghouse agencies, public housing agencies, and state
housing agencies; and personal telephone calls to those agencies
believed most likely to be involved in interjurisdictional housing
mobility programs, including: agencies with Areawide Housing
Opportunity Plans, Agencies with Regional Housing Mobility Programs,
and State Agencies administering the Section 8 Existing Housing
Assistance Program.

The Institute received over 100 responses to the survey, each
describing an interjurisdictional housing mobility program or related
efforts to provide housing tor lower income and minority persons.

The staff reviewed the responses and selected those that actually
represented on-going programs directed specifically to the provision
of interjurisdictional mobility. These programs were divided into
several major categories.

Each of the programs was investigated by telephone with key
staff members administering the programs identified. In general,
information was collected in accordance with a research form prepared
for collecting consistent data about the various programs. From the
information gathered, staff members wrote detailed descriptions of
the proyrams that were most complete and active. Some programs were
eliminated at this stage either because they were not appropriate to
the project (that is, they were not interjurisdictional housing
programs) or because not enough information was available on the
programs because it had not been in operation long enough or because
it was not active enough to gyenerate sufficient information.

After the detailed information was obtained for each of the
programs selected, final prototypes were selected and materials were
developed about the various types of interjurisdictional housing
mobility programs. Case studies were prepared and overview
descriptive and evaluative materials were prepared about each of the
types based on the interviews and research conducted. Each of the
case studies was reviewed by the agency staff person administering
the program.

The evaluation and principles, as well as other discussions
prepared for the Study, are the result of group staff discussions,
research and background materials on the interjurisdictional housing
mobllity programs, and other research and discussions held with those
involved 1n and concerned about the mobility programs.



'he Study was prepared to contain the vrototype interjurisdic-
tional housing mobility programs, each with several case studies as
examples of how such a program operates. The evaluation and conclu-
sions offer some general findings from the Project and a set of
principles which was developed specifically to address some of the
issues uncovered during the Project regarding the implementation of
interjurisdictional housing mobility programs.



PART II - INTERJURISDICTIONAL HOUSING MOBILITY PROGRAMS

RESERVATION OR SET-ASIDES OF CERTIFICATES

THE MECHANISM IN BRIEF

This mechanism allows for jurisdictions to commit a portion of
tneir Section 8 certificates or for a region or state to set-aside
certificates for use throughout a designated or participating
region. The certificates are held in a central pool specifically for
eligible households who wish to move from one jurisdiction to another
participating jurisdiction within the region.

Of all the mechanisms for interjurisdictional mobility, the
reservation or set-aside of certificates is the most distinctive
because the certificates are expressly and only availlable for inter-
jurisdictional moves. Other mechanisms discussed 1in this manual
allow for i1nterjurisdictional moves but are not limited to such
moves. In this mechanism, no exchange of certificates from one
jurisdiction to another occurs precisely because the central or
reserved pool of certificates makes that unnecessary.

HOw THE MECHANISM WORKS

The reservation or set-aside of certificates for interjurisdic-
tional moves creates a pool of Section 8 certificates which eligible
nouseholds can use when they wish to move outside of the jurisdiction
in which they presently live. The programs usually operate alongside
other Section 8 Existing housing programs administered by local
nousiny authorities which handle moves within the jurisdiction.

The pool of certificates results either from: 1) participating
jurisdictions agreeing to reserve a portion of their Section 8 certi-
ficates for interjurisdictional moves, 2) set-aside of Section 8
certificates by a state agency, or 3) the use of bonus certificates
for interjurisdictional moves within participating jurisdictions.

Regardless of how the pooling occurs, there are generally co-
operative agreements or memoranda of agreement between the partici-
pating jurisdictions and the regional or state agency administering
the program. The agreements set forth the proportion or number af
certificates placed in the pool and generally identify the number of
certificates allocated to each jurisdiction for eligible households
moving between jurisdictions. The agyreements also outline the vari-
ous responsibilities of each agency participating in the agreement.



where 1t 1s the reservation of their certificates which creates
the central pool for interjurisdictional moves, each participating
jurlsdiction agrees to commit a certain percentage Or an established
nunber of the Sectlon 8 Existing certificates tnat they are allocated
for a designated period. These certificates are reserved for any
eligible household that desires to move into their jurisdiction from
another jurisdiction, or, in rare instances, from their jurisdiction
to another.

Where the central pool of certificates results from a set-aside
of certificates by the regional agency or council of governments,
most often they are from a special allocation, such as a Bonus
Section 8 resulting from participation in an Areawide Housing
Opportunity Plan (AHOP) program. Other programs rely on a set-aside
from a state agency from its own allocation of Section 8 Existing
certificates. In either instance, the set-aside is applied to the
designated jurisdictions who have agreed to participate in the
interjurisdictional progran.

There are generally two types of programs within the reservation
or set-aside mechanism. In one type, certificates are allocated to
jurisdictions for eligible households within that jurisdiction who
desire to move to another jurisdiction. This program type is
generally the more complicated of the two because the programmatic
responsibilities for administering the certificate program must pe
spelled out by the agency which has administrative oversight for both
the jurisdiction which issues the certificate and the jurisdiction
which adminlsters tne certificate after the nousehold moves. The
program for the Baltimore reglon is an example of this type.

In the second proyram type, the certificates are allocated to
each participating jurisdiction for eligible households who desire to
ove into that jurisdiction from another. In these cases, the
eligible household is generally referred to the administering agency
in the jurisdiction to which they have chosen to move, after which
that agency is responsible for all aspects of administering the
certificate. This proygram type appears to be the more common of the
two. The Northcentral Texas Council of Governments, The Southwestern
Virginia Planning District Commission, The Metropolitan Washington
Council of Governments, and the Capitol .Region Council of Governments
are examples.

ADMINISTRATION

In most reservation or set-aside interjurisdictional programs,
eligible households are taken from ongoing waiting lists for the



Section 38 Existing housing program when they express a desire to move
to another jurisdiction than the one in which they currently live.
Generally, households are taken on a first come, first served basis
for the pool of certificates just as is true in the regular Section 8
Existing housing program. If there are no longer any special
certificates availaple the household remains on a waiting list, just
as 1n the regular Section 8 Existing housing program. In no instance
does it appear that the household loses its position on the waiting
list it first entered.

Some programs, in establishing the interjurisdictional program
at the outset, surveyed the current waiting lists to identify those
households who desired to move to another jurisdiction. 1In all
programs, there is an on-going procedure by which households still on
waiting lists or coming onto waiting lists can obtain a certificate
from the central pool for a move to another jurisdiction. Although
in virtually every program there are fewer certificates available for
households wanting interjurisdictional moves than for those wishing
to remain in theilr present jurisdiction, there appears to be less
demand tor interjurisdictional certificates. As a result, often
those nouseholds receive a certificate sooner than 1f they stayed on
the waiting list for their original jurisdiction.

For example, in the program within the Baltimore region (where a
jurisdiction makes certificates available to its residents who wish
to move to another jurisdiction) or in the program within the
Hartford reyion (where those households on the waiting list but
living elsewhere are eliyible), households receiving a pooled
certificate may advance on the waiting list faster than would be true
were they not making such a move. Also, in the Hartford region
program, as well as others, where the participating jurisdiction uses
the pooled certificates for households who are not presently
residents of their jurisdiction, the programs face the added
controversy of serving non-residents before their own residents.

COUNSELING AND OUTREACH

In all reservation and set-aside programs, each participating
administering agency advises eligible households of the availability
of pooled certificates for a move into another jurisdiction. Beyond
this, these programs appear to vary widely as to the amount of
counseling and outreach provided.

Some proygyrams offer brochures explaining the program and/or
information about participating jurisdictions. Others offer
counseling and other services to assist the household who have
decided to move to another jurisdiction. In virtually every



instance, however, it is the regional agency or the council of
governments wilcn takes on these activitlies. Tnese agencies will
prepare the brociures, collect and publicize information, offer
counseling and make referrals, and carry out other oversight
activities.

PROS AND CONS

The reservation or set-aside of certificates for an
interjurisdictional housing program is a relatively simple way to
design such a program. Once the programs are established, they are
largely administered in much the same way as the regular Section 8
Existing housing program and are paid for by Section 8 Existing
administrative funds. They do, however, require the participation of
some agency which can provide oversight and coordination, such as a
regional planning agency or a council of governments. They also
require the negotiation necessary to gain the agreement of the
participating jurisdictions. In most instances, gaining this
ayreement has required substantial amounts of work on the part of the
oversliyght agency.

In these programs, the ability of eligible households to make a
desired move 1s limited by the availability of a specific pooi of
certificates. Participating jurisdictions have differing amounts of
certificates that they are able or willing to pool and it 1is
difficult to develop a means for adding more certificates to the
_ proyram as 1t contlnues to operate. Therefore, the amount of
mobility that can take place throughout a region is limited by the
precise number of certificates that are avallable within the pool.

The programs are, however, largely regarded as successful by the
regional agencies 1in the regilons where they are in operation. In
most places, all of the available certificates have been used and, 1in
some 1nstances, it was reported that more certificates would also be
used were they available.
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RESERVATIONS OR SET-ASIDES OF CERTIFICATES PROGRAMS

*Baltimore Regional Planning Council

Baltimore, Maryland
1,143 certificates were issued to the region (900 over and
above regular funding levels) for use with participating
jurisidictions.

*Capitol Region Council of Governments

Hartford, Connecticut
50 certificates made available to four public housing
authorities through bonus funds from the Areawide Housing
Opportunity Plan program.

Delaware Valley Regional Planning Commission

Philadelphia, Pennsylvania
55 state-wide Section 8 certificates each to Trenton and
Camden for interjurisdictional moves.

*Metropolitan Area Planning Council

Boston, Massachusetts ,
600 state-wide certificates have been made available to 35
public housing autihorities as part of the Regional Housing
Mobility Program.

Metropolitan Washington Council of Governments

Washington, D.C.
110 bonus AHOP Section 8 certificates set-aside for
Washington, D.C.. and Montgomery and Fairfax countles for
interjurisdictional moves.

*ijorthcentral Texas Council of Governments

Arlington, Texas
66 certificates reserved by seven jurisdictions through a
Regional Housing Mobility Program. Program ended May 31,
1982.

soutnwestern Pennsylvania Regional Planning Commission
Pittsburgh, Pennsylvania
Details not available.

Southwestern Virginia Planning District Commission
Norfolk, Virginia
7 jurisdictions committed 10% of their Section 8
certificates for interjurisdictional moves.

Vventura County, California

status unclear: application for mobility certificates by
several jurisdictions.

*Case study in this chapter.
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REGIONAL PLANNING COUNCIL
BALTIMORE, MARYLAND

Contact: ©Naomli Russell
Baltimore Regional Planning Council
2225 N. Charles Street
Baltimore, iHaryland 21218
{30L1) 383-5853

The Agency and its Regicn

The Regional Planning Council was established by the Maryland
General Assembly in 1963. Its jurisdiction covers the counties of
Anne Arundel, Baltimore, Carroll, Harford, and Howard, and the City
of Baltimore. The RPC has little independent authority to implement
projects or programs. In those instances in which RPC does have
implementation responsiblitity, the authority to do so usually comes
through cooperative agreements with the region's local governments,

The region covered by the Baltimore SMSA has a population which
is presently over 2,000,000, of which approximately 25% is Black. In
1980, about 30% of housing units were in buildings with 2 or more
units. Approximately 40% of households were renters. From 1970 -
1980, the number of housing units in the region increased by about

 22% while the number of people employed in the region yrew by about
13%. .

" The Program in Brief

The Regional Section 8 Existing Program, in operation in the
Baltimore reyion, is designed to expand the options for housing
choice by removing administrative barriers, thereby allowing Section
g-eligible households to move interjurisdictionally within the
Baltimore region. The program depends on cooperative agreements
among four levels of government: the U.S. Department of HUD, the
Maryland Department of Economic and Community Development, the
Regional Planning Council, and seven local Section 8 offices.

Through this program, Regional Section 8 certificates are
reserved for households wishing to move from one jurisdiction to
another, while local Section 8 certificates are avallable for
households who wish to stay. The program utilizes bonus certificates
made availaple to RPC through its participation 1in the Areawlde
Housing Opportunity Plan (AHOP) program as well as a portion of
section 8 certificates allocated annually to the region.
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HOwW the Program Works

The Reyional Section 8 Existing Program began operation June 1,
1979, witn a total of 1,143 certificates. Nine hundred of these
certificates represent an allocation of housing assistance over and
avove the regular funding levels avallable to the Baltimore region.
An additional 350 certificates were added to the program in 1981.

The certificates are distributed among the jurisdictions in the
region in accordance with the allocation formula and procedures used
tor the distribution of all housing assistance. The distribution of
the certificates was as follows:

E1IRST SECOND
ALLOCATION ALLOCATION

Baltimore City 677 99
Baltimore County 209 73
Anne Arundel County 17 22
Annapolis 25 5
Carroll County 94 62
Harford County 28 10
Howard County 10 20
Handicapped set aside 83, _59*

1,143 350

*Handicapped and abused persons.

Regional Section 8 certificates allocated to the jurisdictions
are to be used only by residents of those jurisdictions who wish to
move. The program is designed to work as an integral part of local
Section 8 proygrams and 1s operated through local Section 8 offices.

In developing the regional component, there was a consensus that
nouseholds on existing Section 8 waiting lists should be given first
opportunity to use tnese reyional certificates. A letter was sent to
the 27,000 families on waiting lists throughout the Region indicating
that a limited number of certificates were available for
interjurisdictional moves. Households were to return a postcard
indicating if they were interested in moving, where they would like
to move, and their reason for desiring to move. Only those
households whose postcards expressed a preference for moving were
contacted about the regional program.

Just as in the local Section 8 program, families who have been
on the waiting list the lonyest are served first. As part of the
process, the Regional Section 8 Program is thoroughly explained to
each interested family. Housing counselors work with the family to
determine if an interjurisdictional move is what the family really
desires.

In addition to the waiting list survey card process, households
may enter the Regional Section 8 Program in the following ways:
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-- New applicants for housing assistance are informed of the
regional proyram and those who are interested are placed on a
"regional" waiting list.

-- If regional certificates are available, families at local
Section 38 orilentations are told that they may look for housing
in other jurisdictions. 1If a family finds a unit outside the
issuing jurisdiction, the local certificate may be exchanged for
a regional one, permitting the family to move.

-—- Two groups of certificates are "set-aside" for special
burposes. Eighty-eight certificates are reserved for
Independent Groups Residences (IGR) to service the handicapped.
Certificates are allocated to agencies who help persons in their
caseloads form a handicapped family and live together. These
certificates do not have to be utilized for interjurisdictional
movement, although they are in some cases. An additional 50
certificates were set-aside from a second (1981) allocation to
assist abused persons , as well as handicapped families.

-- Another set-aside is made up of 125 "displacement"
certificates included in Baltimore Cityv's total allocation.
These certificates assist families who are being displaced,
elther by public action or private investment. These
certificates are designed to enable families to remain in their
neignborhood and thereby help maintain economically integrated
communities.

-- Finally, since Carroll County had no Section 8 program prior
to 1ts participation in the Reyional Program, there was no
walting list to utilize. Advertising and other outreach methods
were used to publicize the program's availability.

Administratively, implementation of Regional Section 8 Program
1s complex. Certificates are issued by the jurisdiction where the
eligible household lives, but they are administered by the
jurisdiction where the household moves. Paperwork 1s transferred
between jurisdictions, with the Regional Planning Council maintaining
central files and disbursing funds. The RPC computerizes family and
tinancial data and monitors the local programs. The State of
Maryland's Community Development Administration serves as the legal
Public Housing Agency, so there are also monitoring and financial
functions carried out at that level. Memoranda of agreement are in
place which detail the responsibilities of each party.

Counseling and Support Activities

Regional Planning Council operates a Regional Housing Counseling
and Referral Network which provides information to families about
available housing resources. Eleven housing counselors, located in
housing agencies throughout the region, have been hired through the
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use of Bonus Community Development Block Grant Funds. These
counselors are nired by the local jurisdictions. Contractural
agreements outline their responsibilities to the interjurisdictional
program.

Counselor responsibilities and time commitments differ with each
location. 1In some locations the counselors work only on the Regional
Section 8 Program; some do only homeownership counseling and some do
comprehensive counseling. However, their primary responsibility is
to assist families who want to move into different areas in the
Baltimore region and to help these families with any problems that
may develop before, during and after the move.

RPC provides extensive training for all counselors. This
training covers technical areas such as program regulations, basic
counseling skills, budgetinyg, money management, credit counseling,
etc. Ongoing information is provided about the housing resources and
opportunities in the region.

Housing counselors are involved in every phase of the Regional
Section 8 Program. Counselors work with clients to help them to
determine if an interjurisdictional move is right for that family.
After a household has decided to participate in the
interjurisdictional program, the housing counselor provides further
intormation. The household may then look for housing on their own or
call on the counselor for further assistance. As needed, a household
may contact the counselor 1in tue jurisdiction where they are
searcning for housing for additional information on the
jurisdiction's housing market, lists of landlords who have accepted
Section 8 families in the past, maps of public transportation, and
other usetul data.

With the more difficult to place families, such as those with
many children or with poor credit and no reiferences, the housing
counselors become more actively involved in trying to find a suitable
unit. If a rfamily cannot find a unit within the initial 60 days,
extensions can be granted by the Section 3 administrator. If a
family does not check in with a housing counselor within 30 days of
receiving a certificate, the counselor contacts the family and makes
sure that they are aware of the expiration date.

After a family has located a suitable house or apartment and
been accepted by a landlord, the housing counselors will assist the
family to complete all paper work, notify them that the unit has been
inspected and found acceptable and arrange, with the family, a
move-1n date. Following the move, the counselor maintains contact
with the household to help solve any problems that may develop,
including the mediation of landlord-tenant problems.
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The Regional Housing Counseling and Referral Network exists as
an lnteyral part or the other housing programs overated by RPC and
other housing agencies in the region. Counseling activities offered
by the Network racilitate the ocveration of all housing proyrams in
tne region. Thus the network not only assists lower income persons
to have Jreater access to housing, but it helps agencles to operate
more successful housing programs.

Evaluation

As of June 30, 1982, 1152 families had leased units in the
Regional Section 8 Existing Program. A total of 663 Baltimore
tamilies had signed leases and, of those, 182 moved within Baltimore
City, 406 moved to Baltimore County, and 75 moved to other
jurisdictions within the region. At the same time, 335 families
moved into Baltimore City, with 182 moving from within the City, 139
from Baltimore County, and 14 from other jurisdictions within the
reglon.

The Regional Planning Council also performs a client survey to
assess satisfaction, evaluate the moves, and determine client needs.
The first survey was conducted after three months, the second to
families who have been in the program for over a year oOr who have
moved from their original unit.

The sampling is small; however, the first results indicated a
high level of satisfaction with the program, as well as a substantial
amount of interest in receiving supportive counseling. The second
survey revealed that 83% of families making moves are satisfied.

This level or satisfaction is even aigher than the 78% level shown
from the three-month survey.

Of the respondents in the second survey, over 50% like the move
pecause of convenience to shopping and other services, the
neighborhood and neighbors, and the size of the apartment. Over 20%
like the move because they are near triends and/or relatives,
transportation, or schools; the amount of rent; or because they have
lived in the area before.

In response to what was liked least, over 15% indicate that they
are too far from friends or relatives, work or work opportunities,
and transportation.

Clients indicate an interest in receiving counseling on job
training and employment opportunities, home ownership possibilities,
education opportunities, and how to lower utility bills.
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In 1975, there were approximately 30,000 assisted units
available 1n tne region. Of this total, 70% or about 21,000 were in
Baltimore City and 30% or approximately 9,000 were in the remainder
of the region. Both the limited number of units and the limited
vlaces in which these units were located restricted the housing
opportunities and choices available to lower income persons.

In 1980, there were approximately 46,000 assisted units in the
region. The number of assisted units outside the city increased to
over 15,000, raising the counties' share of assisted housing to
32%. Thus, not only has the number of assisted units increased,
put the geographic choice for lower income families has been
expanded.
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CAPITOL REGION COUNCIL OF GOVERNMENTS
HARTFORD, CONNECTICUT

Contact: Barbara Barhydt
Capitol Reyion Council of Governments
214 Main Street
Hartford, Connecticut 06106
(203) 522-2217

The Agency and its Region

The Capitol Region Council of Governments (CRCOG) consists of
the City of Hartford and 28 suburban towns. There is no county
government structure in Connecticut and, as a consequence, all
planning and implementation decisions are made by local jurisdictions
with the assistance of regional agencies.

] The total population for the region 1is approximately 700,000,
and approximately 15% of that population is minority. Of the 213,000
housiny units in the Hartford SMSA in 1970, just under half were
located in buildings of 2 or more units, and about 40% were occupied
Dy renters.

The Program in Brief

The Capitol Reyion Council of Governments has set-aside 50
section 8 Exilsting certificates for participating local housing
authorities with the condition that they be used for households on
current walting lists but not presently residing in the jurisdic-
tion. The Section & Exlsting certificates are Bonus certificates
nade available to CRCOG through its participation in the Areawide
Housing Opportunity Plan (AHOP) program.

How the Program WOrks

The Capitol Region Council of Governments allocated 50 Bonus
Section 8 Existing certificates to four participating jurisdictions
in the Hartford metropolitan area. The certificates were allocated
to local housing authorities with the condition that they be used for
households on their current waiting lists who are not presently
residing in the town. The housing authorities may give priority to
households on their waliting lists who are not currently residing in
the town but who are employed there.

A household applying tor a Section 8 Existing certificate under
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tnis proyram must apply to the housing authority in the town to which
they wish to move. The receiving housing authority checks with CRCOG
for address location. CRCOG makes use of a DIME system (a 1975
computerized study of alLl addresses in the metropolitan region) which
they utilize to determine the location of the address. This system
ensures that the households participating in the program are maxking
interjurisdictional moves and it allows them to give priority to
housenolds moviny from central city locations to surburban locations.

The administrative funds available through the Section 8
Existing progyram have covered all of the program's administrative
costs. However, CRCOG has used AHOP "701" funds to develop and
administer the other supportive services associated with this
program, which CRCOG terms the Fair Housing/Housing Services
Program.

Through tnis program, the Capitol Region Council of Governments
provides a variety of services including the following:

@ A 24-hour phone line to provide assistance in resolving all
types of housing problems including locating subsidized and
unsubsidized housing and information on towns participating in
the Section 8 housing proyram.

e Notification of rent-up of new government assisted housing
developments, provided in guarterly vacancy reports and over the
phone. Because of the extremely low vacancy rates, information
on waiting lists of less than one year is also provided. This
intormation is distributed to all local housing authorities,
human services agencies, and other agencies which provide
nousiny services.,

e Development and distribution of a map of the Capitol region
identifying the locations of major employers, government
assisted housing, and bus routes.

e Distribution of bilingual publications on government assisted
hhousing, private market rentals, and the Section 8 program.

e Dpublication of "Shopping for Section 8", a booklet providing
information on the towns participating in the Section 8 program.

e liorkshops for the use of local housing authorities which
teach certificate holders how to find an apartment.

e liorkshops for landlords explaining the Section 8 program.
Advertisements placed in town newspapers provide information to

landlords and encourage them to participate in the Section 8



19

program. Workshops are also conducted on home ownership and on
purcnasinyg condomlniums.

e The transfer of Section 8 certificates by CRCOG from one
jurisdiction to another. This 1s a rare occurrence and some
jurisdictions are hesitant to permit the transfer because they
lose the certificate.

e An analysis of the extent to which affirmative marketing
yoals are achieved as well as a report, recently completed,
explaining affirmative marketing plans and requirements.

Evaluation

All of the 50 Section 8 Existing certificates have been issue .
CRCOG feels they could have used more certificates within the
program; however, they have not received any additional bonus
existing certificates.

At the outset of the program, the jurisdictions were afraid to
participate in the proygram because of their own long waiting lists.
An extensive amount of education and persuasion was necessary to get
the proyram underway. Now aaditional towns have expressed an
interest in jolining the program.

Particular problems are rfaced by households needing larger
units, because it has been extremely difficult to find vacant units
of sutrficlent size within the fair market rents.
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METROPOLITAN AREA PLANNING COUNCIL
BOSTON, MASSACHUSETTS

Contact: Wendy Plotkin
Metropolitan Area Planning Council
44 School Street
Boston, Massachusetts (02108
(617) 451-2770

The Agency and its Region

The Boston metropolitan area contains approximately 100 cities
and towns 1in addition to Boston itself. There are four operating
Section 8 programs in the region which allow some mobility to
recipients. Only the interjurisdictional program referred to as the
Section 8 Administrators Association is discussed here; others are
discussed in different sections of this study.* This program is both
unigque and unusual because of the strong initiating position of the
Boston HUD Area QOffice.

The Boston SMSA has a population of approximately 2.8 million,
of which just over 10% is minority. In 1970 about 63% of all housing
units were located in buildings of two or more dwellings, and about
40% of households were renters.

The Program in Brief

]

Participating puplic housing authorities in the Boston
metropolitan area, as well as outside of the region, have agreed to
reserve at least a portion of their Section 8 certificates for use by
eliygible households wishing to move to another participating
jurisaiction. The program began with Fiscal Year 1980 allocations
and is stilll operating, under a requirement issued by the Boston HUD
Area Office.

How the Program Works

The interjurisdictional housing program in the Boston
metropolitan area referred to as the Section 8 Administrators
Assoclation mobility program is operating under a directive lssued by
the Boston HUD Area QOffice on July 6, 1981, which reads:

*See "Miscellaneous" Chapter.
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In order to assist your authority in the administration of the
Section 8 Mobility Program, we are writing to review the
requirement that a minimum number of certificates be made
moonile.

Housing authorities participating in the Section 8§
Administrators' Association mobility program are required to
make their entire Fiscal Year 1982 allocation, or twenty percent
of their total allocation (whichever is less), mobile. This
twenty percent figure 1s a minimum; participating housing
authorities may make their entire FY82 allocation (as well as
older certificates which are reissued as a result of dropouts)
mobile, and are encouraged to do so in order to provide their
reciplents with the greatest chance of finding an eligible
apartment and achieving their preferences.

Housing authorities which did not receive an allocaton in Fiscal Year
1982 are not required to make certificates mobile, but may choose to
do so from previous allocations as certificates are reissued to new
receipilients.

The program has been in operation since Fiscal Year 1980 and
approximately 80 jurisdictions are participating, of which 8 are
outside of the Boston metropolitan region.

Participating public housing authorities reserve twenty percent
or more of their Section 8 certificates to be used by eligible
households who wish to move to another participating jurisdiction.
Participating public housing authorities agree to accept each other's
certificates. The original or "issuing" nousing authority retains
the certiricate and continues to receive the HUD payments. The
receiving or "host" housing authority requisitions the issuing
housinyg authority and makes payments to the owner.

The host housing authority is responsible for:
lease approval and housing assistance
payments contract execution,
payments to owners,

information and assistance to
participating households,

review of family circumstances, rents
utilities and housing guality,

termination and family wmoves, and

complaints and appeals.
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ne issuing housing authority receives 90% of the preliminary
fee and the host housing authority receives the remaining 10%.
However, of the ongoing administration fees, the division favors the
nost housinyg authority. For instance, for a two bedroom apartment,
the administrative fee is 8-1/2 % of the fair market rent. The
1ssuing housing authority receives 1.5% of the 8-1/2% and the host
housing authority receives 7.0% of the 8-1/2%,

The housiny authorities participating in the Section 8
administration Association mobility program are to give certificate
holders a list of all housing authorities participating in the
mobility proyram together with the names and telephones of contact
persons for each of those ayencies. This list is provided to them by
the Boston HUD Area Office. These lists are made available during
the initial briefing session with the household. Participating
authorities also advise certificate holders that information relative
to market rents, availability of apartments, neighborhoods,
transporation, and other information for each community, will be
available at the housing authorities listed.

- To assist in these activities, the Metropolitan Area Planning
Council prepared Community Information Sheets for each of the
varticipating jurisdictions. There is also a Community Information
Manual, prepared by MAPC, with information on all communities in the
Boston metropolitan area and a brochure, entitled, "Where in the
Region Would You Like to Live?" which participating housing
authorities provide certificate holders.

Finally, participating housing authorities inform certificate
holaers of any special programs which would help households in their
move to other jurisdictions and identify any agencies which offer
intormation and referral services in the area.

Evaluation

MAPC conducted an evaluation of the status of Section 8
certificates issued by housing authorities participating in the
Section 8 Administrators Association mobility program between August
1980 and December 1980.

Of the 306 certificates issued, 14% stayed in place, 13% moved
to a different apartment in the same jurisdiction, 6% moved to a
different jurisdiction, 33% were still looking at the time of this
evaluation, and 33% returned their certificates. If percentages are
calculated only on those who were successful at leasing, the
following results were obtalned: 42% stayed in place, 39% moved to
a different apartment in the same jurisdiction, and 19% moved to a
dirferent jurisdiction.
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Of those certificate holders who moved to a different
jurilsdiction, 10% moved to a jurisdiction with relatively fewer
proportions of minority and lower income households, 5% moved to a
jurisdiction with approximately the same but high proportions of
minority and lower income households, 40% moved to a jurisdiction
with relatively higher proportions of minority and lower income
nouseholds, and 45% moved to a jurisdiction with approximately the
same but low proportions orf minority and lower income households.

The Metropolitan Area Planning Council and the Boston HUD Area
Otfice consider the proyram an important contribution to meeting the
objectives of allowing eligible households to achieve housing
preferences within the Boston metropolitan region and intend to
continue the program.



24

NORTH CENTRAL TEXAS COUNCIL OF GOVERNMENTS
ARLINGTON, TEXAS

Contact: Mark Leonard
Post Qffice Drawer COG
Arlington, Texas 76011
(817) 640-3300

The Agency and Its Region

The North Central Council of Governments is a voluntary organ-
ization covering 16 counties, including the cities of Dallas and
forth Worth. There are 185 participating local governments, coun-
ties, municipalities, and special district members throughout its
region of 12,627 square miles. Approximately 3.2 million people live
in this region, which is primarily urban, although rural areas
remain. About 40% of the population in central cities 1s minority.
Between 1970 and 1981, the number of people employed in this region
grew by 63%.

The Program in Brief

Public housing authorities and housing assistance programs,
representing seven jurisaictions, have committed a total of 66
Section 8 Existing certificates to an interjurisdictional program.

It beyan on December 1, 1980 and the first phase continued to
September 30, 1981, at which time it was anticipated the program
would be continued until May 31, 1982. The program was initiated and
received funds from the Regional Housing Mobility Program.

How the Proygyram Works

buring the first phase, the following jurisdictions agreed to
reserve Section 8 Existing certificates tor an interjurisdictional
program:

Dallas 30 certificates
Fort ‘viorth 12 certificates
Arlington 10 certificates
Grand Prairie 6 certificates
Tarrant County 5 certificates
Garland 2 certificates
Lancaster 1l certificate

The certificates are reserved for any eligible household that
desires to move into that jurisdiction from ancther jurisdiction in
the region. The identification of those households interested 1in
making an interjurisdictional move takes place during the normal



25

application/certification process for the Section 8 Existing program.

The agency 1n the jurisdiction where the household presently
lives verifies the eligibility of the household and contacts the
agency 1n the jurisdiction where the household wishes to move.
Preliminary approval is obtained based on the availability of an
appropriate certificate within the reserved number of certificates
committed by that jurisdiction.

The originating jurisdiction sends the completed file, along
with a letter verifying certification eligibility of the household,
to the receiving jurisdiction. The housenhold is briefed by the
agency 1in the receiving jurisdiction, may be subject to eligibility
verification again, and is issued a certificate by the receiving
jurisdiction,

There 1s a Reylonal Housing Mobility Committee which consists of
representatives from the Fort Worth Housing Authority, the City of
Garland, Tarrant County, the Arlington Housing Authority, the Grand
Prairie Committee Renewal Agency, the City of Lancaster, the Fort
Worth Human Relations Commissions, the Dallas Housing Authority, The
Cicy of Mesquite, and the Greater Dallas Housing Opportunity Center.
This committee monitors the interjurisdictional program by reviewing
montnly reports from the participating jurisdictions identifying any
interjurisdictional moves that have taken place

Other support activities that have occurred is the publication
of "Federally Assisted Housing Opportunities for Low Income Persons
— 1n Morth Central Texas" wilch is the result of a regional
clearinghouse of information on lower cost housing. Landlord
outreach activities were conducted to increase the stock of housing
avallable to the Section 8 Existing housing program. These
activities 1included the development of a Landlord Advisory Committee
and Landlord Workshops. NCTCOG helped the City of Dallas to
lmplement & wWworkshop on community based housing. Since the workshop,
a community development corporation has been chartered by the State
of Texas. A steering committee was formed, including representatives
of the city, lenders, developers, academicians, community leaders,
and NCTCOG stafft.

Evaluation

Limitations on the available housing stock is perhaps the most
aifficult barrier to the interjurisdictional program. There 1is very
little Section 8 housing outside of the central cities in this
region. Many local governments in the area do not varticipate in the
Community Development Block Grant proyram or in assisted housing
programs. Most of the housing starts in the region are for higher
income households.



26

Existing waiting lists in the central cities are very long.
Households not desiring to participate in the interjurisdictional
program can circumvent the program by signing up for a certificate in
a suburban area and then seeking a transfer to the city where they
wresentcly live.

There are not very many counseling agencies in the region to
assist households with housing problems.

A reygional wailting list or a regional housing authority has been
sugyested as a more practical approach for this region. Moreover,
because of the shortage of assisted housing, the Council of
Governments 1s exploring ways to get the public and private sectors
to cooperate in expanding housing opportunities.

The program was ended in May 1982. NCTCOG has shifted its focus
away trom the interjurisdictional activity to concentrate on
alternative tenure and management structures and community based
initiatives.

In a Section 8 Client Assessment, a majority of the respondents
to a written questionnaire did not want interjurisdictional
mobility. Thirteen percent wanted intrajurisdictional mobility.
Sixty-nine percent of the respondents wanted more affordable
housing. The reason given most often for preferring to live 1in a
particular city was the need to live near relatives., Employment,
petter schools, and better job opportunities were the next most
rrequently cited reasons. Another finding was that seventy percent
0of those surveyed were female heads of households. As a result of
the survey, proyram emphasis was given to increasinyg the financial
independence of female heads of households, by coordinating the
location ot housing with atffordable support services and job
opportunities.

The Interjurisdictional Section 8 Certificate Exchange program
was a ten month demonstration. Between December 1, 1980 and
September 30, 1981, a total of seventeen "mobility transfers" were
recorded, out Oof a possible sixty-six available certificates. NCTCOG
reports that based on demand, the program could have been extended;
however, an insufficient number of requests for mobility were
received to justify continuation of the certificate exchange.
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EXCHANGE OR TRANSFER OF CERTIFICATES

THE MECHANISHM IN BRIEF

This mechanism calls for jurisdictions to agree to allow for the
exchange or transfer of certificates between administering agenciles.
Because the Section ‘8 Existing housing program 1s most otften
administered through local housing authorities with designated
jurisdictional boundaries, these agreements allow eligible households
to move to a different jurisdiction without the threat of losing
their certificates.

Interjurisdictional woves are permitted through this mechanism
only to the extent that cooperating jurisdictions agree and to the
extent that certificates are available in the receiving
jurisdiction. In some instances, jurisdictions agree to an exchange
or transfer where possible for all eligible households desiring to
move. In other instances, the agreement specifies a certain number
of certificates that will be made available for such exchanges or
transfers or establishes a maximum not to be exceeded.

HOW THE MECHANISM WORKS

The exchange or transfer of certificates allows a household to
apply for a certificate while living in one jurisdiction and then
move to a different jurisdiction. The administering agencies agree
to undertake the necessary paperwork so that the allocation of
certificates is undisturbed, reporting requirements to HUD are
carried out, and administrative funds and tasks fairly shared.

This mechanism requires that administering agencies reach an
agreement with other participating jurisdictions to exchange one of
their certificates for a certificate issued to an eligible household
from another jurisdiction. Exchange is not precisely the correct
term, for the receiving agency actually issues one of its own
certificates to the household moving from another jurisdiction. The
certificate they were already issued is returned to the original
jurisdiction.

The most significant variation within exchange or transfer
progyrams is whether the participating jurisdictions commit only a
certain proportion or number of their available certificates for
exchange or whether the exchange of certificates that can take place
is unrestricted and limited only by the availability of those
certificates. Placing a limit or maximum on the number of exchanges
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that can take place between participating jurisdictions 1s the much
more common type of exchange program. This is generally true
because of the political repercussions of using available certifi-
cates to assist nouseholds trom other jurisdictions.

ADMINISTRATION

Exchangye or transfer proyrams vary with regard to certain
administrative responsibilities, one of the most important of which
is the notification process, In some programs, an eligible
nousehold applies to the receiving housing authority, which, in
turn, notifies the original authority that it has issued an
exchange certificate. The Chicago program is administered in this
way .

Alternatively, the eligible household can reguest an exchange
certificate from the oriyinal housing authority, which then
notifies the receiving authority. The Twin Cities program is
administered this way. In the program within the New Orleans
region, the oriyginal housing authority refers the eligible
household to the receiving authority.

In all instances, if the household locates a suitable unit,
the original certificate is returned to the issuing housing
authority. The receiving housing authority then administers the
exchanye certiticate just as it administers any of its certifi-
cates. If the household is unable to locate a suitable unit, the
origyinal certificate is returned to the household and the receiving
housiny authority takes back its exchange certificate.

A second source of variation within this mechanism 1is how the
walting lists of the participating nousing authorities are
treated. Probably the most common procedure is for an eligible
nhousehola to advance on the waiting list of the authority in the
jurisdiction where the household presently lives. When the
household receives an available certificate from its own authority,
it then requests an exchange certificate trom another housing
authority. The receiving agency will then issue the exchange
certificate if the housenold meets all requirements, if a
certificate is available, and if (where applicable) the agreed upon
number of exchange certificates has not been exceeded.

When the exchange certificate is issued, the eligible
household usually advances to the top of the waiting list in the
receliving jurisdiction. Thus, the household must advance on the
original waiting list as all households do, but in the receiving
jurisdiction can jump the waiting list when it receives the
exchange certificate,.
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An alternative to this pattern is that the eligible household
seeking an exchange certificate must go to the bottom of the
waiting list in the jurisdiction to which it has selected to move,
regardless of its status on the original walting list. The program
in the New Orleans region is described in this way; however, the New
Orleans proyram also permits a household to be on multiple waiting
lists at the same time.

In virtually all exchange or transfer programs, a household
must meet all of the requirements that exist for the jurisdiction
to which it has selected to move., Thus, if the income requirements
Or the fair market rents should differ, the household would have to
meet the requirements of the receiving housing authority.

In no instance is there an exchange of administrative start-up
fees in these proyrams, probably because all participating housing
authorities are responsible for the same amount of initial adminis-
trative work. Administrative agreements generally identify how the
exchange will take place, when it will occur, and what information
should be transferred between participating authorities. Such
information usually includes an identification of the household
‘makiny the exchange, its bedroom requirements, and its annual
income. In virtually all instances, the receiving jurisdiction
verifies eligibility on its own, even if the original jurisdiction
nas already done so. Also, in all instances, participating housing
authorities can withdraw from the program by giving adequate notice
to the other participating jurisdictions.

COUNSELING AND OQOUTREACH

The operation of an exchange or transfer program reguires that
all participating housing authorities ayree to inform eligible
households, usually during the briefing sessions, that it is pos-
sible for them to request an exchange certificate and look for a
Suitable housing unit in any of the other participating jurisdic-
tions. This same 1nformation may be provided at the annual re-
exaulnation of tenants for continued eligibility.

Beyond this basic reguirement, the degree of counseling and
information provided varies and generally seems of modest amounts.
Most common 1s to provide information about the participating
jurisuictions, such as vacancies, lists of participating landlords,
etc.

Often, in these programs, the regional agency or council of
governments prepares this information and makes it available to the
participating agencies. The regional agencies also usually perform
some coordinative and monitoring role.
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PROS AND CONS

Exchange or transfer programs require very little additional
administrative work on the part of participating housing authori-
ties. They must carry out the additional briefings necessary to
intorm eligible households that they may move toO another jurisdic-
tion. 1In addition, authorities must carry out the notification
vrocedures required and be able and willing to do the additional
pookkeeping and reporting necessary to handle exchange certifi-
cates. No participating agency either gains or loses its allocated
number of certificates, because the exchange neither can nor does
occur unless a certificate 1is available in the receiving jurisdic-
tion. Where participating jurisdictions have agreed only to make
available a certain proportion or number of certificates for the
exchange program, those housing authorities must keep track of the
use and availability of these certificates. These additional
requirements are minimal, however, because the housing authority is
pasically issuing one of its own certificates and administering il

as such.

In the limited-exchange jurisdiction, as is true for the
reservation or set-aside of certificates, there 1is an established
limit to the amount of mobility that can occur through the program
because the number of available certificates for exchange is
limited.
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EXCHANGE OR TRANSFER OF CERTIFICATES PROGRAMS

Imperial Valley Coordinated Housing Authority
gernardino County, California
Orange County, California

Detail not available.

*Leadership Council for Metropolitan Open Communities

Chicago, Illinois
ayreement to exchange 5% of Section 8 certificates by
eight public housing authorities.

Houston-Galveston Area Council

Houston, Texas
unrestricted exchange agreement, depending upon
availability of certificates, by seven jurisdictions.

*Metropolitan Council

St. Paul, Minnesota
agreement to exchange 5% of ACC authority by five public
housing authorities.

*Regional Planning Commission

New Orleans, Louisiana
ayreement to exchange no more than 10% of Section 8§
certificates by three public housing authorities.

Tampa Bay Regilonal Planning Council

St. Petersbury, Florida
exchanye ayreement for 4 units from each jurisdiction
between a county and city and between two cities.

west Texas Council or Governments

El Paso, Texas )
second agreement 1in this region allows for exchange of a
set number of certificates among 4 jurisdictions.

*Case study 1in this chapter.
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LEADERSHIP COUNCIL FOR METROPOLITAN OPEN COMMUNITIES
CHICAGO, ILLINOIS

Contact: Harry Gottleib, Deputy Director
407 South Dearborn Street
Chicago, Illincis 60605
(312) 341-1470

The Agency and its Region

The Leadership Council for Metropolian Open Communities is a non
protit public interest oryanization involved in civil rights and
housing issues within the Chicago metropolitan area. The Leadership
Council acts as progyram coordinator for the Section 8 Certificate
Exchange Program (CEP) in the Chicago metropolitan area.

The Section 8 Certificate Exchange Program covers 90% of the
Chicago metropolitan area population of 7,000,000. Eight public
housing authorities participate in the program. They are the housing
authorities for Chicago, Cook County, DuPage County, Elgin, Lake
County, McHenry County, North Chicago, and Waukegan.

The region covered by the program is largely urban, although
there are rural areas in some of the outlying counties. The Chicago
metropolitan area population contains approximately 20% Black
population out of a total of over 7 million in 1980. In the Chicago
SMSA in 1970, just over 50% of housing units were located in
buildings with 2 or more units, and about 45% of households were
renters.

The Proygram in Brief

The eight public housing authorities participating in the
Section 8 Certificate Exchange Program in the Chicago metropolitan
area have aygreed to make a percentage of their non-elderly Section 8
certificates available to households carrying a certificate issued by
another varticipating housing authority. <Certificates of
participation are exchanyed between the housing authorities. MO
funds or responsibilities are exchanged or shared.

How the Program Works

The Section 8 Certificate Exchange Program was initiated by
eight housing authorities in the Chicago metropolitan area on October
1, 1979. The Leadership Council for Metropolitan Open Communities
acts as program coordinator.
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The program broadens the geographic area in which eligible
households living in the jurisdiction of a participating housing
authority may look for housing. It provides the opportunity for
eligible households to move within any of the eight participating
jurisdictions.

Each participating public housing authority has agreed to
provide at least 5% of its non-elderly certificates to the
Certificate Exchange Program, allocated each year on a cumulative
basis, starting with Fiscal Year 1979. The public housing
authority agrees to issue its own next available certificate in
exchange for a certificate from another participating authority.

Each household receiving a certificate from a participating
housing authority is advised at the briefing session that, on a
tirst come, first served basis, certificates can be exchanged for a
certificate from another participating housing authority provided
that the criteria established by the receiving housing authority
are met.

when the receiving housing authority issues its certificate to
an eligible household intending to move from another jurisdiction,
the original housing authority is notified. If a unit is found,
and a lease and HAP contract executed by the receiving housing
authority, the original certificate is returned to the original
housing authority for re-issuance. If a unit is not found in the
- new jurisdiction, the original certificate is returned to the
applicant and the exchange certificate is cancelled.

There are no transfers of start-up or management fees between
the participating housing authorities. Each continues to operate
1ts own program and carry out 1ts own responsibilities. No housing
authority gains or loses any units as a result of participating in
the Certificate Exchange Program. To increase the total number of
certificates availavle tfor the program, each participating housing
authority has agreed to make one more certificate available to the
exchange proygram as each lease expires that has resulted from a
certificate exchange. Any housing authority may withdraw from the
program upon 60 days notice.

Each participating housing authority keeps its own waiting
list. There is, however, no waiting list for the Certificate
Exchange Program. A household advancing on the originating housing
authority's waiting list, wishing to exchange a certificate,
immediately receives the next available certificate, if it 1is
available and if the household meets all the necessary
requirements.,
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The Leadership Council for Metropolitan Open Communities, at
the pleasure of the participating housing authorities, acts as the
coordinator of the Certificate Exchange Program. The Leadership
Council receives coples of information regarding all certificate
exchanges, keeps records, convenes monthly meetings of the
participants and prepares monthly and annual reports on activities
under the program.

No formal counseling is provided especially for the
Certificate Exchange Program. Counseling and assistance is
provided by each housing authority on a request basis. Assistance
provided varies by each housing authority.

No household may obtain a certificate from another housing
authority and exchange it for a certificate from the housing
authority covering the jurisdiction in which the family currently
resides. The receiving housing authority advises each applicant
that the tamily is liable for all unpaid rent and damaygye claims
made by previous Section 8 landlords and that leases will not be
renewed 1f substantial claims are not satisfied.

The Certificate Exchange Program has not served elderly
certificate hclders during its first two years. It is the intent
to do so when and if HUD makes a significant allocation of Section
8 elderly certificates to the participating housing authorities.
Virtually all Section 8 allocations in the area during the last two
years have been for non-elderly families.

Evaluation

Between October 1, 1979 and September 30, 1981, 141 families
used the Certificate Exchange Program to move from one jurisdiction
to another. The numbers were almost 1dentical each year, 70 during
the first year and 71 during the second year.

buring this period, 284 certificates were exchanged, and
almost 50% of the exchanges resulted in leases. This is a high
percentage compared to those families seekinyg to move from one
unit to another within the same jurisdiction. The probable reason
for this is that many families do not bother to exchange their
certificate until they are quite sure of obtaining a unit in
another jurisdiction.

While all eight participating housing authorities have used
the program, the following figures indicate the nature of the
largyest number of moves:
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32 Chicago to suburban Cook County

21 suburban Cook County to Chicago

18 puPage County to suburban Cook County

15 Waukegan to suburban Lake County

> suburban to Cook County to DuPage County
7 Elgin to suburpan Ccok County

Racial statistics are available for 136 of the 141 moves made
under the program. Of these families, 94 (69%) were Black, 38
(28%) were white, 3 (2%) were Hispanic, and 1 (1%) was Asian. Of
the Black families, 67 moved to suburban jurisdictions. And ot
these, 38 (57%) moved to communities with less than 5% Black
population, 23 (34%) moved to communities with 5-25% Black
population, and 5 (9%) moved to communities with more than 50%
Black population. at the same time, 18 Black families used the
program to move from suburban areas into Chicago.
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METROPOLITAN COUNCIL
ST. PAUL, MINNESOTA

Contact: Anita McCoy or Phillip Katzung
Metropolitan Council Housing & Redevelopment Authority
300 Metro Square Building
7th STreet and Robert Street
St. Paul, Minnesota 55101
(6l2) 291~6359

The Agency and 1its Region

Minnesota state legislation has given power to the Metropolitan
Council to operate housing programs and to operate as the
Metropolitan Council Housing and Redevelopment Authority.

The Metropolitan Council has jurisdiction over the Twin Cities
region which includes nine counties and 57 surburban jurisdictions in
addition to the Twin Cities.  The Authority operates through
agreements with nine housing authorities existing throughout the
region.

The Metropolitan Council Housing and Redevelopment Authority
operates a Certificate Exchange Program with four of the housing
authorities. These are the housing authorities of St. Paul, Dakota,
Plymouth and Scott counties, and the Metropolitan Area HRA covering
the suburban areas of the Twin Cities.

The region covered by the Minneapolis-St. Paul SMSA includes a
population of over 2 million in 1980, 95% of which is white. Between
1970 and 1980, the number of housing units in the region increased
from nearly 600,000 to approximately 800,000. In 1970, about 35% of
the units were located in buildings of 2 or more units, and about the
same percent of households were renters.

The Program 1n Brief

The four housing authorities participate in a Certificate
Exchange program involving a commitment of 5 percent of each of their
annual contribution contracts. The agreement among the housing
authorities allows eligible households to exchange certificates when
tney move from one jurisdiction to another through the participating
housiny authorities.

How the Program Works

The llemorandum of Ayreement was executed on September 4, 1979
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py the four housing authorities. Each authority agreed to use 5%
of its ACC authority for the Certificate Exchange Program. A total
of 287 certificates were set aside.

Under the agreement, eligible Section 8 households are allowed
to transfer to another participating jurisdiction on a first-come
first-served, basis, provided that:

] a certificate is available to accommodate the family's
size.

® the participant meets the eligibility criteria of the PHA
to which the transfer 1is requested.

® the participant did not reside within the jurisdiction of
that PHA at the time of original program certification.

& the participant has located a gualifying rental unit priaor
to receiving the exchange certificate.

The following procedure 1is generally followed:

1. Each signatory to the ayreement sets aside 5% of its ACC
authority each year beginning on September 1, 1980 from the Section
8 Existing housing proygram. The program operated on a trial basis
~ from September 1979 through August 1980.

2. A household with a valid Section 8 Certificate from a
participating PHA may request an exchange of certificates if the
family wants to move to a jurisdiction within another participating
PHA.

3. Upon receiving the request for an exchange certificate
from an eligible household, the original PHA gives notice to the
potential receiving PHA of the request. The request contains the
name of the family, the number of bedrooms required, and the gross
family contribution. The original PHA keeps the original
certificate and directs the household to the receiving PHA to
receive a new certiticate. The original PHA records the exchange
ana makes the original certificate available for re-issue.

4. Wwhen the receiving PHA receives the request for an
excnange certificate from the original PHA, it will issue a new
certificate to the eligible household, if a certificate 1is
available and 1f tne maximum number of certificates set aside has
not been exceeded. Those households receiving an exchange
certificate are treated on a first come first served basis, after
which the receiving PHA serves its regular waiting list.

participating PHA's may withdraw from the agreement and
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terminate their participation by giving sixty (60) days written
notice to all other participating PHA's.

No special counseling is provided for families who choose to
exchange certificates. There is no assistance program to provide
households with help in finding new housing in another jurisdiction,
However, all participating PHA's provide information about the
exchange program during the briefing sessions and at the annual
re-examination of tenants for continued eligibility. Participating
PHA's do provide information on housing vacancies to other PHA's in
the proyram. In addition, the Metropolitan Council Relocation
Clearinghouse provides all participating PHA's with vacancy and
resource intormation. Participating PHA's also frequently exchange
information and evaluations with each other.

Evaluation

During the first experimental year of the program, the
yreatest number of participants moved from jurisdictions covered by
the Metropolitan HRA into the St. Paul HRA. The second highest
nuuber of participants did the reverse; that is, they moved from
St. Paul to jurisdictions covered by the Metropolitan HRA.

The Metropolitan Council conducted a mail survey to selected
participants in the program to assess how they found out about the
program, household characteristics, and satisfaction with their new
residence. Early results (with only 38 responses) indicate that
most participants were already on a waiting list but found out
about the program through other means: the program flyer from HRA,
friends or relatives, or through welfare or social service
agencies,

Most participating households wnho responded have children.
And most of them moved to find better housing and lower rents and
they tend to like their new environments. Several families
indicated they were having trouble with transportation, although
most were not or did not indicate that they were. Many families
desired more information about services available near their new
homes, but only six of the respondents felt they needed more
counseling than they received. A large majority of the respondents
liked their new home vetter than their last.
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REGIONAL PLANNING COMMISSION
NEw ORLEANS, LOUISIANA

Contack: Emilo Dupree or Jerry Spera
Regional Planning Commission
333 St, Charles Street
New Orleans, Louisiana 70130
(504)-568-6611

The Agency and its Region

The Regional Planning Commission 1s an advisory commission
pegun in 1969. It covers four parishes in the state of Louisiana:
Orleans, Jefferson, St. Bernard, and St. Tammany, all within the
New Orleans SMSA.

Orleans Parish is coterminous with New Orleans; Jefferson and
St. Tammany Parishes are suburban communities, and St. Bernard
' Parish contains larye amounts of undeveloped land.

The region included within the New Orleans SMSA contains a
population in 1980 of nearly 1.2 million, of which about 33% is
3lack. In 1970, approximately 40% of housing units within the SMSA
were located in buildings of 2 or more units, and about 45% of
_ households were renters. From 1970 to 1980, the number of housing
units in the reglion increased about 30%.

The Program in Brief

A Certificate of Exchange Agreement allows for each
participating PHA to ayree that 10 percent of all its Section 8
certificates will be eligible for an exchange program.

The Regional Planning Commission, as part of its participation
in the Regicnal Housing Mobility Program, began the exchange
agreement. It has been signed by the PHA's from the City of
Xenner, St. Bernard Parish, and the City of Westwego. It is also
beiny considered by the PHA's of the City of New Orleans, the City
of slidell and St. Tammany Parish.

How the Program Works

Eacn participating public housing authority agrees toO
recognize a Section 8 certificate issued by another participating



40

housing authority and to exchange that certificate for one of their
own 1f a vacancy exists. The ayreement adds that in no event and
at no time will more than 10 percent of the total units in each
jurisdiction be allcocated to or occupied by persons with
certificates from another PHA.

Eligible households wishing to move to another participating
jurisdiction are referred to the receiving PHA. That PHA is
responsible for all of the Section 8 administration and uses their
own Section 8 administrative funds. The receiving PHA returns one of
its own certificates to the oriyinal PHA.

Any participating PHA may withdraw from the agreement by
giving 30 days written notice to the other PHA's. None of the
PHA's have residency requirements but preferences are given to
residents of their own jurisdictions.

The exchange program is advertised through the minority media
channels, such as Black and Hispanic radio stations and
newspapers. The Regional Planning Commission publishes a
newsletter monthly that lists occupancy and vacancy information for
housing authorities and instructs households how to sign up for
those vacancies,

All counseling is conducted by the Regional Planning
Commission. Counseling consists primarily of answering questions
over a telephone hot line. Questions usually concern location of
hhousing, reguirements for income and family size, and vacancies.
Households can also gyo to or ask the PHA's for information about
vacancies. There are not, however, any sub-contracts specifically
for the purposes of counseling.

The Regiocnal Planning Council held a one-day training session
tor the Urban Leaque and neighborhood agencies to explain
activities of the Commission and the exchange program. The
session's main focus was on the Black neighborhoods and their
reaction to the exchanye proyram.

The Regional Planning Council also works directly with the
public housing authorities. They hold monthly meetinygs, which
serve as a means of exchanging information about vacancies.
Quarterly meetings are also held to exchange information and
statistics about the program.

Waiting lists are kept by each housing authority. It 1is
possible for a household to be on as many waiting lists as they
wish at the same time. When a household wants to move into a



41

different jurisdiction, however, they must yo to the bottom of that
PHA's wailiting 1list.

Evaluation

The Regional Planrning Commission had difficulty getting this
program underway. The PHA's with the greatest number of
certificates were most reluctant to participate. Most PHA's in the
region prefer to house their own residents and did not want to
participate. There was also some opposition to the exchange
proyram from residents in New Orleans who wanted to stay within the
parish. The Commission failed to get much support from local
media, particularly for public service announcements. The lack of
new housing construction also makes the program difficult to
administer,

With the expilration of the Regional Housing Mobility Program,
the Regional Planning Commission will look for other sources of
runds. Wwhile tne telephone hot line will probably have to be _
cancelled, they intend to malntain the newsletter. They intend to
seek assistance from the state,

The Commission reported that over 18,000 households are on
waiting lists for public housing. They counseled some 900 families
1n 1980 in search of housng. The vast majority of these were
" minority households.
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AGREEMENTS TO HONOR CERTIFICATES

THE MECHANISM IN BRIEF

This mechanism results from jurisdictions agreeing between or
among themselves to honor the certificates issued by another of the
participating jurisdictions. It allows eligible households who have
received Section 8 Existing certificates to look for housing in any
of the participating jurisdictions, even though they have received a
certificate from another. The agreement also allows that household
to retain the certificate and receive benefits from the program even
after they are living in a qualifying housing unit in a jurisdiction
other than the one issuing the certificate.

Throuyh this mechanism, certificates are not transferred or
exchangyed between administering agencies. Administrative
responsiblities for the program are usually shared between the
participating agencies and the division of responsiblities is spelled
out in the agreement.

HOw THE MECHANISM WORKS

In order for this mechanism to operate, the participating
jurisdictions agree to honor the certificates issued to eligible
households from other jurisdictions. "Honoring" implies that the
household may look for a gualifying unit in any of the participating
jurisdictions regardless of where its certificate was issued. Upon
finding a qualifying unit, the household notifies the appropriate
housing authority, and the participating agencies then carry out
their agreed upon division of responsibilities.

The Hartford regicn represents an example where more
restrictions are placed on the eligible household. Before they are
permitted to look for a housing unit in another jurisdiction included
1n the ayreement, they must be able to indicate the difficulty they
have had in trying to find a unit in the jurisdiction where they
presently live and were issued the certificate.

ADMINISTRATION

Aayreeinyg to honor the certificate of other participating
jurisdictions is often described as the simplest of the mechanisms to
allow for mobility among jurisdictions by eligible households. And,
indeed, this may be true, because the certificate always stays with
the issuing or original housing authority, regardless of where the
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eligibole household selects to move. As a result, the reporting
requirements to HUD are the simplest, since no movement of
certificates occurs. However, it must pe decided which housing
authority receives credit £for the household that moves, and these
programs are not consistent in whether that credit is given to the
issuling authority or the receiving authority. Usually, the housing
authority which has agreed to the greatest amount of on-going
responsibility in the agreement is given credit on its HAP for the
certificate use. However, in some programs this credit is given to
the originating housing authority and in others it 1s given to the
receiving housing authority.

In fact, the agreements to honor the certificates of other
participating jurisdictions require more administrative definition
than any of the other mechanisms. Participating housing
authorities must identify which housing authority is responsible
for each administrative task when a household selects to move to
another jurisadiction. And any individual housing authority will
have one set of administrative responsibilities for those
certificates it has issued and a second set of responsibilities for
those certificates it has ayreed to honor from other jurisdictions.

It is in the administration of the agreements to honor the
certificates ot other participating jurisdictions, therefore, that
the detail of this mechanism becomes important. It is difficult,
1f not impractical, for a housing authority to carry out all of 1its
administrative responsibilities within the Section 8 Existing housing
progyram, when the eligible household has selected to move to another
jurisdiction that may be some distance from the original housing
authority and clearly outside the boundaries of its own
jurisdiction. For this reason, the division of administrative
responsibilities generally follows the location of the task. That
is, the original housing authority will retain responsibility for
verifying eligibility and all of the initial briefing and intake
responsibilities. This will also include executing the housing
assistance payments contracts and making payments to the landlord.
This housing authority will also undertake recertification
activities.

The receiving authority ygenerally will be responsible for
inspecting the housing unit selected by the household and assisting
the original housing authority with any landlord or tenant
problems, 1r requested.

Along with the division of administrative responsibilities,
participating housing authorities may share administrative fees in
accordance with the division of responsibilities. Thus, the
authority receiving the administrative fees associated with
aaministering the certificate may share those dollars, almost in
the sense of a sub-contract, with the receiving housing authority



44

wnich has agreed to honor the certificate. In reference to the
case studies presented at the end of this chapter, the agreement
associated with the West Texas Council of Governments is probably
most tywical of the arrangements reached.

In some instances, the regiocnal agency or council of
gyovernments plays a coordinative role and assists in the
communication between participating housing authorities. These
agencies may also assist in tracking and monitoring activities.

COUNSELING AND OUTREACH

Eligible households must be informed, usually during the
briefing sessions, that their certificate will, under most
circumstances, be honored in any of the other participating
jurisdictions. The households are then permitted to search for
nhousing in any of these locations.

As with the other mechanisms, agencies vary with respect to
the amount of information made available to eliyible households to
assist them in their search for housing in other participating
jurisdictions. Sometimes households are able to work with local
organizations in various jurisdictions or they receive information
from the regional agency or council of governments about the
various participating jurisdictions.

PROS AND CONS

Some agencies feel this mechanism is the easiest to sell
politically because it appears to be a simple agreement and the
jurisdiction is not using its certificates to serve "outsiders".
It is also true that this mechanism requires little additional
paperwork within the Section 8 Existing housing program, although
complicated administrative arrangements are required among
agencies,

One difficulty in agreements to honor certificates, however,
is that unless the participating jurisdictions have similar
requirements, an eligible household might need to meet the income
eligibility requirements of one jurisdiction but have the housing
unit gualify unaer the reyuirements of a separate jurisdiction.

Pertiaps the ygreatest advantage of this inechanism 1is that it
appears to be a relatively acceptable means for getting around or
modifying residency preferences that still exist within many
jurisdictions. These preferences restrict the beneficiaries of
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tneir certificate program to residents or, under some arrangements,
to housenolds working but not living within the jurisdiction.

Under certain circumstances, the agreement to honor the
certificates of other participatng jurisdictions may be the only
type of agreement that can be reached.
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AGREEMENTS TO HONOR CERTIFICATES PROGRAMS

Assoclation of Bay Area Governments

Berkeley, California
Three counties (Alameda, Santa Clara and Costa Contra) and
the City of Berkeley honor each other's certificates,
5000 certificates involved, but few interjurisdictional
moves.

*Capitol Region Council of Governments

dartford, Connecticut
Four or five jurisdictions have agreed to honor each
other's certificates.

Southern California Association of Governments

Los Anyeles, California
Both Los Angeles County Housing Authority and Ventura
County Housing Authority have agreements with other
hhousing authorities to honor each other's certificates.

Westchester Residential Opportunities, Inc.

White Plains, New York
In the process of getting agreements from Yorktown,
Yonkers, New Rochelle, and Nyack (outside of Westchester
County) to honor each other's certificates.

*West Texas Council of Governments

El Paso, Texas
One of two interjurisdictional programs. This one is an
agreement between the City of El Paso PHA and the Town of
Anthony PHA to honor each other's certificates.

* Case Study in this chapter.
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CAPITOL REGION COUNCIL OF GOVERNHMENTS
HARTFORD, CONNECTICUT

Contact: Barbara Barhydt
Capitol Region Council of Governments
214 Main Street
Hartiord, Connecticut 06106
(203) 522-2217

The Agency and its Region

The Capitol Region Council of Governments (CRCOG) consists of
the City of Hartford and 28 surburban towns. There is no county
government structure in Connecticut and, as a consequence, all
planning and implementation decisions are made by local jurisdictions
with the assistance of regional agencies.

The total population ftor the region is 668,479 and approximately
15% of that population is minority.

The Proyram in Briet

The Capitol Region Council of Governments is working with four
or five jurisdictions to obtain agreements from their housing
-authorities. These agreements permit eligible households to move
among the participating jurisdictions.

How the Program Works

The Housing Authorities of a few towns in the Hartford region
have agreed to permit eligible households to move among the
barticipating jurisdictions. The participating housing authorities
honor the certificates issued from the other participating
authorities.

Under the program, a household which has received a Section 8
certificate demonstrates that they cannot find a housing unit within
the jurisdiction where they were issued the certificate. They
indicate theilr desire to move to another jurisdiction. The housing
authority in the jurisdiction from which they wish to move gives them
the option to find another housing unit in any of the other
participating jurisdictions. The local housing authority notifies
tne Capitol Regilon Council of Governments who then works with the
local housing authorities involved.
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The Council of Governments is responsible for making
arrangments between the participating public housing authorities.
CRCOG provides for HAP credit and determines which Housing
authority wil be responsible for the various program activities and
responsibilities.

Certificates are not transferred between the housing
authorities involved when a household makes a move to -another
jurisdiction. CRCOG stated that amending the Annual Contributions
Contract (ACC) is too difficult and time consuming given the small
number of Section 8 certificates that are involved as a result of
households moving from one jurisdiction to another. As a
consequence, the certificate stays with the original housing
authority.

An additional reyguirement of the program is that an eligible
nousehold, using a certificate with permission to look for a
housiny unit outside of the issuing jurisdiction, cannot look for a
unit within the City of Hartford. CRCOG determined that allowing
these households to search within the City of Hartford would
increase the difficulties that city residents already have in
finding housing units qualifying for the Section 8 Existing housing
program.

Evaluation

The Capitol Region Council of Governments believes this is a
useful proygyram and intends to continue in its efforts to obtain
agreements from additional jurisdictions.
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T TEXAS COUNCIL OF GOVERNMENTS
EL PASO, TEXAS

Contact: Tom Serrano
west Texas Council of Governments
303 North Oregon Street
El Paso, Texas 77027
(915) 532-2910

The Agency and its Region

The West Texas Council of Governments is a voluntary
association of local governments in El Paso County. El Paso is the
principal city within a region covering 20,000 square miles. The
City carries out an active annexation policy which has resulted in
suburban-like areas being a part of the City rather than
independent jurisdictions. The County is an SMSA (Standard
Metropolitan Statistical Area). Mexican Americans are the largest
minority within the region.

The West Texas Council of Governments is funded by HUD to
operate a two-year $75,000 Regyional Housing Mobility Program. The
program began on April 1, 1980. Two different interjurisdictional
housing proyrams are operating within the region. One program
allows for certificate exchange among the Public Housing
Authorities of the Town of Anthony, the City of El Paso, and the
County of El Paso. The second program is an agreement between the
~City of El Paso Public Housing Authority and the Town of Anthony
Public Housing Authority. The second program 1s dlscussed here.

The Program in Brief

There exists a Memorandum of Understanding between the City of
El Paso Public Housing Authority and the Town of Anthony Public
Housing Authority. This Interjurisdictional Service Agreement
allows households to move between the jurisdictions. The housing
authorities advise certificate holders that they may look for
housing in either jurisaiction. Moves are honored within the
program when 1t will result in the household being closer to
medical facilities, employment, or elderly relatives, 1in that
order.

How the Program Works

For purposes of the Interjurisdictional Service Agreement, the
public housinyg authority 1ssuing the certificate is known as the
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“Issuing PHA" and is responsible for the following:
° Taking the initial application from applicant households.
® Certification of the household for the Section 8 program.
° Issuing the certificate of participation.
® Reviewing and approving the request for a mobility move.

° Executing the Housing Assistance Payment Contract.

@ Issuing the monthly housing allowance payments to the
landlord.
° Establishing and maintaining landlord and tenant files.

@ Respondiny to tenant and landlord complaints.
® Preparing and submitting reports to HUD.

@ Providing necessary information about the eligible
household and landlord to the "Host PHA".

The public housing authority of the jurisdiction to which the
eligible household has selected to move is known as the "Host
PHA". The responsibilities of the Host PHA include:

° Conducting the initial inspection of the housing unit
identified by the eligibile household and providing
necessary information about the unit to the Issuing PHA.

£ Conducting a briefing session for the new eligible
household referred to them by the Issuing PHA.

° Conductingy periodic inspections of the housing units as
requested by the Isuing PHA and reporting findings to
them.

® Assisting tne Issuing PHA in responding to any landlord
complaints.

» Assisting the Issuing PHA in other matters, as may be
reyuested.

The west Texas Council of Governments has published a brochure
and a housing counseling handbook. They also provide information
and referral services. Support services are also provided by the
CSA Neighbornood Centers and community groups within neighborhood
centers, such as Project Bravo, League of United Latin America,

Trinity Coalition, Southside Low Income Housing Coalition,



Neighborhood Veterans Outreach Program, and various community
action groups.

Evaluation

The Council of Governments reports that there has not been
much interjurisdictional movement within this program, because it
is difficult for households to move and meet the criteria
established for the program. Two moves have been reported to date.

There is, however, a lot of movement within the City of El
Paso, and because of the annexation policy, this represents a
substantial area. Outside of the City of El Paso, the region is
largely rural and few housing units qualify for the Section 8
Existing Housing Program.

The West Texas Council of Governments believes this program
will continue, regardless of the future of the Regional Housing
Mobility Program. Each public housing authority 1is responsible for
certain aspects of the program and they use their own contract
authority and administrative fees to meet these responsibilities
within the Interjurisdictional Service Agreement. '
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PROGRAMS ADMINISTERED OVER MORE THAN ONE JURISDICTION BY A CENTRAL
AGENCY

THE MECHANISM IN BRIEF

In this mechanism, a4 group of interjurisdictional programs are
run under the authority of a central agency receiving an allocation
of Section 8 certificates directly from HUD. The agency can cover an
entire state, a region made up of several counties, or a whole
county.

These programs are almost always administered out of a central
office if the jurisdiction is county-wide, but are sometimes
decentralized if the contract authority is statewide or regional. If
so, the programs are run in district or county offices.

Mobility is basically the result of the fact that the agency's
jurisdiction covers more than one municipality, thereby permitting
the certificate to be used in more than one place. The degree of
mobility depends on the size and other characteristics of the area
covered and the extent to which the agency prov1des counseling and
other assistance aimed at mobility.

HOW THE MECHANISM WORKS

Generally, the administering agency to which HUD has allocated
the contract authority issues the certificates and writes the
checks. When 1t is a statewlde or regional agency, it sometimes
sub-contracts to other agencies. In these cases, the state agency
usually still writes the checks, but most or all of the administraion
is done by the sub-contractor(s). An exception is the Commonwealth
ot Massachusetts, where the state has subcontracted its contract
authority to non-profit agencies which administer the program in
their region AND write the checks.

For purposes of this discussion, the agency which operates the
proyram will be referred to as the administrative agency. If a
different agency receives the contract authority from HUD, it will be
referred to as the primary agency.

In cases where there is a statewide primary agency, there 1is
usually an official sub-allocation of certificates to counties, fair
market rent areas, or SMSA's and non-metropolitan areas. This is
worked out by the state agency and HUD. When the primary and/or
administrative agency must report to HUD on the basis of these
sub-allocations, an effort 1is usually made to balance
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interjurisdictional moves so that the ultimate use of funds
corresponds to the ayreed-upon allocation. This is a bookXeeping
effort and does not, by itself, translate into geographic limits on
the use of certificates.

In cases where the administrative agency receives the contract
authority directly, there 1is not usually any further sub-alloca-
tion, in which case the agency is not required to report its re-
sults to HUD on the basis of where the certificate holder was
originally living. In these programs, a household obtaining a
certificate can use it anywhere in the administrative agency's
jurisdiction with no special administrative requirement.

In all of the programs within this mechanism, once a household
obtains a certificate they can move anywhere in the jurisdiction of
the administrative agency, which in all cases is interjurisdic-
tional. In addition, in some cases the certificates are considered
to be valid statewide. In these instances, mobility is, at least
theoretically, available within a larger area than that covered by
the administrative agency alone.

ADMINISTRATION

The usual procedure in these programs is for the administra-
tive ayency to keep a central waiting list for its jurisdiction.
Sometimes walting lists are kept separately by county or municipal-
ity, but a household obtaining a certificate is, nonetheless, free
to use it anywhere 1n the region. The separate lists are to ensure
that each county or municipality can be certain that its residents
recelve a share of tne certificates avallable to the region as a
whole.

In some states, the certificate holder can move to another
administrative agency's jurisdiction without going to the bottom of a
new waliting list. In other instances, such as Georgia, West Virginia
and New York, a household wishing to move to another administrative
agency's jurisdiction must wait longer for assistance because they go
to the bottom of the waiting list in the new jurisdiction. In such
cases, mobility 1s more limited.

Fundiny for these programs has been almost solely from Section
8 administrative monies, although in some cases Community
Development funds are used for a counseling component. Most of
them are administered by governmental agencies and or Councils of
Government. In Massachusetts there are 7 nonprofit corporations
with whom the state has subcontracted to run its Section 8
program. The non-profits run other programs as well, but they are
funded separately from the Section 8 Existing program.
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COUNSELING AND OUTREACH

Not much counseling or outreach has been associated with these
programs other tnan the briefing required by HUD as part of the
Section 8 Existing program. The exceptions are in a few programs
aimed specifically at mobility. The Western Piedmont COG's
mobility program, for example, includes outreach to people on the
regular Section 8 waiting list to inquire whether they have an
interest 1n moving and a counseling component focused on improving
the quality of housing chosen by the certificate holder. The Mid-
Ohio Regional Planning Commission in Franklin County has contracted
with the Columbus Urban Leaque and with the Archival System, Inc.
for extensive outreach and counseling.

PROS AND CONS

The single most important advantage of this type of ,
interjurisdictional program is its simplicity. A household is able
to use a certificate in several or many jurisdictions without
submitting separate applications or going on another waiting list.
In addition, where the admlnistrative agency's certificates have
not been suballocated, the move occasions very little or no
lncrease 1n acdministrative chores and paper work for the agency.

However, a problem arises in the event that a program covers
several jurisdictions, usually counties, where HUD has suballocated
a specific number of certificates to each. In these cases, the
agency aaministering the program is required to keep records and
report the use of certificates in the original jurisdiction. This
ls a circumstance under which such a program produces a more
complicated, rather than a simpler, administrative procedure for
lnterjurisdictional moves.

Rural areas find the pooling of resources and certificates
resulting from this kind of proyram to be an advantage. Most
jurisdictions in these regions are small and do not have the
structure oOr administrative capabllity to run their own programs.
They would also not pe allocated enough certificates by HUD to
cover the administrative costs of setting up and running their own
program.

The deyree of mobility achieved by these programs is
ultimately dependent on several factors. The geo-political scope
of the area covered is clearly relevant. A program coordinated on
a statewide basis, as in Massachusetts or !ichigan, provides a
wider locational choice, all things being equal, than a program
covering a single county. Broader choice is also achieved if the
region covered includes more than one type of area. The Rochester
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Housing Authority, for example, can offer urban, suburban or rural
housing opportunities, while the White River Planning and
Development District or the Housing Authority of Pinal County cover
only rural areas.

an additional factor in the determination of the degree of
mobility is that of intent. Not all of these programs were
established with the explicit goal of providing interjurisdictional
mooility. 1In some cases, the decision to cover more than one
jurisdiction was a purely administrative one, and the issue of
mobility between those jurisdictions was not considered and remains
irrelevant to administration of the program. In other cases,
although the structure of the program came about for other reasons,
the opportunity to offer broader locational choice has been
recoynized and an attempt made to take advantage of that
opportunity. Where direction of the program has focused on
mopility either as the primary reason for the program or as a
coincidental advantage, there is clear agreement that this type of
progyram can relatively simply produce some degree of opportunity for
interjurisdictional mobility.
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PROGRAMS ADMINISTERED BY A CENTRAL AGENCY OVER MORE THAN ONE
JURISDICTION

Arizona:
Pinal County Housing Authority
132 certificates available for use county-wide administered
through a county office,.

Arkansas:
White River Planning and Development District
96 certificates available for use anywhere within a 10
county region administered through county offices.

Florida:
Dade County Regional Housing Mobility Program
25 certificates available for use anywhere in Dade County
from concentrated to unconcentrated areas.

Georgia:
Georyla Residential Finance Authority
5000 certificates available for use state-wide administered
through 17 area offices.

Maine:
Maine State Housing Authority
727 certificates available for use state-wide with new
waiting list required if the move 1is out of county:
administrative agencies variable.

Maryland:

= Department of Economic and Community Development
37 certificates available for use in 4-county area
administered through regional office.

Baltimore Regional Planning Council
1143 certificates available for use throughout Baltimore
metropolitan area administered by local PHA's.

Massachusetts:

" Executive Otfice of Community Development - Secticn 8 Program
6484 certificates available for use state-wide administered
throuyn multi-county non-profit associations.

Franklin County Regional Housing Authority
373 certificates available for use anywhere in the county
(except one town) administered by county office.

* South Shore Housing Development Corporation
64 certificates cobtained through a bonus program available

*Case Study in this chapter.
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for use in 2 county area administered through a central
office.

Michigan:
Michigan State Housing Development Authority
5000 certificates available for use state-wide allocated
oy SMSA and administered through district offices.

New York:
Departiment of Housing and Community Renewal, Section 8 Program
6400 certificates available for use within a county in 38-
county rural region administered by county offices.

® ontario County Division of Human Affairs
100 certificates available for use county-wide administer-
ed through a central office.

* Rochester Housing Authority
1673 certificates available for use in 5 county region ad-
ministered through a central office.

North Carolina:
Western Piedmont COG
312 certificates available for use within a 4-county
region administered through a central office.

55 certificates for use within 4-county region obtained
through Mobility Demonstration Program for moves from
concentrated to unconcentrtaed areas.

Oh1io:

* i1id-Ohio Regional Planning Commission
500 certificates avalilable for use throughout Franklin
County (except Columbus) with administration shared by PHA
and regional agency.

Public Housing Authority of Columbus, Ohio
500 county and 2000 city certificates available for
unofficial swaps for moves from county to city or vice
versa.

Oklahoma:
Oklahoma Housing Finance Agency
4400 certificates available for use state-wide
administered through district offices.

South Carolina:
South Carolina State Housing Authority
953 certificates available for use state-wide administered
in county offices or by local PHA.
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South Dakota:
South Dakota Housing Development Authority
1373-1422 certificates available for use state-wide
allocated by falr markKet rent area and administered

through field offices.

Washinyton:
Chelan-Douylas Housing Association
126 certificates available for use in 2-county area

administered through central office.

West Virginia:
West Virginia Housing Development Fund
Moves possible within county, with new list necessary
for move to another county.

Wisconsin:
Dane County Housing Authority
335 certificates available for use county-wide
administered through county office.
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MARYLAND DEPARTMENT OF ECONOMIC & COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT
ANNAPOLIS, MARYLAND

Contact: Spike Parrish Regional Administration Office
2525 Riva Road Josie Boyer - (301) 943-8132
Annapolis, Maryland 21401
(301) 269-207¢6

The Agency and its Region

The Maryland State Department of Economic and Community
Development is a statewide agency that administers a range of
programs. The department contracts with other agencies to administer
most of the Section 8 program, although the contract authority goes
to the state. Under the pilot program discussed here, the state
itself is administering the Existing Section 8 program in Eastern
Shores, a larye rural area.

The Program

This is a centrally administered interjurisdictional program.
The department administers a 37-certificate Existing Section 8
program in a region including 4 counties and 2 towns. The program
provides interjurisdictional mobility within the region because a
certificate holder may use the certificate anywhere within the 4
counties.

How the Program Works

All of the administration, including accepting applications, 1s
done by the state out of an office opened up in the area. Although
HUD has allocated a specific number of certificates to each county,
the contract authority is the state's. The state must report the use
of the funds by county as well as by bedroom unit,.

Certificates are all issued trom the central office, but there
1s a separate waiting list for residents of each county. Once a
family has received a certificate, it can be used anywhere within the
4 counties.

A limited amount of counseling is done by the staff in addition
to the regular briefing. There is no housing counseling service in
tne area to which referrals can be made. The office advertises for
landlord participation, and does some direct mail solicitation.
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The program is entirely funded from Section 8 monies.

Evaluation

This program began in February, 198l1. The department started
it as an experiment to -increase mobility in rural areas, and they
are very satisfied with the results., They would like to increase
the number of certificates available, and would like to use this
format tor Existing Section 3 in other rural areas.

The regional administrator reports that none of the applicants
have leased outside of their own county, although some have looked
after a unit in their own county was impossible to find.

-

Out of the 37 available certificates, 10 have been leased and
2 of those involved a move to a different town.
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EXECUTIVE OFFICE OF COMMUNITIES AND DEVELOPMENT (EOCD), MASSACHUSETTS
BUREAU OF RENTAL ASSISTANCE

Contact: Mary Anne Mates Morrison
Section 8 Program Planner
100 Cambridge Street
Boston, Massachusetts 12202
(617] T27-5885

The agency and its Region

EOCD is a state agency authorized by law to develop and operate
housing for low income individuals and families. The department also
qualifies by HUD's definition as a public housing agency.

The state of Massachusetts has a 1980 population of about
5,700,000, of which only 7% are minority. The State has a total of
over 2 million housing units including just under half in buildings
contalning two or more unlts. In 1970, about 40% of all households
were renters.

The Program

The EOCD is involved in Section 8 Existing Program in
Massachusetts 1n two ways: '

I. The office functions as a public housing agency in charge of
6484 statewide certificates.

II. The office has been working with local housing authorities
to design and implement a Pilot Mobility Program that
establishes arrangements that lncrease locational options
for holders of Local certificates.

How the Programs WoOrk

I. The EOCD operates a Section 8 Exlisting program that covers the
entire state except for Franklin County. This program is in addition
to whatever proygrams are run DY local PHA'*s. There are 64384
certificates 1n the proygram.

In the Boston metropolitan area the state runs the program
directly. Everywhere else the office has contracted with 7
non-profit corporations to administer the program. HUD divides
EOCD's 6484 certificates among the 7 non-profits on an SMSA basis.
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The department also has a cooperative arrangement with
Franklin County, which is the only region not covered by one of the
non-profits under contract. The Franklin County Regional Housing
Authority runs a centrally administered interjurisdictional program
of its own, in which a household may use a Section 8 Existing
certificate in 25 out of 26 towns in the County. The Authority
also works with the non-profit corporations when a household wants
to move into or out of its jurisdiction.

This EOCD program offers statewide mobility because although
the contract authority is actually subcontracted to the
non-profits, the certificate is considered a state certificate and
can be used anywhere in the state.

The 7 non-profit corporations are:

Community Teamwork, Inc. - Middlesex and Essex
Southshore Housing Development Corp.- Plymouth & Bristol
Housing Assistance Corporation - Cape Cod

Rural Housing Improvement, Inc. - Worcester

Housing Allowance Project - Hampshire

Construct, Inc. - South Berkshire (Great Barrington)
Berkshire Housing Services - North Berkshire

II. The EOCD has also been operating a Pilot Mobility Program for
a year in which participating local PHA's turn over some of their
certificates to EOCD. People applying to EOCD who wish to move to
that PHA's jurisdiction are issued those certificates.
Administrative fees are split. During the past year, 8 PHA'S
contributed a total of 130 certificates to the program. The PHA's
involved were:

MAPC region: Watertown, Cambridge, Norwood, Marlborough,
Littleton, Stoughton.

Worcester region: Pepperil
Hudson-Hamshire regyion: Westfield
Seven more counties are joining the program this year.

In addition, the EOCD has a unique certificate exchange
arrangement with the Boston PHA. The Boston PHA tells their
clients that they may move anywhere in the state. Those
certificate holders who choose to move to another region are
permitted to do so. The non-profit corporation covering that
region takes over the administration, and the administrative fees,
for one of the 700 units the EOCD has in Boston.
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Evaluation

Following is a summary of the results of the Pilot Mobility
Proyram throuyh July 22, 1981 for the towns in the MAPC region:

Issuing PHA 4 Certificates Used #Certificates Used
Within Issuing Qutside of Issuilng
Jurisdiction Jurisdiction
watertown 4 5
Norwood - 2
Stoughton 1 =
Marlborough 13 2
Cambridge 8 5
Littleton - 4
18

Tne Massachusetts Non-Profit Housinyg Association has been
compiling statistics on mobility under the statewilde program. To
date there are data from Housing Allowance Corporation, South Shore
Community Development Corporation, Housing Allowance Project and
Rural Housing Improvement, Inc. Out of a combined total of 1693
" moves, these 4 corporations report 290 interjurisdictional moves at
initial leaseup and 118 interjurisdictional moves at renewal, or a
total of 408 moves, 24.09%. The results by region are as follows:

I-J
Moves at I-J Total

Sample Initial Moves at I-J

Size Leaseup % Renewal % Moves %
liousing Allow-
ance Corp. 317 59 31.2% 39 12.3% 126 39+7%
So. Shore Hous-
ing Development
CoOrpPe 344 70 20.3% 47 13.6% 92 26.7%
Housing Allow-
ance Project 636 70 11% 21 3.3% 91 14.3%
Rural Housing
Inprovement 396 51 12.9% 31 7.8% 78 19.7%
TOTAL 1693 290 17.13% 118 6.9% 408 24.09%

Most of this information was collected on a sheet that asked:

- which community the certificate holder lived in when the

certificate was 1issued.

- Which community the certificate holder moved to.

- Wwhich community the certificate holder moved to at the
first and second renewal.
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Without intimate knowledge of which communities are in each of the
non-profits' region, it was not possible to tell from the data
sheets how many moves from one region to another were made. Only
Housiny Allowance Project reported these moves on a summary sheet.
They indicate that 8 moves were made into the region from
elsewhere.

The EOCD is happy with both of these programs and believes
they provide substantial mobility and housing options. They cite
as their chief problem the fact that local PHA's don't like the
dual administration of the Section 8 Existing program.

William Breitbart, the President of Massachusetts Non-Profit
Housing Association reports that Massachusetts NAHRO has filed
suit "challenging EOCD's right under state law to administer the
section 8 Program in jurisdictions which have a housing authority
interested in running the program," and seeking the immediate
transter of all units leased by EOCD and the non-profits to these
local PHA's. Mr. Breitbart contends that the local PHA's have
demonstrated that they are not committed to the mobility aspect of
the Section 8 Program, and that, therefore, the transfer of units
peing sought would seriously inhibit mobility in Massachusetts.
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SOUTH SHORE HOUSING DEVELOPMENT CORPORATION
XINGSTUN, MASSACHUSETTS

Contact: Stephen Dubugque, Executive Director
169 Summer Street
Xingston, Massachusetts 12364
(617) 585-3885

The Agency and its Region

South Shore Housing Development Corp. is the non-profit
corporation with which Massachusetts State EQCD contracts to
administer the Section 8 Existing program in Plymouth and Bristol
Counties. Section 8 is the largest part of the agency's program, but
they also do moderate rehabilitation and 707 rental assistance.

There are two efforts underway to develop Section 202 units. The
agency was incorporated in 1970 and began the Section 8 program in
1975. There are eleven people on the staff.

‘The two counties are fairly rural except for the cities of
Plymouth and Bristol. There are also a few old mill towns with
populations of about 100,000. There are a total of 41 jurisdictions.

The Program in Brietf

This is a centrally administered interjurisdictional program. A
Section 8 Existing certificate obtained from the corporation can be
used anywhere in the 2 counties, including the cities. In addition,
the certificate is a state certificate and can, therefore, be used
anywhere in Massachusetts. If a household wishes to move out of the
corporaticn's region, the agency will contact the appropriate
non-profit corporation which administers the program in the
jurisidiction to which the move will be made.

There are 499 certificates in the program. In addition, the

corporation plans to use 64 AHOP bonus certificates to "encourage
moves cut of bad neighborhocods.™

How the Program Works

All of the administration by the region is done in the central
oftice with administrative funds coming from Section 8 monies. HUD
allocates the units to the corporation, although the contract ‘
authority is the state's. There is no further sub-allocation. Therse
is one central waiting list, ranging £from 450 to 1000 people.

Some counseling is done, pbut it is not locational. They have
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done some advertising for landlords, although it is getting easier
to find units now that the program is a familiar one. Notices are
left with present landlords.

The 64 bonus certificates will be issued only to families
currently residing in areas designated as "low income" on the basis
of both median income and the condition *of the housing stock. The
agency hopes to start certifying clients in October 1981l. The
program was conceived and initiated with a meeting of social
service agencies in the area. There will be more counseling
involved than there is in the regular Section 8 program.

Evaluation

The Director thinks that this regional method of operating on
existing Section 8 program encourages mobility because 1t is not
necessary to recognize town lines.

The agency has studied the moves of 344 out of 499 of the
participants. They find that: 32.8% changed units at the initial
leaseup, and 45.3% changed units at some time during their
participation in the program; 20.3% moved to another town at the
initial leaseup and 27% relocated at least once during theilr
participation in the program.

The region under the corporation's jurisdiction contains a
part of six SMSA's with a different fair market rent and utility
schedule for each one. This is cited as a serious interference
with mobility.

Another problem is the hostility of the local PHA's to the
statewide Secticon 8 Existing program run by Mass. EOCD. The agency
understands that some of the opposition is based on the fact that
if the state certificates were divided among the local PHA's, those
authorities would have more administrative funds to use for other
purposes. They point out, in response, that the local PHA's
operate only in their own jurisdiction and that the 15 local PHA's
in tne region have many more certificates than the South Shore
Housing Development Corporation.
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ONTARIO COUNTY DIVISION OF HUMAN AFFAIRS
CANANDAIGUA, N.Y.

Contact: Norah Nolan Cramer, Coordinator of Housing
120 North Main Street
Canandaigua, N.Y. 14424
(716) 394-7070

The Agency and its Region

The Ontario County Division of Human Affairs runs a
Weatherization program and a Section 8 Existing program county-wide.

The county is part of the Rochester metropolitan area, but it is
nonetheless mostly rural. It has a population of nearly 90,000 of
which 2% is minority. The two cities in the county are Geneva and
Canandaigua. The vast majority of the housing in the region is in
single family units, and only 25% of households are renters.

The Program in Briet

This is a centrally administered interjurisdictional program in
which a Section 8 Exlsting certificate holder can move anywhere in
the county. The program has an allocation of 100 certificates.

- How the Program Works

All of Ontario County, including Geneva and Canandalgua are
included in the county's program, although Geneva has its own plan.

The contract authority belongs to the N.Y. State Division ok
Housing and Community Renewal. All administration is done by the
Division, but the State Department writes the checks. Section 8
monies pay for the administration. ‘

HUD has allocated the units to the county and does not
sub-allocate. The waiting list is kept county-wide.

There is not extensive housing counseling, but problems are
sometimes referred to Legal Aid or other agencies. Some advertising
for landlords has been done.

The moves have not been tracked, but they could be. The council
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says that the pattern appears to be one of movement away from rural
areas and into cities where there are jobs and transportation.

Evaluation

The county-wide program is considered popular and successful,
and the council believes it does offer lower income households an
increased chance for locational choice. Landlords are also pleased
with the proyram. The division cites the following factors as
inhibiting the realization of the program's full potential:

- Fair market rents are unrealistically low

- There is difficulty finding housing that meets the minimum
standards.

- There is a need for housing information that can't be filled
because of lack of funding.

with respect to mobility, the Director points out that most
people really want to move into the cities in the area. Mobility
between counties is difficult right now because in order for a
certificate holder to move to another county, it is necessary for
contract authority to be available in that county. This
availability could be ensured by pooling some certificates from
each county, but each county fears the loss of funds under that
system. Administrative fees are based on the number of units
leased. If pooled certifcates are not used, then the money is
reclaimed by the government, including the percentage allowed for
administration. Since requests for these moves are not frequent,
each county worries they would lose administrative funds.
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ROCHESTER HOUSING AUTHORITY
ROCHESTER, NY

Contact: Maygile Barcher, Deputy Director
140 West Avenue
Rochester, NY 14611
(716) 328-6200

The Agency and its Region

The Rochester Housing Authority (RHA) operates the Section 8
Existing Program in the Genessee Finger Lakes Region, including
#donroe County, the central city of Rochester, and 4 other counties
which are part of the SMSA (Orleans, Wayne, Ontario and
Livingston).

The Rochester SMSA includes nearly 800,000 people, of which
the city of Rochester contains 250,000. The rest of Monroe County,
which has a population of 450,000, is primarily suburban,
developing radially around Rochester. The other 4 counties are
primarily rural. The reygion as a whole is about 10% minority. 1In
1970, about 35% of housing in the region was in buildings with two
or more units. DBetween 1970 and 1981, the number employed in the
region increased by approximately 23%.

The Program in Brief

This is a centrally administered interjurisdictional program.
The RHA operates a consolidated Section 8 Existing program of 1690
units that covers the 5 counties and includes Rochester. The RHA
also has contracts to administer 3 additional programs (the Towns
of Greece and Irondequoit and the Monroe Urban County consortium),
with a total of 173 units. The Village of Fairport, runs their own
program.

Because a certificate may be used anywhere within a region
that includes urban, suburban, and rural areas, this program
provides a wide range of housing choice. The degree of mobility
that has actually peen provided 1is unclear.

How the Program Works

All of the administration tor the program 1is done by the
Rochester Housing Authority. The contract authority for the
consolidated program (1690 units) goes from HUD to RHA. HUD also
allocates to the RHA the contract authority for the Town of Greece
(53 units), the Town of Irondequoit (50 units) and the Monroe
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County consortium (70 units) and the Vvillage of Fairport. Section
8 funds pay all administrative costs.

Waiting lists are kept separately for the consolidated program
and the towns of Irondequoit and Greece. The urban county just
received the contract authority for its 70 certificates, and the RHA
plans to use the consolidated program's waiting list.

There is not a significant counseling component to this
program. The authority has done some advertising outreach to
landlords, not-for-profit agencies and governmental agencies.

Evaluation

The authority says it has very long waiting lists and that the
tair market rents are not realistic, especially in the suburban
areas. According to the authority, mobility is a problem because
the rental vacancy rate in the whole region is less than 5%.

Moves have not been specifically tracked, but there are some
data and the authority is working on computerization.
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MID-OHIO REGIONAL PLANNING COMMISSION
COLUMBUS, OHIO

Contact: David Hamilton
Susan Weaver
514 South High Street
Columbus, Ohio 43215
(614) 228-2663

The Agency and its Region

Mid-Ohio Regional Planning Commission (MORPC) covers Franklin
County, the City of Columbus (the county seat) and eighteen townships
bordering on Franklin County. MORPC's primary activities are housing
and community development and transportation planning. They also are
the county zoning and planning agency and they provide data
processiny support for all of these activities and provide their
member yovernments with time sharing.

Most of Franklin County- is urban and suburban, while the
elghteen outlying cities are rural. The southeast part of Franklin
County 1is rural and is described as Appalachian.

There are approximately 1 million people in the region; 700,000
of them living in the City of Columbus. '

The Program 1in Brief

Mid-Oh1io Regional Planning Commission administers a 500
certificate Section 8 Existing program that covers all of Franklin
County except the City of Columbus. Mobility through this program is
due in large part to the fact that certificates can be used anywhere
in the county except Columbus.

In addition, in order to increase housing opportunity for county
residents and to eliminate racial discrimination, the county has
entered into one contract with the Columbus Urban League and one with
Archival Systems, Inc.

Under its contract, the Columbus Urban League carries out a
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program that includes public education, affirmative action and
redress for discrimination. The League is a HUD-certified housing
counseling agency.

Under its contract, the Archival System, Inc. carries out a
program tnat includes establishing a Human Rights Commission,
promoting citizen and neighborhood involvement, and expanding
business participation. Archival Systems, Inc. is a private
consulting firm.

How the Program Works

The Metropolitan Public Housing Authority receives the
contract authority for both the county (500 certificates) and the
City of Columbus (2000 certificates).

The Planning Commission takes applications for the 500
certificates allocated to the county. They determine the
eligibility of the applicant, do the briefing, and help the
certificate holder search for a unit. The PHA does the rest of the
administration.

The Planning Commission keeps one waiting list for the county
program. Certificates are not suballocated among jurisdictions.
If someone in the city wishes to move to the county, or vice versa,
the commission and the PHA will exchange certificates, although
there is no otficial agreement.

Counseling and Support Activities

There is a strong counseling component to the program, funded
partly by Section 8 funds, and partly by CDBG.

I. The Columbus Urban League was awarded a contract for $28,650,
covering the period of November 1, 1980 through July 31, 1981.

Under its contract, the Columbus Urban League must attempt to
increase public awareness of fair housing laws and the extent of
residential segregation, and to increase minority residents'
awareness of their housing rights as well as existing housing
opportunities and services.

To this end, the League performs the following functions:

1) Develop audio-visual materials and present them to civic,
reiigious and minority organizations.
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2) Prepare news releases, solicit coverage of fair housing
issues in the newspapers and on the radio, and advertise
fair nousing services through public service
announcements.

3) Distribute brochures explaining fair housing laws and
services and place display ads in public places.

4) Provide information on services to facilitate referrals.

The League also promotes affirmative action by housing
developers and residential property owners. This involves analysis
and design of plans for marketing in non-traditional areas to
minorities, as well as monitoring the implementation and
effectiveness of these plans.

In addition, the League holds workshops, provides individual
counseling and escort services and supplies current information on
available housing. They also refer persons to existing
community-based fair housing groups.

Concerning the elimination of discrimination, the League 1s
required to develop a cost-effective method for monitoring patterns
of practice in the rental, sale or financing of housing, to seek
voluntary compliance when discrimination is found and to initiate
legal action if necessary. They must maintain a 24 hour telephone
service to receive discrimination complaints, investigate the
complaints, seek redress through mediation, and provide free legal
asslstance.

The Planning Commission is to approve a local legal counsel
and help obtain the cooperation of other necessary parties.

II. Archival Systems, Inc. has a contract in the amount of $24,948,
covering the period from August 1, 1980 through July 30, 1981l.

ASI is given the responsibility for evaluating structures,
programs and activities of human rights commissions in other cities
and proposing a plan for such a commission in Franklin County.

ASI must also work to expand or establish citizen and neighborhood
involvement. The firm works with local governments, public
officials, and community leaders to expand oOr establish community
relations departments, sponsor community forums and design
research.

Finally, ASI helps 15-20 local business firms, especially
large enmployers who have moved to Columbus, to analyze and improve
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tneir staff relocation and community relations programs.
Particular attention is paid to the company's use of real estate
firms and informational materials that affirmatively market
non-traditional areas to minority employees.

Evaluation

Of the 500 certificates available, about 400 have been
leased. One hundred and fifty of those families moved into the
city of Columbus. The Commission says it is hard to find Section 8
eligible units in Franklin County.

Moves made under the ccunty program have not been tracked, and
the Commission does not know if anyone has moved from the city to
the county.
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MISCELLANEOUS INTERJURISDICTIONAL HOUSING PROGRAMS

Some proyrams with the goal of promoting or permitting

interjurisdictional housing mobility do not fit neatly into any of
the categories established here, yet represent additional examples
which should be included. The case studies 1n this chapter consist
of the following programs:

1.

Capitol Region Council of Governments
Hartford, Connecticut

Regional Fair Housing Program with Set-Asides

CRCOG works with developers and realtors to set aside a
portion of newly constructed projects for City of Hartford
residents if the units are in suburban locations and when
the units are located in the City of Hartford for residents
wishing to move within the City but to a neighborhood with a
lower proportion of minority and lower income residents.

Fair Housing Council of Orange County
Santa Ana, California

Housing Employment Location Proximity ( HELP)

Fair Houslng Council works with developers and employers to
promote affirmative warketing 1in Section 8 family housing
and to help low incoie employees living in impacted areas to
relocate within non-impacted census tracts.

Metropolitan Area Planning Council
Boston, Massachusetts

Fair Housing Counseling and Referral Network

MAPC, as part of its RHMP and AHOP programs, began and
coordinates a Fair Housing Counseling and Referral Network
whnich works throughout the region to help low income
households find assisted housing in surburban communities.
The Network utilizes the services of fair housing agencies
in many communities.

Metropolitan Council
St. Paul, Minnesota

Reservation of Units by Suburban Developers for City Residents

Metropolitan Council obtains agreements from developers of
Section 8 housing in suburban areas to set aside a portion
of the units for eligible households from St. Paul and
Minneapolis.
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REGIONAL FAIR HOUSING PROGRAM WITH SET-ASIDES

CAPITOL REGION COUNCIL OF GOVERNMENTS
HARTFORD, CONNECTICUT

Contact: Barbara Barhydt
Capitol Reyion Council of Governments
214 Main Street
Hartford, Connecticut 06106
{203) 522-2217

The Agency and its Region

The Capitol Region Council of Governments (CRCOG) consists of
the City of Hartford and 28 suburban towns. There is no county
government structure in Connecticut and, as a consequence, all
planning and implementation decisions are made by local jurisdictions
with the assistance of regional agencies.

The total population for the region is 668,479 and approximately
15% of that population is minority.

CRCOG operates an interjurisdictional housing program using
Existing Section 8 certificates which is discussed in the
"Reservation and Set-Aside" chapter of this study as well as the
program described below. ’

The Program in Brief

The Capitol Region Council of Governments has been working with
developers and realtors to set aside units to be made available to
households through the Regional Fair Housing Program. In new
construction projects in suburban areas, the units are set aside for
City of Hartford residents who wish to move to a suburban location.
In new construction projects within the City of Hartford, the units
are set aside for households who are being relocated or who wish to
move from their own neighborhood to one within the City of Hartford
which has a lower proportion of minority or lower income population
within it.

The Regional Fair Housing Program and Regional Counseling
Program are components of the Capitol Region Council of Government's
interjurisdictional housing program. These programs are an outgrowth
of CRCOG efforts to support and enforce antidiscrimination laws in
the State of (onnecticut. Connecticut state discrimination laws are
stronger than Federal Civil Rights laws and CRCOG's efforts 1in these

areas are part of its work with the State to fight housing
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discriminaticn.

How the Program WoOrks

The Regyional Fair Housing Program is funded through Community
Development Block Grant Small Cities and Entitlement funds. The
program has also been supported, in part, by grants from some major
foundations. In addition, CRCOG charges a fee to developers and
realtors for the services CRCOG offers them in assisting them in
meeting their affirmative fair housing marketing obligations.

The Regional Counseling Program works directly with clients.
There are two funded non-profit fair housing organizations in the
region but both are without full time staff. The major
relationship in counseling is between the client and CRCOG, the
developer, and PHA. CRCOG checks the applicant's financial
feasibility, need for support services, vacancies available, and
current waiting lists. CRCOG has also prepared directories.
describing the various towns in the region and has held seminars
for landlords and realtors about the Section 8 housing program.

Part of the history of this program involves a court case
brought by Bloomfield, Connecticut against seven towns of
Connecticut for racial steering. The court ruled in favor of
Bloomfield and a part of the remedy was for CRCOG to establish a
mecnanis.a to prevent tuture racial steering.

Evaluation

5ince the program's inception over three years ago, there have
been approximately 600 interjurisdictional moves using Section 8
certificates. 1In addition, CRCOG anticipates the completion of
some 200 Section 8 units throughout the region during this year and
the use of some of these for interjurisdictional moves.

CRCOG views this program as a success and anticipates continu-
ing in these efforts. However, eligible Section 8 applicants from
suburban towns express concern that residents from the City of
Hartford are getting preferential access to Section 8 units built
in suburban areas. CRCOG reports that the problem has been solved
by yetting the developer to agree to also set aside a portion of
the units for 'Section 8 eligible applicants within the suburban
area.
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HOUSING EMPLOYMENT LOCATION PROUXIMITY (HELP)

FAIR HOUSING COUNCIL OF ORANGE COUNTY
SANTA ANA, CALIFORNIA

Contact: Ralph Kennedy
Fair Housing Council of Orange County
1525 East Seventeenth Street
Santa Ana, California 92701
(714) 835-0160

The Agency and 1its Region

The Fair Housing Council of Orange County is a not-focr-profit
organization that promotes expanded housing opportunities and
strives to reduce housing discrimination in Orange County. Through
the use of community outreach programs and individual counseling,
tnhe Fair Housing Council's counselors inform people of their rights
and responsibilities under the law. Its services include those
that deal with housing discrimination, landlord/tenant disputes and
low 1ncome housing.

In 1964, the Fair Housing Council began operation as a private
corporation to support California and Federal fair housing laws.
Funding is mainly through Federal grants and private donations.

Orange County is a predominantly urban county with 26 cities
and several unincorporated areas. Its total population 13 1.9
million. Racial yroups represented, in addition to the White
population, include Black; Spanish origin; Indian, Eskimo, and
Aleut; Asian and Pacific Islanders and others. Persons of Spanish
origin are the larygyest ygroup other than whites. Orange County 1is
growing and has gained over one-half million people since the 1970
Census.

The Program in Brief

Working with the Southern California Association of Govern=-
ments (SCAG) and Orange County, the Fair Housing Council operates
several activities to expand housing choice for lower income and
minority persons. The particular activity discussed here, called
Housing Employment Location Proximity (HELP), began in August 1980
as a project to promote affirmative marketing for developers oL
Section 8 Family housing, and to enable lower income households 1in
impacted census tracts to relocate in Section 8 Family developments
built in the non-impacted census tracts of Orange County. Target
areas for the proyram include those census tracts in Orange, River-
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side and Los Angeles Counties that have greater than 50% lower in-
come households, or yreater than 50% minority population, or both.

How the Program WOrKs

HELP's purpose 1s to assist households now living in impacted
areas to know about and make use of affordable housing opportuni-
ties in non-impacted areas. The Fair Housing Council attempts to
bring together eligible lower income households working in Orange
County, developers of new Section 8 housing and major companies
with numbers of low income workers.

The Fair Housing Council acts as the coordinator of the
project. It provides an information clearinghouse and works with
other fair housing groups, housing authorities, city staffs, local
employers, developers, real estate industry, employment training
centers and others.

HELP personnel meet with low cost housing developers,
employers of lower income persons, management firms, and employees
(usually as employee associations), 1in order to explain the HELP
program and to show the benefits and facility of living closer to
where a person works.

Outreach methods used by HELP include developing and
distributing flyers to employees; obtaining an invitation by an
" employer or employee assoclatlion to make a presentation to the
employees; obtaining lists of eligible employees from employee
associations, unions, or employers; and arranging for publication
of HELP articles in company newsletters or similar publications.

When applicants call or contact HELP? in response to one of
these outreach methods, a pre-application form, as developed by
Fair Housing Council, is completed. Applicants are then told
whether they meet the criteria well 1in advance of the date for
applications to be taken by the developer for low cost/affordable
housing being constructed in Orange County. If so, they are
contacted and receive assistance in filling out and submitting the
necessary application forms for the housing. HELP does not guarantee
that a dwelling unit will be found, but only that applicants will
xnow about and have access to all affordable housing opportunities
near their employment.

Services are available to all at no charge, and all materials
and assistance are available in both Spanish and English. Upon
request, Indochinese transltors are also available.
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Evaluation

Early results have snown that newsletters, especially those
from the largyer companies, have yielded the greatest response to
the HELP proyram. HELP personnel, therefore, have begun to use
company newsletters as their most important initial outreach
method.

Fair Housing Council continually updates its list of afford-
able housing opportunities by on=-going contact with housing con-
sultants, developers and managers and realtors who deal with low
cost housing. As of February 15, 1981, they had 22 affordable
housing opportunities on their list.

The process of contacting employers is also continuing, and
has included hospitals, municipalities, and private industry. As
of February 15, 1981, the outreach methods had yielded responses
from 9 Black families, 30 Anglo-American families, and 30 Hispanic
families. Of these 69 responses, 47 were from newsletters, 4 were
referred by the employer, 10 as a result of a HELP presentation, 4
were from referrals by the union or employee association, and two
each were from flyers, handed out or posted. Two other responses
were the result of referral by the Fair Housing Council.

Every employer contacted by HELP had been aware of housing
problems experienced by their employees. All of them agreed to
cooperate with the project; however, the degree of this cooperation
has varied. This means that some persons have ygreater access to
the program than others unless HELP itself fills in for those
employers devoting less time and energy to promoting the program.
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FAIR HOUSING COUNSELING AND REFERRAL NETWORK

METROPOLITAN AREA PLANNING COUNCIL
BOSTON, MASSACHUSETTS

Contact: Wendy Plotkin
Metropolitan Area Planning Council
110 Tremont Street
Boston, Massachusetts 02108
(617 ):451-2970

The Agency and its Region

Metropolitan Area Planning Council is the regional planning
agency and the Council of Governments for the Boston Region.
MAPC's membership is made up of the chief elected officials from
the 101 cities and towns in the region; the eleven local, regional,
and state agencies in the region; and 21 gubernatorial appointees
who represent consumers and minority persons.

MAPC provides planning assistance in regional economics,
natural resources, water quality, transportation, housing, land
use, eneryy, urban design, and other areas of interest to their
membership.

MAPC operates a Regyional Housing Mobility Program and an
Areawide Housinyg Opportunity Program, as well as a "Section 8
Administrators Association program" discussed elsewhere in this
study.*

The area served by MAPC is urban and suburban in character.
Boston and some of the older suburbs have, in recent years,
experienced population loss, while the inner suburbs have remained
stable or gained in population and the newer, outlying suburbs have
grown. The core communities and older, inner suburbs have retained
elderly households and have experienced an in-movement of lower
income households of all races.

The region's total population is approximately 2.8 million of
which about 10% consists of Black and other minority groups.

* See "Reservations/Set-Aside" chapter.
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The Program in Brief

As a component Of its HUD funded Regional Housing Mobility
Proyram and Areawide Housing Opportunity Plan, MAPC started a Fair
Housing Counseling and Referral Network. This network helps lower
income and minority persons to find assisted housing opportunities
in suburpan communities of the region where jobs, accessible by
public transportation, are available.

Also in the network, clients can learn about the location of
hospitals, jobs, and schools and services in communities with which
they may not be familiar. They can also receive information on new
subsidized housing, application procedures, what a particular
community is like, or other information that may help a person
determine if a move to a new community will be beneficial. 1In
another component of this program, MAPC assists developers
participating in federal subsidy programs to meet their affirmative
action goals and requirements.

The members of the Fair Housing Counseling and Referral
Network contact housing authorities in the region to offer their
services to families holding Section 8 certificates who may desire
to move to another community in the region.

Members of the Network include:

South Shore Coalition for Human Rights
Concillo-Hispanic

Arlington First Unitarian Universalist Parish Church
Concord/Carlysle Human Rights Council
Roxbury/Dorchester APAC

How the Program Works

MAPC has signed a contract for services with each of the
agencies in the Fair Housing Counseling and Referral Network. Each
agency provides services to Regional Housing Mobility clients
desiring to move into their jurisdiction. MAPC serves-as the
coordinator for the activities of the agencies in the network.

In each agency in the network a staff member has been
designated to be the contact person for the Regional Housing
Mobility Program. This person makes sure that other staff persons
in that agency know about the Regional Network and 1its services.

Each agency distributes MAPC brochures and other materials to
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assist clients to find housing and related services. In addition,
each aygency must be represented at a minimum of two MAPC training
workshops per year. At these workshops they have the opportunity
to meet persons from other housing referral service agencies in the
core communities, as well as to receive information regarding laws
and regulations concerning discrimination and various aspects of
the housing market.

Agencies 1in the program provide services to clients on
problems stemming from landlord-tenant disputes, rent ilncreases,
evictions, substandard housing conditions, etc. If an agency
cannot directly solve a particular problem, they will make the
referral to the appropriate agency in the program.

When households have expressed an interest in moving to a new
location, network staff help to assess the client's financial
condition, and provide information reyarding opportunities
available in suburban communities. They also may arrange for the
client to meet with local fair housing groups in the suburban

community and to receive a tour of that community. Additionally,
" they provide information on tenant's rights and responsibilities,
~how to purchase a home, condominiums and cooperatives, and all
aspects of housing discrimination.

After a move is made, the local fair housing group assumes the
major responsibility for easing the transition. Should problems
develop, the Housing Referral Network may be called upon to help.
In the event that the household decides to return to their original
locality within the first six months following the move, the
dousing Referral Network will help to find a unit in their original
jurisdiction or in a community more to their liking.

In addition to the Fair Housing Counseling and Referral
Network, ®MAPC also works with local fair housing groups so that
their services may be available to the Regional Housing Mobility
Program. MAPC and representatives from the appropriate local fair
housing ygyroups meet with HUD, the Massachusetts Department of
Community Affairs, and the Massachusetts Housing Finance Agency and
other funding agencies to obtain agreements for local fair housing
Jroups to participate in tenant selection procedures for new and
existing deelopments in their communities. As appropriate, local
fair housing groups are notified of vacancies by local housing
authorities, as well as of newly constructed or renabilitated units

by developers.

Each local fair housing group must send a representative to
two MAPC-sponsored worksnops a year. Egach local agency must also
wrovide bi-annual and final reports to MAPC which 1nclude a
description of this program and suggestions for improvements.



84

Separate from but in keeping with the AHOP and RHMP objectives,
MAPC has signed a contract with the Citizen's Housing and Planning
Association (CHPA) to carry out a three-faceted fair housing program
for the region. This program involves interjurisdictional Section 8
counseling, landlord outreach, and affirmative marketing assistance
to developers. Funds for these services expire on July 1982,

Evaluation .

The South Shore Coalition for Human Rights reports that they
have served and placed 33 households. However, most were not
referred by 4roups in the program. It has been far easier to place
individuals than families.

One major problem is a shortage of affordable, adequate
housing in the region. Condominium and cooperative conversions in
the reyions are reducing the stock of rental housing, making the
problem worse. Another problem is the fair market rent limit of
the Section 8 certificate, which is not realistic. Still another
problem is the lack of public transporation between Boston suburban
areas.

Many residents in the region and some of the referral and
counseliny groups viewed the Regional Housing Mobility Program as a
tool to aid displacement of lower income and minority persons from
central city areas. Minorities tended to be suspicious of MAPC and
of the program because they were not involved 1n 1ts planning.

There was also a lack of cooperation with the PHA's, which are
wermitted to establish residency preference in the Commonwealth of
Massachusetts, and which prefer to serve their own applicants
ftirst. In addition, racial fears have contributed to a reluctance
by referral agencies in the network to refer clients to some suburban
areas, and to the denial of services to minority clients by some
local realtors. '
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RESERVATION OF UNITS BY SUBURBAN DEVELOPERS FOR CITY RESIDENTS

METROPOLITAN COUNCIL
ST. PAUL, MINNESOTA

Contact: Anita MHMcCoy and Phillip Katzung
Metrowolitan Council
300 Metro Square Bulilding
7th Street and Robert Street
St. Paul, Minnesota 55101
(612) 281-6359

The Agency and its Region

Minnesota state legislature has given power to the Metropoli-
tan Council to operate housing programs and to operate as the
Metropolitan Council Housing and Redevelopment Authority.

The Metropolitan Council has jurisdiction over the Twin Cities
region which includes nine counties and 57 surburban jurisdictions
to the Twin Cities. The Authority operates through agreements with
nine housing authorities existing throughout the region. The Metro
HRA handles the administration of subsidized housing programs
operated by the Council, and serves as an HRA in 63 participating
suburps, mostly communities that have no HRA of their own.

The Metropolitan Council administers other interjurisdictional
- housing programs, including a Certificate Exchange Program,
described in a separate chapter of this study.* In the program
treated here, residential developers in suburban areas of the Twin
Cities region agree to reserve a portion of their units for use
with Section 8 certificates made available to households from
central city areas who wish to move to surburban locations.

r'he Proyram in Brief

The Metropolitan Council obtained commitments from residential
developers, utilizing 1980 Section 8 Bonus certificates, and
developers of Section 8 new construction buildings and other new
subsidized building, in suburbs throughout the area, to reserve
10-25% of their units for residents of Minneapolis and St. Paul.

The proyram 1s funded with $65,000 of HUD Section 70l Bonus
Funds awarded to the Metropolitan Council for 1980-1981 to be used
to assist in and further their Areawide Housing Mobility Program.

* See "Exchange/Transfer" chapter.
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The program resulted in the reservation of a total of 90 new
units for households from Minneapolis and St. Paul to be filled
during 1981 and 1982 with the use of Section 8 certificates.

How the Proyram Works

The Metropolitan Council housing staff approached developers
of new subsidized buildings in suburban areas throughout the
region, and asked them to reserve 10-25 percent of their units for
residents of Minneapolis and St. Paul. The Council said developers
would benefit by receiving referrals from the Metropolitan Council
Housing and Redevelopment Autnority, which would work with the
applicants to imatch them with suburban locations that fit their
needs, and would follow up with counseling. The remaining units in
the buildings would be open to anyone who applied for them.

Nearly all of the developers contacted were willing to
participate in the program. The developers sign agreements with
the Metropolitan Council to hold the reserved units for two months
during the initial marketing of the building. During this time,
Metro HRA staff refer eligible tenants to the developer for
selection. The developer performs all normal marketing and rental
duties, including final selection of tenants for the reserved units
trom the persons referred from Metro HRA.

The proygram has resulted in the reservation of 90 new Section

3 units in suburban area for households from Minneapolis and St.
~ paul to be filled during 1981 and 1982. About 2,000 people are on

the Metro HRA waiting list for suburban subsidized housing, 900 of
them from Minneapolis and St. Paul. These people were notified
when the new suburban units became available and were asked to call
the HRA ir they wanted to apply. Those requesting applications
were referred to developers and yiven information on services
available near the new buildings.

Metrovolitan Council staff also assist developers in marketing
the reserved units, if reqguested, by advertising units with major
employers located near the new buildings as well as using the Metro
HRA's waiting lists, "Vacancy Hotline," and Relocation
Clearinghouse Newsletter to publicize the reserved units. However,
the Metro HRA has received a large response from those on its
waiting list interested in these new units. Metro HRA will
continue to provide this assistance whenever the reserved units are
avalilable.

Applicants for this program receive individualized counseling
about the locations. Staff assembled information on schools,
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daycare, shopping, transportation and other services available to
the new reserved units. Metro HRA staff also complete lncome
verifications for the tenants seeking the reserved units.
Counseliny is proviaed during the tenant's move and after to help
ensure long-term satisfaction with the new location.

Evaluation

The first reserved units were available for occupancy in July
and august of 1981. The Council reports that eligible households
nave responded guickly and in large numbers seeking these new
units.

Since September 1981, six new buildings with a total of 200
units have been rented and filled, including 40 households moving
from central city areas to these suburban locations. Two of the
developers have reguested the Council's participation in second
projects as well.

Households moving to the reserved units have been contacted to
seek their reactions to their new homes. Each is now living in a
two, three or four-bedroom townhouse. A number of these families
had been on the Metro HRA waiting list for 2-3 years before being
accepted for the new unit. Most of the families have two or three
children,. although a few have only one or as many as four. About
nalf those selected are single-parent families. One specially-
desiuned unit is occupied by two handicapped persons.

The Metropolitan Council reports that all the families have so
far reported that they like their new home better than their last
nome. Most mention fresh air, open space, quiet, less crime, good
schools, and available services as the things they enjoy most about
the suburbs. Few mention any transportation problems or other
disadvantages to their new homes. While some have mentioned that
they spend more time driving than they did in their last home or
apartment, they say that the roominess and quiet of their new homes
make up for this.

The Metropolitan Council intends to continue this program
during 1982 and anticipates filling at least 50 units in eight new
puildings in various suburban locations.
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PART III - EVALUATION AND CONCLUSIONS

GUIDELINES

As used 1in this study, the term "interjurisdictional housing
mobility program" 1s one which increases access to housing across
jurisdictional lines for lower income and minority households. The
essential components of a mobility program, as we define it, should
increase the ability to cross jurisdictional lines AND the economic
assistance nouseholds need to gain access to housing in the new
locations.

This study accepts as legitimate the purposes of interjuris-
dictional housing mobility programs discussed above and in the case
studies. It also recognizes the merits in some criticisms of the
programs, in that in their implementation has allowed the goals of
mobllity to be yiven preference over the right to stay in place.

The most notable criticisms of housing mobility programs were
voliced by those who fear they pose displacement dangers for minority
communities. Quite different arguments are presented by those who
have historically battled any influx of lower income and minority
housenolds to their communities.

Criticisms focused on the Regional Housing Mobility Program
and, to a lesser deyree, the Areawide Housing Opportunity Program,
and arise from a basic challenge to the Federal site selection
criteria established in the early 1970's. Since these policies grew
out of the civil rights movement of the 1960's, critics argue, they
have become obsolete for the 1980's. In this view, the current needs
of lower income people lie primarily in preventing their displacement
trom inner city neighborhoods by middle and upper income people. To
many, it is quite simply too coincidental that the Federal government
is implementing mobility policies at the same time as the white
middle class wants to expand its own options in central cities by
gentritying neighborhoods.

Also, some critics say, lt 1s not clear that the assumptions
upon wnich the mobility proygrams were based have been adequately
proven or, in any event, are still supportable.

Mobility programs have often stressed facilitating the movement
of lower income and minority persons from central cities into
suburban areas. Such an objective apparently assumes that such
persons want to move out of central cities; there is something
"wrong" with concentrations of lower income and minority persons;
suburban areas contain opportunities and offer a way to improve
conditions; and new choices need be provided only outside central
city areas. To many, these assumptions are increasingly suspect.
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[f sufficient housing subsidies were provided in central city
areas to complement housiny mobility programs, it is likely the
critics would substantially soften such arguments. But, with
increasingly reduced federally assisted housing funds, this 1is hardly
the case. Choice would really be enhanced, the critics say, only if
nousing assistance made it just as possible for lower income people
to remain in the central cities as to move to other locations.

Overall, critics suggest that mobility programs now more readily
serve 1ncominy Jentrifiers than lower income and minority
nouseholds. A number of suggestions to address that problem follow.

The principles that follow represent our conclusions as to the
guidelines that interjurisdictional housing mobility programs must
obey in order to achieve both equity and expansion of choice:

1. A housing mobility program must expand housing choice available
to lLower income housenolds 1n terms of quantity and location of that
housing.

This principle is the primary objective of interjurisdictional
housing programs. While these programs are designed to enhance
mobility, their purpose is to increase the access of lower income
nousenolds to affordable, decent housing. Thus, for a lower income
household in a given jurisdiction, such a program increases both the
absolute number of affordable, decent housing units and the
geographic areas within which those units are provided and accessible
~ to the household.

This implies wider choice. The creation of either a greater
number of units or a greater number of jurisdictions alone does not
adeyuately constitute a mobility program. Providing more units
within a single jurisdiction--while perhaps necessary--does not
increase housing access outside that area. Enabling a household to
move to a greater number of jurisdictions without increasing the
available supply of affordable, decent housing there merely increases
thhe numper of areas where a household may look for yet unavailable
nousing. ’

while interjurisdictional housing programs deal directly with
the yuantity and location of housing, quality issues are not ig-
nored. Since such programs rely on Federal assistance 1n the
the provision of housing, quality housing standards are a mandated
requirement. However, the interjurisdictional programs do not
directly affect the guality of housing, tfor the selection of a
nousing unit and its location is at the discretion of each household
and, under ideal circumstances, each can select housing which best
meets individual desires. The interjurisdictional housing program
intervenes to the extent that it protects the right to make that
selection and tries to expand the choice where it has been
restricted.
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2. A housing mobility program must not eliminate a household's
choice to live anywhere.

A mobility program must not either intentionally or effectively
restrict the access of a lower income household to affordable decent
nousiny, regardless of the location. To do so undermines the basic
principle of choice no matter what other opportunities may be
enhanced because of the mobility program.

This objective requires the closest scrutiny, tor it is always
difficult to measure the validity of a program in terms of impact
oeyond its immediate scope. Part of the controversy over mobility
proyrams resulted from these programs allegedly placing housing
opportunities for lower income households in jeopardy - specifically
when families were eligible to receive assistance but did not want to
leave tne neighborhood where they lived.

The right of access to aftordable decent housing must not
limited by location. Choice means the ability to select among
alternatives: one can stay put, move across the street, or move out
of the city. The greater the available choice, the closer the
mobility program is to achieving its objectives.

This principle is easier said than done. The difficulty here
arises, in part, because housing mobility programs are designed
expressly to overcome the "artificial" barriers which prevent
households receiving assistance to move to another community if they
wlsh. These barriers are "artificial" because they are used to
justify the prevention of households from woving someplace else
across town lines. 1Instead of removing such barriers, most mobility
programs have created structures which enable lower income households
to get around them. Thus, for example, jurisdictional primacy is
lett intact, and mechanisms are designed to allow households to
"violate" tnose rules. The problem is not that town lines exist, but
that they are allowed to artificially determine the boundaries within
which families may move.

This problem has too often resulted in the desiyn of mobility
progyrams that fail to incorporate a larger view of access and, at
times, even eliminate some alternatives. Mobility proyrams should
instead rocus on removing obstacles to access. Even if this 1s not
possible, the mechanisms designed must not create limits on certain
types of access in their attempt to expand others.

and, while households seeking housing nobility are restricted in
their access to affordable, decent housing, so are those who wish to
stay where they presently live, but for different reasons. Effective
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programs can and need be designed to stop displacement, preserve
neighborhoods and increase residential security for lower income
households in place. While these are not the objectives of moblility
progyrams, these programs must not jeopardize such efforts nor feed
the forces that cause displacement. Also, mobility programs must
not be used to rationalize not dealing with displacement under the
argument that housing will be available elsewhere.

3. A housing moblllty program must not restrict the number of
housenolds who can change jurilsdilctlons.

The number of households mobility programs can serve is limited
by available program resources. This affects both the housing
assistance available to tne lower income household and the funds
avallable to operate the program.

Thus, a mobility program artificially limits the access it
provides 1f any restriction is placed on the number of households
tnat can participate. Restrictions can happen through the
establishment of either a special allocation of certificates only for
mobility programs or a specified number of certificates only for
those households who choose to move. These practices effectively
limit the number of households who can move because "mobility" is
permitted only to the extent that the "set aside" number of
certificates is available. Restrictions could be imposed in other
ways. "Mobility" might be limited only to those households who are
employed in a jurisdiction, who have been displaced, etc.

Such restrictions must not be present in a mobility program
because they artificially set "priorities" about who should move and

limit the number of potentially mobile households through the
arbitrary selection of a "set aside”.

4. A housing mobility program must not delay or reduce access to
resources for the households not wanting to change jurisdictions.

Establishinyg special allocations or reserving a specified number
or certificates has anothier undesirable effect - to reduce the total
resources available to the housing needy population regardless of
thelr mobility status.

This underscores the principle that a mobility program must not
distinguish housing assistance resources in terms of the household
to be aided. If the program restricts certain funds to "mobility"
recipients, those who do not select to move must compete for a
redquced total amount of housing assistance funds.
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This principle does not mean that mobility programs cannot be
designed to enable yreater access. It does meant that, prior to a
household's receipt of assistance, its choice of location must not
determine what resources are available to the recipient.

Probably more than any other, this principle will seem unduly
restrictive to those operating mobility programs. Regardless,
programs can be effectively designed to enable mobility without
arpbitrarily removing a portion of the available resources from the
total population dependent on those resources for obtaining
affordable, decent housing. Moreover, such "set asides" do not

innerently increase mobility program's effectiveness. And since they
deny access to those reserved funds for housing needy households who

do not wish to move, such measures must not be endorsed in a program
to ensure housinyg rights.

5. A housing mopility program must have a strong anti-discrimination
component.

Factors that account for lower income families limited mobility
are more numerous, and sometimes more subtle, than discrimination.
However, there is little question that discrimination would be a
substantial barrier to mobility even if all the other problems were
solved.

Many lower income families are minority group members who face
discrimination in many communities, including some lower income
communities with mostly white populations. In addition, middle class
and more affluent communities often resist the entrance of lower
income families, regardless of their ethnic background or color.

If a mobility program aims to assist as many households desiring
to change jurisdiction as possible, it might do so, easily
and at the least expense, by locating units in areas where
discrimination would not be a factor. But this would effectively
limit the range of choices a household can make, and is therefore
unacceptable. ‘

Some proyrams give preference to households desiring to move
trom an area where the proportion of lower income, minority
residents is high to a neighborhood of greater heterogeneity. This
approach does not so much combat discrimination as it furthers
integration. Although the goal of integration~sis not irrelevant or
undesirable, such restrictions actually do not serve to expand
housing choice and are therefore not desirable components of a
mobility program.

There are some discriminatory acts which a program aimed at
mobility will not be able to control. Some communities, for example,
will be hard for lower income or minority families to enter because
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their zoning legislation has resulted in the existence of few or no
attordable units.

Other aspects of discrimination can be addressed directly, using
various combinations of the following activities:

- Education Activities. These may be directed at both con-
sumers and providers of housing, and may include information on
rights, obligations and housing discrimination penalties. They may
also include efforts to "pave the way" for new, lower income or
minority families, hopefully reducing the difficulties that occur if
present, non-minority or more aftfluent residents are frightened or
resentful.

- Affirmative Marketing Activities. These involve efforts to
inform minorities in all parts of the region about housing opportuni-
ties, using media and other techniques. Agencies participating in
interjurisdictional programs can monitor the affirmative marketing
activities of builders, developers and sponsors of subsidized
housing, as well as the lending policies of area financial
lnstitutions.

- Testing and Auditing. These are procedures used to
‘determine and document housing discrimination. In many cases, such
activities are already being conducted by other agencies in a

region. The administrators of the interjurisdictional program should
contact these yroups and work with them.

All these are expensive, and will draw resources from the less
complex process of directing people into communities where
“discrimination is not present. However, since overcoming
discrimination is necessary for enlarging housing choice, such use of
resources 1s entirely proper.

6. A housing mobility program must include a counseling component
to provide information and assistance for households choosing to
change jurisdiction, wilithout promoting that cholce over any other.

One of the most important factors in the administration of a
program aimed at interjurisdictional mobility is the quantity and
gquality of guidance and counseling built into the procedure.

The extent to which a program permitting such mobility actually
enlarges a household's locational choice often depends on whether
the progyram includes a counseling component. The amount of
counseling may determine both the ease with which a household in the
program finds a place to live and the degree of satisfaction after
the move,

It is important to note the role of counselors' attitudes.
Their approach wmay determine whether the program can be viewed as one
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offering necessary help to households interested in changing
locations, or as the means through which families are given undue
encouragement to move out of areas of minority concentration,
fostering a yoal which may be in conflict with the wishes of the
minority population.

In order to ensure full freedom of housing choice for certifi-
cate holders, HUD regulations mandate that an interjurisdictional
move may not, for any reason, be required of a household that has ob-
tained a certificate, even if the certificate is part of a special
mobility program. Counseling that creates the appearance of required
ftorced mobility is also prohibited.

peyond traditional support activities, counseling connected to
mobility programs ideally will include assistance especially geared
to the problems encountered in changing location. These items
include:

- Information Guides and Materials. These generally provide
nouseholds with information about the supply, location and other
factors relevant to the search for housing. They can also offer
information on costs, financing and methods for filing discrimination
complaints. Often, an informational brochure on the
interjuridictional program itself is developed and distributed,
listing program benefits and responsibilities for both housing con-
sumers and providers.

- Individualized, Direct Services. These are designed to pro-
vide assistance, usually on a one-to-one basis, to help a household
make the best locational choice within the interjurisdictional
region. Such services also include working with families to help
them determine realistic housing expenditures. They may further
include escort and transportation services, child care services and
community tours. Follow-up services to aid in the adjustment to a
new community are otten available as well.

- Outreach and Training. These activities are directed toward
housing consumers and providers, as well as advocates for these
groups. Outreach services sometimes include contacting employers
with workers who may be able to benefit by participanting in an
interjurisdictional program. Outreach activities may include
distribution of materials, workshops, and meetings. Training
activities may involve working with housing developers and managers
to set tenant selection policies consistent with the
interjurisdictional program.

Obviously, successful counseling programs obviously require
heavy investnents of money and time. In most of the programs
described in this study, administrative funds attached to Section 8
Existing housing certificates have allowed, and to some extent
required, some degree of counseling. At this writing, these funding
sources are being modified substantially. Such changes will probably
result in households in the Section 8 program receiving less
financial assistance, having more more difficulty finding affordable
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units. This will make effective guidance programs even more
important. However, it may also make resources for such programs
extremely scarce.

7. A housing mobility program must attempt to include a geographic
area that at least reflects the traditional housing market in the
reglon.

A mobility program's goal must be to allow lower income and
minority households to make the same housing location choices that
other families can make. This means they should be able to choose
freely between the central city or cities in a region and the
surrounding suburban, exurban or rural areas.

If industry is moving to locations within the areas covered,
tnen tne incentive to be near work will add relevance to the program
and increase its chance of success. The same 1s true if jobs have
peen concentrated in parts of the region where lower income
housenolds have not traditionally lived.

An ideal mobility program, then, will be set up to cover an
entire region, not selected parts of it.

Of course, if most available rental housing is concentrated in
certain parts of the region, options for mobility are limited even
where substantial assistance is offered. This is often a significant
factor in regions where the need for additional mobility is most
urgyent; rtor example, in metropolitan areas with central cities that
contain a large propoertion of the region's affordable rental units
and are surrounded by suburbs to which industry 1is bringing rmuch
yreater job opportunities.

In exurban or rural regions, the supply of rental housing 1s
usually spread more evenly, thus facilitating mobility. However,
these areas do not tend to differ significantly from each other
in terms of job opportunity, schools, or transportation, so there is
very otten little reason for households to move out of a familiar
area.

It remains true, in any case, that the larger the region that is
covered by a mooility program, the broader the choice that can be
automatically offered to households wishing to participate. If their
options are identical to those of other segments in the population,
then the program can be both relevant and effective.
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8. A housing mobility program must include some form of financial
assistance,

It 1s theoretically possible to conduct a mobility program with-
out a subsidy that would be the eguivalent of a fair housing and
counseling proygram. However, now and in the foreseeable future, any
mobility program for lower income households, like any other housing
program for that constituency, must include some form of financial
assistance.

It appears that these households will have at least as much
trouble in the future as they have to date in acquiring decent
housing without such assistance. There is little subsidized
production of lower income housing currently being proposed either by
HUD or Conygress, and the private housing industry is not strong.
Residential construction starts remain at remarkably low levels.
Practically no new rental housing is being built. And the existing
rental stock is being depleted through arson, abandonment,
conversions to cooperatives and condominiums, rehabilitation,
disinvestment and other forces.

This difficulty is compounded by the expense of moving from one
community to another. And the complications that arise when any
household moves constitute wmore of a barrier, psychologically as well
as physically, without adequate financial resources.

The proyrams examined in this study were all based on the use of
Section 3 rental assistance, mostly for existing housing. At present
it 1s unclear what shape such Federal assistance will take in the
future, or in what quantity it will be available. It is also not
clear whether or not states or other government levels will assume
some lncreased responsibility for housing assistance in the absence
of Federal aid. B

It 1s clear that any effort to encourage the exercise of a
larger number of housing mobility options by lower income families is
neaded for frustration and failure without some financial assistance.

9. A housing mobility program must incorporate monitoring and
evaluation procedures tnat provide the information necessary to
measure the program's effectiveness,

A program that sets out to increase access to housing across
jurisaictional lines clearly will seek to effect the largest number
of such moves possible. However, if the goal of an interjurisdic-
tional mobility program is to expand housing choice for lower income
and minority households, then measuring success by the number or
proportion of interjurisdictional moves made, or any variation of
this measurement, clearly does not suffice. In fact, such criteria
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could have the effect of substituting one set of limitations on
housing choice for another, since the option of housing in the same
community 1is excluded.

Success must ultimately be measured through satisfaction on the
part of households that have made interjurisdictional moves and, to
some extent, in terms of the ease and cost of administering these
noves.

Satisfaction, of course, is a hard thing to measure. Procedures
for evaluation will probably have to include:

- interviews with people who have moved, including discussions
about how comfortable they feel in the new community and whether they
have adequate access to services they require;

- interviews with people who wanted to participate in the pro-
gram but were not able to find a place to which they could move;

- interviews with program participants who chose to stay in
place, including discussions of why that choice was made and whether
they are still pleased with 1it;

- some determination of how many households remain in the com-
munity to which they have moved, and families' reasons for staying or
leaviag;

- some evaluation of the ease with which any interjurisdictional
moves were made, including the time involved in finding housing and
whether any action to combat discrimination was regquired.

Although it obviously cannot be the sole or most important
measure of effectiveness, the cost of the interjurisdictional moves
should certainly be included in any such assessment. COSts will be
determined by:

- the expenditures required for counseling programs;

- the administrative complexity of the program; and

- the expense of anti-discrimination activities.
Clearly, the cost per interjurisdictional move will be determined by
the number of such moves made under the program. If two programs
spendinyg the same money achleve different move totals for other

reasons, such as job location or housing availability, then their
cost per move will differ.
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EVALUATION

This study would not be complete without an assessment of the
relative merits of the major interjurisdictional mechanisms defined
and described herein. Such an evaluation's criteria should include
the mechanisms' relative ease of administration and the degree to
which each mechanism conforms to the study's guiding principles for
interjurisdictional housing mobility programs as well as the
proyrams' effectiveness., To assist in this evaluation, a summary
chart is provided comparing the interjurisdictional housing mobility
mechanisms.

Concerning the latter, however, only a few general statements
can be made. Since very few agencies have systematically evaluated
their results, it is not possible to meaningfully assess their
efrfectiveness. In general, the success of mobility programs to date
has depended more upon the attitude and interest of the particular
programs' administrators than upon their structure.

Ease orf Administration

Most successful interjurisdictional housing programs to date
have worked through the leadership and support of regional planning
agencies or councils of government. Ideally, such agencies'
involvement in the administration of mobility programs is highly
desirable, facilitating cooperation among multiple jurisdictions,
agencles and fair housing organizations. :

However, relying on regional agencies causes certain problems.
Not all regions contain agencies willing or able to beccme actively
involved in mobility programs. And to implement such programs,
regional agencies must work closely with any local public housing
authorities (PHA's). Not every PHA, however, is inclined to
cooperate with a mobility program run by another agency in its
territory. Why not? Primarily because administrative funds that
would go to the PHA might be diminished if another agency has any
responsibility for assistance in the area. What's more, local
housing authorities, especially in large cities, are chronically
short of units needed for their own area residents, and are often not
eager to divert any resources toward those in other areas.

In the Reservation or Set-Aside mechanism, the programs are
heavily dependent upon the role of the regional agency, which
performs a variety of functions including supervision, coordination,
and counseling. This means that this type of program can only be
successful where there is an interested, active regional agency. 1In
addition, cooperative agreements must be obtained from as many as
four levels oOr government.
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In some programs within this group, the mobility certificate is
allocatea to the jurisdiction from which the household moves,
requiring tne added complexity of shared administrative
responsibilities by the public housing authorities involved as well
as the regional agency. In other cases, however, this aspect of
administration is simplified by the allocation of the certificate to
the receivinyg PHA.

Regyional ayencies also play a role in the Exchange or Transfer
progyrams' which require that cooperative agreements identifying
mutual responsibilities be arranged between or among participating
jurisdictions. But, the actual administration of programs using this
mechanism, after the agreements are obtained, is relatively simple.
Once exchanged, certificates which have been transferred are handled
in the same manner as all others, and the absolute number of
certificates remains unchanged.

For programs under the Agreements to Honor Certificates
Jechanism, the opposite is true. These necessitate complicated
arrangements to spell out each ayency's responsibilities in the
aaminlstration of certificates used for mobility, since tasks are
shared. So cooperative agreements which not only commit
jurisdictions to participate in mobility programs, but also resolve
the problems of shared adminlstrative tasks and funds, must be
negotliated.

The ayreements to Honor mechanism, however, does not depend upon
regional ayency's participation to function. It also has the
advantage of being relatively easy to arrange politically
with regard to administrative factors like handling residency
preferences.

The group defined under Programs Administered Over !ore than One
Jurisdiction by a Central Agency, has more administrative variety.
In its simplest form, only one agency is involved; in more complex
arrangements, subcontracting to other agencies takes place. Since no
cooperative agreements are necessary, and since both contract and
aaministrative authority rest in one place, this mechanism offers the
possibility of relative administrative ease.

A basic administrative problem faced by many assistance programs
that explicitly aim to enhance mobility involves the management of
applicant walting lists. Often, households seexking assistance can
jump the waiting list by accepting a certificate targeted for
mobility. In some cases, they can then request a transfer back to
their original jurisdiction. In other instances, a household
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desiring to change location must join a second waiting list after
receiving the certificate that permits mobility. Both systems have
unfair elements.

The Exchange/Transfer program run by the HNew Orleans Regional
Planning Commission handles this problem by permitting applicants to
join wmore than one waiting list simultaneously, but not to jump any
list. Naturally, this problem does not face programs that provide
mobility automatically by covering a wide range of jurisdictions.

However, an administrative difficulty that does arise in such
proyrams is that of differing fair market rents. If a large enough
region is covered, it can include both metropolitan and non-metro-
politan areas, or portions of more than one SMSA. HUD- assigned fair
market rents may vary in different parts of the region, and families
seexing mobility often find that they must locate housing at differ-
ent prices. This tends to inhibit interjurisdictional moves when
Section 8 certificates are being used.

Conformance with Mobility Principles

The degree to which these various types of mechanisms meet the
study's principles for mobility programs can be assessed by asking
four questions: 1) How much is housing choice expanded in terms of
guantity and geographic area? 2) Are limits or restrictions on choice
or access to resources created for any household? 3) What is the
extent of counseling and anti-discrimination components? 4) Is
tinancial assistance provided?

The broadest amount of housing choice, produced with the least
restrictions, is created by Proygrams Administered by A Central Agency
Over More Than One Jurisdiction. Under all other mechanisms, the
amount ot geoyraphic mobility is limited by the need to obtain
ayreements from agencies and localities to participate. This task 1is
usually difficult to accomplish.

Although it contains many of the programs which have been the
most active, the Reservation and Set-Aside mechanism creates a number
of limits or restrictions on some households' rights. Their right to
move, for example, is limited by the number of certificates in the
central pool. And households not desiring to change location are
denied egual access to that pool of resources. The set-aside concept
thus violates the principles regarding unrestricted locational choice
and equal access for all households.

Since most programs within the Exchange or Transfer group impose
limits on the number or percent of certificates which can be used for
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mobility, this mechanism also ygives rise to inequities, Here, the
limit on transfer certificates means that only an established number
of households are free to move. In these programs, though,
households not wishing to move are not denied equal access to
resources. This mechanism also includes one variation in which
there is no limit placed on certificates eligible for transfer; in
this instance, violation of the principle does not occur.

Ayreements to Honor programs avoid creating inequities since all
certificates are honored without restrictions. But in this
mechanism, other limiting conditions like the requirement that a
household show that it was impossible to locate a unit in its
original jurisdiction, are usually imposed. Such conditions, while
more subtle, do violate the principle that states households must be
permitted to live anywhere they choose.

The level of counseling and anti-discrimination activities
varies widely throughout these program types. The Programs
Administered by a Central Agency group, many of which are not
mobility proyrams by intent, tend to have the most limited efforts.
The Exchange or Transfer and Agreements to Honor mechanisms usually
restrict counseling activities to the regular Section 8 briefings
performed by the PHA's involved, with some information about mobility
opportunities added.

But in the Reservation and Set-Aside programs, many regional
agencies have developed extensive counseling programs as integral
varts of the mobility concept. These activities are performed by the
regional agency itself, usually with funds provided through AHOP

_ or KHMP allocations.

Finally, all the programs included here rely upon the Federal
assistance provided througyh the Section 8 program as their basic
tool. All proyrams recoynize the basic fact that for low income
people, the concept of mobility 1is meaningless without reliable,
on-gyolng housing assistance.

CONCLUSIONS

Mobility programs are designed to achieve the worthwhile
objective of increasing lower income and minority households' access
to affordable, decent housing. To do so, these programs have had to
deal with a variety of obstacles to increase access. However,
instead of removing the obstacles, most mobility programs design
structures for getting around them. These structures, in turn, have
sometimes resulted in the limitation of households' mobility rights.
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Implementing an interjurisdictional mobility program is
difficult at best. Communities and agencies are often unwilling to
participate, and only the dedication and forcefulness of people
comnitted to increasing opportunities for lower income people make a
program possible. In many cases, the art of the possible becomes a
controlling factor in how the proyram is designed.

Wwhile recognizing. these difficulties, the Principles for a
Mobility Proyram discussed in this study represent, we believe,
guidelines which can be used to establish programs which utilize
lessons learned from the pioneering programs, while avoiding their
errors.

''ne Proyrams Administered Over More tnan One Jurisdiction by a
Central Agency group, since it is the least contrived, comes closest
among the current mechanisms to meeting our principles. But if these
programs are to effectively enhance mobility, they must, in most
cases, enlarye their counseling components and assume a more
conscious role as facilitators of mobility.

The other mecnanisms which avoid violating our most important
principles are the Agreement to Honor Certificates group and the
unlimited type of Exchange or Transfer Programs. Although these
suffer from the administrative complexities and geographical
restrictions discussed above, they represent positive directions in
which to move.

As of this writing, there are several proposals for a modified
certificate program or housing voucher program which will replace,
put in major respects be similar to, the existing Section 8 Program,
the basic tool of programs discussed in this study. The design of
this program could allow certificates or vouchers to be used to
implement interjurisdictional housing mobility programs conforming
with the study's principles. For example, a certificate should not
pe subject to residency preferences and should be eligible for use in
any location.

Development of interjurisdictional mobility programs needs
support and funding in conjunction with federal housing assistance
programs. Such programs should conform to the principles set forth
in this study. Particular attention must be given to counseling and
monitoring components. Any discussion of housing choice, however, is
meaningless in a context of inadequate housing supply. The supply
and preservation of housing units available to lower income and
minority households throughout metropolitan areas 1is the necessary
foundation for any effort to ensure equal housing choice.
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